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Gregory S. Toms, P.E. 
1476 Old Hickory Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Gen. J. B. Davis USAF (Ret.) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlinglon, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express great concern over the Department of Defense recommendation to 
realign functions from the Annapolis, Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Carderock Division to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The proposed consolidation is considerably 
more expensive than the $25 million estimated by the BSEC, will hinder the Navy's ability to be 
an effective fighting force and will cause the continued destruction of the earths vital protective 
ozone layer. 

Recently, Congressional members from Pennsylvania sent you a letter. It claims that 
Annapcdis made inaccurate and untrue statements about the Navy's ability to perform CFC 
reduction research would be adversely affected in the event of the consolidation to Philadelphia. 
It is disturbing to hear these unfounded allegations and I should know. I am one of the engineers 
from Annapolis working on this crucial program. 

I have a Masters Degree in Mechanical Engineering and have almost 15 years of 
engineering experience. I am also a registered Professional Engineer. For the last 11 years, I 
have been working on the development of shipboard air conditioning plants for the Navy. It is 
appalling that the Pennsylvania congressmen would claim to know more than myself in my area 
of experk.  To the best of my knowledge, none of the Congressmen that signed the letter have 
ever been to Annapolis or have any first hand experience in air conditioning and refrigeration. 
The letter in question states that "Philadelphia has existing CFC facilities and is conducting on- 
going non-CFC-testing". This is a very misleading statement. While Philadelphia has CFC 
facilities, they are used for refrigeration and reciprocating air conditioning. Philadelphia does 
have on-going refrigeration testing in their facilities, however, the research and development for 
reciprocating air condition plant conversions was performed in Annapolis several years ago and 
then transitioned to fleet implementation at Philadelphia. More important is the research and 
developn~ent that is currently underway with the backfit of centrifugal compressor air conditioning 
plants. 'These plants are used on all the major combatants including SSN 688, SSBN 726, SSN 
21, DDG 51, CG 47 and CVN 68. These plants are used for cooling electronic equipment and 
for comlort air conditioning and are crucial to the ships operation. Currently, an extensive 
program is underway in Annapolis that is converting these plants from the existing CFC-114 
refrigerant to a new non-CFC refrigerant. Actual shipboard air conditioning plants have been 
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purchased and installed in facilities in Annapolis. These plants will be modified for operation with 
the altlmative non-CFC refrigerant and their performance will be evaluated. While Philadelphia 
has two centrifugal compressor air conditioning plants installed in their facilities, rn of the 
CFC- 114 backfit conversions are being performed in Philadelphia. It is also important to note 
another facility that Philadelphia does not have. It is the Centrifugal Compressor Development 
Facility (CCDF). The CCDF is used to evaluate the performance of centrifugal compressors used 
in air conditioning plant applications. The facility is designed to map the compressor performance 
using the actual refrigerant. The CCDF is a critical part of the CFC elimination program since 
new compressors must be developed for certain ship classes. I feel that the Pennsylvania 
Congressmen stating that Philadelphia has existing CFC facilities is extremely misleading and 
untrue. 

The letter further states that "These facilities (Philadelphia's) will enable implementation 
of BRAC '95 consolidations with little or no schedule interruption". This statement is absolutely 
false. As indicated above, Philadelphia does not possess alg of the most important facilities 
required to perform the CFC program. The current BSEC recommendation does include the 
relocation of any of the CFC equipment therefore it obvious that there will be significant program 
delays. If, however the recommendation is revised and includes the relocation of the critical 
facilities from Annapolis, there will still be program delays. Speaking from pervious experience, 
I can assure you that it is impossible to move the Annapolis facilities with little or no schedule 
interruption. I am the project engineer in charge of the CCDF. It took 18 months to design, 
fabricate and tro~bleshoot this facility. Moving this facility to Philadelphia will likely take a 
similar amount of time. That is because the facility was built in place to meet the room physical 
requirements. Therefore most of the piping, wiring, supports, etc. will need to be replaced. It 
also took additional 6 months to perform a calibration of the facility. In total, it is estimated that 
it will t k e  approximately 24 months to get the facility back on line. A similar thing can be said 
about the other CFC facilities. It is obvious to me that the proposed relocation would cause a 
significmt &&y in the CFC elimination program schedule. However, one key issue that was not 
addressed was personnel. The current plan in addition to not relocating the CFC facilities also 
does not include the transfer of any of the CFC personnel (the 261 billets transferred does not 
include any of the CFC personnel) . It is obvious that if this is the final plan, it will be impossible 
to resume CFC program until engineers and technicians can be properly trained. This would be 
the worst case situation in which program delay would greatly exceed the two years previously 
indicated. If, however, the plan is modified and provisions are made to relocate the CFC 
personnel, significant delays will still occur. It is anticipated that the vast majority of the technical 
personnel will nnt relocate to Philadelphia. Any loss to the existing highly trained team will still 
extend the program delay beyond the 2 year mark. The net effect of any proposed consolidation 
with or without the relocation of Annapolis personnel will accelerate the depletion of the CFC 
stockpile and will effectively reduce the Navy's capabilities. It will not be possible to deploy 
ships that have not been converted to the non-CFC refrigerant after the stockpile and plant 
refrigerant charge is depleted. The net result is a reduction in the number of ships that will be 
able to ll%ve the pier. It should be further noted that the delay in the plant conversions will allow 
for the continued release of the CFC refrigerants to the atmosphere and therefore the continued 
destruction of the earths protective ozone layer. 

:The letter also states that the consolidation "can be accomplished for $2 million, not $10 
million as claimed by Annapolis". It is not certain where this $2 million dollar figure came from. 



While I have not designed any of the Cooling System Dynamometers used in support of the air 
conditioning plant conversions, I have been a user of these facilities. I have installed and operated 
4 centrifugal compressor air conditioning plants and know from experience the projected cost. 
However, being the project engineer for the Centrifugal Compressor Development Facility, I 
know that the cost will amount to approximately $ 2 million and this was not even considered in 
their estimate. The project total cost to relocate and install all equipment related to the CFC 
program as required by the current Navy CFC elimination plan is $ 11.2 million and as indicated 
above, this cost is not included in the DOD estimated cost of $ 25 million for the proposed 
reloca1:ion. 

I have only addressed one paragraph of the letter concerning the CFC program and it is 
obvio~~s to me that the information contained in the above mentioned letter is misleading and in 
several cases false. It also makes me wonder how much of the other information contained in the 
letter i:j also untrue. Stating fraudulent and misleading information to influence the vote that does 
not directly affect their constituents is wrong and unethical. As an American and a tax payer, I 
want tcb see what is best for our country, however I do not believe the DOD recommendation to 
consolidate Annapolis with Philadelphia is in the best interest of the country. Commissioners 
Cox, Illontoya, and Cornella have visited Annapolis to receive a first hand look. I would 
encourage the other Commissioners to visit the Annapolis and Philadelphia sites and see for 
themselves the crucial CFC and other facilities. I will also be happy to answer any questions your 
may have. I can be reached at (410) 757-3978. 

Sincerely, 



May 25, 1995 

Mr Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing to urge you and your fellow commissioners, as an independent commission, to carefully review the 
Navy's recommendation to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment 
(NSWCIA ), Annapolis, Maryland. After reviewing the available Navy documents, my initial reaction was 
confirmed. The Navy has made a temble mistake that must be corrected. 

I am fonvarding an analysis of the Navy's decision which clearly shows that the Navy did not follow the mandated 
criteria. The two principal criteria were military value and economic savings. As you can see by the attached, 
NSWCIA. has a high military value. Economically, the stated costs are understated by a minimum factor of 4, while 
the net savings are overstated by a factor of 3. The payback period claimed by the Navy is one year, but using the 
correct certified data, the period is at least 19 years. In addition, the disruption caused by the move will destroy 
the very valuable capability of the Annapolis laboratory. It just does not make sense. 

I am most concerned about the process used by the Navy to make the closure decisions. The Navy required that 
all infonrlation be "certifed" up the chain of command. The final certifying official was VADM Earner who was 
also a member of the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC), yet apparently agreed that the data he had 
certifed was not accurate since the costs, both one-time and recumng, were ignored by the BSEC. 

After my review of the Navy's recommendation, I believe that, as in BRAC 93, the Navy has (again) to 
demonstrate that the decisions being made, which affect the lives of thousands of people, are based on logical 
processes and real numbers. 

I urge you to carefully study the attached information and bring it to the attention of your fellow commissioners. 
I urge you. to act independently and remove NSWCIA from the closure list. 

If I can be of any assistance in this matter, please call me at 410-969-3091. 

Respectfully, 

2~4d &LL[ 
Richard Helmick 
841 Evergreen Road 
Severn, Maryland 21 144 



Why NSWC\Annapolis should not - be closed 

The 1993 Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) voted 7-0 to overrule the 
Navy's 1993 recommendation regarding NSWC\Annapolis 

In 1993, the Navy recommended that NS WC\Annapolis be "disestablished" and ". . . relocate the 
necesscr~finctions, personnel, equipment and support"' to NSWC\Philadelphia. In 1995, the 
Navy is recommending that NSWC\Annapolis be "closed" and "...relocate ap~ropriate 
finctio,ur, personnel, equipment and supportM2 to NSWC\Philadelphia and NSWC\Carderock. 
Other than minor semantics, the Navy is advocating the same flawed plan as in 1993 which 
the Co~mrnission decisively rejected. In fact, during the 1993 deliberations and shortly before 
the vote, Chairman Courter said "Does anyone really know what the Navy wanted here because 
what we are seeing sure doesn't make any sense?" 

The Navy's recommendation "substantially deviatesN from the military value criteria 

The BRAC law requires DOD to specify the criteria to be used in selecting bases for closure. 
DOD lists these criteria in eight categories, but grouped into three in the following order - 
military value, economic benefit and community impact. Military value was understood to mean 
that the most valuable bases were to be retained. By recommending the movement of the staff 
and facilities of NSWC\Annapolis, the Navy is tacitly acknowledging the inherent value of the 
functions performed and the manner in which they are performed by NSWC\Annapolis. Thus, 
the military value of NSWC\Annapolis is high. 

However, the movement to Philadelphia will destroy this capability, at great cost with little 
real savings. The skilled, experienced staff will be fragmented with most of the key personnel 
refusing to relocate. The world class unique facilities will most likely be compromised by 
the relo'cation and in fact the two most expensive and unique facilities will be abandoned in 
place in Annapolis. 

The Navy's recommendation "substantially deviates" from the economic benefit criteria 

The Navy's cost, savings and payback period are wrong (again). In 1993, the Navy claimed that 
it would cost only $24.8M to disestablish NSWC\Annapolis and save $7.8M per year for a 
payback in only 3 years. This year the Navy is claiming that it will only cost $25M to relocate 
and will save $14.5M for a payback in one year. 

' DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report to the Commission, Department of the Navy, 
Analysis and Recommendations, Volume IV, March, 1993 

* DClD Base Closure and Realignment Report to the Commission, Department of the Navy, 
Analyses and Recommendations, Volume IV, March, 1995 



In 1993, the Navy was pressed by the congressional delegation and the community to justify 
their ezonomic analysis. It was known that the real costs to relocate were in the $140-160M 
range ;and that the savings were only on the order of $3M, since the only savings were the 
elimination of about 50 jobs. In a final futile attempt to justify the Navy's position, Admiral 
Kelso (Navy CNO at the time and also Acting Secretary of the Navy) wrote to the 
Commission on June 1, 1993 that the Navy's intent was to keep all the facilities in 
Annapolis open and move the people to Philadelphia where they could then commute back 
and forth to use the facilities as necessary. This was a tacit admission that for $24.8M only 
the staff could be relocated, not the facilities. The Commission quickly realized that the 
increased travel and lost time costs would far exceed any savings and decisively rejected the 
Navy's recommendation 7-0. 

In 19951, the !'certified datat1 submitted to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
indicates that the actual one-time costs to "closet1 NSWC\Annapolis and move a large 
portior~ of the facilities to NSWC\Philadelphia and NSWC\Carderock is $83.5M. In a 
December 12, 1994 BSEC meeting3, where the decision to close NSWC\Annapolis was made 
(officially), the BSEC directed the staff to ignore the certified data submitted through the 
chain of command. This deliberate falsification of certified data was couched in reference to 
an earlil~r meeting decision4 that these costs were something government employees do anyway, 
apparently implying that since the government employees would be doing something anyway that 
they might as well be moving. It is ironic that one member of the BSEC, VADM Earner, was 
the final "certifying official" for the data on NSWC/Annapolis and yet he apparently 
concurred with the rest of the BSEC that this data was erroneous! 

The scenario adopted by the BSEC was identified as 3-20-0198-035A (generally referred to as 
35A) which was an alternative submitted by NSWCIAnnapolis to the original BSEC scenario 3- 
20-0198-035 (known as 35). The original BSEC scenario 35 called for the abandonment of 
all facilities and the movement of a fraction of the staff to Philadelphia. A COBRA 
analysis of this scenario (on file at  the BRAC Commission) shows a one-time cost of $27M. 
Scenario 35A was the alternative proposed by NSWCIAnnapolis to salvage some capability and 
moved :substantially more staff and many facilities to Philadelphia. Before adopting this 
scenario, the BSEC added a number of other facilities for movement to Philadelphia and 
Carderock. Yet, amazingly, the BSEC submitted COBRA one-time costs are only $25M. That 
is, moving more people and a large number of facilities is cheaper than moving less people 
and no facilities, at  least according to the BSEC. 

In sumniary, the Navy admitted in 1993 and has on record admitted in 1995 that for $25M, 
only staff could be moved to Philadelphia. The Navy's recommended plan to move both 
staff and facilities will cost far in excess of $25M. 

BS:EC meeting minutes of December 12, 1994 

BSIEC meeting minutes of December 7, 1994 



NSIWC\Annapolis has already been impacted by the BRAC process and no further 
efficiencies are possible 

The B(RAC'91 process resulted in the movement of one large technical directorate to 
NSWC:\Carderock and the consolidation of all support functions at NSWC\Carderock. The 
resultant NSWC\Annapolis population was to be 430: 374 technical personnel and 56 base 
support personnel. The BRAC'91 recommendation was ill conceived and buried in a massive 
laboratory and technical center realignment that the '91 Commission clearly did not understand. 
That decision however did eliminate all excess personnel from NSWC\Annapolis. The proposed 
personlie1 eliminations this time will in fact result in some savings. However, these savings 
could tle achieved simply by reducing the current work force in place without the expense of a 
move. The base operating support savings are greatly exaggerated and in some cases are wrong. 

NSPI'CIAnnapolii is an enclave 

NSWC,lAnnapolis is an enclave within the Annapolis Naval Station. Closing NSWCIAnnapolis 
does not free any land for use by the community. 

NSMrC\Annapolis is unique 

NSWC\Annapolis is the Navy's only machinery research and development center. The 
facilities and people at Annapolis are not duplicated anywhere else in the Navy or in the world. 
Although, Annapolis is part of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, it is also chartered to 
do submarine machinery research and development and, in fact, about half of the R&D 
effort at NSWC\Annapolis is related to submarines. Thus the Navy recognizes that there 
is only lone machinery research and development activity in the Navy. 

NS WC\ Annapolis does exploratory development, advanced development and engineering 
develop~nent of Naval shipboard machinery. These developments have application to new 
surface ,and submarine designs and most importantly to existing fleet ships. The development 
efforts utilize many unique special facilities that have been constructed and refined at 
NSWC\,L\nnapolis. Some of the major unique facilities at NSWC\Annapolis and some of the 
current programs utilizing these facilities are: 

Environmental Non-CFC Facility 

This facility has been constructed in the past three years to develop the technology to utilize non- 
o:zone depleting refrigerants in shipboard cooling systems. Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) have 
been identified as the fundamental cause for the rapid depletion of the earth's protective ozone 
layer, and under international agreements and national law, the production of CFCs will end 
December 3 1,1995. The Navy uses CFCs as refrigerants in critical shipboard cooling systems. 
These cooling systems cool vital weapon systems, navigation systems, sensors, communication 
systems and computers. A ship without these cooling systems functioning cannot go to sea. 
Tnere are still over 2000 of these systems in the latest force structure in use onboard every Navy 
ship. The Navy is continuing to place these CFC dependent systems on ships under construction 



since qualified new non-CFC systems are not yet ready. This facility is the heart of the Navy's 
CFC elimination program. 

Magnetics Facility 

This facility is used in the development of nonmagnetic technology which is now increasingly 
important as the Navy's emphasis shifts to littoral warfare where magnetic influence mines are 
such a problem. The Navy recognizes the importance of this work and if NSWCIAnnapolis and 
NSWCtWhite Oak both are closed (as recommended by DOD), a new $20M facility is to be 
constructed at NSWCICarderock to continue the pursuit of these vital technologies. 

Acoustic Silencing Facility 

This is a special facility devoted to machinery silencing developments. It has played a key role 
in the development of submarine stealth technology, most recently for the SEAWOLF program 
and now for the New SSN program. The technology and expertise of the submarine machinery 
silencing personnel is not duplicated anywhere else in the world. 

Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility 

This facility was established at NSWC\Annapolis after the loss of the USS THRESHER for the 
investigation of submarine deballasting. It continues to be used today for that and many other 
purposes and is a vital link in submarine safety. The Navy plans to abandon this facility since 
it is too expensive to move. Some day in the future, a board of inquiry will likely fix the loss 
13f this facility as a contributing factor to the loss of a submarine. 

Deep Ocean Pressure Facility 

'This facility can simulate the deepest ocean depths in specially designed immovable tanks. 
!2ubmersibles are routinely placed inside the large tank for certification of deep ocean capability. 
'This facility will also be abandoned by the Navy since it is impossible to move and replication 
would be extraordinarily expensive. 

The Navy purposely "gamed" the military value scores 

In the final military value scoring NSWCIAnnapolis finished about 1-112 points (out of 27) 
higher than NSWClPhiladelphia. In the early scoring however NSWCIAnnapolis was 5-6 points 
higher before the BSEC adjusted the scores primarily in the quality of life area. Quality of life 
is impoxtant for military personnel, but in a 99.9% civilian organization, such as most of the 
technical centers, quality of life is unimportant, i.e. it doesn't matter if onbase housing is 
available: or if  there is childcare available. 

IronicalSy, NSWCIPhiladelphia was credited in many of these areas based on the resources 
of the shipyard and naval station which close this summer and with them these resources. 
NSWC1,Qnnapolis was not similarly credited with these resources which exist on the 
Annapolis naval station or across the river at the academy. 







Mr.& Mrs. Alfonso M. Trotta 
139 S. Eaton St. 
Baltimore, MD 21224 
May 17, 1995 r L 

To: Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

From: Alfonso M. and Mary L. Trotta 

Re: Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

We are writing to thank you for visiting the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center- in Annapolis as our BRAC representative. We appreciate the time and 
effort you have dedicated to this case. 

Our son Andrew Trotta and also our son-in-law Dana Delisle have been 
emplojled as Electrical Engineers by the Naval Surface Warfare Center in 
Annapolis since they graduated from college in the mid-eighties. Both chose 
the pc~sition because, among other things, they wanted to stay in the Baltimore 
area. They both recently purchased homes in Anne Arundel County in order to 
remain in close proximity to their jobs as well as their families. 

A potential move to Philadelphia would disrupt all our lives. By moving 
this facility, you are taking away a large group of highly educated people. 
It seems to us that it is important and economically beneficial to keep these 
people and this facility in Maryland. As we are sure you are aware, the group 
of people who work here are very dedicated to their jobs. We have always been 
impressed with their commitment to this important, vital facility. We are 
very fond of Maryland and have voted in all the elections. We enjoy many of 
the activities and facilities that the state has to offer as a family group 
and would like to continue participating in such, together in the future. 

All of your efforts are very much appreciated. We truly hope the 
commission will reconsider their decision to close the Annapolis Naval Surface 
Warfare Center. Again, we would like to thank you for your time and effort. 

Sincerely, 

Mary L. Trotta 



Mrs. Andrew Trotta 
221 Newport Drive 
Severna Park, MD 21146 
(410) 544-8173 C/ 

To : Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

From: Lisa Trotta 13 
Re: Base Realignment and Closure commission 

I am writing to thank you for visiting the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center in Annapolis as our BRAC representative. I appreciate the 
time and effort you have dedicated to this case. 

My husband Andrew Trotta has been emp1,oyed as an Electrical 
Engineer by the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis since 
graduating from college in 1986. Both of us were born and raised 
in Ba1t:imore and our families remain in the Baltimore area. We 
chose to live in Severna Park to remain close to our families and 
our jot)s. I am employed as a registered nurse at The Kennedy 
Krieger Institute for Handicapped Children and Mercy Medical 
Center, both of which are in Baltimore City. 

A potential move to Philadelphia would be very disruptive to our 
lives. We never anticipated that we would be faced with this 
situation. We have invested a lot of time to assure that our sons 
will receive a Catholic education. It is often difficult to find 
school placement in the Catholic school system so we were very 
pleased when we were able to enroll our son Zachary at our parish 
school. We are extremely satisfied with the education he is 
receiving, and would not be happy to have to remove him from this 
school. 

We are also very fond of our state of Maryland. We support our 
local agencies in any way we can. We take pride in our state and 
enjoy al.1 t ha t  it has to offer to the fullest. We made a conscious 
decision when we were married in 1987 to remain here and raise our 
children here. It is very distressing to us to know that we now 
may be fraced with a move which we have no control over. 

As I am sure you are aware, the group of people who work here are 
very dedicated to their jobs. I have always been impressed with 
their ccmmitment to this important, vital facility. 

All of your efforts are very much appreciated. I truly hope the 
Commission will reconsider their decision to close the Annapolis 
Naval Surface Warfare Center. 

Thank you for your time and efforts, 

Sincerely, 

Lisa A. Trotta 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
May 4, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No.;th Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A more accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month tc~ two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC production must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletiorl of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditioiling and refrigeration. The current plans and schedule are to begin converting to the 
CFC rqplacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FY08 if there are no 
dismptic~ns due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: Alan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
!3. Lee Kling 
IUDM Ben Montoya 
'Wendi S teele 
.4lton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 
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CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FY08 if there are not 
disruptions due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: Alan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Ben Montoya 
Wendi Steele 
Alton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
May 4, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Clommissioner Cox: 

Thanks, again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A morls accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month to two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC production must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletion of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditioning and refrigeration. The current plans and schedule are to begin converting to the 
CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FY08 if there are not 
disruplions due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: Alan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Ben Montoya 
Wendi Steele 
Alton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
May 4, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Clommissioner Cox: 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A more accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month to two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC p:roduction must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletion of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditioning and refrigeration. The current plans and schedule are to begin converting to the 
CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FY08 if there are not 
disruptions due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

0'- d- 
@nes L. Corder 

cc: .Alan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
;3. Lee Kling 
:RADM Ben Montoya 
'Wendi S teele 
,4lton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
May 4, 1995 

Comm:issioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A more accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month to two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC production must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletion of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditiclning and refrigeration. The current plans and schedule are to begin converting to the 
CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FYO8 if there are not 
disruptions due to facility relocation. 

If I majr be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: PiIan Dixon 
Major General Josue Robles, Jr. 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Ben Montoya 
Vqendi S teele 
Alton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 2 1403 
May 4, 1995 

Commj ssioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 K'orth Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thanks again for the opportunity to testifying on behalf of the Annapolis Detachment of NSWC. 

A more: accurate and complete response to your question this morning about the impact of a 
delay in the CFC replacement program if the facilities had to be moved is as follows. The 
people who created the CFC replacement program facilities estimate that there would be an 18- 
month to two-year delay in the program if the facilities had to be moved to another site. This 
delay would risk a premature depletion of the Navy's CFC stock pile. By international accord 
CFC production must be terminated this year. Any delay due to a move would result in the 
depletion of the Navy's stock pile by about 2003, resulting in about 150 ships being without air 
conditioning and refrigeration. The current plans and schedule are to begin converting to the 
CFC replacement plants in the fleet in FY98 to be completed in FYO8 if there are not 
disruptions due to facility relocation. 

If I may be of any further assistance please advise me. 

Very respectfully, 

cc: PIlan Dixon 
hfajor General Josue Robles, Jr. 
S. Lee Kling 
RADM Ben Montoya 
Viendi S teele 
A.lton Cornella 
General James B. Davis 



Co~nrnissioner Rebecca Cox 
Deiense Closure and Realignment Commission 
17CQ N. Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

13403 Canyon Court 
Silver Spring, MD 20904- 140 1 
March 22, 1995 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

As an affected employee at the Naval Surface Warfare Center, White Oak, MD site, I 
have been keeping close watch of BRAC issues and discussion in the newspapers and on 
C-SPAN. I am writing this letter to you because I observed your line of questioning to 
the Secretary of the Navy and his staff relative to the proposed BRAC-95 closure of 
NSWC, White Oak and the related Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel at that same site. 

I assume you have all the facts relative to the unique facilities at White Oak, of Gen. 
Sh,alikashvili's remarks to the BRAC commission, and of the change in the Navy position 
which redirects the NAVSEA move to the Navy Yard. I will try to "Keep it Simple" as 
you suggested in your line of questioning. In the "simplest terms", I believe the Navy's 
decision to abandon the unique facilities at White Oak was not based on national need or 
military value. I believe the Navy had to abandon the unique facilities at White Oak in 
ortier to make the "so called" cost savings come out in favor of a move of NAVSEA to 
the Navy yard. You zeroed in on this same issue with your questions to the Secretary of 
thc: Navy, unfortunately the Navy response was not very clear. If one changes the ground 
rules and assumes that the unique facilities like the NSWC Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel 
cannot be abandoned, as suggested by Gen. Shalikashvili and supported by Mr. John 
Deutch, then the cost of moving the facility to another site must be included in the cost 
equations for closing White Oak. According to the Navy's BRAC analysis, the closing of 
White Oak will save $85.9M over 20 years. This is based on abandoning the unique 
facilities. If these facilities have to be replicated elsewhere, the cost analysis must include 

additional expense in excess of $150M for thc replication of these facilities. The net 
result shows no saving, more appropriately a cost increase to the taxpayer, for the closure 
of White Oak. 

The facilities are too critical to close. They should stay where they are; they are too 
expensive to move. The solution is to maintain the White Oak site and move a host 
function to that location. The facilities cannot function efficiently without a host 
presence. The Navy response to your question about closing the Hypervelocity Wind 
T~nne l  was that another agency could take it over after the Navy abandoned it and they 
could put a fence around it and operate it if they wanted to. My assessment is that the 
Navy is expecting some other agency, probably the Air Force or NASA, to come running 
in and take it over. However, because the BRAC action states closing and not moving, 
there are no BRAC dollars in the equation to pay for another agency to take over 



ownership (at a remote site no less) or to move the facility to another site. To expect 
another agency to come in and run the facility at the White Oak site represents a heavy 
burden, one not likely to be taken since there are no funds associated with another service 
or agency takeover. 

The: suggestion by the Navy that, after BRAC actions are complete, another agency could 
come in and take ownership of the facility is also troubling. If the word becomes official 
that. the wind tunnel will close, the facility will quickly lose critical people and the facility 
woilld be crippled. It would be almost impossible to recoup the skilled manpower losses. 
We need a solution now and can't wait to see what happens after BRAC. A proper 
sollition has to be incorporated into your BRAC decision and can't wait to the future. 

The BRAC 93 proposal to move NAVSEA to White Oak is the best solution. I cannot 
understand the change in the Navy's position to move NAVSEA to the Navy Yard. I 
have heard that access to the Pentagon is a criteria. I travel to the Pentagon often from 
White Oak and have no trouble catching the Metro in Silver Spring. I can be at the 
Pen.tagon in 45 minutes, this includes driving to the Metro station and finding a parking 
place. A shuttle from NSWC White Oak to the subway station is an easy solution which 
could cut 15 minutes from the trip. If NAVAIR can move to Pax River and SPAWAR to 
Sac. Diego, surely NAVSEA can move to White Oak without adversely affecting their 
access to the Pentagon. 

I erlcourage you to continue to question the Navy relative to its decision to close White 
Oak. Furthermore, I would ask that you ask for other service positions on the criticality 
of the facilities at White Oak. In dosing the wind tunnel, the Navy is depriving the 
Army, Air Force, Ballistic Missile Defense Organization and NASA of a national asset. 
In closing the CASINO Nuclear Affects Facility, the Navy is abandoning the Defense 
Nuclear Agency and its need for the facility. The criticality of these facilities should have 
been identified in the inter-Service review process. Since the Secretary of Defense did 
not change any of the Service submittals, I can only speculate that this inter-Service 
revlew was not completed. I hope that you will determine that additional factors, like the 
lack of inter-Service coordination and the uniqueness and criticality of the White Oak 
Hyjxrvelocity Wind Tunzel, need to be considered. Once this is done, I believe you will 
determine that the closure of NSWC White Oak is not a logical decision. 

I thank you for your support in this matter. 

Robert L.P. Voisinet 



Tunnel 9 is necessary to the defense of this county for two major reasons. First, it is critical to the 
sustainment of our current strategic systems which are responsible for the holding the former 
Soviet Union in check for so many years. These systems are being asked to remain operational 
for 40 or 60 years although they were designed for a 20 year service life. Planned sustainment of 
current systems is already in the works which will require testing in Tunnel 9. In the ever- 
changing world political arena it is critical that the US maintain these systems and Tunnel 9 is 
critical to that mission. Secondly, I believe it is imperative that the US develop a defensive missile 
system that is capable of protecting US soil as well as US troops. BMDO is working on such 
systems. Tunnel 9 was recently upgraded in support of these BMDO programs. Abandonment of 
Tunnel 9 would threaten the success of programs such as THAAD as well as being waste of 
ta~pa~ers'recent investment upgrading the tunnel. Without Tunnel 9, DoD development and 
acquisition programs would be without valuable ground testing knowledge, at the cost of 10's of 
thousatids of dollars. The result would be a reliance on flight tests, with a higher probability of 
failure, at the cost of 10's of millions of dollars. 

Finally, this technical shortsightedness, to close Tunnel 9, highlights another more broad reaching 
problem; the continued abandonment and decay of the aerospace industry in this country. 
Aerospace is the last major industry in which this country still maintains global superiority. This 
lead is slipping away just as the electronics, computer, textiles, automobile and other industries 
already have. There continues to be a huge downsizing of aerospace with major corp. combining 
such as Northrup-Grurnmen and Lockheed-Martin, while others are struggling to maintain the 
bottom line. Combine this with the planned cuts in all NASA labs, on the order of 25%, and the 
BRAC closure of key facilities such as Tunnel 9 and there exists the real possibility that massive 
corpors~te knowledge and capabilities will be lost. Once lost,it is effectively gone. It could take 
decades to retrieve the knowledge and open facilities if it is even possible. DoD dollars clearly 
drive this problem and shrinking budgets make this a difficult issue, but one must ask; Can we 
afford to lose these aerospace skills and capabilities? 

Tunnel 9 is a unmatched simulation and duplication capability that has been identified as critical to 
national defense. I am requesting that you investigate the decision to close Hypervelocity Wind 
Tunnel No. 9 at NSWC&White Oak. There is still time to change this decision before the 
recommendations d 8 t o  the President July 1, 1995. Thank you for your consideration of this 
matter. 



March 22, 1995 

Chairnian Rebecca Cox 
1700 PJorth Moore Street 
Suite 1425. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

John F. Lafferty 
62 14 Edanchester Way 
Elkridge, Maryland 21227 

Dear (:hairman Cox, 

I am ci~rrently an aerospace engineer working in the Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel No. 9 located at 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center White Oak Lab. This lab and the wind tunnel facility were 
placed on the closure list that was submitted to the BRAC commission by the office of the 
Secretiuy of Defense. I am writing to urge your support to keep this unique and critical 
hypersonic ground test facility open and operational. During the initial testimony to the BRAC 
commission the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Shalikasvili, expressed his concern 
that Tunnel 9 is to be closed stating; 

"And finally the proposed closure of the Naval Surface Warfare at White Oak in 
Maryland raised concerns as well. In this case the loss of the Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel 
at that facility could eliminate a unique national capability. A capability that serves 
military research and development needs and that is used as well by other agencies such 
as NASA. " 

The Chairman of the JCS has succinctly summed up that Tunnel 9 is critical to the development of 
a defensive missile system, supporting strategic systems as well as the fbture of high Mach 
number research necessary for DoD and civilian programs. 

Tunnel 9 has recently completed a new Mach 7 Full-flight Duplication capability hnded by the 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). This new capability provides necessary test 
capability to ensure the success of the THAAD program as well as alllother BMDO missile 
defense programs. In addition Admiral West, Deputy for AcquisitionITheater Missile Defense 
BMDC), has identified Tunnel 9 as criticaI to his mission. 

Other sources where Tunnel 9 has been identified as critical or a national asset are listed below: 
- Identified as the lead for hypersonics by DoD Reliance study 
- Identified as critical for strategic mission by Adm. Chiles, CINC US. Strategic Forces 
- Identified as critical for naval strategic missile development and in-service support by 

Adm. Nanos, Director of Strategic Systems Programs and Adm. Sterner, Commander 
NAVSEA 

- Identified as critical for reentry research, development and operation support by the 
Reentry Industrial Base Assessment ordered by SAC 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government. owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODOs 
recommenda.tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODOs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warf'are Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODts rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 nlillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected t:o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated .by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated ;by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR8s work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommenda.tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD8s recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e:mployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, pro:bably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



I Jerry D. Phelps 
10732 Santa Anita Terrace 
Damascus, Maryland 20872 
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BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N. MOORE ST 
SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA. 22209 

ATTN: COMMISSIONER REBECCA COX 



Dear Commissioner Robles, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Aciditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This ca1cu:lation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD ai~alysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWi4R headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of pro~duct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with .the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Kling, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODts proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal city) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. ~clditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washinclton Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODts rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. ~irst, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. ~dding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcul.ation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diegro, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODts estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODts position is 
the fact th.at a move of NAVSEA to the washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, ~ommunications, 
Computers and ~ntelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated :by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated :by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommenda1:ion to the BRAC. 

B y  keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3!200+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD8s recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority elnployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi:ssioner Steele, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, i3S I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In exinmining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 nillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected t:o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD arlalysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I).   his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizatic~ns (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product. organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of prod.uct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD's 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD's recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority er~ployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, prohably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi:ssioner Davis, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD8s proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, i3s I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In exismining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets anti 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 m;illion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD8s estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160  nill lion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWi4R headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billel: saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 908 of SPAWAR8s work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save ,the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODrs 
recommenda-tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODrs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority enlployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, :some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcul.ation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact th.at a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR'S work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODgs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3!300+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e~nployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Cox, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. A:;suming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 m~illion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected t:o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet. saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



17 March 1995 3.7% 
To: Mr. Josue Robles, Jr. 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Encl: (1) Attachment C-5 Recommendation for Realignment 
(2) Attachment C-6 Recommendation for Realignment 

Dear .Mr. Robles: 

As an employee of NADEP Norfolk and a taxpayer, I request that 
the scenario used for the closure of NADEP Norfolk be re-run based on 
recommendations by Secretary of Defense in enclosures (1) and (2). 

The Secretary of Defense recommends that all F-14s be assigned 
to Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia. "This action will utilize that 
insta.llationfs capacity and avoid the need to provide support on both 
coasts for this aircraft series which is scheduled to leave the active 
inventory. If 

"The Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), located at the Norfolk Naval 
Base, has as its primary mission the repair, modification, and engi- 
neering support for the EA-6B and F-14 aircraft and associated compo- 
nents, many of which are manufactured and reworked at NADEP. NADEP 
Norfolk was one of the three Naval Aviation Depots designated for 
closuice in BRAC 93. Its target date for closure is September 30, 
1996. Due to funding constraints, there has to date been only a 
minimal transfer capability. It is likely that the planned closure 
date rnay slip further. 

Re-running the COBRA model should make evident to the BRAC 95 
Commission that additional construction, transfer of functions, and 
transfer of the F-14 repair, modication, and engineering support costs 
can be avoided; a savings of 400 million dollars. Where are the cost 
savings that are associated with these moves when the capacity, skill 
base and infrastructure is available at NADEP Norfolk? 

By the Commission recommending that NADEP Norfolk be reviewed 
and a site visit accomplished, the Commission would clearly see the 
military value and the cost savings incurred by keeping this fine 
installation open. 

Respectfully, 

Gary E. Royse, Sr. 
President, NADEP NORVA ASSOCIATION 
512 Warrick Road 
Chesapeake, Virginia 23320 
Phone: 804-436-9476 



ATTACHMENT C:5 

RECOMMENDATION FOR REALIGNMENT - 
NAVAL AIR STATION, CECIL FIELD, FLORIDA REDIRECT - 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 
Cornmis.sion Report, at page 1-20) from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North 
Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, 
South Carolina" to "other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station, Oceana, 
Virginia; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval Air Station, 
Jacksonville, Florida; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, Georgia; or other Navy or Marine 
Corps Air Stations with the necessary capacity and support infrastructure." In addition, 
add the following: "To support Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, 
the Pinecastle target complex, and the Yellow Water family housing area." 

Justifiaition: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished 
during the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure 
experier.ces a reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be 
additional excess capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the 
goal was to retain only that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure 
without impeding operational flexibility for deployment of that force. This recommended 
redirect achieves several important aims in furtherance of current Departmental policy and 
operational needs. First, it avoids the substantial new construction at MCAS Cherry Point 
that wollld be required if the FIA-18s from NAS Cecil Field were relocated there, which 
would add to existing excess capacity, and utilizes existing capacity at NAS Oceana. This 
avoidance and similar actions taken regarding other air stations are equivalent to the 
replacement plant value of an existing tactical aviation naval air station. Second, it 
permits collocation of all fixed wing carrier-based anti-submarine warfare (ASW) air 
assets in the Atlantic Fleet with the other aviation ASW assets at NAS Jacksonville and 
NAVSTA Mayport and support for those assets. Third, it permits recognition of the 
superiol- demographics for the Navy and Marine Corps reserves by relocation of reserve 
assets to Atlanta, Georgia. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recomnlendation is $66.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $335.1 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $1 1.5 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $437.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocat',ons resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 



cunent employment in the Craven and Carteret counties. North Carolina economic area. 
However, the anticipated 7.5 percent increase in the employment base in this economic \ 

area will not occur. 

4 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: ,There is no known community infrastructure 
A impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The reallocation of Navy and Marine Corps aviation 
assets in this recommendation will have a generally positive impact on the environment, 
par;icularly on the air quality at Cheny Point, North Carolina, and Jacksonville, Florida. 
Thc: introduction of additional aircraft and personnel to the Norfolk, Virginia, area is not 
expected to have an adverse impact on the air quality of that area since the net effect of 
moving these particular assets, when compared to the force structure reductions by FY 
2001, is a reduction of personnel and aircraft from FY 1990 levels at this receiving 
activity. However, it is expected that conformity determinations will be required for the 
movements to NAS Oceana and NAS Atlanta. The utility infrastructure at each of the 
receiving sites is sufficient to handle the additional personnel. At none of the receiving 
sites will there be an adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats 
and wetlands, or cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 



ATTACHMENT C-6 I 
RECOMMENDATION FOR REALIGNMENT 

1 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, EL TORO, CALIFORNIA, AND MARINE 

CORPS AIR STATION, TUSTIN, CALIFORNIA REDIRECT 
\$ 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites for "squadrons and related activities at 
NAS Miramar" specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 
1-1 8) from "NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon" to "other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Oceana, Virginia, NAS North Island, California, and NAS Fallon, Nevada." Change the 
receiving sites for MCAS Tustin, California, specified by the 1993 Commission from 
"NAS North Island, NAS Mirarnar, or MCAS Camp Pendleton" to "other naval air 
stations. primarily MCAS New River, North Carolina; MCB Hawaii (MCAF Kaneohe 
Bay); MCAS Camp Pendleton, California; and NAS Miramar, California." 

Justifica~tion: This recommendation furthers the restructuring initiatives of operational 
bases commenced in BRAC-93 and also recognizes that the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan 
further reduced force levels from those in the FY 1999 Force Structure Plan applicable 
to BRAC-93. These force level reductions required the Department of the Navy not only 
to eliminate additional excess capacity but to do so in a way that retained only the 
infrastructure necessary to support future force levels and did not impede operational 
flexibility for the deployment of that force. Full implementation of the BRAC-93 
recommendations relating to operational air stations would require the construction of 
substanfial new capacity at installations on both coasts, which only exacerbates the level 
of excess capacity in this subcategory of installations. Revising the receiving sites for 
assets from these installations in this-and other air station recommendations eliminates the 
need for this construction of new capacity, such that the total savings are equivalent to 
the replacement plant value of an existing tactical aviation naval air station. Further, 
within the context of the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan, the mix of operational air stations 
and the assets they support resulting from these recommendations provides substantial 
operational flexibility. For instance, the single siting of F-14s at Naval Air Station, 
Oceana., Virginia, fully utilizes that installation's capacity and avoids the need to provide 
supporl: on both coasts for this aircraft series which is scheduled to leave the active 
inventory. This recommendation also permits the relocation of Marine Corps helicopter 
squadrms in the manner best able to meet operational imperatives. 

Retunl on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recomnendation is $90.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implernentation period is a savings of $293 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implernentation are $6.9 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $346.8 million. 



Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
current employment in either the San Diego MSA or the Kings County, California 
economic areas. However, the anticipated 10.9% increase in the Kings County 
employment base and the anticipated 0.1% increase in the San Diego employment base 
will not occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of Navy and Marine Corps aviation assets 
in thi:; recommendation generally will have a positive impact on the environment, 
particlilarly on the air quality in the areas in which NAS Lemoore and MCAS Miramar 
are located. The introduction of additional aircraft and personnel to the Norfolk, Virginia, 
area iz: not expected to have an adverse impact on the air quality of this area in that the 
net effect of adding these aircraft and personnel, when compared to force structure 
reductions by FY 2001, is a reduction from FY 1990 levels. However, a conformity 
detemlination will be required that takes into account any impact these actions may have 
on the air quality of these areas. Further, the utility infrastructure at each receiving site 
has sufficient capacity to handle these additional personnel. There is no adverse impact 
on thr~atenedendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 



185 W A G N E R  R D  
C h a m b e r s b u r g ,  P A  17201 

C0mm.i  s s i o n e r  Rebecca  Cox 
BRAC Commi s s i  on 
1700  N o r t h  Moore  S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear  C o m m i s s i o n e r  Cox: 

P l e a s e  come t o  L e t t e r k e n n y  Army Depo t  (LEAD) as  soon as 
p o s s i b l e .  The e m p l o y e e s  a t  LEAD a r e  aware  o f  y o u r  s u p p o r t  i n  t h e  
p a s t ,  and  we w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  c h a n c e  t o  show y o u ,  i n  p e r s o n ,  
t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  o u r  e f f o r t s  s i n c e  t h e  l a s t  BRAC. 

We h a v e  w o r k e d  v e r y  h a r d  t o  i m p l e m e n t  BRAC l a w ,  and we n e e d  
y o u r  v o t e  o n c e  a g a i n  t o  c o n t i n u e  t h e  m i s s i l e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  a t  
LEAD. 

I know y o u ' r e  b u s y ,  b u t  p l e a s e  t r y  t o  f i t  u s  i n  t o  y o u r  
h e c t i c  s c h e d u l e .  Thanks  f o r  y o u r  s u p p o r t  t o  LEAD. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

S U E  MCGEE' 
D e p o t  E m p l o y e e  



Li 1 '  760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 ,I \ 
April 20, 1995 1 11 

General James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis. /-- 
I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 

(NSWCI) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

'The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's o& laboratory capability for shipboard 
machincry R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a ten.ant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship ma1:erials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this progmsd, and it was ultimately unanimousl~ rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recognized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliarlce initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, and in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environmental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expatlded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of mee1:ing Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
r\ 

Jim Corder P 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Steele 
RADM Ben Montoya 
S. Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



u\. 1;' 760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General 

I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 1 worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabil.ities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's & laboratory capability for shipboard 
machir~ery R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship rr.aterials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this proposal, and it was ultimately unanimously rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recogr~ized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliance initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been ,~chieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specif,cally criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, and in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environinental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I: talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

.4s I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowlalgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
r\ 

Jim Corder e 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Stele  
RADM Ben Montoya 
S. Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 2 1403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlingl;on, VA 22209 

Dear General 

I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's o& laboratory capability for shipboard 
machinay R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

.4s part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists 2nd engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this prolmsal, and it was ultimately unanimously rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recognized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
complial~ce initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been acl~ieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, and in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move idone. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environmental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and faciiiiy use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowlalgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
I\ 

Jim Corder P 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Steele 
M D M  Ben Montoya 
5;.  Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr . 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 2 1403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defensc: Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlingt+~n, VA 22209 

nm General Davis + 
I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 

(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Xavy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's o& laboratory capability for shipboard 
machinery R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
inc1ud:lng more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this proposal, and it was ultimately unanimouslv rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recogrlized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliance initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, an.d in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environmental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technicd fasulty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meei:ing Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupttd if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
I\ 

Jim Corder 6f- 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Steele 
RADM Ben Montoya 
,S. Lee Kling 
13 eneral Josue Robless, Jr. 
:Rebecca Cox 
.41an Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General 

I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's Q@ laboratory capability for shipboard 
machinery R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepring machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
inclucling more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recornmended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this proposal, and it was ultimately unanimously rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recognized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliance initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, and in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

.4s a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environmental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming md facility use weas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
d i s r ~ p t ~ d  if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
n 

Jim Corder &-. 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Steele 
RADM Ben Montoya 
S. Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defense: Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General 

['d like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWCI) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

'The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's Q& laboratory capability for shipboard 
machin~zry R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
perfornled here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Ma.chinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recomn~ended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilitie:~ operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this prt~posal, and it was ultimately unanimously rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recognized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potentiid costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliimce initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, and in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
enviror~mental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
n 

Jim Corder &-. 
cc: Alton Cornella 

Wendy Steele 
RADM Ben Montoya 
S. Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
April 20, 1995 

General. James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General 

I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's or& laboratory capability for shipboard 
machinery R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewheire. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performlxl here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff anti computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

Pis part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migrations will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this proposal, and it was ultimately unanimously rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recogniztd the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliance initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



jVonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, ancl in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move alone. 

14s a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
environlnental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Off:,ce of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
n 

Jim Corder &- 
cc: A,lton Cornella 

VJendy Steele 
RADM Ben Montoya 
S. Lee Kling 
Glenera1 Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



760A Fairview Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21403 
April 20, 1995 

General James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General 

I'd like to address the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC) which is a target site in this year's base closure process (BRAC '95). After leaving 
active Navy service in 1964 I worked at this Detachment retiring in 1993 as Deputy Director 
for the Machinery R&D Directorate. There is much I'd like to tell you about the history and 
capabilities of this site as you prepare to make your decision. 

The Annapolis Detachment houses the Navy's & laboratory capability for shipboard 
machinery R&D and includes many large, highly specialized experimental facilities, unavailable 
elsewhere. In the 1991 recommendations to the BRAC, the Navy stated that the functions 
performed here are essential to the current and future missions of the Navy. The headquarters 
staff and computer facilities of DOD's Joint Spectrum Center also makes its home at this site 
as a tenant of NSWC. 

As part of the BRAC '91 decision to downsize the Detachment, all NSWC functions 
excepting machinery R&D were targeted for relocation to NSWC Carderock. This includes the 
ship materials group, which is both numerically smaller and much less facility dependent than 
the Machinery R&D Directorate, and other, support and administrative functions. These 
migratiorls will be complete in late 1996 leaving the NSWC complement in Annapolis at 430, 
including more than 300 scientists and engineers. 

The Annapolis site was again a target in the BRAC '93 process. At that time the Navy 
recommended relocating the Machinery R&D staff to Philadelphia and Carderock, leaving 
facilities operational at Annapolis for a total cost of $24.7M. I had a chance to speak against 
this proposal, and it was ultimately unanimouslv rejected by the Commission. This decision 
recognized the "enclave" nature of this site - it is entirely surrounded by the Annapolis Naval 
Station - as well as the close linkage of the technical staff with their research facilities, and the 
potential costs and schedule disruptions to vital signature, affordability, and environmental 
compliance initiatives. In addition, all "consolidation" efficiencies were recognized as having 
been achieved by the BRAC '91 decisions. The Navy cost and savings arguments were 
specifically criticized in this decision. 



Nonetheless the Annapolis Detachment is again on the BRAC '95 recommended closure 
list, artd in my view many flaws in the Navy's reasoning are again becoming evident. As one 
example, the Navy is now saying it can move people along with eight large and complex R&D 
facilities for a one time cost of $25M, essentially the same cost as claimed in '93 for a people 
move done. 

As a retiree I have visited this site and talked with these machinery researchers many 
times over the past two years and see no changes since BRAC '93 which would warrant a 
change in the status of this Detachment. Existing machinery R&D facilities, in fact, have 
expanded significantly over the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R&D sponsors. Program funding has similarly grown, especially in fleet 
enviro~lmental compliance and affordability areas. The long term synergistic link between 
Detachment engineers and the Naval Academy technical faculty has greatly expanded in training, 
research teaming and facility use areas, and a formal agreement is now in place. 

I talked with Ben Montoya and he has accepted the Maryland Senator's invitation to visit 
the lab on the afternoon of 1 May. It would be nice if you could visit also. I had the pleasure 
of meeting Mrs. Cox on her visit to the lab on 27 March. 

As I mentioned earlier I am retired. Consequently, my paycheck comes monthly from 
the Office of Personnel Management regardless of the destiny of the lab. But as a 
knowledgeable taxpayer, it bothers me that this essential, self supporting capability would be 
disrupted if not decimated and what I am sure would be at a cost, not savings to the Navy. 

Regards, a Fellow '58er, 
n 

Jim Corder Cf- 
cc: Alton Cornella 

'Nendy Steele 
IUDM Ben Montoya 
2;.  Lee Kling 
General Josue Robless, Jr. 
Rebecca Cox 
Alan Dixon 



pJ National Feddon of Federal Employees -- 
I v id / l , f ,  

Local 2123 Li , 1 f) 

Ms Cox, 

I would like to take this opportunity on behalf of the employees of the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center in Annapolis and myself to thank you and your stag for taking the time to visit our unique 
facility on Monday, March 27, 1995. I am the First Vice President of our union and my views 
will be given from the blue collar side of the Lab. I am a second generation federal employee 
with over twenty years employment at this site and a life-long resident of Annapolis. 

As ,you were leaving the Clipper Club after the Community Impact Presentation, I introduced 
myself ,to you and your response was to keep in touch because it was input from people like me 
that wculd help you and the Commission make your final decision. Well here goes! 

Lel me start by saying this information has been compiled by various sources at the 
Annapolis Site. To the best of my knowledge, all information is accurate with slight 
modific~ations on my part to round ofS the numbers. 

During the tour, I had the opportunity to speak with Mr Alex Yellin about various concerns, 
one oj' which was the potential loss of our technical capabilities with regard to this 
recommendation. Mr Yellin asked me about the number of employees I thought would migrate 
to Philadelphia and/or elsewhere. My initial response was "probably less than 50%. " After 
further research, and with interesting results, it appears this number may be less. I would be 
pleased to discuss the results with you in person, to try and write it on paper would be lengthy 
and confusing. 

There was also discussior, about excess capacio. This directly concerns me because of the 
shop support numbers. Over 45,000 hours of overtime were worked in FY '94 by the shop 
suppol? personnel. Of this number, about 30,000 hours were worked at the Annapolis site, 
mostly in direct support of sponsor fundedprojects. The reason for this high number is simple. 
In 1991, there were 168 shop support personnel in Annapolis compared with only 92 shop 
suppo~f personnel today, a reduction of 45%. Our workload has increased yearly and is 
projecfed to increase through the turn of the century. By adding the lower number of employees 
with the increased workload and throwing in the hiring freeze, we are approximately 15 man 
years' understafled. I f  not for some excess employees from Philadelphia being detailed to 
Annapolis to perform facilities maintenance and general support, the 15 man years would be 
greater. RESULT - no or negative excess capacity at Annapolis. 



It should also be known that of the funds generated from the worked pe@omed at the 
Annapolis Site, the excess is sent to the Carderock Division Headquarters. Some of these funds 
are used by Headquarters to help offset the overhead expenses of the various sites within the 
division. In short, the Annapolis site is very self supporting. 

In conclusion, we at Annapolis believe that through your visit these recommendations will 
be overturned again and the Annapolis Lab will continue to exist as a vital part to the Navy of 
tomorrow. 

Once again, thank you for your time and efSort you have put forth in these matters. If 
I can bc of assistance to you and your stafSon these or any other matters, please do not hesitate 
to call me. 

Respectfully Submitted 
17 f7 

H E N  G R I E R S O N  J R  
First Vice President 
NFFE Local 2123 

(W) (410) 293-4944 
(H) (41 0) 757-4907 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
6 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 222 09 

Dear Commissioners, 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDE:F Perry's proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

techrlology directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these personnel at this detachment of CDNSWC. It is my personal 

knowledge that this laboratory has produced more beneficial 

hardware and direct ship research applications than any center or 

research facility in the world. Unfortunately, I missed the chance 

to present this data to Commissioner Cox when she visited the 

Detachment. I would be glad to present this information to your 

Comm:ission, if you wish. My telephone number is (410) 293 3387. 

The Annapolis Detachment competes with industry and other 

Naval laboratories for the Naval Industrial Fund dollars by selling 

engineering programs for ship and system improvement to various 

spon:;ors. We really carry research into Naval reality. This 

detachment is ordinarily funded at full capacity. The detachment 

has the reputation of completing all work undertaken and following 

the developments into Fleet operation. The detachment's work 



continues to be funded in hard times due to our productivity. 

The same can not be said for our lead facility at Carderock. This 

fiscal year 64 percent of Carderock personnel are charged to 

overhead, which means they have no direct or NIF funding. We 

Anna~olis Detachment personnel are paying their salaries with no 

direct work output. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, Annapolis Detachment from the closure list, due to our 

military effectiveness and value to the Navy for dollars spent. 

My associates and I will continue to work hard and produce the best 

technology, machinery, analysis, and services to keep our Navy the 

best in the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
6 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlin.gton, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners, 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDE:F Perry s proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

technology directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these personnel at this detachment of CDNSWC. It is my personal 

knowledge that this laboratory has produced more beneficial 

hardware and direct ship research applications than any center or 

research facility in the world. Unfortunately, I missed the chance 

to present this data to Commissioner Cox when she visited the 

Detachment. I would be glad to present this information to your 

Commission, if you wish. My telephone number is (410) 293 3387. 

The Annapolis Detachment competes with industry and other 

Naval laboratories for the Naval Industrial Fund dollars by selling 

engineering programs for ship and system improvement to various 

sponsors. We really carry research into Naval reality. This 

detachment is ordinarily funded at full capacity. The detachment 

has the reputation of completing all work undertaken and following 

the tlevelopments into Fleet operation. The detachment's work 



continues to be funded in hard times due to our productivity. 

The same can not be said for our lead facility at Carderock. This 

fiscal year 64 percent of Carderock personnel are charged to 

overhead, which means they have no direct or NIF funding. We 

Annapolis Detachment personnel are paying their salaries with no 

direct work output. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, Annapolis Detachment from the closure list, due to our 

military effectiveness and value to the Navy for dollars spent. 

My as:sociates and I will continue to work hard and produce the best 

technology, machinery, analysis, and services to keep our Navy the 

best in the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
6 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners, 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDEF Perry's proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

technology directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these personnel at this detachment of CDNSWC. It is my personal 

knowledge that this laboratory has produced more beneficial 

hardware and direct ship research applications than any center or 

research facility in the world. Unfortunately, I missed the chance 

to present this data to commissioner Cox when she visited the 

Detachment. I would be glad to present this information to your 

i om mission, if you wish. My telephone number is (410) 293 3387. 

The Annapolis Detachment competes with industry and other 

Naval laboratories for the Naval ~ndustrial Fund dollars by selling 

engineering programs for ship and system improvement to various 

sponsors. We really carry research into Naval reality. This 

detachment is ordinarily funded at full capacity. The detachment 

has th.e reputation of completing all work undertaken and following 

the developments into Fleet operation. The detachment's work 



continues to be funded in hard times due to our productivity. 

The same can not be said for our lead facility at Carderock. This 

fiscal year 64 percent of Carderock personnel are charged to 

overhead, which means they have no direct or NIF funding. We 

Annapolis Detachment personnel are paying their salaries with no 

direct work output. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, Annapolis Detachment from the closure list, due to our 

military effectiveness and value to the Navy for dollars spent. 

My associates and I will continue to work hard and produce the best 

technology, machinery, analysis, and services to keep our Navy the 

best in the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
6 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suitr? 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners, 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDEF Perry's proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

technology directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these personnel at this detachment of CDNSWC. It is my personal 

knowledge that this laboratory has produced more beneficial 

hardware and direct ship research applications than any center or 

research facility in the world. Unfortunately, I missed the chance 

to present this data to Commissioner Cox when she visited the 

Detachment. I would be glad to present this information to your 

Commission, if you wish. My telephone number is (410) 293 3387. 

The Annapolis Detachment competes with industry and other 

Naval. laboratories for the Naval Industrial Fund dollars by selling 

engineering programs for ship and system improvement to various 

sponsors. We really carry research into Naval reality. This 

detaczhment is ordinarily funded at full capacity. The detachment 

has the reputation of completing all work undertaken and following 

the developments into Fleet operation. The detachment's work 



conti.nues to be funded in hard times due to our productivity. 

The same can not be said for our lead facility at Carderock. This 

fiscal year 64 percent of Carderock personnel are charged to 

overh.ead, which means they have no direct or NIF funding. We 

Annapolis Detachment personnel are paying their salaries with no 

direct work output. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, Annapolis Detachment from the closure list, due to our 

military effectiveness and value to the Navy for dollars spent. 

My asisociates and I will continue to work hard and produce the best 

technology, machinery, analysis, and services to keep our Navy the 

best in the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
6 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite? 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear ~ommissioners, 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDIIF Perry's proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Nava:L Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

tech11010gy directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these personnel at this detachment of CDNSWC. It is my personal 

know:Ledge that this laboratory has produced more beneficial 

hardware and direct ship research applications than any center or 

research facility in the world. Unfortunately, I missed the chance 

to present this data to Commissioner Cox when she visited the 

Detachment. I would be glad to present this information to your 

Commission, if you wish. My telephone number is (410) 293 3387. 

The Annapolis Detachment competes with industry and other 

Naval laboratories for the Naval Industrial Fund dollars by selling 

engineering programs for ship and system improvement to various 

sponsors. We really carry research into Naval reality. This 

detachment is ordinarily funded at full capacity. The detachment 

has the reputation of completing all work undertaken and following 

the developments into Fleet operation. The detachment's work 



continues to be funded in hard times due to our productivity. 

The same can not be said for our lead facility at Carderock. This 

fiscal year 64 percent of Carderock personnel are charged to 

overhead, which means they have no direct or NIF funding. We 

Anna~10lis Detachment personnel are paying their salaries with no 

direct work output. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, Annapolis Detachment from the closure list, due to our 

milit.ary effectiveness and value to the Navy for dollars spent. 

My associates and I will continue to work hard and produce the best 

technology, machinery, analysis, and services to keep our Navy the 

best in the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



Anne Ar undel 
Economic Development 

Corpora tion 
March 27, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~rlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It was a pleasure to participate in your tour 
of the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis 
today. You have received substantial support as to 
the mi.li.tary value of these facilities. 

As you know the very essence of a competitive, 
high-performing oryanization is its workforce. The 
Navy has assembled a team that has achieved global 
superiority! 

I caution the Commission against breaking up 
the team that has and will continue to provide world 
leadership. 

Beware of relocation experience elsewhere. The 
Baltimore/Washington area is the nation's fourth 
largest market - the workforce here is talented and 
will have choices other than relocation! 

2660 Rivn R o d  
Suite 200 

Annapolis, .Mnrylnntl 21 401 
410-222-7410 410-222 -7415 (Fm) 

@ 
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Commissioner Cox, I donft know of a place I 
would rather live and work than Annapolis, but 
Newport Beach would be close. Put yourself in the 
shoes of these people. I doubt you would relocate! 

Sincerely, 

Chief Executive Officer 

cc: County Executive John Gary 
Mr. Sam Minnette 
Mr. James Russell 
Mr. Larry Telford 
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Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arl:ington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

As an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Div:&sion, Lakehurst, N.J., I am writing to voice my concerns over 
the latest round of base closing decisions. The conditions under 
which Lakehurst was put on the closure list is very disturbing 
indeed. It has come to everyone's attention here that all of our 
data which was requested by the BRAC commission and submitted by 
Lakehurst, had been altered by senior Navy officials to make us a 
better candidate for closure. 

I also find it disturbing, and difficult to understand, why 
Lakehurst was the only base (considered for closure) who was not 
asked to conduct studies and provide data to support becoming a 
receiving activity. Lakehurst is uniquely positioned adjacent to 
McGuire AFB and Fort Dix. That positioning, along with an 
excellent infrastructure of hangars and runways makes Lakehurst a 
prime candidate to receive other activities. 

In addition, it makes no sense to transfer half the base 
personnel to other activities, which is the current plan. Leaving 
a few hundred employees to support our aircraft launch and 
recc~very mission would still require the base to remain open. 
Trarsferring half of the employees away would only lessen our 
eff~ctiveness to support the fleet, cause irreparable damage to 
the economy of Ocean county, and not save the government a penny. 

The decision to close this facility seems to be purely a 
personal one. The manipulation of data and obvious lack of cost 
savings proves this. It would benefit the BRAC process and the 
military as a whole to keep all the personnel here and make 
Lakehurst a receiving activity instead of blatantly wasting the 
Center's capabilities and assets. These actions would hold merit 
and truly save the government money. 

It would be greatly appreciated if the BRAC committee would 
seriously address these issues and concerns which I believe to be 
true. Thank you very much for your cooperation, professionalism, 
and support. 

Sincerely, 





Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1730 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

As an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Di- isi ion, Lakehurst, N.J., I am writing to voice my concerns over 
the latest round of base closing decisions. The conditions under 
which Lakehurst was put on the closure list is very disturbing 
indeed. It has come to everyone's attention here that all of our 
data which was requested by the BRAC commission and submitted by 
Lakehurst, had been altered by senior Navy officials to make us a 
better candidate for closure. 

I also find it disturbing, and difficult to understand, why 
Lakehurst was the only base (considered for closure) who was not 
asked to conduct studies and provide data to support becoming a 
receiving activity. Lakehurst is uniquely positioned adjacent to 
McGuire AFB and Fort Dix. That positioning, along with an 
excellent infrastructure of hangars and runways makes Lakehurst a 
prime candidate to receive other activities. 

In addition, it makes no sense to transfer half the base 
personnel to other activities, which is the current plan. Leaving 
a f'ew hundred employees to support our aircraft launch and 
recovery mission would still require the base to remain open. 
Tr~.nsferring half of the employees away would only lessen our 
effectiveness to support the fleet, cause irreparable damage to 
the economy of Ocean county, and not save the government a penny. 

The decision to close this facility seems to be purely a 
personal one. The manipulation of data and obvious lack of cost 
savings proves this. It would benefit the BRAC process and the 
military as a whole to keep all the personnel here and make 
Lakehurst a receiving activity instead of blatantly wasting the 
Center's capabilities and assets. These actions would hold merit 
and truly save the government money. 

It would be greatly appreciated if the BRAC committee would 
seriously address these issues and concerns which I believe to be 
true. Thank you very much for your cooperation, professionalism, 
and support. 

Sincerely, - 

Code 4824000562-3 



7007 Linden Avenue 
Baltimore, Marylend 21206 
Xarch 22, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Real i~nrnent  and Closure Commission 
1700 North A3ore S t r e e t ,  S t e  1425 
Ar l ing ton ,  V i ro in i a  22209 

Dear Kr. Jixonr 

The purpose of t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  c l o s i n g  of t h e  
Naval S u r f x e  d a r f a r e  Center i n  ~ n n a ? o l i s ,  Naryland as recomnended 
by t h e  "Base R e a l i ~ m e n t  and Closing Co~miss ion , "  and t o  ask  your 
a i l  i n  prevent in3  i t s  c losu re .  

A few yea r s  ago we had t h e  op7or tuni ty  t o  t g u r  t h i s  f a c i l i t y  
when it was o?en t o  t h e  puSlic .  de f ~ u n d  t h a t  t h e  "Submarine F l u i d  
3y:lamics F z c i l i t y "  and t h e  "Jeep Ccean Sirnulation d z c i l i t y "  e x ? e r t i s e  
a r s  very  important t o  our Xavy, and Co not  e x i s t  anywhere e l s e  i n  
t h e  country.  

d e  f e e l  it i s  f o o l i s h  t o  c l o s e  it d o ~ n ,  and would be e n o r m u s l y  
ex:?ensive t o  t h e  tax?ayer  t o  rnove gersonnel  and. e::ui?ment t o  another  
1oc:atian. The f z c i l i 5 y  se rves  a dual  ?ur?ose: r e sea rch  f o r  t h e  
mi l . i t a ry ,  as we l l  as f o r  t h e  e n v i r o n ~ e n t .  

Are we s o  nz ive  t h a t  we f e e l  we do not  need t h i s  f a c i l i t y  wi th  
t h e  Yar Zes t  i n  t u r a o i l ,  and with Chin2 haviny j u s t  r e i s e d  i t s  
defense  b u d ~ e t  by 21$? 

As a combat L.S. Navy ve t e ran  of d d I I  ( p a c i f i c  t h e a t e r ) ,  I have 
seen  t h e  r e s u l t s  of a n a t i m  not  kee?ing i ts  n i l i t a r y  i n  four-0 
condi t ion .  

P l ease  work t o  keep t h e  f a c i l i t y  open. 

Very t r u l y  yours ,  

Robert G .  Hurley 

*"";"a. %* 
islary A .  Hurley 
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Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. F'irst, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 m.illion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODts estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODrs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 :million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billel: saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 902: of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San ~iego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
governmeni: owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementi.oned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD8s recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Robles, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. P,dditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD1s rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 nillion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD1s position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPA\JAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide am integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizat.ions (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether o:r not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD's recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e:mployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support ftimilies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODts recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority ejnployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi:3sioner Davis, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets an13 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 m.illion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 ~nillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD ailalysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two producl: organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR'S work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommenda1:ion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODts recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority en~ployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi:;sioner Steele, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODts proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Dieqo, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washinqton Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcul.ation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving f'acility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, t.hat the cost of the move is at least double DODts estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODrs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected t.o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I).  his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles ,away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendat:ion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to ~alifornia. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcu.lation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, chat the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD al~alysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWiW headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of prociuct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD8s recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority eniployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi:ssioner Cox, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Dieqo, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian b:~llets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcul.ation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving f'acility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, t.hat the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact th.at a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 a~illion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and ~ntelligence (C41).  his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated :by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated :by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). ~dditionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support fa:milies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. ~otice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi.ssioner Kling , 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diago, ~alifornia, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian tlillets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. A.dditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 :million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWI~R headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I).  his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR's work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODJs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODJs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. Richard W. Clarke 
26 14 Stone Mountian Court 
Herndon, VA 22070 

Dear Mr. Clarke: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
informiition pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Space and Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, 
VA. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

David 9 .  Lyies 
Staff Director 



GARY ZELZNICK 
1 104 salty Marsh Ct. 
Va. Beach. Va. 23451 

March 16,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chainnan 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Deer Chairman Dixon: 

I ask as a taxpayer and an employee of the Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia, 
for you and your commission to review during this year's session the placement of the 
Naval Aviation Depot on the 1993 closure list. To close the Naval Aviation Depot flies 
in tlie face of all reason. We are now and have been for some time in the top two of 
Naval Aviation-Depots in any measure of productivity, quality, cost to the tax payers of 
the United States and responsiveness to the needs of the Navy and the Department of 
Defense. I am sure that once the facts and figures are reviewed our accomplishments 
will stand for themselves. Once the facts are reviewed carefully I do not think anyone 
wo~~ ld  have to sell the Depot to you I think it will have sold itself. 

You may ask yourself, as I know I have, why then if the Naval Aviation Depot is such 
a leader in all fields did the Navy put the Depot on the list. Well, I cannot answer that 
question for you, but you can rest assured that it had absolutely nothing to do with the 
quality, quantity or cost of our work. If you were a private businessperson charged with 
the overhaul of the Navy's airforce you would not close Norfolk, it just would not make 
good economic sense. 

As an employee of the Naval Aviation Depot I, of course, do not want to lose my job, 
but as a taxpayer I also do not want the Navy to waste a valuable national resource. If 
the Naval Aviation Depot is closed by the BRAC process that is just what is going to 
happen. 

I ask that you and your commission right a wrong, correct a mistake and remove the 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk from the closure list. I ask that you ask the Navy some 
hard questions about why they would want to close one of it's most productive and cost 
efficient Depots. 

Please feel free to contact me at anvtime my daytime phone is (804) 445-8970. 

Sincerely, 
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T O  D E F E N S E  B A S E  C L O S U R E  AND R E A L I G N M E N T  COMMISSTON 
S U S  J E C T  F O R T  PI C K E T T  

K E E P  F O R T  P l C K E T T  OY T H E  L I S T  O F  R A S E S  T O  C L O S E .  
IT  7 S  A N 7 C E  SASE AND A VERY GOOD P L A C E  T O  T R A I N .  HOWEVER M O S T  O F  T 4 E  T I M E  

Z T  J U S T  S 7 T S  T H E R E .  I N  T H E  SUMMER 7 T  1S U S E D  T O  T R A I Y  A N 0  TclE  OTclER N 7 N E  MONTHS 
I T  IS U S E D  S Y  T H E  TOWN, T H E  R O W L l Y G  ALLY,  T y E  M O V I E S ,  T H E  HO73r3Y S H O P ,  E T C .  

YOU CAN WALK l N T O  M O S T  O F  T H E  S H O P S  D U R I N G  WORKING HOURS AND T H E  P E O P L E  A R E  S I T T I N S  
AROUND D O I N G  N O T H I N G  B E C A U S E  I F  I T  7 S  NOT B E I N G  U S E 0  1T D O E S  N O T  G E T  S R O K E  ANT I T  

D O E S  NOT NEED F I X E D .  1T IS A WASTE O F  MONEY. 

7 F  ANYBODY H A S  T7MEI  J U S T  WALK I N T O  NAVMASSO 7 N  C g E S A P E A K E ,  VA. W 7 T g O U T  L E T T 7 N G  
THEM KNOW YOU A R E  COMlNG AND WALK AROUND AND S E E  WHAT P E O P L E  A R E  D O I N G .  7 AM S U R E  
YOU W I L L  T H E N  ADD NAVMASSO T O  T H E  L I S T  O F  P L A C E S  TO C L O S E .  

1 L I V E  NEAR F O R T  P 7 C K E T T  S O  1 CANNOT G I V E  !4Y NAME, 7 WOULD B E  F O R C E D  T O  MOVE I F  
ANYONE KNEW 7 S E N T  T H I S .  



Dear commissioner Cornella, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washincgton Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODrs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance ,pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODrs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODrs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence ((241). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated. by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARrs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles; away from itrs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save. fhe estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate)., Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD8s 
recommenda.tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD's recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e~nployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. mi Mrs. George E. Aro 
228 Deep Dale Drive 
Timonium, MD 21093 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Aro: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infomition pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Cornmiassion. 

1) 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

March 15, 1995 

Ms. Katherine Browee 
2829 E,merald Road 
Baltimore, MD 21234 

Dear Ms. Browee: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
informiition pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fhture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defknse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate y o u  interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Cornmi ssion. 

Sincerely, 
'7 

/J 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Litla A. Solimini 
6604 Eastern Parkway 
Baltimore, MD 2 12 14 

Dear Ms. S o l i i :  

1- you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commision. 

Sincerely, 
t\ 

J 
David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Dana Golly 
5329 Sweet Air Road 
Baldwir~ MD 2 1013 

Dear Ms. Golly: 

'Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciirte your interest in the &re of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defimse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

[ appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
"\ 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



9 a s e  R r a l f g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C n r n i s s i o n  
1700 N .  M o o r e  S t r c , - t  S t a  11;-25 
Ar l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  22269 

C h ~ i r r n q n - A l a n  J .  D i x o n  
A l  C o r n ~ l l a  
R n b ~ c c ?  C o x  
G e n .  J. 8. D a v i s  USAF,Rpt. 
S. Lee  K l i n g  
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M a j o r  G - n .  J ? s u R  RoSles, Jr. US,",, R P ~ .  
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b P r l o r m ~ l . J s l y  ~ I x r n n s i v e  f o r  t ' l c  t i l ~ p ; , ~ i , r .  i o  ; i : - . 7  j!; ,qcst  

a g c o d  e c ~ n n r n i c  d p c i s i o r :  f o r  t h e  F o t u r . - >  ,:f t t ? . - ,  ~ ? i + ~ ~ i  s t ,  bn .  - .  

,. a v i . i d i n l  w a r .  T h e  a,r Id  i ?  n r , t  a t  rip;] 7;. . RP::~I, . , -~~.,  ,.ir.ld D., ... J ; . ; . ~ ? ~ ? +  

S u b m a r i n e  f l ' l i r !  D y n a m i c s  Fr!c i  l i t v  i s  i ?  c . i : : . t ~ i r , t  I ; S P .  C V ~ ;  + . ~ T P  j~ 

I implore y n u !  PIC>?!?  ' ? e l ?  la : ; . i v r  t ' : *  : . : v l l  Su r f . ? , - .  : - : r f , r p  s n t c r  

i n  A n n a p o l i s !  



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1125 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Mt. Kevin D. Hefier 
2528 Wendover Road 
Baltintore, MD 2 1234 

Dear 1%. HeflFner: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infomlation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the h r e  of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense! Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

11 

David S. LyIes 
Staff Director 



B a s e  R r a l l g n m c n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C c m l s s i o n  
1700 A!. M o o r e  S t r c - t  S t e  1 4 2 5  

A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  222C9 

C h a i r m a n - A l a n  J .  D i x o n  
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R o b o c c a  C Q X  
G P ~ .  J. 8 .  D a v i s  I I S A F , R P ~ .  
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.?P enormp81_rs 1 y ; .xpcns i v e  for t h c  t ; ! x i > : l  v t : r .  T o  i t /  . .T i s  n : > t  
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S ~ r b m a r i n e  F l ~ ~ i r l  Dynamic.; Fr!ci  l i t ! :  i s  i . :  c , ; i : . . t : ;nt  l , s p .  cv;.>: +,;.-.p i s  



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Ihris Slater 
26 10 Wendorm Road 
Parkiew, MD 2 1234 

Dear .Ms. Slater: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infornlation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
a p p i a t e  your interest in the hture of the Naval Surf'ace Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
C o r n  ssion. 

David S. Lyles 
StafF Director 
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A l  C o r n - ? I l a  
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Gon .  J .  8. D a v i s  I l , ' : ~ F , f ? ~ t .  
S .  L e p  K l i n g  
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M a j o r  G = n .  Jccu15  R o S l c . ,  J r .  L ' ~ , . ~ ,  R J ~ .  
Yendy L c u i s c  5 t e a l e  

1 d m  w r i t i n g  y o u  t o  r r c o n s  i d e r  t L h c  d p r l s  i c n  t3 c l : ,sr  T h c  N 3 v d  l 

3 i 1 r f d c ~  d>rf?r? C ? n t p r  i q  A n n ? [ >  I  i s .  

The ' i u b r n p r ~ n P  F l u i r '  D y n - m i c s  F ~ c ~ l i t y  n d  t h e  D P - p  (,c 1 

S i r n u l ? t i o n  F i c i  I i t v  i r  ~ r n i o u ~  i n  t t . ,  e p i  t , . . ~  : , t l t c s .  T h i l i r  c ' r ;  5 i 1 i t l  :: 

d c  rot e x i s t  ; r n y w h f i r -  P I C - ' !  Tq Cju, l i ( - 4 + -  t : ,T ,  r r  m v -  ti\rrr . , I ~ d  
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3 o ~ o d  e c r , n o m i c  d r . c i s i o n  f o r  t h e  f \ , t o r - >  ,-:f t,h.:. U p i  tn:: st. [?,..c: .. . 
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, OEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Sarah B. Uebersax 
16421 Cedar Grove Road 
Sparks, MD 21 152 

Dear Ms. Uebersax: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfiire Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
\ 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



M a r c h  10, 1 9 9 5  

E\sse  R e a l i g n r n c n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C o m f s s f o n  
1700 N. M o o r e  S t r e ! - t  S t c  1 4 2 5  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  2 2 2 0 9  

C h a i r m q n - A l a n  J. D i x o n  
A l  C o r n ~ I I a  
Rpbpcca C O X  
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S. L e e  K l i n g  
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M a j o r  Gmn. J c s u ~  R o b l e s ,  J r .  USA,  R p t .  
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A l s c ,  t h e  ~ v o r k e r s  contribute t o  t h e  e c o n o m y ,  n o t  d r a i n  i t .  
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i n  A n n a p o l i s !  

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  



, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

, ,  
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

P 703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

MS. Arne A. KU~Z 
33 17 c3bons Road 
Baltim~ore, MD 2 1234 

Dear Bds. Kutz: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Wense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi:gsion. 

Sincerely, 

,/.' 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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r e ~ ~ i r e d  j o s t  t c !  keep u p  l v i  t l ~  +h,. >.!rr/c 
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4 ' 4  
, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

f 703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Mr. Werner Uebersax 
1 642 1 Cedar Grove Road 
Sparks, MD 2 1 1 52 

Dear hdr. Uebersax: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi~;sion. 

Sincerely, 
T 

David S. Lyles 
StafFDirector 
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OEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Pat Shea 
26 1 1 [Creighton Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 2 1340 

Dear I&. Shea: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the kknse  Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate you interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

d 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Mrs. 'William R Anderson 
20 Bmvale Road 
Tows~n, MD 2 1 204 

Dear Mrs. Anderson: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information jmtinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the De1'he Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi:sion. 

Sincerely, 
T\ 

*I 

David S. Lyles 
S tafF Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Walter R. Myers 
226 E k e 1  Avenue 
Baltirnore, MD 21227 

Dear :Mr. and Mrs. Myers: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
idomlation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the &re of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

I/' 

David S. Lyles 
S t e  Director 
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_( d ... . 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
. - 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

. . 
' l i  

March 13, 1995 

Mr. Jean Aloisi 
3 105 Echodale Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 2 12 14 

Dear Mr. Aloisi: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infornlation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
apprajate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
"\ 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

. - 
'J, 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. Harry F. Mahlstedt 
387 Edgewater Road 
Pasad~ma, MD 2 1 122 

Dear I&. Mahlstedt: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comrmission. 

Sincerely, 

*/ 

David S. Lyles 
StafYDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Bernard A KaMway 
4200 Puthur Shipley Road 
Westrrder,  MD 2 1 1 57 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kahlway: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you halve provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comrr~ission. 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

' G  

March 13, 1995 

Mr. ancl Mrs. John E. Wilson 
2853 Tiroyer Road 
White IIall, MD 21161-9321 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Wilson: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciiite your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

'You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Deftme Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

II appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

_/' 

David S. Lyles 
S tafT Director 
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D.EFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Mugaret Mahlstedt 
3 87 Edgewater Road 
Pasadena, MD 21 122 

Dear Ms. Mahlstedt: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
informiation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
1 

David S. Lyles 
StafFDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. Andrew J. Parker, Jr. 
6 Beech Leaf Ct. 
Baltimc~re, MD 21286 

Dear Mr. Parker: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fitore of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defimse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

:[ appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comrni~;sion. 

Sincerely, 
h 

L J  

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



B a s e  R s a l i q n r n e n t  a n d  C l o q u r ~  C n r n i s s i o n  
1700 N. M c o r r  S t r ? - t  S + P  1A?5 
At- l i n q t o n ,  V i  r q  i n  i a ,  ?'"209 

C t - - i r r n a ~ - . 4 l a n  J. 3 i x o n  
41  C o r n J l  l a  
Ro t )  7 c c  3 C? x 
G O O .  J .  8. D 2 v i : i  i l ' - ' A F , R a t .  
S .  L e e  K l i n g  
H e ? r  Adrnir., l C i - . q  j a r i  . b .  &I n t  y ?  U S & ,  
M a j o r  Gs->n. Jncu to  R o b  I  e s  , Jr . U , I \ ,  H.. t 
!er.idy L c u i  s = :)tc;. I e 

I a m  w r i t i n g  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e  d ~ r i s i ~ n  t3 c l o s e  T h e  N a v a l  

S u r f a c e  t a r f a r ?  C?n t l . r  i n  Annop i?  l  i s .  

T h e  Y i u b r n a r i n ~ !  F l u i d  D y n z m i c s  F a c i  l i t y  : ~ n d  Lh? D C ~ S P  O ~ ! - - ~ r i  

S i r n u l * i t i n n  F , j c i  I  i t v  i -  u n i q u 3  i n  t l l f  U n i  t c r l  :,t,tcs. T h c i r  c.r, ' i I i t i  - 5  

P n o r m f - I J S  1 y " x r p n C :  i v c .  f o r  t_l,. t r . ~ p , l y , l r .  T - ,  -,;, ) , , ( J  r "_? m i s  n o t  

2 3 ~ 0 d  ~ c ' - n ? r n i l -  d m c i s i r l n  f o r  t h e  f u t c i r .  o f  t .hL3 U ~ i t p r l  3 t . t  :. 

, a v ~ i d i n i :  v i lar .  T h c  w r I d  i - i ~ o t  a t  v ? a : r ' .  R ~ s ~ i r c h  , - lnd D ~ v ~ l o ; , r n c + n t  

i s  n .?:e:s<. ry ,  m o r p  t h  2n i n  n u r  i 1  r r - (  i n [ ,  I V  t ~ c n i c n  I ~ ( y r  I d .  

RP ' ;P~~c I I  c i f j nn  h r r c  i r n p : \ c t s  n ? t  o r i l y  t h e  - i l i t  ' r y ,  b u t  e v p r y  d a y  I if... 

A l ! 3c ,  t h e  t o r k e r s  c c n ? r  i h i l t . "  t c ~  t ? "  p r -  n r  l?y ,  P C  t c l r a  i ?  i t .  

3 u h r n d r i n e  FI i d  D y n a m i c s  F 7 c i  l  i t y  i~ i~ c  , n p . t  l n t  1 1 s ~ .  C v ~ r ? l r c  i s  

I i m p  l o r e  y n u !  P l e , i i 2 ?  l p  t o  !:..+ve tl!c3 i\r.iv;\ l  S u r f a t - e  ' 7 2 r f a r e  C e n t e r  

i n  A n n a p o  l  i s  ! 



11630 Glen Arm Road 
Glen Arm, MD 21057 



" 
-==a- 

2'. ... . c 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 

. . 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

. , 
L. 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Beth Hudnall 
11630 Glen Arm Road, Apt. 133 
Glen bum, MD 21057 

Dear Ids. Hudnall: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the De:fense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you halve provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comxr~ission. 

Sincerely, 
7 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
4 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Madelyn Austin 
106 Beth Road 
Glen Buunie, MD 2 1060 

Dear M:3. Austin: 

'Llmlc you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
apprecia.te your interest in the f h r e  of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have: provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
4 - 7  

J 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

'G 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Evelyn M. Phipps 
205 East Joppa Road, Unit 1707 
Baltimore, MD 21286 

Dear Ms. Phipps: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
informaition w e n t  to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the infomation used by 
the Def'ense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BABE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13,1995 

Mrs. Cllarlotte Parker 
6 Beech Leaf Ct. 
Baltimc~re, MD 2 1286 

Dear Mrs. Parker: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the h r e  of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughIy review the information used by 
the D e f m  Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi:~ion. 

J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



PATRICK B. I(IR\VAN 
8726 OAKLEIGH ROAD, (Coventry) BALTIMORE, MARYLAND - 21'2.34 

March 10,1995 

chair ma^? Alan J. Dixon and Members of the Commission 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Ste 1425 
Ariington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Commission Members: I 
,4s concerned citizens, we are writing to ask you to take a fresh look at the decision to close the 

Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis, Maryland. We think it is in the best interests of our country 
to maintain this facility. We realize that some downsizing in the government is not only reasonable but 
perhaps, essential. We, further, know that it seems parochial to try to save installations in "our own back 
yardn at the expense of some other facility but this is not the case with regard to the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center. We would like to offer a few reasons why we feel this is so. 

C The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility and the Deep Ocean Simulation Facility 
are unique in the United States. Their capabilities do not exist anywhere else. 
To duplicate or move them would be enormously expensive. 

A& To abandon them without consideration of future need is not a good decision 
economically. 

A& Research and Development is necessary, more than ever, in our increasingly 
technical world. 

C Research done here impacts our every day life. 
A& The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility is in constant use. Overtime is required 

just to keep up with the workload. 

From these few facts, you can see these are not some useless or duplicative facilities but 
valuable adjuncts to the United States. We have learned from history that a prepared nation is better 
able to avoid the horrors of war and we all see daily evidence the world is not at peace. We ask you to 
please re-examine the criteria used to reach the decision to close this facility, and reconsider if that 
decision was in fact in the best interests of all citizens. We are sure that when examined in the pure light 
of reason, the value of these technical facilities will mandate their removal from the list of facilities 
recomn.lended for closure. 

, incerely, I 
C 

- Patrick B. Kitwan l .  -. 6 I 
$ LLL V' '~~DLcLP*~, 
Dolores T. Kirwan 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
, - 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Patrick B. Kirwan 
8726 Otlkleigh Road 
Baltimore, MD 21234 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kirwan: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Ddense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi,ssion. 

Sincerely, 
1- 

J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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'CIEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 14, 1995 

Ms. Daniela Cazario 
3 125 Rosalie Avenue 
Baltimore, MD 21234 

Dear Wl. Cazario: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infor~: ion perhent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreci~te your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

'You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the De6,nse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
? 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDuector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

- - 
March 14, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. D.P. Gahs 
362 Dutr;h Ship Circle 
Pasadexxi, MD 2 1 122 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gahs: 

l'hank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pednent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. Calvin N. Sharpe 
P.O. Box 752 
Victoria, VA 23974 

Dear Mr. Sharpe: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the h r e  of Ft. Pickett. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you hiwe provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comn~ission. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



ClEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
, . 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Ms. Laur.a B. Lewis 
260 1 Wantworth Road 
Baltimon!, MD 21234 

Dear Ms. Lewis: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

Y'w may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Cornmistion. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, ~alifornia, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. I"rst, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets arid 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 aillion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. P.,ssuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. ~dding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact tbat a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 inillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWiiR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be ealized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship b t ilding team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 7 0  and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itts primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Plotice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be ic excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Cox, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD8s proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, i3s I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact t.hat a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAVJAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 7 0  and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum o:E 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two produczt organizations are ZOO+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminate43 by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the m.etropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at. least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically I.ocated, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Cor~missioner Steele , 

I am writing this letter concerning DODrs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Ws,rfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from ~rlington, Va. (Crystal city) 
to San ~iego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San ~iego and 
SPAWAR. ~dditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODts rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODts position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAFlAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two producl: organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of procluct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San ~iego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
governmellt owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommen(iation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to ~alifornia. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Ihanjryou for your time in this matter. 



Dear Cominissioner Montoya, 

I aln writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Dlego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decisionr as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $SO thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcillation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in san Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional. point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 7 0  and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of procluct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR'S work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
g0vernmen.t owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODgs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be :3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD8s recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Comnissioner Davis, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from ~rlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 nillion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I).  his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billel: saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of proc!uct line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

AS 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
governmerit owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount ta at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommend.ation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be i.n excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Kling, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD's proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washirlgton Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. F'irst, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 inillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWNI headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and ~ntelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizaticms (PD 7 0  and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARrs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles ,away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be ir,. excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Comm:issioner Robles , 
I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 

Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DOD's rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. F'irst, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesnDt include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DOD's position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWI* headquarters with itDs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence ((241). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizatic,ns (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR'S work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DOD's 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DOD's recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. Grover Heiman 
12762 Flat Meadow Lane 
Hemdon, VA 2207 1 

Dear hlf. Heiman: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infomition pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
apprea.ate your interest in the future of the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, 
Arlington, V k  

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commi:ssion. 

Sincerely, 

J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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h -- - BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N. MOORE S T  
S U I T E  1 4 2 5  
ARLINGTON, VA. 22209 

ATTN: COMMISSIONER A L  CORNELLA 



Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODts proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. P,dditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODrs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. ~dding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcu.lation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODts estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODts position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD arkalysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers a.nd Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated :by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAFtrs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate),, ~dditionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government: owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODrs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODrs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, pro.bably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Cox, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Di€!g0, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance :pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesnft include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 nlillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with itfs NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated .by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from itfs primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi-ssioner Steele, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODts proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian k~illets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesntt include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD's estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODts position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD arlalysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet. saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizaticlns (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEAaeEAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionabm as?is 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the. movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support fa:milies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with .the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODts recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e~nployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi.ssioner Kling, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associaf:ed move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. ~ssuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $53 thousand move cost per employee. ~dding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcu.lation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving Eacility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, rhat the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD arialysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government. owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODts 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with ,the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3!300+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e~nployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commi.ssioner Cornella, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODts proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warf'are Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. A.dditionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODts rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $53 thousand move cost per employee. ~dding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcuLation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODts estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 nillion while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected 1:o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARts work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles sway from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommenda.tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support families will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority e:mployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, pro:bably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal city) 
to San Diego, ~alifornia, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 5 0  military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calcul.ation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving f'acility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAR headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and ~ntelligence (C4I).  his move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 8 0 )  whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 1 0  product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or :not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
1 0 %  of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODts 
recommenda.tion to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support fainilies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3!300+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority errployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Davis, 

I am writing this letter concerning DOD1s proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San ~iego, ~alifornia, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, as I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODrs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets and 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 million. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DOD1s estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODys position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected to cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD analysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWAF! headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70  and PD 8 0 )  whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. ~dditionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWAR1s work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the m.etropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San ~iego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODts 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support fa:milies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with 'the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3!300+ jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODts recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority elnployees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



Dear Commissioner Robles, 

I am writing this letter concerning DODfs proposal to shift Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) from Arlington, Va. (Crystal City) 
to San Diego, California, some 3000 miles away. The basis for this 
decision, i3s I can determine it, is that DOD could save close to 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets by combining NCCOSC, San Diego and 
SPAWAR. Additionally, this move would free up government owned space at 
the Washington Navy Yard to move Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), a 
command of over 4000 employees, to the Washington Navy Yard. 

In examining DODfs rationale as contained in the recommendations to 
the BRAC, some significant inconsistencies and lack of thorough analysis 
appear. First, the DOD report indicates that the move of 666 civilian 
billets anti 154 military billets and the other associated move costs would 
cost $24 m~illion. A more realistic calculation indicates a much higher 
number. Assuming the 666 civilian personnel either move or accept 
severance pay, the cost to the government alone is over $33 million, at an 
average $50 thousand move cost per employee. Adding the military move 
costs increases the $33 million by $7 million for a total of $40 million. 
This calculation doesn't include the cost of moving the contents of SPAWAR 
to San Diego, or the facility improvements which must be made at the 
receiving facility in San Diego. It is evident, just from this simple 
analysis, that the cost of the move is at least double DODfs estimate. An 
additional point to be made about the inconsistency of DODfs position is 
the fact that a move of NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is estimated to 
cost $160 million while a move of an entire command cross country is only 
projected t:o cost $24 million. Does this sound like consistency to you? 

DOD ar~alysis is also questionable. The reason for the move is to 
merge SPAWN? headquarters with it's NCCOSC operation in San Diego to 
provide an integrated product team for Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers a.nd Intelligence (C4I). This move, DOD says, will save some 250 
civilian billets and 50 military billets per year through elimination of 
duplicative work. What is missing from this analysis is the fact that the 
same billet. saving could be realized by merging NAVSEA and SPAWAR to 
provide an integrated ship building team. SPAWAR has only 2 major product 
organizations (PD 70 and PD 80) whereas NAVSEA and NAVAIR each have a 
minimum of 10 product lines, which makes it highly questionable as to 
whether or not SPAWAR should even be a separate command. Supporting these 
two product organizations are 200+ overhead personnel which could be 
eliminated by a more cost effective merger with NAVSEA. Additionally, over 
10% of product line and remaining functional organization billets could be 
eliminated by reduction of the duplication of efforts which currently 
exist. The Integrated Ship Product Team would not need to perform these 
functions. 

As 90% of SPAWARfs work is in direct support of NAVSEA or OPNAV 
sponsors in the Pentagon, it makes more sense to integrate the ship team 
here in the metropolitan area than to integrate the C41 team in San Diego, 
3000 miles away from it's primary customers. This ship team merger would 



also save the estimated $40M+ moving cost to San Diego ($24M by DOD 
estimate). Additionally, with all the movements at White Oak, Naval Annex, 
Navy Yard, there should be enough government owned space to move SPAWAR 
within the metropolitan area vice moving it 3000 miles to find unoccupied 
government owned space in San Diego. Savings would be immediate and would 
amount to at least the same as the $360 million as cited in DODfs 
recommendation to the BRAC. 

By keeping SPAWAR in the D.C. metropolitan area, no matter where 
physically located, over 1100 government families and over 2800 contractor 
support fantilies will continue to exercise their purchasing power in this 
region. Notice the 2800 contractor personnel referred to in the prior 
sentence. That is the estimate of the number of private jobs which will be 
lost with the SPAWAR move to California. Not considered in the 
aforementioned job loss is spousal job loss of SPAWAR employees which could 
well be in excess of 600 positions. So, the total job loss to the area 
would be 3900-k jobs, not the 1100 referred to in DODfs recommendation to 
the BRAC. This move could also disproportionately impact female and 
minority employees who make up the bulk of lower paying positions and 
hence, probably would be unable to move with their positions to San Diego. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. David Sivillo 
1 Hyarhth Court 
Gaithersburg, MD 20878 

Dear h4r. Sivillo: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infom3tion pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the h r e  of the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, 
Arlington, VA 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Dei'hse Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Cornmi ssion. 

Sincerely, 
2 

David S. Lyles 
St& Director 
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W i w C  . I 3014 Summit Avenue 
Baltimore, Maryland 21234-1834 3 
March 13.1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairperson 
Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. hxon, 

I arn writing to view my concern on the possible closing of the Annapolis Branch of the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center. Please express these concerns to the other members of the commission. First, I do not work there. My concern is 
that of a taxpayer whose knowledge of the military, especially naval, exceeds that of the average citizen of our great 
country. 1 do not profess to be an expert of any one area but I feel I have an excellent overall knowledge of naval 
operations. 

I'm sure, at least I hope, you have reviewed the Carderock background reports by now and have seen the many 
functions that the group performs. The credit for the success of our naval forces in the areas of hydrodynamics and ship 
silencing should go totally to the engineers at the Annapolis Branch. These engineers have received many awards for their 
achievements in these fields. These achievements were in areas that kept the former Soviet naval engineers on their toes for 
the last 3 decades. With the rapid improvements and developments in the area of electronics, more specifically sonar, our 
submarine farces are able to maintain the title "Silent Service" only through the efforts of the engineers at the Annapolis 
Branch. For their efforts we now repay them with having to relocate their families and lives or leave the job to which they 
have been so dedicated Military personnel realize that they can be called away, moved, replaced, shifted around, whatever 
it takes to accomplish the best interest of the military, but the vast majority of these engineers at Annapolis are civilians. 
Civilians who have made their homes close to the Annapolis area just to better serve the country. 

Granted, working for the government, there is always this chance that you will have to pick-up and move, but this 
philosophy has already taken a toll at NSWC Annapolis. Over the last few years many of the senior engineers have taken 
their retiremmts, most through incentive programs specifically designed to eliminate personnel, or moved to other positions 
in the government felt to be more secure where their moving was less possible. This has created a drastic loss in experience 
that the Navy could be using. Retirements may seem like a cheap alternative, but these engineers are now being paid to do 
nothing, or the government is now subsidizing their income with the private sector. Either way the overtime being used 
now is directly related to this cut-back in personnel. I'm sure this is one of the items you will be looking at in determining 
the fate of the Annapolis Branch. 

If Annapolis was not so unique, why would so much overtime be authorized? The Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
Facility and Ceep Ocean Simulation Facility are part of what makes Annapolis unique. The work performed in each of 
these facilities cannot be found anywhere else. So what? We, as tax payers could move them. Not hardly. We could 
rebuild them at another location. This defeats the purpose of the closing of Annapolis. Someone, somewhere is going to 
say that nothing conducted at these facilities cannot be done on a computer. WRONG! Computers cannot simulate 
everything. These two facilities, although called simulators, test actual conditions in scale, not through electronics. These 
facilities are SI milar to the many wind-tunnels used by the Airforce, NASA, and each of the contractors who build our 
aircraft. The one major difference is that Annapolis has the only one of each of these. Remember, these facilities play a 
role in research for civilian and commercial applications as well, so let's not just give it the ax on the false sense of security 
that we are at pace with the world. 

In closing I would like to thank you for your time in reading this. Although the thought of us being at peace with 
the world is a ]lice thought, realistically I feel we are in a worse position now than when the Soviet Union was whole. Like 
so many other Americans, I feel that it is only a matter of time before one of these "independent" states realizes their new 
found military or terroristic potential. The sales of former Soviet military hardware, including submarines, should 
emphasize the need for continued research. Research where the Annapolis Branch of the Naval Surface Weapons Center 
plays a proven role. 

Patrick M. ~oon- 
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ik, ~ 1 a n . J .  J ixon ,  Chairinan 
Base Rea l iqmen t  and Closure d3mnission 
l7OO North Koore b t r e e t ;  S t e  llc25 
~ r l . i n ~ ? ; t m ,  Virq in ia  22209 

I am-wri t ing as a concerned c i t i z e n  t o  g r o t e s t  t h e  pro?osed 
c l ~ s i n g  of t h e  Naval Surface  d a r f a r e  Center  i n  Annapolie, I k y l a n d .  
This  c e n t e r  i n c l u d e s  a submarine f l u i d  dynamics f a c i l i t y  and a deep 
ocsan s imu la t ion  f a c i l i t y ,  whose unique c a p a b i l i t i e s  e x i s t  no where 
e l s e  i n  t h e  United S t z t e s .  

To d u p l i c a t e  t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  another  l o c a t i o n ,  o r  t o  move 
t h e  e x i s t i n q  f a c i l i t y  would be an e x c e ; t i ~ n z l l y  expensive, t o t a l l y  
unacce?ta5le  u s e  of my t a x  d o l l a r s .  &oreover,  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ' s  caFa- 
b i l i t i e s  are c u r r e ~ t l y  i n  such demand, t h a t  overtime funds a r e  r e -  
q u i r e d  %g kee? un wi th  t h e  workload. Cbviously, a move o r  c l o s u r e  
wo~ild s~ri3gsl:: c o r n ~ r i n i s e  necessary w3rk e f f o r t s .  

T3 c=c?letel:q aSan2sn such a  f a c i l L t y  would be another  exam3le 
of t h i s  aL~in is t r : : . t ion ' s  m i v e  and i l l - e m c e i v e d  c e s i r e  t o  d ~ w n - s i e e  
oul- n i l i t a r y  ca ; a3 i l i i i e s  a t  2 t i x e  ~ c i e n  t h e  wor ld ' s  s a l i t i c a l  
sii,GLL w A 2 r L  2 :s . -3ar - zzJ:. .. :cr:~ip., , . (2;nsi.-e;. . . t ! ~ t  ;;lainlaxi dhina has 

j u s t  incr.?esed i t s  defense bud-yet b;,r 21$! ) 

7 .  ,. . ' ice  -n-z=ing s s r i e s  31 r l l i t a r y  base c l o s u r e s  e;pe?-rs t o  be 
d r iven  s g l e l y  by ?artisan 2 o l i t i c s  with a b s o l u t e l y  n3 cons ide ra t ion  
f o r  t h i s  c:untrJr's neeC l o  p r o t e c t  i t s e l f .  

1 " r y e  y-u t= 2ct  i 2  t h e  best i r ~ e r e s t  of 3ur c?cntry,and main- 
tz i  T t h o  : i ~ ~ v a l  ~ur< :=ce  rvsrfzre L e n t  o r  i~ . * n n a p l i s ,  .alaryland. Thank 
you f o r  per c m s i < e r ? - t i x  cf t h i s  r s c c e s t .  

- 7  

very srxly yours ,  
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i C. n ~ f c ~ ! : s ; : r y ,  : no r ?  t t i . l i 1  i ~1 ' ~ J I -  i , , c r - p - l <  i v >  : I ,/ i ~ c : : ?  i c 3 I +$;; :- 1 c / .  

5 ~ 5 m a r  i n e  F l l ! i  r-! D y n r n l i c s .  F i l c i  l i t v  i . ' -  1 . .  c  . - .  ' . . , ?  , , : ; !+. (;,!,-, a ; . , . ?  1 ' r 

r e , ; u i  r ~ d  j u s t  t c  k e c ?  u p  \ . t i  t ! ~  - ) ? I >  ,,'-rl: I > - : c J .  

1 i m p  i a r e  y , - ! u !  F ) ! C ! , ? ~ : : .  12 t o  :. i\:e ' !  , V :  i ; ,,!;'r ; , , r r :  ,.;,37.ter 

i n  A n n a p o l i s !  

S i n c e t - f i  I !I y . , ! ~ r r ;  , 





Ch7 i . r ! n ; m - ; ?  Is:-, J. 3 i :<, jr)  

,:I1  corn^! l a  
? D ! > ~ C C , ~  C , 3 X  

G e n .  J ,  9. D,ivi:; ! . l l ? A ; = , : : ~ t .  
S. L e e  Kiinq 
Re3r r i d , ~ i , r , i !  - 2 7  j a m / .  tj. :,: :I:-!,,:! l m L ; ' , ,  : ( . + .  

Ma j o , r  G s n .  J .  F?J!I I P : ;  < / I - ,  ~ : , - ; i ,  , Ff;> t.. 
,.','e r id l, \LC i l  i s i;: r I- I c-. 

. . I srn tir i t ! r i g  y?u t o  r !.con:; i t l e r  : ' . ' $ -  ,:!(>(: ! : I 1 .  t,; :: 1 , c ,  l x  .-,,:.' ', :. i ! i 

1 ' )  1 / ,  j- p p :? 0 r :T: (! s y ,> P 7: :; i \; P f :\ r ,-I ,-! ' . . ..' , I . ' ,  . . + 

F 8 p ~ ; p ; ; r ~ i l  : f , > r l n  ) l f r y n  I ,  , 1 , ; A  j I i ,  I I , '  .>, , , . , -  . . ,  : I /  , I ; . ,  



~ ~ h ~ , i r r r l : ~ n - A l ; ~ ; >  J .  3 i : { 8 , ) r i  
.A I C o r n "  l I a 
R o ! ~ - c m z a  C,I): 
G p n .  J ,  8. 9 , : ~  j :; L i Y A F ,  ' : D + .  

A a. L e e  K !  in(; 
, .-. . . R C ~ T  A d m i r a l  : ~ t 2 ~ , j ~ T l ~ ~  ; j .  : ; : i .  t 

M a . * i o r  G a n .  J .  : L I -  r ? ~ ! ;  I P:> , < ! I - .  [!:.;it,, ;(.> t .  
:','end !i L L c  u i s ,= S t c  9 l c! 

I ,Irn ,iir i t f ng y n u  to T ~ ~ c o ~ I : ;  i i ! ~ f  d . 1 8 , -  [ I P C :  1 :, i ; , (: 1 ,  < . f x  :;,,,.. . ! -  s,: , 1 



B a s e  R e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C o m f s s i o n  
1700 N .   moor^ S t r c - t  S t e  1 4 2 5  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  22209 

C h 2 i r m a n - A l a n  J .  O i  x o n  
A l  C o r n ~ l l a  
R ~ b ~ c c a  C o x  
G e n .  J .  8 .  D a v i s  U S A F , R o t .  
S .  L e e  K l i n g  
R c a r  A d m i r a  I E t r n j a m i  r l  3 .  h; n t - y r i  IJSPd, f ( e t .  
M a j o r  G e n .  J P s u n  R o b l e s ,  J r .  U s i i ,  R P ~ .  
;,Vendy L o t l i s .  S t c ~  l  e 

I a m  w r i t i n g  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t ' i c  d ~ c i s i n n  t o  c l o s c  TI;(> : ~ : < v d l  

S ~ r f a c e  W a r f ~ r e  C e n t e r  i n  An:\ac ta l  i s .  

The  :;ubn?ar i n c  F 1 u  i r! Dyri2.m i c s  F a c  i l i ty :,nd +. l ie D P , - ~  Oc: . : I  

do n o t  e s i s t  a n y w h ~ r n  ? I s ? !  To  d u ;  : ic-. , t. :>,!. , r r : l : , i t ~  t 1  c ~ : .  ., ! : I c ~  

a ~ o o d  e c c n o r n i c  d ~ c i s i o r :  f o r  t h e  f u t u r : ]  i:f ?.FI:~ U , l i  St; + n s .  

, av!! i d i nq w a r .  T h e  w o r  l ci i .; : l o t  a t  r ? ~ : )  :;. . R ~ s p . > r ~ ' - !  ,*':d  pi'^ I : l ; : l c , ~ p +  

i s n e c e s 6 ; : r y ,  m o r a  t l i  1n i '1 ' L J ~  i 1 . :  i 1 :  I t , 1 ,ihl( r 1 d .  

R ~ = F ; P z ~ c / T  dnnc  h p r p  i i ~ ~ ) a ~ t : ;  n ~ t  o n  1 y t k l e  : : j  1 i + ' f ;/ , kl I.J t c - v e r y  d;!  \/ I j f ~ .  

S ~ b m a r  i n e  F l l ! i  d D y n a m i c 5  F r ! c i  l i t y  i s  i!! c,.-,,..hr.-it c v , - -  . j r n  i s  

r e q u i  r f d  j u s t  t o  k e ~ ~ .  u p  \ v i  t l ~  * h i >  ' . - r l< I , - o .  

1 i m p l o r e  yi-iu! P I r s ; i c o  1 1 ~ 1 1 7  t~ s i v p  t . ' , , >  r , , " ,  I : )Ur f3( . ,3  l . , r f , , r e  C , 3 n t e r  

i n  A n n a p o  l i s  ! 



B a s e  R r a l l q n r n e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C n m i s s i o i  
1700 N .  M 9 3 r ~  S t r c - t  St* Ill25 
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  2?2C? 

C b a i r m ~ n - A l a n  J. D i ~ o r i  
A l  C o r n ~ l l a  
R a b o c c a  C g x  
G e n .  J .  B .  D a v i c i  I I S A F , R . t .  
S .  L e e  K l i n g  
Rr3r A d m i  r a  l ?;"I j a ~ i r ~  3 .  !VI n t - y n  L i d i ~ ,  Rrt .  
M a j o r  G o n .  Jn5ua R o b l e s ,  J r .  U h : j ,  R p t .  
, ' /endy L o u l s 3  S t c ~  l e  

I a m  v l r i t l n g  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e  d ~ c i s i o n  t o  c l ( : s p  TI;? ' 4 a v ~  l  

S u r f a c e  ! , V a r f z r ?  C e n t e r  i n  Annarn  l i s .  

i s h e  7;ubmar  in^ F l u  i 6 D y n . ? m i  c s  F n c  i I  i t y  . , n d  ' 1 1 ~  2(?,-,i: (;c . .: 

a oc?od  e c r , n o m i r :  d e c i s l ~ r :  f o r  t h e  f ~ ~ t u r . >  o f  t . ) ~ : '  U i ? i t m d  , .. . 

, a v o i d i n ?  w a r .  T h c  w - i r  I d  i q  n o t  a t  p ~ a . : r 7 .  R ~ : ; e . > r c ' .  ,:r:d D P \ , P  ~ : ~ ; . , ~ , p ~ ! + ,  

i s nc . reC;s ; : r y ,  m o r e  t h  l n  i n  i : ~ r  i t , c r ~ : ? ~ ,  i r11.: I v t ~ ( : , ?  i C J  I w c  r- I  d .  

A 1  3 2 ,  t L j e  . , o r k e r s  ccjn+.r i t > t i t  i. tr t L ! p  P I .  nr\-l: i ,  n o t  d1-2 i CI i t .  



M a r c h  

B q s e  R a a l i q n r n e n t  a n d  C l n q u r e  C n m i s 3 i o n  
1700 N. h4:~rr Ytr?  t S t 0  I1175 
A -  1 i n q t o n ,  V i  r q  i  n  i 3 ,  P02C9 

C h -  i r m a n - A l a n  J. D i x v n  
41 C a r n - . l I a  
R ~ b n c c ?  C D X  
Gan .  J. 8. D a v i s  CIf:AF,R3t. 
3 .  L e ?  K l i n g  
R r ? r  Adrnir-31 3 ~ q j a m i  8.  I+ n t  y~ U U i v ,  R p f .  

M a j o r  GJn .  J n C u d  R o S l e s ,  Jr. G s A ,  R s t .  
l 'endy L c u i s  5 t r - 2 l e  

I a m  w r  i t f n g  y o u  t o  r r ? c o n s  i d e r  t h e  d p c i s i c ~ n  t o  c l o s c  T t ~ c  N 3 v d  l 

S ~ r f d c ~  d 3 r f . r ~  C a n t e r  i n  Ann-IP- l i s .  

T h e  ' i u b r n 7 r i n ~  F l u i r  D y n - m i c s  F a c i  l  i t y  n d  + h ?  D P J ~  C c .  I 

d c  r?n t  e x i s t  anyt ,vhGr.-  e l c - o !  To duk; l i c  , 1.: t .Ft ,,.r mCtv-  ? t - c r r  ., i! 1 d 

)?D pnOrrni'lJs l y  e x c n n r  i v e  f o r  tli- t g x p  4 y l r .  T I +:? 7. ic, n r \ t  

a v i x i d i n q  w a r .  T h ?  w'r I d  i -  i l c l t .  a t  I :?a:c.  Re:;e;*rch a n d  D P V O  lc?:.!mt?nt 

i s  n ~ e ~ 2 - s  & r y ,  m o r e  t h ~ n  i q  - u r  i t  r rp lL  i t )  I I y  t ~ r n i c a  I  w i  r I d .  

A t ? ? ,  t'.)p * l c r k e r s  ~ o n ~ r i h u f . ~  t n  t L ? c  pi- n r . l ? y ,  n o t  d r 2 i n  i t .  

3 ~ k ~ m d r i n e  F1 i d  D y n a m i c s  F 7 r i  l i t v  i s  i I c n p t  ~ n t  u s e .  C V D T + I P P  i s  

I i m p l o r e  y ; : u !  Plc.rl ; :o i7r l p  t o  s : v e  t _ ! ; ~  ~ q % v a  1 S u r f 2 c p  y?!rfare cen- ter  

i n  A n n a p o l i s !  



Bi3se R a a l i q n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C n m i s s i o n  
1700 hi. M c o r c  S t r c - t  S t a  l b25  

A I -  l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i f l ,  21209 

M a r c h  1 C ,  1995 

Ch i r r n ? q - A l a n  J .  D i x o n  
A l  C o r n s 1  l a  
R * b = c c a  C 3 x  
Goo .  J. B .  D a v i s  II:;AF,Re2t. 
S .  L e e  K l i n g  
R P ? ~  A d m i r a l  r \ @ q j a r n i  - 9. Ivl n t - y a  USiu, Ret. 
M a j o r  Gnn .  R o S I P S ,  Jr. US,\, R a t .  
! endy  L e u i s =  $ t e a  l e  

I d m  w r i t l n g  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e  d ~ c i s i o n  t s  c l o s e  T h e  N a v a l  

S u r f ~ c e  V a r f 3 t - P  C ~ n t ~ r  i c  4nn~ ip171 i s .  

T ~ Q  5 u b n ? o r i n -  F l u i  4 D y r i , m ~  c s  F n c i  l i t y  c d  t h ~  D c 2 p  Ocl. 11 

Si rnu  I:+ t i n n  F r j c  i I i t y  i r  u n  i o u , ~  i n  t t i c  e n  i tp.1 :,t I tcs. ~ h c  i r c ( , c  , '  i 1 i t i  -:; 

d r  n o t  r r i s t  ~ o y w h r - r -  e l s o !  To d u i  l i ( - t t , -  t :,T, , r m , v -  . , l ~ d  

h =  FinorrnT:os l y  P r c p n s  i v e  f o r  tb-~ t ; - . x p r , y . ? r .  To :?i, >!lii  . V  + i ? : . . m  j n r l t  

3 r l ~ o d  e c r n ~ m i c  d m c i s i q n  f o r  t h c  f u t u r F >  q f  t.h(> U n i t ~ d  S t  t - s .  

, a v r i d i n l  w ? r .  Thi. w r I d  i q  :tot a t  p ~ a : ~ .  R p s p r 7 r c h  -1nd D p v ~ l o ~ m r ~ n t ,  

i s  n r 3 ( - e - s  r y ,  m o r n  t h ? ?  O v e r ,  i r ,  u r  i rrp7' i n i , l y  t ~ c 1 1 c 7  1 , w o r l d .  

R c ~ ~ a r c l )  d o n n  h e r n  i i ~ ; i ) ~ ? ~  n ~ t  o n l y  t h e  - i l i t l r v ,  b u t  t l v ~ r y  d a y  I if... 

A l s c ,  t q e  * t o r k e r s  c 9 n ' r i b u t n  tc~ t"l P P  n r r i y ,  n o t  d r a i n  i t .  

2 u ' ) r n d r i n e  F I i d  D y n a m i c c  F-1r-i l i t y  i s  i ?  c  ? -  t j n t  I J S P .  C v ~ r  + l r c  i s  

r y ~ i  r = d  ~ u s t  t o  k ~ ~ p  u p  l v i  t l ~  + h  * . f r r k  I  ,-,O. 



B a s e  Realignment and C l o s u r e  C n r n f s s i o n  
1700 iJ .   moor^ : ; t r c . - t  S t e  I.!;-25 
iir l i n g t o n ,  V i  r g  i n i a ,  212C,9 

( : h ; . i r r n 3 n - A l a n  J. D i x o n  
41 C o r n ~ l l a  
R n b n c c x  Cisr  
Gen. J. B .  D a v i s  ! I S A F , F I Q ~ .  
S .  Lee  Kling 
R c z r  A d m i r a l  9c.q j a m i v 3  j. IV n t - ' y r i  LlSii, R c t .  
M a j o r  Gon. J ~ S U *  R o S l e s ,  J r .  US;{, R+t. 
,IJendy L c u ~ s -  S t c ~  l e  

I a m w r  l tlng you to r c c o n s  i d e r  ti-,? d ~ c  i s i ; ~ ) n  to c l i ; r , r~  Ti ;?  : . i i ~ v ~  l 

S 8 ~ f f a c o  W a r f z r e  C ? n t e r  i n  Annap,> l  i s .  

The !.;ubrr!ar i n e  F l  u i  ":yn.?mi c: ;  F a c  i l  i ty   rid t .he  C 1 v p  OC-. 

dc n o t  o : , : i s t  an; ,whDrr  P I I , ~ ~ !  TO L:UI : j : . ! : - : )  : 7 : .  t '  .-r:. . . I C !  

t \ ~  e n o r m - I J S  l y  t 3 x p . t n s  ive f o r  t ' : ~  t c ? x i ;  , V P T .  T:, ;!:: i : l , f d ,  >- !.:-,. - i 5 , p o t  

a ac?od e c o n o m i c  d e c i s i o n  f o r  t h e  f u t ~ 1 t - 3  r ; :  t h - >  U n i  + m ( j  3 - t ,  i-,~:l. 

, a v s i d i n t ~  w a r .  T h e  w- : r  l d ic: r!ot a t  r>Fa: i , .  R ~ : ; c ? . ~ r c ' t  . i r rd D r . \ , p  l c ~ ; , r n ! > - ! +  

i s  ~ P C ~ S S ; - T Y ,  more t ! v?n  " v P ~ ,  i I ,- u r  r i I :  I  t :  i c I . ~ / ( \ r  l d. 

S u b m a r i n e  F l l ! i  rl D y n z r n i c s  F:!ci l i t v  i s  ir- c , , n : ; + : i n t  , j s e .  c"": A . ~ ~ c .  i s  

i n  A n n a p o l i s !  



B a a e  R c a l i g n r n c n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  C o m l s s i o n  
1700 N.  M ~ o r e  S t r e - t  S t -  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a ,  22209 

C h a i r m a n - A l a n  J. D i x o n  
A t  C o r n ~ l l a  
R e b e c c a  C o x  
G e n .  J .  8. D a v i s  U S A F , R o t .  
S .  L e e  K l i n g  
R e a r  A d m i r a l  S e n j a m i n  S. k n t q y a  U S h ,  
M a j o r  Gmn. J?sun  R o b  I P S ,  J r .  U S A ,  R P ~  
:!endy L c u i s a  S t e p  l e  

I am w r i t l n g  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t ' i e  d ~ c i s i n n  t o  c l o s c  TI ;? i j a v d l  

S u r f a c e  W a r f a r e  C e n t e r  i n  A n n a p o  l i s .  

Tt-e S u b m a r  i n e  F l u  i d D y n 2 m i  c s  F a c  i l i ty :ind t h e  Def i p  (IC:- 

d c  n o t  e x i s t  a n y w h n r n  e l s p !  To d ~ i , i  i c - : ! t - ~  t ai i '  ( r  n.1:,,,0 t , ' - , ~ i : .  ,., i , l c i  

b e  e n o r r n c u s  l y  i . xpc r i s  i v e  f o r  the t ; ! x p . ~ y ! ? r .  T o  ; I ! :  ? t i ( ! ( . , n  I:!-,. T i t >  rot 

a g o o d  e c c n q r n i r  d e c i s i o n  f o r  t h e  f u t u r 7  o f  t h f b  U ~ i + m d  St. In?. 

t i i s t o r y '  s h c ~ s  u s  a p r - p a r  -4 n a t  i c n  ' 8 1  a l - ) ~ ' t , ~ r  nl.?~ i I ~ i  I i t v  - f  

e~ a v o i d i n q  w a r .  T h e  w;r I d  i s  n o t  a t  pca,:c. R s c e ~ r c ~ i  :a:;ci i l r . \ , n  l o ; \ rn r?n t  

R e s e a r c l ~  d n n o  h c r c  impacts n q t  o n l y  t h e  :) i  l i - +  l r " ,  h u t  p v ~ r y  d,i!j 1 i f n .  

S u b m a r i n e  F l ~ ! i d  D y n a m i c s  F.cility is i , -  c, :>, : ' t  i l t  ( ;VO; + , - p  i s 

 re?^ i r e d  j u s t  t c !  k e ~ : )  u p  ~i t l ~  - k ? , .  . . .!-rlc 1 , - : ( I  

1 i m p l o r e  y o u !  P l c ? , r : ~  h e  12 t o  s - i v e  :' : I? I;?".? 1 s ; ' u r f , ? c p  'y:.r f ; . ! re  c e n t e r  



B a s e  R e a  l i g n r n c n t  n7?r! C l  ~ s u r p  Cr,n!l 5 s  i 1 . 7  

1700 h .  Elf:-arr ' : t r c - t  l!.::t5 
A r  l i n g t o n ,  V i r r ; i r l i a ,  :?:?I?'_? 

Ch? irmin-A l 2 n  J .  3 i  x:;,) 
Al Cornpi l a  
R n b n c c a  C 3 x  
G e n .  J ,  R .  9 ? v i : ;  i ! C , ? F I r : ~ t .  
S. L e e  K i i n g  
R e 3 r  ,-Id-ni r a  l 5 r q  i a ~ i  .' < I .  -. ,,: , r ? ? - \ , / : !  \ l L ; ' , ,  ; - ! ( . + .  

M a j o r  G = n .  J .  r u n  ?a!? I p~~ , .:I-. [!S,.:,;., , rf;, t . 
' , ' :e!~dy L c t i i s -  S t c l - ~ l c  

2 G O O : !  c c r ~ o r l i i -  ,-!!>c 1.; i I : :  fc:r t \ , r  i ! : ; , : r - - .  I. h I -. , ,  t ? , .  ' I  
, '  , , ,: 

t i i s t o r y  s h c . ~ ~  1,s 2, pi- .;.: c - , , 2 t  ) ,  ,- I s! ! :,. t ,  i- r 
, ' , , !  ; i j '  

7 ,, a v S : j i d i 7 . ;  w a r .  [!-IF % , v ~ r -  i,:, ;:(:+, ;It. ; - - A  ; ? , 3 : . ( l  , , j , , , , .  h 

1 S n?r:e"6 . r b / ,  : r 7 , i T -  t ' l  l , :  < \ v P r ' ,  i', < .  ,-r;, , ,  ' > .  1 I , i , , .  . i  i .. . : . .- , ,  / ( i s  

Rpc: r ; rc l . !  r ! , - ,nn ! l r , : - n  , I 1 .  , 1 % .  I , .  , j , .,,, : , , j ~  ; , , / , , ,  ~ , : , 
> . / ,  I I . :  

A l : , ? ,  t 1 3 ?  . c r k ~ r s  c -n+. , r  j ~ . ~ ~ + . q  t :  + : -  P 6 ,  c r  I t , ; A  
1 1  

3 ~ : . n a r i , ? ~ t  , F 1 8 . i , i  3~ , . ; ~11 i i c~ :  F : , : - i  1 i ti, i:: j , . , 1 ., C 1 .  ,. (, .; . -  ' <- i 7 

r P ; u ;  r e d  :? / ( ~ - S P ; \  ..!j t'-. , . . : - : ,  ' , , , I .  

i i m p i 3 , r e  Y ; : U !  ; " !u ; : : : .~  I - ?  t n  :, 6 t 3  h ,  v ) 1 , , L, ,- f- , 0 ',',.> r. , :- :; ,,; , - c r 

i I , \ n n z p o  I i s  ! 





B a s e  R r a  l i q n r n ~ n ?  a?':! P l ? s : : r ~  c-,n!i z . ;  i ,,.I 
17OC i<. h4:zr-r ' : t r c - t  S . ! 9  l . ' a z ! ~ K  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Ronald P. Gahs 
. 362 Dutchship Ct. 

Pasadena, MD 21 122 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gahs: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infornlation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you h ~ v e  provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Comlission. 

Sincerely, 

2kdiqL 
David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

Mr. Jtunes H. Buttner 
379 Dutchship Ct. 
Pasadena, MD 2 1 122-5624 

Dear :Mr. Buttner: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
infomnation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Redignment 
Comxnission. 

Sincerely, 
\ 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9,1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Donald J. Howlay 
375 Dutchship Ct. 
Pasadena, MD 2 1 122 

Dear hlr. and Mrs. Howlay: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
inform#ation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
,- 

David S. Lyles 
St& Director 
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M a r c h  1C, 1995 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

. - ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

Mr. Edward H. Uebersax 
4564 Mountain Road 
Pasadena, MD 2 1 122 

Dear Mr. Uebersax: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

J 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 10. 1995 

Mr. Walter E. Uebersax 
205 East Joppa Road Apt. 804 
Baltimore, MD 21286 

Dear Mr. Uebersax: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, h D .  

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. 1 can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

March 10, 1995 

Mrs. Virginia H. Nash 
3 77 Edgewater Road 
Pasadena, MD 2 1 122-5623 

Dear Mrs. Nash: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MR. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

David S.  Lyies 
StaEDirecror 
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-- - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

March 10, 1995 

Mr. Eric B. Uebersax 
93 19 Pent Angel Way 
Baltimore, MD 21 236 

Dear Mr. Uebersax: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

3avid S. ivie: 
SraE Direcro: 



E. V. Thomas 
102 Southway 
Severna Park, MD 
4 April 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

This note is to express my feelings and experience on one of 

SECDEF Perry's proposed base closures, namely Carderock Division of 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis Detachment. I have worked 

at that facility for over 35 years. In that time, I have seen or 

been a part of a great multitude of significant advances in naval 

technology directly applicable to our naval ships that were 

conceived, developed, tested, and put into operational service by 

these Center personnel. It is my personal knowledge that this 

laboratory has produced more beneficial hardware and direct ship 

research applications than any center or research facility in the 

world. I would be glad to present this information to your 

Commission, if you so desire. My telphone is (410) 293 3387. 

In view of Congress instruction to reduce defense spending, it 

does seem a terrible shame to send our remaining Naval forces out 

in vessels that do not have the very best naval technology, 

equipment and fighting systems possible. The key to making this 

possible is applied naval research. This laboratory can produce 

that research and make it work in the fleet, as it has done for 

many years. The key to success in research, applied research and 

development is not Naval megacenters, as this just dilutes 

effective management and reduces research effectiveness, but rather 

smaller Naval laboratories with strong management. 



This is a brief, but not all inclusive list of some of our 

fleet installations and products developed at NSWC Annapolis 

Detachment over my time here: USNS HAYES Diesel Generator Noise 

Reduction, SSN 688 Class Design System Silencing; Trident Class 

Design System Silencing; Seawolf Design for Minimum Noise; 

superconducting Motors and Generators, Linear Electromagnetic 

Launchers; Reduced Manning for Warships; Deep Submergence Rescue 

Vessel; Swath Ships; Quiet Deballasting Facility; Axial Stave Pipe 

Damping; Multivane Pump Impellers; Acoustically Balanced Diffuser 

Pumps; Quiet Valves; Active Noise Cancellation; Airborne Noise 

Reduction of Marine Propulsion Gearboxes; Pipe Stress and 

survivability Design; Structural Design of Shipboard Structures for 

Minimum Noise Transmission; Stirling Cycle Engine; Deep Submergence 

Test Tanks; Superconducting Mine Countermeasures; Submarine 

Electric Drive; and Noise and Vibration Monitoring System. 

I would recommend that you strike Naval Surface Warfare 

Center, ~nnapolis Detachment from the SECDEF candidates for closure 

due to our military effectiveness. My associates and I will 

continue to work hard and produce the best technology, machinery, 

analysis, and services to keep our Navy the best in the world. I 

fear relocation of personnel to Carderock Division NSWC or NAVSSES 

would cause loss of many senior key people capable of providing 

this cost effective applied Naval research. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward V. Thomas 



. .- . 
/RE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

. fH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
O E F E ~ ~ S ~  e4, ,ARLINGTON, vn 22209 

703-696-0504 

March 7, 1995 

,lomas: 
Dear R 

. hank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 

infi 
ation pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 

aciate your interest in the future of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
'Lihment. Annapolis, MD. I: 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

incerel y, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



Cheryl L. Offenbacher 
P.O. Box 5 7 1  
La Plata, MD 20646 
March 6, 1995  

BRAC 1 9 9 5  
1700  North Moore Street 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJ: SAVING MILLIONS OF DOLLARS by Stopping the BUPERS (Bureau 
of Naval Personnel) move from Arlington, VA to Memphis, TN 

9ncl: (1) Things to consider regarding this decision 

Ladies & Gentlemen: 

I am a civilian employee of DOD, and would like to give you 
so1~1e i~lLcv~l[~diiorl   LO ILL :;tilose i l l  che trenches", and ask you LO 
consider something in the 1995  session of the BRAC. It involves 
the subject move of BUPERS from Arlington, VA to Memphis, TN. It 
was a decision of the 1993 BRAC. I urge you to consider rescinding 
this decision as part of the recommendations of the 1 9 9 5  BRAC. 

NOW is the time to rethink this move, before an enormous sum 
of money is spent. I've worked in the federal government for over 
1 8  years, and watched a lot of costly government llmovesll with 
little I1value addedN for the expense. This move appears to be 
another one of those decisions. 

For brevity's sake, 1'11 just ask you to consider the basics: 

- the cost of the move: WHO KNOWS? No one seems to have a 
handle on the approximate cost of doing this. 

- what are we getting? The reasons given are very vague and 
don't have anything Lo do with improviny/sLredmli~ii~iq the 
organization. 

The decision to move came out of the 1993 BRAC. I've read 
that the new ( 1 9 9 5 )  BRAC will have a far better understanding of 
the cost of these "movesu than previous commissions. Please review 
the cost and reasons for doing this one. When you consider the 
following, I don't see how this decision was ever reached: 

- BUPERS is NOT a base 
- BUPERS is NOT being realigned or closed 
- you're SPENDING money instead of SAVING money 



1 I 

Many millions of dollars can be saved by reconsidering this 
move. Please act now to halt the awarding of renovation contracts 
until this decision can be reviewed. A large contract to renovate 
buildings 457 and 458 in Memphis is due to be awarded in March. 

I'm aware that some money has been spent towards this move. 
But it's just a Ifdrop in the bucketu compared to the amount of 
money and resources that will be poured into this project over the 
next several years! And for what? 

Rescinding this decision would give you millions of dollars to 
spend on more worthwhile endeavors. There should be no 
embarassment for anyone to reverse an earlier decision if you can 
now see that the costs outweigh the benefits. 

If you've read this far and are still interested, enclosure 
(1) contains some additional thoughts regarding the move. They may 
or may not be informative. Please feel free to call me if I can 
help in any way. 

very respecttully, 

c#+ 2 . w  
Chery L. Offe cher 

@2 

P.S.  
To give an idea of how things are being "rushed" to ensure you 

don't reconsider: the current RFP for renovating the 2 buildings 
in Memphis didn't include the electrical re-wiring and cabling for 
computers until the SECOND MODIFICATION to the RFP! My point: if 
they're forgetting that we need electricity and our computers, what 
else could they be forgetting (and will cost us later on?) 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Joe Robles , Jr . , Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
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"THINGS TO CONSIDER" 

- time to re-evaluate this move is now!!! The contract for doing 
major renovations to buildings 457 and 458 in  emp phis is due to 
be awarded in March! Why not put off the awarding of that 
contract to give the Congress time to re-think this move? 
Millions of dollars are at stake! 

- the move is being pushed quickly to prevent our lawmakers from 
ever closing this base. Memphis fits the classic definition of 
"obsolete overheadw, as stated by Secretary of Defense Perry. 
NOTE: It has been said that the Memphis CO has been spending 
some of his station's money to ensure things keep moving in his 
direction. Another navy captain informed BUPERS employees at 
Pax River that the Memphis CO is telling his people that "the 
future (at ~emphis) is bright because BUPERS is spending a lot 
of money here so that the BRAC can't close us." 

- this is a terribly expensive way to downsize. The Chief of Naval 
Operations (CNO) says he'll reduce BUPERS to 60% with this move. 
If it's needed, it's far cheaper to downsize in place. At least 
you have an experienced staff on hand to carry out the work. 
(Have you ever heard of a major corporation deciding to lay off 
workers by moving the plant?!?) 

- one of the arguments "foru the move: "BUPERS will be more 
accessible to the west coast." 
- Let's look at this realistically. The major form of 
communication between BUPERS entities is via phone lines for 
both voice and data communication. Does anyone really think 
that dialing to Memphis instead of the Washington area is going 
to make a significant difference? With technology rapidly 
moving the workplace into a telecommuting environment, 
communication can take place virtually 24 hours a day anyway! 

- isn't it possible we're sacrificing military readiness by 
making BUPERS less accessible to Congress? During a national 
emergency, I'd lay odds that our elected officials would want 
to see and talk to the military leaders that are responsible 
for assigning the duty stations of our sailors. This couldn't 
be done very quickly if BUPERS is in Tennessee. 

- some say BUPERS is being moved because Pentagon officials want 
the navy annex for their use while the Pentagon is being 
renovated. By moving BUPERS the navy annex would become vacant, 
allowing Pentagon employees to work there until the renovations 
are completed. 
- -  surely the navy annex isn't the only space available. Has 

anyone considered any of the many DOD facilities in the 
metro DC area, or any of the other federal agencies that are 
getting smaller due to downsizing. 

ENCL ( 1 ) 



"THINGS TO CONSIDERw Pg 2 of 3 

- there's no real 'Value Added1 in this move. BRAC reasons for the 
move (from a letter from a navy captain): 

1) allow greater access to the field through a central location 
- as stated earlier, the majority of our field access is via 
telephone. The phones are no more accessible in Memphis 
than they are in the Washington metro area. As for cost 
savings, the majority of our phone usage is DSN; there is no 
major money being saved here. 

- for those having to travel to BUPERS, the DC area is served 
by 3 major airports using all major carriers. ~nmghis has 
only 1 airport, and all airlines do not fly into Memphis. 

- for those traveling to BUPERS in the DC area, several 
business trips can be consolidated into a single trip due to 
the proximity to other military/federal agencies. Check a 
map; you won't find any other bases around ~emphis. After 
the relocation, multiple trips will take the place of a 
single trip to Washington, D.C. 

2) benefit from the better facilities and lower cost area 
- benefit from the better facilities? 

- -  only if we spend the money to build them! 
- the personal cost of living will go down 

- -  it's true that Memphis is a lower cost area. If we 
anticipate saving as much as 1.8% in salary dollars, the 
savings are easily outweighed by the expediture of so many 
millions of dollars for the move. Has anyone considered the 
loss of revenue on the investment of those millions? 

- greater interplay between operations in addition to cost 
saving opportunities (MWRTU and NMPS (small parts of 
BUPERS) would be with the rest of the organization) 
- -  yes, there would be greater interplay, more socializing, 

between the different parts of BUPERS. Someone needs to 
calculate real dollars saved, because it doesn't sound 
like much. 

- cost saving opportunities 
- -  Where? And how much? 

- other costs that may not have been considered: 
- -  leaving behind certain elements until 1999, when presumably 

the admiral will also move to Memphis. This is initially a 
staff of 2-3 high paid positions reporting to PERS-6 that is 
beyond our'current staff. (Note the development of the N-46 
staff . )  

ENCL ( 1 ) 



"THINGS TO CONSIDER" 

- other costs that may not have been considered (cont) 
- -  estimated costs for moving PERS-65 (250 people) is $10M. The 

total BUPERS staff is approximately 2600. If the estimates 
for the first 250  are accurate, the cost of moving all of 
BUPERS will exceed $100 million! (Please check other moves 
of this nature for accuracy of cost estimates. I ' d  be 
willing to bet that the actual cost almost always exceeds 
the estimates! ) 

- this is another unnecessary, expensive move. Since I've been 
here, this would be the 4th move for the MWR ~ivision of BUPERS ! 
- -  moved to the Commonwealth Bldg from the Broyhill Bldg. 
- -  moved to Crystal City 
- -  moved to the Navy Yard 
- -  now the move to Memphis 

Do we have to keep doing this?!? 

- a navy admiral said that hers considering using NAF money (Non- 
appropriated funds) if APF $ $  can't be found for relocation 
costs, and he'll try to get reimbursed later. Why should the 
sailors' recreation funds be used to finance a federally mandated 
requirement? 

- privately it has been stated by several people involved at the 
higher levels that the reasons for the move are npurely 
politicaln. The American voters in November sent a Strong 
message that we're tired of the size and cost of our government. 
The old saying "if it ain't broke, don't fix itw bears 
repeating. 

- if someone really discovers a "needw for this move, there are 
many federally owned facilities right in the D.C. area that could 
be used. To name the few that ITmaware of: 

Andrews, wlite Oak, Indian Head, Belvoir, Quantico, Bethesda, 
Cheltenham, Solomons, St. Inigoes, Ft. McNair, Patuxent River, 
A.P.Hi.11, Ft. Meade, and Ft. Meyer. I'm sure there are more. 

- most of the above already have secured facilities (fenced), 
public works operations, phones, electric, medical facilities, 
barracks, sewage treatment plants, land fills, fire departments, 
enlisted dining facilities, exchanges, post offices, etc. If you 
keep  emp phis open as a naval installation, at least a part of the 
above would also have to be kept open at a HUGE cost. 

- All for an organization that is doing a fine job right where it 
is ! 

ENCL ( 1 ) 



- DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
I j700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 8, 1995 

Ms. Cheryl L. Offenbacher 
P.O. Box 571 
La Plata, MD 20646 

Dear Ms. Offenbacher: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the kture of the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Arlington, VA. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

aavic S .  L~,iec 
Staff Directo: 



Mary F. Calvert 
P.O. Box 22 
Callaway, MD 20620 
March 7, 1995 

BRAC 1995 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJ: SAVING MILLIONS OF DOLLARS by Stopping the BUPERS (Bureau 
of Naval Personnel) move to Memphis, TN 

Encl: (1) Letter written by Cheryl Offenbacher dated 
March 6, 1995 

Dear Commissioner: 

I am in complete agreement with all that Ms. Offenbacher has stated 
in the enclosed letter. 

Please take the time to reconsider the BUPERS move to ~emphis. 
There has to be a more reasonable, less costly way of dealing with 
this issue. 

Very respectfully, 

Mary F. Calvert 

cc w/encl: 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles , Jr. , Commissioner 
Wendi L.  Steele, Commissioner 



Cheryl L. Offenbacher 
P.O. Box 5 7 1  
La Plata, MD 20646 
March 6, 1995  

BRAC 1995  
Ms. Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
1700  North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SUBJ: SAVING MILLIONS OF DOLLARS by Stopping the BUPERS (Bureau 
of Naval Personnel) move from Arlington, VA to Memphis, TN 

Encl: ( 1 )  Things to consider regarding this decision 

Ladies & Gentlemen: 

I am a civilian employee of DOD, and would like to give you 
some information from "those in the trenchesu, and ask you to 
consider something in the 1995  session of the BRAC. It involves 
the subject move of BUPERS from Arlington, VA to Memphis, TN. It 
was a decision of the 1993  BRAC. I urge you to consider rescinding 
this decision as part of the recommendations of the 1 9 9 5  BRAC. 

NOW is the time to rethink this move, before an enormous sum 
of money is spent. I've worked in the federal government for over 
18 years, and watched a lot of costly government "movesv1 with 
little "value addedw for the expense. This move appears to be 
another one of those decisions. 

For brevity's sake, 1'11 just ask you to consider the basics: 

- the cost of the move: WHO KNOWS? No one seems to have a 
handle on the approximate cost of doing this. 

- what are we getting? The reasons given are very vague and 
don't have anything to do with improving/streamlining the 
organization. 

The decision to move came out of the 1993  BRAC. I've read 
that the new ( 1995 )  BRAC will have a far better understanding of 
the cost of these I1movesf1 than previous commissions. Please review 
the cost and reasons for doing this one. When you consider the 
following, I don't see how this decision was ever reached: 

- BUPERS is NOT a base 
- BUPERS is NOT being realigned or closed 
- you're SPENDING money instead of SAVING money 



Many milli'ons df dollars can be saved by reconsidering this 
move. Please act n o w  to halt the awarding of renovation contracts 
until this decision can be reviewed. A large contract to renovate 
buildings 457 and 458 in Memphis is due to be awarded in March. 

I'm aware that some money has been spent towards this move. 
But it's just a Itdrop in the bucketw compared to the amount of 
money and resources that will be poured into this project over the 
next several years! And for what? 

~escinding this decision would give you millions of dollars to 
spend on more worthwhile endeavors. There should be no 
embarassment for anyone to reverse an earlier decision if you can 
now see that the costs outweigh the benefits. 

If you've read this far and are still interested, enclosure 
(1) contains some additional thoughts regarding the move. They may 
or may not be informative. Please feel free to call me if I can 
help in any way. 

--. ----- 
Very respectf uiy;. -- -. 

P.S. 
To give an idea of how things are being "rushedw to ensure you 

don't reconsider: the current RFP for renovating the 2 buildings 
in Memphis didn't include the electrical re-wiring and cabling for 
computers until the SECOND MODIFICATION to the RFP! My point: if 
they're forgetting that we need electricity and our computers, what 
else could they be forgetting (and will cost us later on?) 
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"THINGS TO CONSIDER" 

- time to re-evaluate this move is now!!! The contract for doing 
major renovations to buildings 457 and 458 in Memphis is due to 
be awarded in March! Why not put off the awarding of that 
contract to give the Congress time to re-think this move? 
Millions of dollars are at stake! 

- the move is being pushed quickly to prevent our lawmakers from 
ever closing this base. Memphis fits the classic definition of 
"obsolete overheadu, as stated by Secretary of Defense Perry. 
NOTE: It has been said that the Memphis CO has been spending 
some of his station1 s money to ensure things keep moving in his 
direction. Another navy captain informed BUPERS employees at 
Psx River that the Memphis CO is telling his people that "the 
future (at Memphis) is bright because BUPERS is spending a lot 
of money here so that the BRAC can't close us." 

- this is a terribly expensive way to downsize. The Chief of Naval 
Operations (CNO) says he'll reduce BUPERS to 60% with this move. 
If it's needed, it's far cheaper to downsize in place. At least 
you have an experienced staff on hand to carry out the work. 
(Have you ever heard of a major corporation deciding to lay off 
workers by moving the plant?!?) 

- one of the arguments flforw the move: "BUPERS will be more 
accessible to the west coast." 
- Let's look at this realistically. The major form of 
communication between BUPERS entities is via phone lines for 
both voice and data communication. Does anyone really think 
that dialing to Memphis instead of the Washington area is going 
to make a significant difference? With technology rapidly 
moving the workplace into a telecommuting environment, 
communication can take place virtually 24 hours a day anyway! 

- isn't it possible we're sacrificing military readiness by 
making BUPERS less accessible to Congress? During a national 
emergency, I'd lay odds that our elected officials would want 
to see and talk to the military leaders that are responsible 
for assigning the duty stations of our sailors. This couldn't 
be done very quickly if BUPERS is in Tennessee. 

- some say BUPERS is being moved because Pentagon officials want 
the navy annex for their use while the Pentagon is being 
renovated. By moving BUPERS the navy annex would become vacant, 
allowing pentagon employees to work there until the renovations 
are completed. 
- -  surely the navy annex isn't the only space available. Has 

anyone considered any of the many DOD facilities in the 
metro DC area, or any of the other federal agencies that are 
getting smaller due to downsizing. 

ENCL ( 1 ) 



"THINGS TO CONSIDER" 

- there1 s no real Ivalue Added1 in this move. BRAC reasons for the 
move (from a letter from a navy captain): 

1) allow greater access to the field through a central location 
- as stated earlier, the majority of our field access is via 
telephone. The phones are no more accessible in Memphis 
than they are in the Washington metro area. As for cost 
savings, the majority of our phone usage is DSN; there is no 
major money being saved here. 

- for those having to travel to BUPERS, the DC area is served 
by 3 major airports using all major carriers. Memphis has 
only 1 airport, and all airlines do not fly into Memphis. 

- for those traveling to BUPERS i,rl the 3C aren, several 
business trips can be consolidated into a single trip due to 
the proximity to other military/federal agencies. Check a 
map; you won't find any other bases around Memphis. After 
the relocation, multiple trips will take the place of a 
singie trip to washington, D.C. 

benefit from the better facilities and lower cost area 
- benefit from the better facilities? 

- -  only if we spend the money to build them! 
- the personal cost of living will go down 

- -  it's true that  emp phis is a lower cost area. If we 
anticipate saving as much as 1.8% in salary dollars, the 
savings are easily outweighed by the expediture of so many 
millions of dollars for the move. Has anyone considered the 
loss of revenue on the investment of those millions? 

- greater interplay between operations in addition to cost 
saving opportunities (MWRTU and NMPS (small parts of 
BUPERS) would be with the rest of the organization) 
- -  yes, there would be greater interplay, more socializing, 

between the different parts of BUPERS. Someone needs to 
calculate real dollars saved, because it doesn't sound 
like much, 

- cost saving opportunities 
- -  Where? And how much? 

- other costs that may not have been considered: 
- - leaving behind certain elements until 1999, when presumably 

the admiral will also move to Mem~his.  his is initially a 
staff of 2 ~3 high paid positions ;eporting to PERS-6 that is 
beyond our current staff. (Note the development of the N-46 
staff.) 

ENCL ( 1 ) 
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"THINGS TO CONSIDER" 

- other costs that may not have been considered (cont) 
- -  estimated costs for moving PERS-65 (250 people) is $10M. The 

total BUPERS staff is approximately 2600. If the estimates 
for the first 250 are accurate, the cost of moving all of 
BUPERS will exceed $100 million! (Please check other moves 
of this nature for accuracy of cost estimates. I'd be 
willing to bet that the actual cost almost always exceeds 
the estimates!) 

- this is another unnecessary, expensive move. Since I've been 
here, this would be the 4th move for the MWR ~ivision of BUPERS! 
- -  moved to the Commonwealth Bldg from the Broyhill Bldg. 
- - moved to Crystal City 
- -  moved to the Navy Yard 
- -  now the move to Memphis 

Do we have to keep doing this?!? 

- a navy admiral said that he's considering using NAF money (Non- 
appropriated funds) if APF $$ can't be found for relocation 
costs, and he'll try to get reimbursed later. Why should the 
sailors' recreation funds be used to finance a federally mandated 
requirement? 

- privately it has been stated by several people involved at the 
higher levels that the reasons for the move are "purely 
politicaln. The American voters in November sent a strong 
message that we're tired of the size and cost of our government. 
The old saying "if it ain't broke, don't fix itw bears 
repeating. 

- if someone really discovers a "needN for this move, there are 
many federally owned facilities right in the D.C. area that could 
be used. To name the few that I'm aware of: 

Andrews, White Oak, Indian Head, Relvoir, Quantico, Bethesda, 
Cheltenham, Solomons, St. Inigoes, Ft. McNair, Patuxent'Hiver, 
A.P.Hil1, Ft. Meade, and Ft. Meyer. I'm sure there are more. 

- most of the above already have secured facilities (fenced), 
public works operations, phones, electric, medical facilities, 
barracks, sewage treatment plants, land fills, fire departments, 
enlisted dining facilities, exchanges, post offices, etc. If you 
keep Memphis open as a naval installation, at least a part of the 
above would also have to be kept open at a HUGE cost. 

- ~ l l  for an organization that is doing a fine job right where it 
is! 

ENCL ( 1 ) 



To The Brac Codssion 

I can not stand by any longer without trying to understand what is 
going on. Yes, I am trying to cope with the fact that it might just 
happen if people don't get out and fight for RRAD and bring out tho 
true facts that was not presented to Secretary of Defense Perry. The 
facts are for the last three years it has appeared that we have been 
concerned about impressing who ever so that we could win depot awards 
and we have, but I have also heard that it would come back to haunt us 
and it has. At a labor rate of $125.00 an hour, we the people of RRAD 
did not have a whole lot of voice in the matter. I know we all need to 
learn to work together but I think the HEARTS training has blown us 
off the map plus a few more training exercises which has done nothing 
but waste tax payer dollars. Example, why does a railroad laborer need 
WINDOWS training we had people forced to go to all kinds of training 
that did not have anything to do with their jobs whether they wanted 
to go or not. I found out that RRAD spent over 3 million alone in 
HEARTS, thats what can be accounted for, and another couple of million 
on depots appearance plus know telling how much on training. Don't get 
me wrong, training is good , but it should not be forced on someone if 
it especially doesn't have any thing to do with their job. 
I believe if you take off all this cost on our overhead you would find 
that RRAD has one of the best records in the country. When hour 
soldiers needed us we were there for them and our country. I am proud 
that I work at RRAD and have for 1 9  years. It just seems like were 
getting a bad deal. There is so much that does not meet the eye. 
I know its not over till its over so please look at all the facts and 
I don't think there will be any questions about RRAD being our BEYT 
and NOTHING LESS! I also believe that this is a political world and we 
are seeing the results of Politics gone bad. I'm afraid for my 
community and its economy but I would rather be right here than any 
place in the world because I know the kind of people that live in this 
area and work at this depot and one thing for sure is we are not 
quitters. So please do the right thing and if you do your job I 
believe you will find that there has been a BIG mistake. 

Sincer as I can be 
Barry S. Thompson 



Citizens For Honest Government 
P.O. Box 14-4251 
Coral Gables, F1. 33114-4251 

Most of the aforementioned obsevations - along with documented 
criminal activities of Waste, Fraud and Abuse - are contained in the 
DOC Office of Criminal Investigation Report DOC/OIG case# 94AT6-6314 
on the NOAA CORPS Rear Admiral - - F.D. Moran, Et al. 

If this July 1994 investigation is declassified/released by 
DOC under the Preeaom of information Act, the law-abidiiig Z j o v S i i i ~ ~ ~ t  
officials and the media can bring this tax-wasting activity to 
light, alleviate the lldevisivell NOAA CORPS mismanagement situation and 
get back to the business of hurricane/weather research. This would 
curtail the acquiring of surplus DOD aircraft, creation of Corps flying 
jobs and the attempt to manage USAF/DOD airfield operations at MacDill 
AFB, Fl... 

Please demand Release, Resolution and Return to good science- 

A patriot and a Taxpayer.. . 
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, Tanker unit may refuel MacDill hopes 
I 

, By BRIAN EDWARDS decision could come by the end of the 
Tribune Staff Writer 

TAMPA - MacDill Air Force Base 
could be in a stronger position to land the 
U.S. Southern Command now that the Pen- 
tagon wants to keep the airfield open and 
bring in an aerial tanker unit. 

One of the Air Force's main justifica- 
tions for bringing in the tankers is to make 
operating the airfield more cost-effective. 
It already has to pay to support two joint 
military commands stationed here, so 
bringing in the tankers from Malmstrom 
Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont., will 
help recover some of the cost, military offi- 
cials said. 

"From a financial perspective, a deci- 
sion that already made sense makes even 
more sense now," said Bob Buckhorn, a 
city council candidate and Mayor Sandy 
Freedman's top aide for MacDill issues 
since 1991. 

The tanker move isn't certain yet. The 
Pentagon recommendation still must be ap- 
proved by the independent Base Closure 
and Realignment commission. The commis- 
sion will send its final list to President Clin- 
ton July 1 and then it will go to Congress, 
which must approve or deny it in its entire- 
ty. T 

The 700-person' Southern Command, 
which oversees all Latin American opera- 
tions, must leave Panama by 1999. Besides 
MacDill, the Pentagon is considering Puer- 
to Rico, Miami, Atlanta and New Orleans. A 

month. 
U.S. Rep. Saw Gibbons, D-Tampa, said 

the tanker recommendation only solidifies 
MacDill as  the perfect choice for Southern 
Command becsuse it's the most cost- 
effective altertwtive. 

"The best reason for Southern Com- 
mand to come to MacDill is that it will save 
money over any of the other choices," Gib- 
bons said. 

Southern Command brass wanted to 
move to Puerto Rico and that recommen- 
dation had made it all the way to Clinton's 
desk in December. Defense Secretary Wil- 
liam Perry pulled it back after Gibbons 
raised the issue of a confidential Pentagon 
report saying it would be cheaper to move 
to MacDill. 

The report showed that the move would 
save as much .is $120 million over other 
proposed sites. 

Perry imm:diately appointed a task 
force to re-evaluate the options and pre- 
pare another report based on three criteria 
including techi.ical issues, quality of life 
concerns and cc~st to taxpayers. The group's 
first visit was to MacDill. 

The task force also visited Miami, At- 
lanta, New Orl?ans and Puerto Rico, said 
Maj. Rick Scott, a Pentagon spokesman. 

He cautioned against assuming that 
those are the only contenders for the com- 
mand, saying (*then are  being considered 
even though they haven't been visited. 

General defends plan for air base 
By MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN at  MacDill - the U.S. Central Com- 
Tribune Staff Writer mand, U.S. Special Operations Com- 

mand, and the Joint Communications - The Support Element - demanded an oper- 
recommendation to expand ope.-ations ating runway. 
at MacDill Air Force Base was already He said he then informed Air Force being questioned Wednesday - tile first officials take a look at how best it day of hearings into the military's just- 
released list of proposed base chsings. could be accomplished." 

Air Force officials went on to recom- 
area officials downplayed the mend that a squadron of aerial refueling questioning, saying it is just part of the planes be moved to MacDill from process of examining the Penlagon's Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana. proposals. 

The question can;e from ~ i ~ ~ ~ ,  That recommendation, if approved, 
a former Illinois senator and ch,3irman add than 700 jobs at Mac- 
of the independent Base Closure rind Re- Dill and cement the necessity for a n  Op- 
alignment commission. erating airfield. 

The eight-member panel must decide Tampa officials and area Illembers 
by july 1 what changes, if any, tc make of the congressional delegation also lob- 
to the Pentagon's recommendati()ns be- bied for the refueling Planes, which they 
fore forwarding them to Preside, t Clin- are in supply in the 
ton and Congress. U.S. Rep. C.W. Bill Young. R-Indian 

Dixon asked Gen. John Shaliktshvili, Rocks Beach, said the recommendation 
chairman of the military's joint chiefs of on MacDill stands on its own merits. 
staff, to explain why the Pentagon wants "We have made the case substantial- 
the Air Force to keep operating the air- ly," he said, adding that transferring the 
field at MacDill, despite two previous refueling planes to MacDill is expected 
base-closure reports that recomniended to save the Pentagon $54 million over 20 
the airfield be closed. years. 

Shalikashvili said it was he who de- Staff writer Brian Edwards contrib- 
cided that the three military operations uted to this report. 
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MacDill ay land tanker unit 
By BRIAN EDWARDS 
and MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN 
Tribune Staff Writers 

TAMPA - The Pentagon wants to move at  
least a dozen KC-135 tankers to MacDill Air 
Force Base - keeping the airfield open and 
brightening the future of the 5.700-acre base. 

The aerial refueling planes from Malms- 
trom Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont., 
could be flying out of MacDill as early as next 
winter i f  Defense Secretary William Perry's 
recommendation is accepted by an  indepen- 
dent base closure panel. 

"I think it's excellent news, and the other 
excellent news is that the Air Force will be 

resuming direct control of the airfield," said 
U.S. Rep. . C.W. Bill Young, R-Indian Rocks 
Beach, who first proposed moving a tanker unit 
to Tampa in 1991. 

Perry will announce the MacDill plan today 
at the same time he is announcing Pentagon 
plans for closing numerous bases around the 
country. 

Moving the tanker unit with 650 military 
and 20 civilian personnel to MacDill means the 
Air Force won't transfer the airfield to the 
Commerce Department as ordered by the 1993 
base closure panel. The move is the culmina- 
tion of years of intense lobbying by MacDill 
boosters to overturn the original 1991 decision 
to close the airfield when the base's F-16 fight- 

e r  training wing was targeted for deactivation. 
"It's great news. That's exactly what we've 

been trying to do," Mayor Sandy Freedman 
said. "Everybody has worked really hard on 
it." 

Base advocates persuaded the 1993 panel to 
transfer the airfield to the Commerce Depart- 
ment, which moved a squadron of weather 
planes to Tampa. However, Commerce officials 
said last fall they didn't want to assume the 
entire cost of the airfield, because it uses the 
runway only about 10 percent of the time. 

The Air Force is the most frequent user, 
supporting two joint military commands and a 

See MacDILL, Page 5 

It's great news. 
That's exactly 

what we've been 
trying to do. 

SANDY FREEDMAN 
Tampa mayor 

Investigation sought 
WASHINGTON - A House 

committee chairman contend- 
etl Monday that there is "ani- 
ple evidence to justify" ap- 
pointment of an independent 
counsel to investigate Com- 
merce Secretary Ron Brown's 
private finances. Rep. Willian~ 
F. Clinger, K-Pa.. head of the 
House Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 
has for a year been investigat- 
ing the financial links bc- 
tween Brown and his former 
partner Nolanda Hi l l ,  a Wash- 
ington busines ,woman. 



MacDill may land tanker unit 
From Page 1 

communications unit. One tenant, 
U.S. Central Command, oversees op- 
erations in the Middle East and the 
Horn of Africa, while U.S. Special 
Operations Command supervises 
commando operations worldwide. 

Perry's recommendations now 
go to the independent Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion. which could quash the MacDill 
plan. That happened in 1993 when 
the commission reversed a similar 
proposal to move an Air Force Re- 
serve unit from Homestead Air 
Force Base in South Florida to Mac- 
Dill and convert it to tankers. 

But Young doubts that will hap- 
pen this time around: "I'm very con- 
fident that this is the way it's going 
to be." 

The community must rally 
around the Air Force and help it 
justify its decision before the com- 
mission, said Bill Lax, who is lead- 
ing Chamber of Commerce efforts 
on MacDill. "Now, the first round is 
over and the second one begins," 
Lax said. 

The commission has until May 
17 to add any bases to the original 
Pentagon list. So, Lax and o the r .  
base advocates will be traveling to 
Washington to keep making their 
case until the final list is sent to 
President Clinton July 1. He has 15 
days to accept it and forward it to 
Congress, which must vote it up or 
dnwn in its entirety within 45 days. 

MacDill boosters must contend 
with the challenge of taking a unit 
away from another community, 

Rep. Young proposed moving 
a tanker unit to Tampa in 1991. 

Major tenants 
at MacDill 

United S t a t e s  Central 
Command 

United States Special Op- 
erations Command 

National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration 

Joint  Communications 
Support Element 

610th Aeromedical Evacu- 
ation Squadron 

which could turn into a very heated 
contest. 

Early indications are  that Mon- 

tana isn't going to give up the unit 
without a fight. Montana lawmakers 
were hesitant to comment until the 
list is officially released today, but 
said they intended to challenge the 
recommendation. 

"We would be very disappointed 
if that's the case," said Dick Wad- 
hams, spokesman for U.S. Sen. Con- 
rad Burns, R-Mont. 

U.S. Rep. Pat Williams, D-Mont., 
"will fight it," spokesman David 
Roach said. 

The 43rd Air Refueling Group at 
Malmstrom operates 13 KC-1353, a 
fourengine military version of the 
Boeing 707, and employs 536 people 
- only seven of them civilians, said 
Capt. Jean Schaefer, a base spokes- 
woman. 

Florida officials, including 
Young, have argued for more tank- 
e r  units in the South - closer to the 
regions where the United States has 
found itself involved in recent con- 
flicts. 

U.S. Rep. Sam Gibbons, D-Tam- 
pa, noted that two of the biggest re- 
cent military operations, in Haiti 
and Panama, forced military offi- 
cials to temporarily move planes to 
MacDill, which only proves the 
base's value. 

While the word leaked out on 
MacDill, decisions about other bas- 
e s  in Florida remained unclear 
Monday night, although officials felt 
fairly certain that the state would 
be spared any major closings. 

U.S. Sen. Connie Mack, R-Fort 
Myers, said his "knowledgeable and 
high-placed sources" had confirmed 
that no Florida bases would be 
closed, while others would benefit. 



Citizens For Honest Government 
P.O. Box 14-4251 
Coral Gables, F1. 33114-4251 

Most of the aforementioned obsevations - along with documented 
criminal activities of Waste, Fraud and Abuse - are contained in the 
DOC Office of Criminal Investigation Report DOC/OIG case# 94AT6-6314 
on the NOAA CORPS Rear Admiral - - F.D. Moran, Et al. 

If this July 1994 investigation is declassified/released by 
DOC under the Freedom of Information Act, the law-abiding government 
officials and the media can bring this tax-wasting activity to 
light, alleviate the Ndevisiveu NOAA CORPS mismanagement situation and 
get back to the business of hurricane/weather research. This would 
curtail the acquiring of surplus DOD aircraft, creation of Corps flying 
jobs and the attempt to manage USAF/DOD airfield operations at MacDill 
AFB, Fl... 

Please demand Release, Resolution and Return to good science- 

copy to: kfb%L. 96s-r 

A& Patriot and a Taxpayer. . . 
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Tanker unit may refuel MacDill hopes 
By BRIAN EDWARDS decision could come by the end of the 1 
Tribune Staff Writer 

TAMPA - MacDill Air Force Base 
could be in a stronger position to land the 
U.S. Southern Command now that the Pen- 
tagon wants to keep the airfield open and 
bring in an aerial tanker unit. 

One of the Air Force's main justifica- 
tions for bringing in the tankers is to make 
operating the airfield more cost-effective. 
It already has to pay to support two joint 
military commands stationed here, so 
bringing in the tankers from Malmstrom 
Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont., will 
help recover some of the cost, military offi- 
cials said. 

"From a financial perspective, a deci- 
sion that already made sense makes even 
more sense now," said Bob Buckhorn, a 
city council candidate and Mayor Sandy 
Freedman's top aide for MacDill issues 
since 1991. 

The tanker move isn't certain yet. The 
Pentagon recommendation still must be ap- 
proved by the independent Base Closure 
and Realignpent commission. The commis- 
sion will send its final list to President Clin- 
ton July 1 a?d then it will go to Congress, 
which must approve or deny it in its entire- 
ty. 7 

The 700-person' Southern Command, 
which oversees all Latin American opera- 
tions, must leave Panama by 1999. Besides 
MacDill, the Pentagon is considering Puer- 
to Rico, Miami, Atlanta and New Orleans. A 

month. 
U.S. Rep. Sam Gibbons, D-Tampa, said 

the tanker recon;.nendation only solidifies 
MacDill as the perfect choice for Southern 
Command because it's the most cost- 
effective alternative. 

"The best redson for Southern Com- 
mand to come to MacDill is that it will save 
money over any of the other choices," Gib- 
bons said. 

Southern Conimand brass wanted to 
move to Puerto Rico and that recommen- 
dation had made it all the way to Clinton's 
desk in December. Defense Secretary Wil- 
liam Perry pulled it back after Gibbons 
raised the issue of a confidential Pentagon 
report saying it would be cheaper to move 
to MacDill. 

The report showed that the move would 
save as much as  $120 million over other 
proposed sites. 

Perry immediately appointed a task 
force to re-evaluate the options and pre- 
pare another repcrt based on three criteria 
including technical issues, quality of life 
concerns and cost to taxpayers. The group's 
first visit was to MacDill. 

The task forc.? also visited Miami, At- 
lanta, New Orleaia and Puerto Rico, said 
Maj. Rick Scott, Pentagon spokesman. 

He cautioned against assuming that 
those are the only contenders for the com- 
mand, saying others are  being considered 
even though they haven't been visited. 

General defends plan for air base 
By MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN at MacDill - the U.S. Central Com- 
Tribune Staff Writer mand. U.S. Special O~era t ions  Com- 

WASHINGTON - The Pentagon's 
recommendation to expand operations 
at MacDill Air Force Base was already 
being questioned Wednesday - the first 
day of hearings into the military's just- 
released list of proposed base closings. 

Tampa area officials downplayed the 
questioning, saying it is just part of the 
process of examining the Pentagon's 
proposals. 

The question came from Alan Dixon, 
a former Illinois senator and chairman 
of the independent Base Closure and Re- 
alignment commission. 

The eight-member panel must decide 
by July 1 what changes, if any, to make 
to the Pentagon's recommendations be- 
fore forwarding them to President Clin- 
ton and Congress. 

Dixon asked Gen. John Shalikash~ili, 
chairman of the military's joint chiefs of 
staff, to explain why the Pentagon wants 
the Air Force to keep operating the air- 
field at MacDill, despite two previous 
base-closure reports that recommeir4ed 
the airfield be closed. 

Shalikashvili said it was he who de- 
cided that the three military operations 

mand, and the Joint dommunications 
Support Element - demanded an oper- 
ating runway. 

He said he then informed Air Force 
officials "to take a look at how best it 
could be accomplished." 

Air Force officials went on to recom- 
mend that a squadron of aerial refueling 
planes be  moved to MacDill from 
Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana. 

That recommendation, if approved, 
would add more than 700 jobs at Mac- 
Dill and cement the necessity for an op- 
erating airfield. 

Tampa officials and area members 
of the congressional delegation also lob- 
bied for the refueling planes, which they 
say are  in short supply in the South. 

U.S. Rep. C.W. Bill Young, R-Indian 
Rocks Beach, said the recommendation 
on MacDill stands on its own merits. 

"We have made the case substantial- 
ly," he said, adding that transferring the 
refueling planes to MacDill is expected 
to save the Pentagon $54 million over 20 
years. 

Staff writer Brian Edwards contrib- 
uted to this report. 
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MacDill may land tanker unit 
By BRIAN EDWARDS 
and  MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN 
Tribune Staff Wri ters  

TAMPA - The Pentagon wants to move a t  
least a dozen KC-135 tankers to MacDill A i r  
Force Base - keeping the airfield open and 
brightening the future of the  5.700-acre base. 

The aer ial  refueling planes f r o m  Malms- 
t rom Air Force  Base in Grea t  Falls,  Mont., 
could be  flying out of MacDiil a s  early a s  next 
winter i f  Defense Secre ta ry  William Perry 's  
recommendation is accepted by a n  indepen- 
dent base closure panel. 

"I think it's excellent news, and the other 
excellent news is that the Air Force will be 

resuming direct control of the airfield," said 
U.S. Rep. .C .W.  Bill Young, R-Indian Rocks 
Beach, who first proposed moving a tanker unit 
to Tampa in 1991. 

Per ry  will announce the MacDill plan today 
at  the s a m e  time he is announcing Pentagon 
plans for closing numerous bases around the 
country. 

Moving the tanker unit with 650 military 
and 20 civilian personnel to MacDill means the 
Air Force  won't transfer t h e  airfield to the  
Commerce Department as ordered by the 1993 
base closur? panel. The move is the culmina- 
tion of years  of intense lobbying by MacDill 
boosters to overturn the original 1991 decision 
to close the airfield when the base's F-16 fight- 

e r  training wing was targeted for deactivation. 
"It's great news. That's exactly what we've 

been trying to do," Mayor Sandy F r e e d m a n  
said. "Everybody h a s  worked really hard on 
it." 

Base advocates persuaded the 1993 panel to 
transfer the airfield to the Commerce Depart- 
ment ,  which moved a squadron of wea ther  
planes to Tampa.  However, Commerce officials 
said last fall they didn't wan! to assume the 
entire cost of the airfield, bec,*use it uses the 
runway only about 10 percent of the time. 

The Air Force is the most frequent user, 
supporting two joint military commands and a 

See  MacDILL, P a g e  5 
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It's great news. 
That's exactly 

what we've been 
trying to do. 

91 
a SANDY FREEDMAN 

Tampa mayor 

Investigation sought 
WASHINGTON - A House 

committee chairman contend- 
ed Monday that there is "am- 
ple evidence to justify" ap-  
pointment of a n  independent 
counsel to investigate Com- 
merce  Secretary Ron Brown's 
private finances. Rep. William 
F. Clinger. R-Pa., head of the 
House Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 
has  for a year  been investigat- 
ing the financial links be- 
tween Brown and h i s  former 
partner Nolanda Hill. a Wash- 
ington busines~jwoman. 



MacDill may land tanker unit 
W From Page 1 

communications unit. One tenant, 
U.S. Central Command, oversees op- 
erations in the Middle East and the 
Horn of Africa, while U.S. Special 
Operations Command supervises 
commando operations worldwide. 

Perry's recommendations now 
go to the independent Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion, which could quash the MacDill 
plan. That happened in 1993 when 
the commission reversed a similar 
proposal to move an Air Force Re- 
serve unit from Homestead Air 
Force Base in South Florida to Mac- 
Dill and convert it to tankers. , 

But Young doubts that will hap- 
pen this time around: "I'm very con- 
fident that this is the way it's going 
to be." . . 

The community must rally 
around the Air Force and help it 
justify its decision before the com- 
mission, said Bill Lax, who is lead- 
ing Chamber of Commerce efforts 
on MacDill. "Now, the first round is 
over and the second one begins," 
Lax said. 

The commission has until May 
17 to add any bases to the original 
Pentagon list. So, Lax and other 
base advocates will be traveling to 
Washington to keep making their 
case until the final list is sent to 
President Clinton July 1. He has 15 
days to accept it and forward it to 
Congress, which must vote it up or 
down in its entirety within 45 days. 

MacDill boosters must contend 
with the challenge of taking a unit 
away from another community, 

Major tenants 
at MacDill 

W United S t a t e s  Central 
Command 

United States Special Op- 
erations Command 

National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration 

W Joint  Communications 
Support Element 

W 610th Aeromedical Evacu- 
ation Squadron 

tana isn't going to give up the unit 
without a fight. Montana lawmakers 
were hesitant to comment until the 
list is officially released today, but 
said they intended to challenge the 
recommendation. 
' 

"We would be very disappointed 
if that's the case," said Dick Wad- 
hams, spokesman for U.S. Sen. Con- 
rad Burns, R-Mont. 

U.S. Rep. Pat Williams, D-Mont., 
"will fight it," spokesman David 
Roach said. 

The 43rd Air Refueling Group at 
Malmstrom operates 13 KC-1353, a 
fourengine military version of the 
Boeing 707, and employs 536-people 
- only seven of them civilians, said 
Capt. Jean Schaefer, a base spokes- 

Rep. Young proposed moving woman. 
a tanker unit to Tampa in 1991. Florida officials, including 

Young, have argued for more tank- 
e r  units in the South - closer to the 
regions where the United States has 
found itself involved in recent con- 
fl icts. 

U.S. Rep. Sam Gibbons, D-Tam- 
pa, noted that two of the biggest re- 
cent military operations, in Haiti 
and Panama, forced military offi- 
cials to temporarily move planes to 
MacDill, which only proves the 
base's value. 

While the word leaked out on 
MacDill, decisions about other bas- 
e s  in Florida remained unclear 
Monday night, although officials felt 
fairly certain that the state would 
be spared any major closings. 

U.S. Sen. Connie Mack, R-Fort 
Myers, said his "knowledgeable and 

which could turn into a very heated high-placed sources" had confirmed 
contest. that no Fiorida bases would be 

Early indications are  that Mon- closed, while others would benefit. 



Citizens For Honest Government 
P.O. Box 14-4251 
Coral Gables, F1. 33114-4251 

Most of the aforementioned obsevations - along with documented 
criminal activities of Waste, Fraud and Abuse - are contained in the 
DOC Office of Criminal Investigation Report DOC/OIG case# 94AT6-6314 
on the NOAA CORPS Rear Admiral - - F.D. Moran, Et al. 

If this July 1994 investigation is declassified/released by 
DOC under the Freedom of Information Act, the lax-.nSiding gcvernment 
officials and the media can bring this tax-wasting activity to 
light, alleviate the wdevisivell NOAA CORPS mismanagement situation and 
get back to the business of hurricane/weather research. This would 
curtail the acquiring of surplus DOD aircraft, creation of Corps flying 
jobs and the attempt to manage USAF/DOD airfield operations at MacDill 
AFB, Fl... 

Please demand Release, Resolution and Return to good science- 

copy to: \ 

~ e p c l l  h ~ m l  

7 4  13e Wed A Patriot and a Ta pa%&. . . 
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Tanker unit may refuel MacDill hopes 
By BRIAN EDWARDS 
Tribune Staff Writer 

TAMPA - MacDill Air Force Base 
could be in a stronger position to land the 
U.S. Southern Command now that the Pen- 
tagon wants to keep the airfield open and 
bring in an aerial tanker unit. 

One of the Air Force's main justifica- 
tions for bringing in the tankers is to make 
operating the airfield more cost-effective. 
It already has to pay to support two joint 
military commands stationed here, so 
bringing in the tankers from Malmstrom 
Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont., will 
help recover some of the cost, military offi- 
cials said. 

"From a financial perspective, a deci- 
sion that already made sense makes even 
more sense now," said Bob Buckhorn, a 
city council candidate and Mayor Sandy 
Freedman's top aide for MacDill issues 
since 1991. 

The tanker move isn't certain yet. The 
Pentagon recommendation still must be ap- 
proved by the independent Base Closure 
and Realignment commission. The commis- 
sion will send its final list to President Clin- 
ton July 1 ahd then it will go to Congress, 
which must approve or deny it in its entire- 
ty. 

The 700-person' Southern Command, 
which oversees all Latin American opera- 
tions, must leave Panama by 1999. Besides 
MacDill, the Pentagon is considering Puer- 
to Rico, Miami, Atlanta and New Orleans. A 

decision could come by the end of the 
month. 

U.S. Rep. Sarn Gibbons, D-Tampa, said 
the tanker recommendation only solidifies 
MacDill as the perfect choice for Southern 
Command because it's the most cost- 
effective alternaJ.ive. 

"The best mason for Southern Com- 
mand to come to MacDill is that it will save 
money over any of the other choices," Gib- 
bons said. 

Southern Command brass wanted to 
move to Puerto Rico and that recommen- 
dation had madf it all the way to Clinton's 
desk in Decembx. Defense Secretary Wil- 
liam Perry pulled it back after Gibbons 
raised the issue of a confidential Pentagon 
report saying it would be cheaper to move 
to MacDill. 

The report showed that the move would 
save as much as  $120 million over other 
proposed sites. 

Perry immediately appointed a task 
force to re-evaluate the options and pre- 
pare another report based on three criteria 
including technical issues, quality of life 
concerns and cost to taxpayers. The group's 
first visit was to MacDill. 

The task force also visited Miami, At- 
lanta, New Orleans and Puerto Rico, said 
Maj. Rick Scott, a Pentagon spokesman. 

He cautioned against assuming that 
those are the only contenders for the com- 
mand, saying others are being considered 
even though they haven't been visited. 

General defends plan for air base 
By MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN at  MacDill - the U.S. Central Com- 
Tribune Staff Writer mand, U.S. Special Operations Com- 

mand, and the Joint Communications - The Pent'.gon's Support Element - demanded an oper- 
recommendation to expand oper ltions ating runway. 
at MacDill Air Force Base was a.ready He said he then informed Air Force being questioned Wednesday - t:. ? first 
day of hearings into the military'; just- officials "to take a look at how best it 

released list of proposed base clo:ings. could be accomplished." 

Tampa area officials downplay2d the Air Force officials went on to recom- 
questioning, saying it is just part of the mend that a squadron of aerial refueling 
process of examining the Pent?gon9s planes be to 
proposals. Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana. 

The question from Alan Bixon, That recommendation* if approved, 
a former Illinois senator and chs,jq-man add Inore than 700 jobs at Mac- 
of the independent Base Closure and Re- Dill and cement the necessity for an op- 
alignment commission. erating airfield. 

The eight-member panel must clecide Tampa officials and area members 
by July 1 what changes, if any, to make of the congressional delegation also lob- 
to the Pentagon's recommendations be- bied for the refueling planes, which they 
fore forwarding them to President Clin- mY are  in short supply in the south. 
ton and Congress. U.S. Rep. C.W. Bill Young, R-Indian 

Dixon asked Gen. John Shalikashvili, Rocks Beach, said the recommendation 
chairman of the military's joint chiefs of On MacDill stands On i k  Own merib. 
staff, to explain why the Pentagon wants "We have made the case substantial- 
the Air Force to keep operating the air- ly," he said, adding that transferring the 
field a t  MacDill, despite two previous refueling planes to MacDill is expected 
base-closure reports that recommended to save the Pentagon $54 million over 20 
the airfield be closed. years. 

Shalikashvili said it was he w'lo de- Staff writer Brian Edwards contrib- 
cided that the three military operations uted to this report. 
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MacDill may land tanker unit 
By BRIAN EDWARDS 
and MICHAEL SZNAJDERMAN 
Tribune Staff Writers 

TAMPA - The Pentagon wants to move at  
least a dozen KC-135 tankers to MacDill Air 
Force Base - keeping the airfield open and 
brightening the future of the 5.700-acre base. 

The aerial refueling planes from Malms- 
trom Air Force Base in Great Falls, Mont.. 
could be flying out of MacDill as early as next 
winter i f  Defense Secretary William Perry's 
recommendation is accepted by a n  indepen- 
dent base closure panel. 

"I think it's excellent news, and the other 
excellent news is that the Air Force will be 

resuming direct control of the airfield," said 
U.S. Rep. . C.W. Bill Young, R-Indian Rocks 
Beach, who first proposed moving a tanker unit 
to Tampa in 1991. 

Perry will announce the MacDill plan today 
at the same time he is announcing Pentagon 
plans for closing numerous bases around the 
country. 

Moving the tanker unit with 650 military 
and 20 civilian personnel to MacDill means the 
Air Force won't transfer the airfield to the 
Commerce Department as ordered by the 1993 
base closure panel. The move is the culmina- 
tion of years of intense lobbying by MacDill 
boosters to overturn the original 1991 decision 
to close the airfield when the base's F-16 fight- 

e r  training wing was targeted for deactivation. 
"It's great news. That's exactly what we've 

been trying to do," Mayor Sandy Freedman 
said. "Everybody has worked really hard on 
it." 

Base advocates persuadect the 1993 panel to 
transfer the airfield to the Commerce Depart- 
ment, which moved a squkdron of weather 
planes to Tampa. However, Commerce officials 
said last fall they didn't want to assume the 
entire cost of the airfield, because it uses the 
runway only about 10 percent of the time. 

The Air Force is the most frequent user, 
supporting two joint military commands and a 

See MacDILL, Page 5 

LL 
It's great news. 
That's exactly 

what we've been 
trying to do. 

99 
SANDY FREEDMAN 

Tampa mayor 

Investigation sought 
WASHINGTON - A House 

committee chairman contend- 
ed Monday that there is "nm- 
ple evidence to justify" ap- 
pointment of an independent 
counsel 10 investigate Com- 
merce Secretary Ron Brown's 
private finances. Rep. William 
F. Clinger. R-Pa.. head of the 
House Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight, 
has for a year been investigat- 
ing the financial links be- 
tween Brown and his former 
partner Nolanda Hill, a Wash- 
ington busines~;woman. 



MacDill may land tanker unit 
W From Page 1 

communications unit. One tenant, 
U.S. Central Command, oversees op- 
erations in the Middle East and the 
Horn of Africa, while U.S. Special 
Operations Command supervises 
commando operations worldwide. 

Perry's recommendations now 
go to the independent Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment CommiS- 
sion, which could quash the MacDill 
plan. That happened in 1053 wken 
the commission reversed a similar 
proposal to move an Air Force Re- 
serve unit from Homestead Air 
Force Base in South Florida to Mac- 
Dill and convert it to tankers. 

But Young doubts that will hap- 
pen this time around: "I'm very con- 
fident that this is the way it's going 
to be." 

The community must rally 
around the Air Force and help it 
justify its decision before the com- 
mission, said Bill Lax, who is lead- 
ing Chamber of Commerce efforts 
on MacDill. "Now, the first round is 
over and the second one begins," 
Lax said. 

The commission has until May 
17 to add any bases fo the original 
Pentagon list. So, Lax and other .  
base advocates will be traveling to 
Washington to keep making their 
case until the final list is sent to 
President Clinton July 1. He has 15 
days to accept it and forward it to 
Congress, which must vote it up or 
down in its entirety within 45 days. 

MacDill boosters must contend 
with the challenge of taking a unit 
away from another community, 

Major tenants 
at MacDill 

United S t a t e s  Central 
Command 

United States Special Op- 
erations Command 

I National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration 

I Joint  Communications 
Support Element 

B 610th Aeromedical Evacu- 
ation Squadron 

tana isn't going to give up the unit 
without a fight. Montana lawmakers 
were hesitant to comment until the 
list is officially released today, but 
said they intended to challenge the 
recommendation. 

"We would be very disappointed 
if that's the case," said Dick Wad- 
hams, spokesman for U.S. Sen. Con- 
rad Burns, R-Mont. 

U.S. Rep. Pat Williams, D-Mont., 
"will fight it," spokesman David 
Roach said. 

The 43rd Air Refueling Group at  
Malmstrom operates 13 KC-1359, a 
fourengine military version of the 
Boeing 707, and employs 536 people 
- only seven of them civilians, said 
Capt. Jean Schaefer, a base spokes- 

Rep. Young proposed moving woman. 
a tanker unit to Tampa in 1991. Florida officials, including 

Young, have argued for more tank- 
e r  units in the South - closer to the 
regions where the United States has 
found itself involved in recent con- 
flicts. 

U.S. Rep. Sam Gibbons, D-Tam- 
pa, noted that two of the biggest re- 
cent military operations, in Haiti 
and Panama, forced military offi- 
cials to temporarily move planes to 
MacDill, which only proves the 
base's value. 

While the word leaked out on 
MacDill, decisions about other bas- 
e s  in Florida remained unclear 
Monday night, although officials felt 
fairly certain that the state would 
be spared any major closings. 

U.S. Sen. Connie Mack, R-Fort 
Myers, said his "knowledgeable and 

which could turn into a very heated high-piaced sources" had confirmed a 
contest. that no Florida bases would be 

Early indications are  that Mon- closed, while others would benefit. 



DEFENSE-BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 

Ms. Maryann Shores 
R3 P.O. Box 114 
Fergus Falls, MN 5653 7 

Dear Ms. Shores: 

Thank you for sending information concerning the Navy's ELF Program to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important 
issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpkl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 





Dmid 1Yinzi;off 

Yl .  .Tohn's I_'niirerul% P.O. 1660 

i'ollege-cille, llinnesota 5632 1 

.Uan J. Di.oil. D.B. C.R. C. 

1700 \. ?,loore St.. Suite 1425 

. f ~ . l i r ~ s t ~ ) ~ ~ ,  \'.I 23209 

f am an 1Ionot-s Biolog student in central hlinnesota \\-ding you in regards to the Project 

k .L..F. in Nollhe111 %'isconsin. As I unclerstanci it. Projzct E .I-.F.'s strategic si-djcance has 

decressed :r,akt.dl:- with the end o-t the cold nar. Gi\.en its high cost. unknon-n public md 

i i ~ ~ i i ~ i u i ; ~ ~ t ~ I  health hshs, and possible tool for a nuclear fxsl stt-ihe: I urgc ~ o u  to consider h o ~ -  

the money spent on rnts project might go to hell3 our countil. in somt: c?ther manner. 

Thank you for >-our time, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 

Mr. David Winecoff 
St. John's University 
P.O. Box 1660 
Collegeville, MN 5632 1 

Dear Mr. Winecof 

Thank you for sending information concerning the Navy's ELF Program to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important 
issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpll to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
StafFDirector 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 13, 1995 

Mr. Tom Hastings 
12833E STH13 
Maple, WI 54854 

Dear Mr. Hastings: 

Thank you for sending information concerning the Navy's ELF Program to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important 
issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. Lylesu 
StaEDirector 



Tom Hast i t z~s  12833E STH13 Maple WI 54854 715/364-8533 

7 February 1995 

John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350-1000 

Alan J. Dixon, DBCRC 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arhgton, VA 22209 

Open letter to John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy, and Alan Dixon, Base Closure and I<ealignment 
Commission: 

Project ELF is under consideration for closure. Since 1979, I have taken the following actions in our 
"democracy" to attempt to get this immoral and wasteful system shut down and dismantled: 

5 - 1979 - Helped organize a citizens' response to a politically-motivated campaign to get the 
northern Wisconsin countv boards to approve of ELF. In the time between board meetings, we got 
over 800 signatures from dur sparsely-populated county. The result was that, for our county alone, 
an asterisk explained that "some citizen opposition is noted." In truth, virtually everyone tve 
approached signed. Th~s  was our first evidence of the breakdown of demotzacy around military 
issues. 

5 - 1980 - FYorked with Stop Project ELF to bring the issue to the attention of the voters of 
Wisconsin. Wrote letters to the editor, letters to elected representatives. Tried to make it a 
campagn issue, though we had a minuscule budget. SVe saw the elecbrate brainwashed by the 
Madison Avenue, big defense industry dollars Political -4dion Committees. All discernment and 
rational examination of what the military "needed" was washed away too. ELF rvas simply part of 
what some in the Nan1 put on their wish list and it was made manifesi in the hostaoe %change: ,A 
ferv r\mrrican otizens-ln lran for the entire economc and moral fabric of our nahon. Democracy 
was on its knees. 

5 - 1981 - \Ye dug in. \Ye continued to work against a system that commanded more nudear 
weapons direct111 through one channel than anv other radio station in the world. SVe began to reach 
out to people in the upper peninsula of %fichi&m, rvho norv felt the Navy breathrng down their 
collecbve necks again, despite the ovenvhelming rejechon they had handed the Navy in the late 
1970s when asked about Seafarer (ELF system) in referenda. 80% of t h e m .  votms miected U 
and then-President jimmy Carter promised the governor that Seafarer rvould "never be built 
agailzst the wishes of the people of Michigaiz." Never didn't last too long in our reeling democram. 

$ - 1982 - I ~vas  on the board of directors of Stop Project ELF during this tune. Our staff, John 
Stauber and Jemv Speicher, began the legwork toward helping our state to assert itself in the face 
of the breakdon; of democracy. They kept a steady flow of the latest scientific information - on 
the changing militan. role of ELF and its emerging electromagnetic radiation problems - to the 
offices of state offid&. Finally, their efforts p l d  off and Bronson LaFollette continued the legac? 
of his tarnilr and filed la~vsuit against the Navv and Casper \Veinburger. It rvas \Visconsin versus 
the Military-Industrial Com~lex that Eisenflon-er s2r.t- m d  r?rarned us of in his faretvell address. 
The actual trial took place the follo~ring year. llean~vhde, we kept wnbng letters to editors and 
politiaans. \Ye also ~rorked quite hard to get a nuclear freeze referendum passed in \\'isconsin and 



it did, ovenvhelmingly. That was the case in 23 of 24 other states where it was on the ballot. Our 
IYisconsin Secretary of State, Douglas LaFollette, organized and led a delegation to Washngton 
that winter to bring that strong message from the citizens directly to the President. None of them 
were allowed through the iron gates. Democracy was literally left shivering in the cold. 

5 - 1983 - By this time, we had begun to work harder in Michigan, as the Navy was increasing 
efforts there. We went to Petosky - not even in the area where it was proposed but rather in the 
lower peninsula, many hours away for any interested citizens - to testify against ELF before the 
Midugan Natural Resources Commission. Something in the neighborhood of three hundred 
citizens made the trip and delivered testimony against ELF. Perhaps a dozen were in favor. The 
MNRC ruled in the Navy's favor. Democracy was down, barely twitching. The forces charged 
with protecting democracy were killing it. And so, alarmed at the precipitous slide of our nation's 
Constitution into a cesspool of national debt brought on by the huge and now-unleashed appetites 
of the Pentagon and the death industry manufacturers, we began a series of Gandhian "experiments 
in truth." This is what he called h s  life of nonviolent resistance to injustice and d t a r y  imposition 
of power. For ELF, it began in July in Michigan with a small group of us -led by some nuns and a 
priest --who began to venture into the woods of four state forests to hsmantle the survey 
undertaken by the Navy to build ELF. The nonviolent resistance started in Wisconsin on Labor 
Day of 1983, when we peaceably built a camp at the gates of the only facihty and refused to leave. 

9 - 19% - On January 30, the Federal District Judge who heard the State of Wisconsin versus tlze 
Sccretn y of tire Nn-9.. . ruled in a &page decision that ELF had failed to meet the basic 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. She enjoined further construction. Despite 
all our disappointments, we were quick to feel as though democram was finallv being served. 'CVe 
felt validated and elated. We may even have had a few Wisconsin beers. Our ksillusionment was 
profound when the appellate panel, in an expedted two-sentence ruling invoking "national sclnln'ty" 

and "the wi5ltt.s of tlrc President," vacated the injunction. The environmental legslation passed by 
elected representatives was ruled null. A carefullv-considered opinion was tossed out summarilv. 
Democrat). was laying in a pool of blood, throat s i t  by its rogue bodyguard. 

And so the years have gone. Many of us have done literally thousands of ads meant very 
specifically to work \tlthm our ailing, failing democracy in order to get t u s  thing removed from 
our woods. 

I went to 'lvashxngton DC in 1985 to personally spend a week lobbying against ELF and the D- 
5 SLBM that it serves. I was told that the opponents to ELF - includng the representative in 
whose district the svstem was - were tired of getting their heads handed back to them on a platter 
when they tried to stop the funding. A bit later that year, feeling all hope crushed for any response 
to honest and thoughtful and pervasive citizen opposition, I went to the woods of hlichigan and cut 
down an ELF pole at their new faality. The month before, a man who took a little kitchen hammer 
to a 110-ton silo lid in hlissouri was handed an eight vear sentence. The month before that, four 
people who also aded at a missile silo in blissoun rvde handed 8,10,18, and 18-year sentences. I 
was as prepared as I could be for a decade or two behmd bars, but I felt the call to stand as a 
counter-fnction in as strong a nonviolent way as I could. But I aded in the U.P., where some of the 
citizens had not forgotten how their state's rights had been trampled upon. I got hvo weeks in jail. 

Through all of this, people have been combining traditional democratic methods of opposition 
with nonviolent experiments. The struggle to shut down ELF has never been violent and never ~\-111 
be. \Ye issue no threats; 11-e onlv lvant justice and a chance to use resources for real purposes, 
peaceiul purposes. The efforts io dismantle this system, begun even before it rvas built over a 
quarter century ago, have never ceased and never nil1 until we succeed. 



Thus, we write you, more people allegedly able to influence the decisions. I confess I have 
much more faith in the Gandhmn experiments than in you. Even some of your predecessors have 
spoken out against this thing and it has failed to slow it. However, like the one who happens upon 
an unconscious, non-respirating victim and is bound ethically to continue CPR until relief comes, 
we continue to attempt to revive demoaacy. You are but the latest potential EMT to stroll along. 
Will you help or ~vlll you do as the rest, continue with business as usual? 

It is ironic indeed that public radio is on the budgetary chopping block at the same time the 
world's largest radio station - ELF - is too, supposedly. Wisconsin Public Radio gets about $1 
million in federal aid annually, while ELF gets $16.3 million. Guess which one we'd miss if it were 
shut off? 

Your challenge is to decide between democracy and despotism, between the wishes of the 
people and the feeding habits of those who profit from war preparation. That many of your own 
analysts don't even see a need for h s  or the nukes it commands isn't even the issue; t h s  is personal 
for each of you, just as it is for each of us. We all make choices, and you now have a singular 
opportunity to make a good one, one that resonates with the spirit of democracy. Or do you too 
want to be a part of rendering that spirit moribund? You make your calls and we'll make ours. 

Truly, 

Tom Hastings 



Valley Greens 
750 Round Lake Road 

Luck, WI 54853 
71 51472-2728 

Alan J. Dixon 
DBCRC 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

On behalf of the St. Croix Valley Greens, an environmental and social justice group 
based in Polk and Burnett Counties of northwestern Wisconsin, I respectfully request 
that you exert whatever influence you can to close the Navy's "Project ELF" submarine 
communications transmitter facility in Wisconsin's Chequamegon National Forest. 

It is the overwhelming opinion of the residents of this area they we are unwilling to 
allow ourselves to continue to be submitted to the unknown effects of Project ELF'S 
extremely low frequency radio waves without the justification that may have at one 
time existed for this facility. The cold war is over, and with it should go the 
anachronistic relic that is Project ELF. 

Beyond health concerns, the group which I represent has serious concerns about the 
continued expense of running and maintaining a facility which has no demonstrable 
purpose in a post-cold war world. Let's redirect the $16.5 million spent yearly on 
Project ELF toward more socially useful purposes like education, health care, or 
simply balancing the federal budget. 

Sincerely, 

~ei f rey L. Peterson 

Ecology Justice Democracy Nonviolence 



CHCTRCH OF ST. EDWARD 

February 28, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon 
DBCRC 
1700 N Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

I urge you to help close Project ELF in the 1995 round of military closures. 

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, there is no 
justification for the continuation of the ELF Project. 

As we struggle with a budget deficit out of control, rising poverty, hunger and 
homelessness, the millions spent on the ELF System are indefensible. 

Not only is ELF an expense this country cannot afford and does not need, it is a 
health hazard. There are medical studies linking Electromagnetic Pollution to cancer. 
Navy-sponsored studies at the ELF facility in Michigan have found abnormalities in animal 
and plant life. If Electromagnetic Waves cause abnormalities in animals and plants, is it 
not logical there is also damage to humans? 

The Air Force has taken B-52's off 24 hour runway alert, grounded the Looking 
Glass airborne nuclear command, stepped down alert status at Minuteman Ill silos, and is 
dismantling Minuteman II. The Army has taken Pershing II and Cruise missiles out of 
Europe and is cutting back on tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and Korea. It is time 
for the Navy to make a gesture to decrease tensions in the post Cold War environment. 
It is time to close the ELF facilities. 

I urge you to close Project ELF in 1995. Please support Senator Feingold's "ELF 
Termination Act. " 

Please let me know your intentions regarding this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

, F 5 P A  
~ a r e n  Neuser, FSPA 
Director Pastoral Care 

Hozi, shall I make a rrtlirtz to the Lordfor all the good He has done,fijr me? 
t3~1.u 1 16 



Alan J. Dixon 
DBCRC 
1700 N Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

I urge you to help close Project ELF in the 1995 round of 
military closures. 

with the collapse of Vile Soviet Union and the ezd of the Cold 
War, there is no justification for the continuation of the ELF 
Project . 

As we struggle with a budget deficit out of control, rising 
poverty, hunger and homelessness, the millions spent on the ELF System 
are indefensible. 

Not only is ELF an expense this country cannot afford and does 
not need, it is a health hazard. There are medical studies linking 
Electromagnetic Pollution to cancer. Navy-sponsored studies at the 
ELF facility in Michigan have found abnormalities in animal and plant 
life. If Electromagnetic Waves cause abnormalities in animals and 
plants, is it not logical there is also damage to humans? 

The Air Force has taken B-52s off 24 hour runway alert, grounded 
the Looking Glass airborne nuclear command, stepped down alert status 
at Minuteman I11 silos, and is dismantling Minuteman 11. The Army has 
taken Pershing I1 and Cruise missiles out of Europe and is cutting 
back on tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and Korea. It is time for 
the Navy to make a gesture to decrease tensions in the post Cold War 
environment. It is time to close the ELF facilities. 

I urge you to ciose Project ELF ih 1995. 

Please let me know your intentions regarding this important 
issue. 

Sincerely, 
- 

&gJ+C+ 
Father Timothy Corbley, 
Associate Pastor 

How shall I t ? z~ke  a ret11t71 to the LorcI,for all thegood He has done for mc" 
P\AI.\I 1 16 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 6, 1995 

Father Timothy Corbley 
Associate Pastor 
Church of St. Edward 
9401 Nesbitt Avenue South 
Bloomington, MN 55437 

Dear Father Corbley: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of the Navy's ELF Project. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 2 1, 1995 

Mr. Jeffrey L. Peterson 
St. Croix Valley Greens 
750 Round Lake Road 
Luck, WI 54853 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

Thank you for sending information concerning the Navy's ELF Program to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important 
issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfid to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



rl 

MfdmiC & r  T- 
ECOLOGY CENTER OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Project of Educational Communications, Inc 
P . 0  Box 3514 19. Los Angeles, CA 90035 

Telephone: (3  10) 559-9 160 

Feb. 25, 1995 

Alan J . Dixon 
DBCRC 
1700 N. Moore St 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

The statewide members of the Ecology Center join concerned citizens in 
Wisconsin, scientists, and environmentalists nationwide in opposition to 
Project ELF. 

We ask that you take immediate action to shut down the transmitters. We further 
ask that all funding for Project ELF be terminated now. The taxpayers are tired 
of having their dollars wasted on this cold war relic. 

I Sincerely, 
I 

Anna Harlowe 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 6,  1995 

Ms. Anna Harlowe 
Issues Coordinator 
Ecology Center of Southern California 
P.O. Box 351419 
Los Angeles, CA 90035 

Dear Ms. Harlowe: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Navy's ELF Program. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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President William Clinton 
The White House 
tfashington, D. C .  20515 

HCR 1 Box 6 
Glidden, WI 54527 

Dear President Clinton, 

A s  a concerned citizen of Ashland County, Wisc:onsin, and the 

United States of America, I'm writing to let you know how I 

feel about the possible closing of the ELF Sit,es, both in 

Wisconsin and in Michigan, 

I feel ELF is extremely important to the defense of our 

nation. There are wars in many places in the world going on 

right now, and there seem to be more aggressiveness in more 

countries than ever has been, 

Why are so many of our elected officials so inclined to 

listen to professional demonstrators more than the hard 

working people of Northern Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula 

of Michigan'? Many families depend on the employment at ELF. 

If ELF would be closed down, it would have a grave impact on 

the economy in this area. 

Our son spent 8 years in the Navy and has been employed by 

ELF ever since he has been out of the Wavy. What about his 

and others careers? 

I am only sorry that I have not written you about my concerns 

sooner, Please, Please keep ELF operating! 

A Concerned Citizen and Mother, 

Mrs Lucille Heinlein 



I Projecta ELF Is Vital 
To Area Economy 

Clam Lakers, along with a lot of other people, fear thai 
the economy will slump if the ELF base is closed. 

The ELF project buys various goods and services from 
Clam Lake area vendors, including $30,000 to $40,000 
worth of electricity per month from Northern States Power, 
according to site manager, Derek Gifford. 

The issue is under scrutiny by the local people and a 
petition favoring the continuance of the project is being 
circulated. The petition was drafted by employees at the 
~ ~ t t e r  site. They are finding that a small segment favor 
closing the site. 

Support for those employees and concerns about the loss 
of. the $1.5 million that ELF pumps into the area economy 
are the motivation, most residents say. 

Now, political opponents of the ELF system who have 
never been at the site are working to close the fgility. 
Senate Appropriations Committee voted earlier  is manth 
to eliminate the program's $14 million budget. The 
measure still needs the approval of the full 
Senate, a conference committee with the House, 
and President Clinton. 

The Navy's official response to the Cold War argument 
.says that the ELF system is needed because it is the only 
System that can communicate with submarines at great 
depths. ELF serves as a "bell ringer", the Navy says, that 
tells the sub to come up to a level where it can receive more 
complicated messages. This capability is needed 'for 
operational flexibility, the Navy says. 

The Navy says the most recent Illinois Institute tests 
show no environmental problems. The test results are under 
review by the National Academy of Sciences. 

But that may be a moot point if Congress acts to kill the 
program. 





1000 College Av. W. Ladysmith, W i  54848 

715-532-3364 
March 20, 1995 

Alan Dickson, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Real ignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 142q 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dickson: 

Please include U.S. ~avy's PROJECT ELF, near Clam Lake, Wisconsin, in your 

list of base closures. Since the end of the cold war Project ELF has 

outlived any usefulness it may have had,. 

While some people in the immediate geographic area are opposed to closing 

ELF because it would mean losing some jobs in the area, the impact of the 

savings in the ~avy's budget would far outweigh the economic impact to the 

local community. Representative Dave Obey, in whose district the Clam Lake 

ELF transmitter is located, has consistently opposed funding for this 

project. Bills in the Wisconsin state legislature recommend the closing of 

Project ELF in 1995. 

The environmental impact itself is enough of a reason to close Project ELF. 

Numerous studies since 1977 indicate that the "electromagnetic fields 

associated with extremely low frequency (ELF) transmissions may cause 

serious and irreversible damage to human health and the environment", 

especially increased risk of cancer in children. "~ational security 

considerations" prevented further definitive studies. 

We urge you to incl-ude the closing of Project ELF in your recommendations 

to the Department of Defense . 
Sincerely, 

-+J& XA+] qxm, 
Mary John VanderLoop, 0. S, M. 
~usifce and Peace ~dvocate 

for the Servants of Mary 
3000 College Ave. W. 
Ladysmith, WI 54848 



Duane Ediger 
1011 Hutchins Road 
Dallas TX 75203 LIF 

Military Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Alan J. Dixon 
DBCRC 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

March 20, 1995 
Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Greetings. 

I am writing in regard to the Navy's ELF (Extremely 
Low Frequency) site in Wisconsin and Michigan. ELF 
is a system of communication with Trident submarines 
deep in the sea for which fifteen minutes are needed 
to send a 3kcharacter message. This time lag means 
that the only practical use of the system is for a 
US nuclear first strike, an idea it is time we 
abandon not only by our words, but by our actions as 
well. In addition, the strong electromagnetic 
fields produce bizarre and harmful effects on local 
populations. 

On March 2 the Senate voted to kill funding to ELF 
in a recision bill. May you decide similarly. 

Sincerely, 



Alan J. n i x o n ,  D W 3 C  
1700 1:. ],!oore S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1425 
A l i n q t o n ,  VA 22209 

S i r :  

!ly ' r i s c o n s i n  S e n a t o r s  have  i n t r o d i l c e d  i n  Cena te  b i l l  37 t h e  

"?T,F " e m ~ i n a t i o n  "rtT1 znd I .rro:lld sil7r;est  t o  you and your  comri i t tee  

t h a t  l ; f i s c o 2 s i n ' s  7LF i n s t a l l a t i o n  i s  c e r t a i n l y  ..t re!in%nt o" t he  

c o l d  war,  a m i l i t a r i s t i c  ~ i s t o l  Tor a doonzsday s c e n a r i o  f o r  o u r  

fu tupe- - -~ .~hic l?  % l r e ~ c ! y  l 0 3 ' ~ r s  bad eno71 -:I i n  o t h e r  laays. I u r y e  you 

t o  add ELF t o  yo:lr l i s t  of' b a s e  c l o s u r e s  an? deposit t h e  rloney i n t o  

n a t i o n a l  h c n l t l l  cp.ye i n i t i a t i v e  o r  t h e  pfi;rrier,t o f  t h e  d e f i c i t .  

1 t 1 s t irze t o  t?l-e t'cle  to;^:; r - a y  ?rol l  k l l e  boys a 3~; ?'ace t h e  Z~~tu-= .e  

i n s t e l d  of' t h e  pzist .  ll~lanks inor your  a t t o n t i o n .  



CATHOLIC WORKER HOUSE 
OF HOSPITALITY 

1131 N. 21st Street P.O. Box 05206 
Milwaukee,WI 53205 Phone: 344-5745 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

We are encouraging you to do what you can to see that the ELF 
Project be discontinued. The ELF project is archaic since it is 
a device that was used when the cold war was still in effect. That 
is no longer the case. 

The ELF Project is causing health problems for the people 
of Northern Wisconsin since the low-frequency electricity is 
causing leukemia. More than 40 formal medical studies now point 
to a link between EMP and cancers - 14 to brain tumors alone. 

The Trident Sub and ELF, its communications trigger, is the costliest 
and deadliest weapons system in hisotry. Total long-erm cost for the 
fleet is estimated at $155 billion, with each sub consting $1.8 Billion. 
It is a first strike weapons that should be dismantled using the 
money used for it for basic necessities of life for our people. 

P l e a s e  d o  wha t  you c a n  t o  r i d  u s  o f  t h i s  d e a d l y  a n d  c o s t l y  
enterprise. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Don Timmerman G e e  



POETAS DEL MUNDO UNIOS 

P.O.Box 2 . 1 1 7  

09080-BURGOS 

E s p a i i a  

March, 22,1995 

Alan J. Dixon 

Dear, We demand that th is  cold war r e l i c  & health hazard (The Project ELF) 

be turned o6f and dismantled, and we want also y r  love to  a l l  ELf's warriors 

and the Nukewatch friends f i r s t ly .  

Let us know and keep in touch. 

Earth First! 

Poetas del  Mundo ~ n i o s  

DANIEL DE CULLA 



2132 NE Sunset Lane 
Bremerton, WA 98310 
May 16, 1995 p 

Alan J. Dixon kb ,-v 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. ~ 7 '  

Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to express my support for closing the Extreme 
Low Frequency (ELF) bases in Wisconsin and Michigan. 

These bases not only pose health hazards to local residents 
from their electromagnetic radiation, they also waste tax 
money fulfilling an unconscionable mission of signalling 
Trident nuclear missle submarines. 

The ELF bases should be closed and their mission ceased so 
that our tax money is spent meeting human needs, such as 
housing, health-care, and education, instead of on 
first-strike nuclear war capabilities. 

There is absolutely no reason to keep these nuclear war 
Itbell-ringerw bases open. For health reasons, environmental 
reasons, fiscal reasons, and moral reasons, the ELF bases 
should be shut down for good. 

I encourage you to consider these thoughts, and the thoughts 
of other ELF opponents, as you decide which bases to close. 
I urge you to close down project ELF. 

Sincerely, 

Brian E. Watson 



PAC1: l i ' lC  L 1 k - H  RESEARCH CENTER 
631 Kiely Boulevard. Santa Clara. California 9SOS1,  'USA 

408/248-1815 (Voice), 408/985-9716 (Fax) 

BACKGROURD PAPDR ON THE EXTREME LO# FREQUENCY (ELF) 
SUBMARINE COMMUNICATION SYSTEM 

Compiled by Bob Aldridge 

Revised 5 October 1994 

This paper will only address the technical aspects of the 
ELF system. There are other aspects outside the scope of this 
paper which are also importa,nt -- including but not limited to 
human health and environmental hazards, economic priorities, and 
morality. 

ELF radio signals a.re considered useful for one-way 
comrnunication to submarines because they penetrate seawater to 
depths of several hundred feet.' ELF is the only available 
system which, according to the US Navy, will allow continuous 
contact with submarines while they are at patrol depth and 
cruising speed. The fleet broadcasting network and TACAMO 
aircraft send messages in the very low frequency (VLF) range 
which only penetrates seawater 30-40 feet (10-15 meters). This 
implies that submarines must periodically leave the safety of the 
depths and rise higher in order to put an antenna on the surface 
or an antenna buoy near the surface. Antennas at such shallow 
depths create surface disturbances which could be detected. 
Towing an antenna or buoy also creates noise which could be 
picked up by enemy sonar. For these reasons the submarine must 
also reduce speed to minimize noise. Appendix-A illustrates 
comparative depths and speeds for receiving various communication 
frequencies. 

Because of these VLF limitations, i t  is claimed, submarines 
today are not in continuous contact. This is not entirely true. 
Admiral Harry 1). Train 1 1 ,  while Commander in Chief of the 
Atlantic fleet, said that present systems "require that our 
strategic submarines have a receiving antenna c o n t i ~ ~ u o u s l y  
d e p l o y e d  at or near the surf ace. " 2  (Emphasis added. ) 

One difficulty with ELF is a very slow tl-ansn~ission rate. It 
has other advantages, however. The slow rate is accompanied by 
an extremely long wavelength (2,500 miles or 4,000 kilometers) 
which makes ELF difficult to jam and resistant to nuclear 
blackouts. 
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was chosen and the environmental impact statement (EIS) *W'as 
completed in 1977.6 .-. 

An alternative concept to SEAFARER was called PISCES 
(Pacific Intertie Strategic Communications ELF System). It 
involved 850 miles of powerline stretched from Dalles Dam in 
Oregon down to Los Angeles. The 60 Hz frequency of commercial 
power is very close to the 72-80 Hz for ELF. The long parallel 
antenna was unsatisfactory, however, as it would emit a signal in 
only one direction. The two dimensional grid proposed for 
SEAFARER would transmit in all directions. Furthermore, the 
SEAFARER grid concept was modular and could be expanded. Navy 

' officials claimed that PISCES was a backup to SEAFARER but there 
has been valid speculation that the purpose of PISCES was to 
determine how easily ELF signals from Wisconsin could be jammed. 
The only way to jam ELF is with a system equally as powerful and 
the Oregon-to-L.A. antenna provided that system for testing 
purposes. 

At one time the Navy considered a'super hard ELF system 
(SHELF) buried a mile underground in mineshaft-type tunnels so as 
to be extremely survivable. Vice Admiral Gordon R. Nagler, then 
Director of Command and Control for the Navy, said burying SHELF 
two miles underground was considered." - SHELF'S transmitter and 
self-contained power unit would also be underground. Several 
hundred thousand dollars was spent looking into SHELF and 
research was known to be in progress as late as 1978. 

As regards SEAFARER, it grew after Michigan was selected. 
The number of transmitters remained at three but the antenna 
network doubled to 2,400 miles (3,862 kilometers) of cable. Grid 
spacing was reduced from 4-6 miles (6.5-9.5 kilometers) apart to 
3.5 miles (5.5 kilometers). The entire grid would then occupy 
4,700 square miles (12,168 square kilometers). 

May 1977 was the scheduled time for SEAFARER to begin full 
scale development. But on 18 March 1977 then Michigan Governor 
William G. Millikan vetoed the project. In a telegram to Defense 
Secretary Harold Brown he said: "The people of Michigan do not 
want SEAFARER, nor do l . " V r e s i d e n t  Carter terminated SEAFARER 
on 16 February 1978 and directed that additional studies be 
performed before making a decision on how to proceed with ELF. 
Congress restricted funding for fiscal year 1979 unless the 
President certified that ELF was in the national interest, that a 
site had been selected, and that the site had been approved by 
the President. The Wisconsin Test Facility was placed on 
caretaker status. 

Auste re  E L F .  
A further scaled-down ELF system emerged shortly after 

Millikan's veto. In December 1977 the Navy recommended 
construction of an amended concept, called Austere ELF, in 
Michigan's Upper Peninsula. On 2 March 1978 Vice Admiral Robert 
Karlfman formally announced this p r o j e ~ t . ~  It was to consist of 
130 miles (209 kilometers) of antenna cable divided into three 
elements of 32, 45 and 53 miles (51, 72 and 85 kilometers) long. 
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path and only penetrate a few hundred feet deep. In the.,c.ase of 
low-conductivity rock, the antenna current forms a-.loop some 
10,000 feet in depth, thereby radiating a much stronger signal 
for a given antenna current. 

As the signal completes the loop deep in the earth from one 
end of the grounded antenna segment to the other, it resonates 
stronger ELF signals between the earth and the ionosphere (a band 
of electrically charged particles in the upper atmosphere). This 
Schuman wave resonance, as it is called, reinforces and 
strengthens the transmitted signals. The resulting waves are 
then trapped between the earth and the ionosphere and the 

. propagation loss is very low -- relatively small signals can 
travel essentially all the way around the world. Whether they 
actually do or not depends on propagation conditions, the 
location of the transmitter, and the antenna layout. Appendix-B 
illustrates ELF wave propagation. 

When the ELF wave passes across the earth in this 
earth-ionosphere waveguide, it is bent along the earth at the 
surface. The wave actually develops a horizontally polarized 
component and a vertically polarized component. [See Appendix-BJ 
The horizontal el.ectric field can penetrate several hundreds of 
feet down into the ocean. E L F  signals a\re unique in this regard. 
Currently-used VLF signals only penetrate 30-40 feet (10-15 
meters). 

Navy officials use the phrase "hundreds of feet below the 
surface" to describe ELF ocean penetration. But development of 
the superconducting squid magnetonieters could increase ELF 
reception to depths of 1,300 feet (400 meters) or more.14 ELF 
only provides one-way communication to the submarines, however. 
Should the submarine commander want to talk back he would have to 
put an antenna on the surface to use other communication means. 

US E L F  transmitters operate at 76 Hz and send messages by 
shifting down to 72 or up to 80 Hz. A 76 Hz E L F  wave has a 
length of approximately 2,500 miles (4,000 kilometers). It will 
form ten complete waves around the earth, which is about 25,000 
miles (40,000 kilometers) in circumference. These waves meet 
each other in phase and continue to reinforce one another and 
lose very little strength. 

ELF waves travel at the speed of light but they are slow for 
communication because i t  takes time to build up resonance, or 
strength. Messages are sent in binary form -- that is, in either 
"zeros" or "ones." Each shift from 76 to 72 Hz or from 76 to 80 
Hz represents either a "zero" or "one." An ELF transmitter can 
shift 16 times per second. Each shift is called a "bit" of 
information. It takes 5 bits arranged in various combinations to 
make one letter of the alphabet. 

Since the ELF transmitter can send 16 bits of information a 
second, it would seem that it could send slightly over 3 letters 
per second. This is not true because the signal would be too 
weak to penetrate the ocean. Each signal has to be repeated many 
times to built up sufficient resonant strength. How many times, 
or how long it takes, depends chiefly on the size of the antenna 
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about a proposal to use balloons for lifting an array of- vertical 
antennas.17 Although the testimony at that time conveyed a tone 
of skepticism -- major problems having to be overcome -- t71e 
Navy, in 1981, contracted with Pacific-Sierra Research .. 

Corporation of Santa Monica, California to study Balloon ELF'S 
feasibility.'" 

In his fiscal year 1985 Defense Advanced Kesearch Projects 
Agency (DARPA, now renamed the Advanced Research Projects Agency) 
report, director Dr. Kobert S. Cooper referred to a VLF/ELF 
transportable communication system. He said this is a 
balloon-supported vertical di-pole antenna, a demonstration of 
which was to be performed jointly with the Navy during fiscal 
year 1985.19 Balloon ELF is another method, possibly a 
complimentary method, of increasing Project ELF'S data rate in 
times of imminent crisis. 

ELF AS A FIRST STRIKE SYSTEM. 
It is beyond the scope of this paper to delve into strategy 

but I do want to show how ELF fits into a first strike 
capability. Even though the cold war is over, the only 
justification for.ballistic missile-launching submarines which 
the public accepts is that the threat of-SSBN retaliation deters 
a possible Russian nuclear strike against US interests. 

Even if one believes in that deterrent theory, ELF is still 
not required. As mentioned above, Admiral Hayward testified that 
there is no threat to America's missile launching submarines and, 
therefore, it is not essential to press on with ELF.20 Later, in 
January 1993, then Defense Secretary Dick Cheney reported: "The 
ability of the SSBN force to remain virtually undetected at sea 
makes i t  the most survivable and enduring element of the US 
nuclear force str~cture."~' The simple fact is that US 
submarines do not need E L F  to remain invulnerable. 

Next comes the argument that retaliation to an enemy attack 
requires that the submarine be called up from the depths to 
receive instructions. That argument won't stand either. As 
pointed out above, strategic submarines have a receiving antenna 
continuously deployed at or near the surface. 2 2  Moreover, as 
Vice Admiral R.Y. Kaufman pointed out, even the SEAFARER system, 
with buried antenna, was not s ~ r v i v a b l e . ~ ~  Furthermore, above 
ground ELF is vulnerable to conventional sabotage should 
hostilities be on the verge of breaking out. Either way, there 
would simply be no ELF left to call up submarines tor second 
strike counterforce. 

For a first strike, however, ELF would play a vital role in 
secretly bringing all submarines into communication to coordinate 
targeting and timing. Because ELF is continually transmitting, 
the Pentagon could give the appropriate coded signal to all 
submarines without tipping its hand. Congressional hearing 
transcripts are replete with testimony saying ELF is a call-up 
system before hostilities break out.24 

ELF would be the "bell ringer" to put the sub's antenna on 
the surface where it could pick up the much more rapid satellite 
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strategic significance. That would make it necessary fo't'attack 
submarines to also be on-call. .-. - 
CONCLUSION 

The history of E L F  resembles a political exercise to get a 
foot-in-the-door. It started with Sanguine which was to be a 
hardened system contprising over a hundred buried transmitters and 
6,000 miles of underground cable covering 6 , 5 0 0  square miles. 
When that wasn't accepted the Navy proposed SEAFAKER with three 
above-ground transmitters and 2,400 miles of buried cable 
occupying 4,700 square miles. Then it was scaled down to Austere 
ELF with two surface transmitters and 158 miles of cable -- 130 
miles of it buried along utility and roadway right-of-ways. Now 
there is Project ELF, still with two transmitters and only 84 
miles of cable hung on utility poles. 

In June 1977 the ad hoc ELF review group of the Secretary of 
Defense decided that a small E L F  system would be of marginal 
utility and was not credible as the ultimate ELF system. It 
recommended building the sn~all ELF, however, because "the 
modified version would provide a basis for future system growth 
if E L F  requirements later increased. "31 

The ELF system is modular and can be expanded quickly with 
mobile systems during emergencies to increase the data rate. 
Both truck mobile and balloon suspension have been investigated. 
A higher data rate would be especially useful to send sensor data 
to attack submarines operating in hostile waters. 

Once ELF is operational it will play a vital role in 
orchestrating a disarming first strike against Russia. It will 
do this in three ways: ( 1 )  by calling up the ballistic missile 
launching submarines when it is time to strike, (2) by calling up 
attack subs carrying Tomahawk cruise missiles, and (3) by 
signaling attack subs to destroy Russian missile submarines. 

ELF may also have applications involving the British and 
French -- and possibly other allies -- thereby involving their 
submarines in aggressive activity. This would raise the Russian 
leaders' awareness of the threat and would thereby further 
destabilize crisis situations and arms control/disarmament 
negotiations. 

This analysis leads to the conclusion that Project ELF is a 
dangerous system which will significantly contribute to a 
destabilizing first strike capability and other aggressive 
activity by the United States and its allies. Global security 
would be enhanced it the ELF comlnunication system is cancelled 
and the existing facility dismantled. 
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H A S C - I ~ ~ ~ ,  P a r t  2 ,  p.  6 6 6  a n d  P a r t  5 ,  p .  ( 7 E i  SASE-1985,  
P a r t  2 ,  p .  9 3 6 .  

HASC-1984, o p .  c i t ,  1 8  k p r i l  1 9 8 4 ,  P a r t  5 ,  p .  9 9 1 .  

HAC-1979, op.. c i t . ,  4  A p r i l  1 9 7 8 ,  P a r t  4 ,  p .  5 0 1 .  

2 7 .  l b i d ,  p .  4 9 1 .  

2 8 .  F i s c a l  Yeat- 1974  A u t h o r i z a t i o n  for -  M i l i t a r y  P r o c u r e m e n t ,  
R e s e a r c h  a n d  D e v e l o p m e n t ,  C o n s t r u c t i o n  A u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  
S a f e g u a r d  A B M ,  and A c t 1  ve  D u t y  a n d  S e l e c t e d  Hese r -ve  
S t r e n g t h s ,  h e a r i n g s  b e f o r e  t h e  S e n a t e  Armed S e r v i c e s  
C o n l m i t t e e ,  2 1  F e b r u a r y  1 9 7 3 ,  P a r t  4 ,  p .  2 2 1 1 .  

2 9 .  HASC-1984, op .  c i t . ,  P a r t  3 ,  p .  8 5 8 .  

3 U .  SASC-1985, o p .  c i t . ,  P a r t  2 ,  p .  9UY. A l s o  s e e  p .  936  a n d  
HASC-1985, o p .  c l t . ,  P a r t  2 ,  p .  6 b b .  

I .  C i t e d  i n  l e t t e r  fro111 S t o p  P r o j e c t  E L F  t o  R e a r  A d m i r a l  W . U .  
S ~ r r i t l l ,  d a t e d  1 2  k e b r u a r y  1 9 8 2 ,  p .  1 3 .  

UAKPH b e t e n s e  Advanced  R e s e a r c h  P r o j e c t s  Agency 
E H F  E x t r e m e  H i g h  F r e q u e n c y  
E I S  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  l n ~ p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  
E L F  Extl-eme Low F r e q u e n c y  
H z  H e r t z  ( O n e  c y c l e  p e r  second)  
MIRV M u l t i p l e  I ~ i d e p e n d e n t l y - t a r g e t e d  R e e n t r y  V e h i c l e s  
NATO N o r t h  A t l a n t i c  T r e a t y  O r g a n i z a t i o n  
PISCES P a c i f i c  l n t e r t i e  S t r a t e g i c  C o m n ~ u n i c a t i o n s  ELF S y s t e n ~  
S a n  u i n e  A h a r d e n e d  ELF c o n c e  t .  SEAFARER S u r f a c e  ELF A n t e n n a  F o r  A d d r e s s i n g  R E m o t e l y - d e p l o y e d  

R e c e i v e r s  
SHELF S u p e r  H a r d  ELF 
SSBN N u c l e a r - p o w e r e d  b a l l i s t i c  n l iss i le  s u b m a r i n e .  
SSN N u c l e a r  powered  a t t a c k  s u b m a r i n e .  
TACAMO TAke C h a r  e  Atid Move Out  -- a t l e e t  o f  a i r c r a f t  

t r a i l i p g  F ~ ~ r n i l e  l o n  a n t e n n a s  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  w i t h  
submarines i n  t h e  V L ~  f r e q u e n c i e s .  

US U n i t e d  S t a t e s  
VLF Very  L o w  F r e q u e n c y  

P a g e  1 1  
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PLRC I 

Pacific Lifs 1 
Ro&obrclk Center i I 

.. 

a Mike Niles 
c / o  Anathoth Comnkuil i ty 

' 740 Round Lake Road 
Luck, WI 5 4 8 5 3  

])ear Mike,  

8 May 1995 

I t  was good t a l k i n g  to you on the earlier today, You 
asked me t o  write down nly Extreme Low 
Frequerlcy (ELF) cornmufiication ed for tactical: 
o p e r s t i v n s  by t h e  US Navy. I o t h a t  i n  a logical 
soquence of f a c t s ,  

I .  Whether i t  
, only  one very limited purpose  for  E L F .  That 

W . H .  Ide  stated - - 



May 8,1995 

Atan J.Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 14255 
Arhgton, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

Enclosed are editorials from around the State of Wisconsin regarding the Navy's Project 
ELF. As you will see, there is widespread opinion fiom editorial staffs that have been following 
the news closely, that Project ELF should be eliminated. The commentary fkom the Mihaukee 
Journal Sentinel is especdy worth noting. Until this most recent piece, they have always been 
supporthe of Project ELF. Now, however, even aAer the Joint Appropriations Committees 
decided not to cut Project ELF in the 1995 recision bill, they have concluded that Project ELF 
should be "quietly retired". 

It is also worth noting in the articles by Jack Anderson how the efforts of both the 
Wisconsin and Michigan Congressional delegations were undermined by a mysterious, top secret 
briefing. It appears that the conference committee was briefed on HAARP (High Frequency 
Active Auroral Research Project), an e m e n t a l  project of the Air Force m Alaska, which may 
have the capability of generating ELF waves that could be wed in submarine communications. 

It is within your power to undo the "comedy of errors that sent $14 million down the 
federal drain." We trust you will take into consideration public opinion as you make your decision 
on what bases to add to the list of closures for 1995. I will be sending our own reasons for 
closing project ELF in a separate letter. Thank you for taking these matters into consideration. 

Michael Miles 
Coalition to Stop Project ELF 
740 Round Lake Rd. 
Luck, WI 54853 
715 472-8721 
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May 10, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 

DBCRC 

1 700 N. Moore St., Ste 1 42 5 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing now to urge you and the base closing commission to 

RECOMMEND THE CLOSING OF THE NAVY PROJECT E.L.F. TRANSMITTER BASE 

in Wisconsin. There are many compelling reasons, I believe, t o  close 

Project ELF. 

1. ELF is the only military base in the US that's been recommended for 

closure by both US senators representing the host state as well as Rep. 

David Obey, whose district includes the base. 

2. ELF was built to respond to cold war needs. We are in a different world 

situation and need different responses. 

3. The 14 million dollars it costs each year to operate the base could be 

better used for domestic purposes - cutting the deficit, education, roads, 

school lunches, foreign aid to  reduce the risk of war,etc. 

4. It appears that the only reason the congressional conference committee 

decide to continue funding for ELF was because the Navy presented 

information to the committee on EHF instead of ELF. The conference 

committee decided to  continue funding because they thought it was 

something else. 

Thank you for your consideration. - 





2132 NE Sunset Lane 
Bremerton, WA 98310 
May 16, 1995  

Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to express my support for closing the Extreme 
Low Frequency (ELF) bases in Wisconsin and Michigan. 

These bases not only pose health hazards to local residents 
from their electromagnetic radiation, they also waste tax 
money fulfilling an unconscionable mission of signalling 
Trident nuclear missle submarines. 

The ELF bases should be closed and their mission ceased so 
that our tax money is spent meeting human needs, such as 
housing, health-care, and education, instead of on 
first-strike nuclear war capabilities. 

There is absolutely no reason to keep these nuclear war 
"bell-ringert1 bases open. For health reasons, environmental 
reasons, fiscal reasons, and moral reasons, the ELF bases 
should be shut down for good. 

I encourage you to consider these thoughts, and the thoughts 
of other ELF opponents, as you decide which bases to close. 
I urge you to close down project ELF. 

Sincerely, 

i/ 
Elizabeth A. Roberts 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Mary Cumrnins 
P.O. Box 2604 
Country Club Hills, IL 60478 

Dear Ms. Cummins: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of the Navy's ELF project. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
.2 

David S. L ~ I &  
Staff Director 








