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Alex Yellin 
Head, Navy Section, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore Street, Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

RE: White Oak 

Dear Alex: 

Enclosed is the final version of the analysis of the 
comparative costs of moving NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard v. 
White Oak prepared by Loiederman Associates, Inc. of Rockville, 
Maryland. The document is the basis for part of the "Analysisn 
presented to you by Jim Noone on Sunday, June 18, and transmitted 
by Senator Sarbanes to the Commissioners on Monday, June 1 9 .  We 
know that you will consider this submission objectively and we 
appreciate that very much. 

Jim and I have worked with you since BRAC 9 1  and would be 
remiss if we didn't express our appreciation for your fairness and 
professionalism. You've done a great job throughout the three BRAC 
rounds and we can say that honestly, even though we lost Naval 
Station New York in 1993. 

Alex, if you have any questions regarding the materials we 
submitted to you on White Oak, please feel free to coiltact us in 
the office or at home (Karalekas @ 2 0 2 - 3 6 2 - 2 5 2 2 ;  Noone @ 7 0 3 - 2 7 3 -  
1 3 5 7 )  anytime day or night. We will respond immediately. 

Best of luck as you come down the homestretch! 

Sincerely, 

S. Steven Karalekas 



Loiederman Associates, Inc. 

June 19, 1995 

Engineers 

Planners 

Surveyors 

Ms. Marie Friedman 
Acting Director 
Ofice of Economic Development 
Montgomery County Government 
101 Monroe Street, Suite 1500 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Dear Ms. Friedman: 

We have completed our review of the military construction costs, as stated by the Navy, 
for moving the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) to the Washington Navy yard 
(WNY) versus the costs for moving NAVSEA to the Naval Surface Warfare Center at 
White Oak (WOL). We have determined that the costs for the WNY are understated by 
$18 mllllon 

. . , while the costs for WOL are overstated by at least $33 million. 

Executive Sum- 

Our investigation of the comparative costs associated with the prc~posed move of 
NAVSEA from WOL to the WNY has revealed that the costs differential associated with 
the renovation and construction at either facility would be much greater than stated in the 
Navy's COBRA analysis. 

In its COBRA analysis dated May 15, 1995, the Navy has stated ihat the military . . 
construction estimate for the WNY is $150 nuhm ($149,950,000). Our analysis shows 
that the figure should be $168 million, because of omissions discussed below: an increase . . 
of approximately $18 m i k  from the Navy estimate. Moreover, this ,amount does not 
include an additional $5.7 million for parking that should be included in the COBRA, but 
is not. 

. . 
For WOL, the Navy COBRA shows milcon of $133.4 ruhm, including $8.9 million for 
"SEA 08" at the Navy Annex. We believe this figure is significantly overstated. Our 
analysis--based on the same cost assumptions used by the Navy for construction at the 
WNY and using the same amount of square footage--shows a milcon cost for White Oak . . . . 
of approximately $100 a. This is a decrease of $33 mi l lm  from the Navy estimate. 
As we will discuss below, we feel the milcon for WOL could even be less. 

Discussion 

Our detailed review shows that the military construction costs to move NAVSEA to the 
WNY, contrary to Navy estimates, will be significantly greater than tht: move to WOL. 
The major factors that contribute to this cost difference are as follows: 

152013 Shady Grove Road 
Suite 202 

Rockville, MD 20850 
(301) 948-2750 . Fax: (301) 948-9067 
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1. Total disregard of the approved Washington Nxvy Yard Master 
Plan. 

2. Elimination of 752 structured parking spaces at the WNY. 

3. Increase in the gross square footage required for construction at 
WOL by using a very low efficiency factor for the renovation of 
existing facilities and new construction. 

Master Plan for WNY 

The Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard was completed in 1990 and approved by 
all agencies involved with its development. Chief among these is the National Capital 
Planning Commission. The Washington Navy Yard Environmental Assessment (EA), 
completed and approved in 1992, evaluated and analyzed the concepts developed within 
the Master Plan. The EA affirmed those concepts, carrying the analysis forward to the 
year 2010. 

Based on the approval of the two documents, it can be readily a:jsumed that the' 
conversion of the WNY from an industrial facility to urban use is absolute, and that a 
change to the environment of the Navy Yard should be a number one prilority. Therefore, 
the costs associated with the NAVSEA move to the WNY should take into account the 
needs as described in the Master Plan. Costs associated with the NAVSEA move as a 
percent of population (42%) are $9,83 1,504. Please refer to the enclosure entitled, "Full 
Costs for Implementation of the Master Plan for the Washington Navy Yard (Conversion 
from Industrial to Urban Use)" (Attachment A). 

The BRAC 95 Scenario Data Call for Scenario No. 5-25-0534-071 (All.. 2)lDON Memo 
of 29 November 1994 states clearly that one car for each two employee:; will be required 
at the WNY for NAVSEA. Including the required cars for SEA 08,29112 parking spaces 
were required. Structured parking for only 1.264 cars was included in the cost analysis of 
the DON Memo. 

When questioned about this discrepancy, the Navy answered that 70 spaces were being 
provided as surface parking as part of the milcon for Bldg. 197. The Navy further 
responded that they only allowed one car for three employees, relying on the 1992 EA 
traffic and parking analysis. There is a major flaw in the EA analysis that translates into a 
serious parking deficiency at the WNY. The current modal split for transportation was 
determined to be that 65% of the employees at the WNY drive to work in single-occupant 
vehicles. 
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The EA relies on an unproven Traffic Mitigation Program (TMP) to detennine that by the 
year 2010 the parking ratio will change to the anticipated 1:3 use of single occupant 
vehicles (30%). But if NAVSEA moves to the WNY and the full comp1e:ment of 10,000 
employees is in place by 1998, how will the additional cars on site be acc:ommodated for 
the 12 years required for the implementation of the TMP? We therefore believe that even 
if the TMP is effective, which is far from certain, the additional 752 spaces will be 
needed for at least the 12-year period between 1998 and 2010. The cost of construction 
for these spaces at the WNY is approximately $gmllion, which we feel should be added 
to the total. 

Assu~llptions. Square F o o t w  

The last major cost discrepancy is the difference in assumptions and square footage used 
by the Navy in calculating the construction cost to move NAVSEA to WOL or the WNY. 
Two documents were used for our analysis, the Scenario Development Data Call/DON 
Memo and the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for W'OL. All cost 
comparisons and efficiency percentage data was taken from the DO?\J Memo of 29 
November 1994, part of the certified data call. 

The key element in the evaluation of the costs is the efficiency factor allocated by the 
Navy to the existing facilities to be renovated and the new construction clf office space at 
WOL. Throughout the entire evaluation process we have been unable to determine why 
WOL was burdened with 73,720 gsf of additional office space. The reason for this 
increase recently came to light in the answers to questions from the Maryland 
congressional delegation. The Navy assigned a very low efficiency factor to the space to 
be provided at WOL, thus skewing the numbers in favor of the WNY. The low efficiency 
factor at WOL is particularly hard to understand since two-thirds of the work planned 
there is new construction. 

Existing office space at WOL consists of old center corridor buildings with offices on 
both sides of the corridor. It is quite possible that the renovation of thest: buildings could 
be accomplished by the elimination of the corridor and the development of open plan 
work space, which would materially increase the efficiency factor, negating the Navy 
analysis. 

However, if you review the two ASSUMPTIONS documents enclosetl (Attachment B 
and C), you will note that there would appear to be no need to relay on increasing the 
efficiency factor at WOL. By calculating WOL milcon using the siune assumptions 
utilized by the Navy for the cost of new construction and renovation of existing facilities 
with WNY, there is a savings of $48,580,280 to be realized if NAVSEA were to move to 
WOL. 
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Assumption (1) (Attachment B) conservatively describes the costs and, uses the worst 
case scenario for WOL. Assumption (2) (Attachment C) deletes from the total cost at 
WOL the cost of the additional 73,720 gsf for new construction. The cost differential 
would, therefore, be increased by about $10 million to approximately $58 million. 
Put differently, calculating the WOL milcon using the WNY assumptio~ls would reduce 
the WOL milcon number from $133.4 million to $1 10.3 million. If you further deduct 
the cost of the additional 73,720 gsf at WOL, the WOL total goes down to about $100 
million ($99,977,520). 

1 Factors 

I would like to mention two additional factors that we have not quantified for purposes of 
this analysis. 

First, to the best of our knowledge there are existing uses in Buildings 28, 104, 143, and 
176 at the WNY. These functions would be displaced by a move of IVAVSEA to the 
WNY. We see no evidence that the COBRA includes any cost for moving these 
functions and personnel. 

Second, according to the draft EIS for WOL, there are 400 surface parking spaces there 
now that are not utilized. Therefore, these spaces would not have to be constructed as 
part of the work to accommodate NAVSEA. This represents a "savings" of $400,000 
($1,000 per space) that probably should further reduce the Navy milcon estimate for 
WOL. However, we have not done so since it has been impossible from data provided by 
the Navy to determine how parking at WOL has been costed out. 

Conclusion 

We trust that you will find this information useful in your overall analysis of cost matters 
relating to NAVSEA and WOL. If there are any questions that arise please feel free to 
contact us. 

Director of Planning and zoning/ 

Encl: Attachment A: "Full Costs for Implementation of the Master Plan for WNY" 
Attachment B: Assumption 1 
Attachment C: Assumption 2 



Loiederman Associates, Inc. Engineers 

May 23,1995 Planners 

Surveyors 
FULL COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

MASTER PLAN FOR THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
(CONVERSION FROM INDUSTRIAL TO URBAN USE) 

The proposed move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the Washington Navy Yard (WNY) has cost 
implications that do not appear to have been taken into consideration when the Navy 
determined that the White Oak Naval Laboratory was no longer the 1ocatio:n of choice. None 
of the documents that have been provided to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission reflect the hidden costs that would be associated with the move to WNY. 

The controlling document for the WNY is the October 1990 approved Master Plan (MP). 
The MP carefully and concisely describes the current existing industrial conditions, 
proposing a design imperative that will transform the 70+ acres into a viable urban 
environment. In February 1992 the final Environmental Assessment for (the) Washington 
Navy Yard Master Plan (EIS) was approved. This document affirmed the RdP, calling for the 
continuation of the conversion from industrial use to an urban office/mu:;eurn complex. 

The MP discusses in detail the specific tasks needed for the WNY transforrnation to an urban 
complex. The Urban Design Guidelines and implementation strategy are to be found on 
pages 62-78 of the MP. Listed below are the items that have not been considered in the move 
of NAVSEA to the WNY. 

Retail 
Recreation 
C hildcare 
Cafeteria 
Master Plan Implementation consisting of the following elements 

Streets 
Curb & Gutter 
Sidewalk 
Street Landscape 
Street Lighting 
Park Lighting 
Path Lights 
Waterfront Park 
Willard Park 
Waterfront Fencing 

NAVSEAISEA 08 will represent 42% of the employees at the WNY. Al'l costs allocated to 
NAVSEA are based on this relationship. All gross square foot allocations are based on the 
Building Program (BP) listed on page 60 of the MP. 

15200 Shady Grove Road 
Suite 202 

Rockville, MD 20850 
(301) 948-2750 . Fax: (301) 948-9067 



These estimates for full implementation of the MP utilize the same costs 2nd assumptions 
used by the Navy in its COBRA analysis for moving NAVSEA to the WNY. They are found 
in the 29 Nov 1994 memorandum fiom NAVSEA, "MILCON ESTIMATES AND SPACE 
REQUIREMENTS TO NAVSEA HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION SCiENARIOS," by 
Peter F. Brown. 

RETAIL 

The BP for retail development is 47,125 gsf. Building 46, the focal point for the WNY, is to 
be developed with 25,000 gsf allocated to retail. Adaptive reuse of this historic building at 
an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $3,375,000 expended for this facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $1,417,500 

RECREATION 

The BP for recreation includes, two tennis courts, 2 basketball courts, 6 squash courts or 
racquetball with a health club and lockers. These sport activities will be built into Building 
28,45,000 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $6,075,000 expended for this 
facility. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $;!,55 1,500 

CHILDCARE 

The BP for chiidcare is 16,127 gsf at an estimated cost of $135 gsf will result in $2,177,145 
expended for this facility. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $9 14,400 

CAFETERIA 

The MP has determined that food service facilities at the WNY are not adequate to serve the 
current employment level. 
The addition of 4,200 new employees will create a serious deficiency. Therefore it is 
assumed that additional cafeteria capacity will be necessary. For this ana.lysis 1,000 seats 
were assumed with a turnover of 2.5 times at the lunch hour, total capacity would be 2,500 
persons. Fifteen (1 5) square feet per person was assumed for the dining area, with kitchen 
and servery areas of 6,000 square feet each. Total building size would be 30,000 gsf at $135 
gsf will result in $4,050,000 for the construction and $2,000,000 for the kitchen equipment. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $2,541,000 



LOW VOLTAGE PATH LIGHTS 

Low voltage path lights in Willard Park and other designated park areas would require 
approximately 48 units at $150 resulting in $7,200 expended. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3,024 

WATERFRONT P A W  

Water front walk along the Anacostia River. There is approximately 3,100 lineal feet of 
pathway assumed to be 10' wide. Therefore, 31,000 square feet of wa1.k with exposed 
aggregate concrete at $4 per sq ft would result in $124,000 expended. If a richer surface were 
desired, i.e. all pavers, colored concrete or a mixture of materials the cost could be as high 
as $279,000. The lower number was assumed. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $52,080 

WILLARD PARK REDEVELOPMENT 

Willard Park redevelopment can take a variety of forms. Assuming a modest development 
with importation of good quality topsoil, change in land forms, an amphitheater and 
minimum landscaping the following allocation of dollars is provided. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Gradingllandforming $50,000 
Planting: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150 major trees $45,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  120 minor/ornamental trees $24,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  200 ornamental shrubs $12,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Seeding 127,000 sq ft $3,400 

Paths concrete unit pavers, 1775 lineal feet 6 feet wide 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  at$9persqft  $95,850 

Total Park Cost $230,250" to be expended. 

**This does not include costs for the amphitheater stage or military museum displays. 

NAVSEA SHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $96,705 

ORNAMENTAL FENCING 

Ornamental iron fence along the length of the Anacostia River pathway at $45 per lineal foot 
will result in $139,500 expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE $58,590 



MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

STREETS 

The Landscape and Open Space Plan on page 66 of the MP shows the areas proposed for 
streetscape improvement. Design parameters expressed in the MP have been used as a guide 
to develop a conservative cost estimate for the changes envisioned. An urban street section 
has been assumed, based on the MP criteria, to consist of the following: 

Two driving lanes 14 feet wide 
One parallel parking lane 10 feet wide 
Sidewalk (8'- 12') on each side of the street with curb and gutter 
Tree islands, 30' O.C. 4' x lo', minimum 3' deep soil removal and ~eplacement with 

topsoil. Additional plant material at tree islands, i.e. ground~~over and shrubs 
has not been considered 

Light Poles (Victorian Design), 75' staggered spacing 

There are 21,600 lineal feet of street designated for reconstruction. Based on the above 
Design Guideline it is assumed that all of the designated streets will be repaved as part of the 
urbanization of the WNY and that the repaving will be 38 feet wide. This analysis assumes 
that one third of the paving will be completely reused, one third of the existing paving will 
be resurfaced and one third of the paving will be completely removed and replaced. 

Total resurfaced street area is 7,200 lineal feet times 38 feet wide equals 30,400 square yards 
of paving at $9.25* per square yard will result in $28 1,200 expended. 

* $5 per square yard of 2" asphalt plus $4.25 per square yard of milled su.rface area. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 18,104 

Total reconstructed street area equals 30,400 yards of paving at $14 per square yard will 
result in $425,000 expended. 

Removal of 273,000 sq fi of existing road, 9" thick requires hauling 7,600 cubic yards of 
material off the site at $1 0 per yard, resulting in an expenditure of $76,000. Round trip of 30 
miles assumed at full truck out and empty truck return. The combined cost of this phase of 
road construction is $501,000. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEASHARE $2 10,420 

CURB AND GUTTER 

Curb and gutter is assumed to be required for both sides of all streets. Street corner radii, 
driveway entries and depressed curb for the handicapped have not been considered in the 
cost. The total length of straight curb and gutter is 43,200 lineal feet at s1l5 per lineal foot 
will result in $648,000 expended. 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA SHARE 15272,160 

SIDE WALK 

Sidewalk is assumed to be required along the length of both sides of the streets. Therefore 
43,200 lineal feet of sidewalk, averaging ten feet wide, 4" concrete, for a total of 432,000 
square feet of sidewalk at a cost of $3 per square foot. This will result in $1,296,000 
expended. Removal of existing paving requires 12,000 cubic yards of material to be removed 
from the site at a cost of $10 per yard resulting in $120,000 expended. Clombined cost of 
sidewalk construction $1,416,000. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $594,720 

LANDSCAPING OF MAJOR STREETS 

Street tree plant spaces located along the length of both sides of the designated streets, 
staggered at 30 feet on center require approximately 821 trees. Reduce this quantity by 
assuming 10% of the trees are currently on site and an additional 10% reduction for building 
entries, and other impediments. Total tree spaces required would be 665. Each tree space 
receives a 2 112"-3" caliper tree, removal of 3' of soil replaced wiih 3' of topsoil. 
Hydrocarbon contamination of the soil under the trees has not been cclnsidered. If soil 
contamination exists near any of the trees additional protection will be required in the form 
of deeper and wider excavation or the construction of raised planters. This will materially 
affect the price of tree planting. Street tree cost without soil contarninatior~ at $410 per tree 
planted will result in $272,650 expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1 14,513 

STREET LIGHTING 

Street lighting selected is an ornamental "Victorian" 15-20 tall staggered 75;' on center, to be 
placed on both sides of the street. Total cost of each pole installed includes trenching, electric 
conduit and the poles. Cost per pole is $6,300 for 288 poles resulting in $1,814.400 
expended. 

NAVSEASHARE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  :$762,048 

PARK LIGHTING 

Waterside Park path lighting along the Anacostia River, 12'-15' tall "Victorian" fixtures. 
Number of fixtures for this 3 100 linear feet of path is 54 at $5,500 each resulting in $297,000 
expended. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i NAVSEA SHARE $124,740 
i 
i 



Costs for items that are very difficult to determine the total quantities are as follows: 

All signage 
Bollards 
Street Furniture 
a. Benches 
b. Waste Receptacles 
Feature Landscape 
Military Display 
Site electric other than streetlights 
Feature lighting (buildings and landscape) 
Additional storm drainage to accommodate Master Plan clnanges. 

CONCLUSION 

The fifteen listed costs associated with the move of NAVSEAISEA 08 to the WNY totals 
$9,83 1,504. It would appear, on a conservative basis, that the impact of this move should be 
added to the original cost comparisons. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

David A. Holtz, FAIA 
Director, Planning and Zoning 



ASSUMPTIONS: SCENARIO DATA CALL 1 DON MEMO - 29 NOV. 1994 PETER F. BROWN * 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - NSSCR - WONL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 -- 2.9 

- SEA 08 @ WNY = 119,280 G.S.F. 
+ WOL = 829,000 G.S.F. 
TOTAL 948,280 G.S.F. AT WOL & NAVY ANNEX 

(I *COMMON COSTS & DATA USED NEW CONSTRUCTION - OFFICE SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 
ADAPTIVE REUSE - HIGHBAY INDUSTRIAL SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w/Floors) TO OFFICE $ 85 G.S.F. 
PREPARATION - EXISTING OFFICE SPACE $ 55 GS.F 
CTDI lrn Inrn D A u u l h l r  
v 1 ~ a u w  1 v l  S L Y  I I .I nn.,,.; $1 2,OOOIPER 
NETIGROSS CONVERSION BLDG 197 & NEW OFFICE SPACE 78% EFF. 
NETIGROSS CONVERSION ALL RENOVATION SPACE 70% EFF. 

COST REDUCTION FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
OF SURFACE PARKING AT WOL. 
400 + SPACES ARE CURRENTLY EMPTY 

NSWC WHITE OAK 
DRAFT EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAILABLE FOR RENOVATION 
CONSISTING OF 132,116 SQ. FT. ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTILIZATION AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 NSF UTILIZED 

TOTAL NSF ALTERNATE TWO * 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 NSF NEW CONST 
369,600 @ 78% EFF = 462,000 GSF REQ'D FOR NRN CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 vs 832,000 @ WNY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 NOV 94 STATED COST PER SQ. FT. 

132,111 ADMlN @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER @ $85 19,965,140 M 
462,000 NEW @ $135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARS* @ 1000 EA. 1,876,000 M (NOTE) 
SEA 08 @ NAVY ANNEX p.u.* 8,900,000 M 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

CONVERSION BLDGS 197,104,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 1260 ** SPACES 15.2 M 
STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142.4M 

** 2082 CARS REQ'D FOR NAVSEA/SEA 08 
AT WNY 752 CARS SHORT ADD 9.02 M 
CONVERSION BLDG 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7.29 M 

TOTAL $158.71 M 

.------> 

IT IS CLAIMED THAT THE MOVE TO WOL REQUIRES 1,022,000 G.S.F. 
WITHOUT UNDERSTANDING THIS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WOL & WNY 
ADD 73,720 G.S.F. @ $135 TO TOTAL COST +$9,952,200 

FINAL TOTAL AT WOL $ 1 1 0,329,720 vs 
TOTAL AT WNY $1 58.71 0,000 (NOTE) -----------. ----> 

NAVSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAVING $ 48,580,280 
DOES NOT INCLUDE M E  $9.8 M FOR 
NAVSEA SHARE OF MASTER PLAN 

Prepared by: LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. B 152M) Shady Grove Road 
RoMe. Maryland 20850 
(301) 9482750 

DW r l y  



132,111 ADMIN @ $55 7,266,380 M 
234,884 OTHER @ $85 19,965,140 M 
462,000 NEW @ $135 62,370,000 M 

SURFACE PARKING 1876 CARS* @ 1000 EA. 1,876,000 1\11 (NOTE) 

SEA 08 @ NAVY ANNEX p.u.* 8,900,000 M 

* SEA 08 @ WNY = 119,280 G.S.F. 
+ WOL = 829,000 G.S.F. 
TOTAL 948,280 G.S.F. AT WOL & NAVY ANNEX 

ALL GSFINSF QUANTITIES AND COSTS USED ARE IDENTICAL FOR 
WOL & WNY 

FINAL TOTAL AT WOL $ 99,977,520 vs 
TOTAL AT WNY $1 58,710,000 (NOTE) -------- 

NAVSEA MOVE TO WOL COST SAVING $ 58,732,480 

ASSUMPTIONS: SCENARIO DATA CALL 1 DON MEMO - 29 NOV. 1994 PETER F. BROWN * 
DRAm ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - NSSCR - WONL 7-28-94 P. 2-1 -- 2.9 (a *COMMON COSTS & DATA USED NEW CONSTRUCTION - OFFICE SPACE $1 35 G.S.F 

ADAPTIVE REUSE - HIGHBAY INDUSTRIAL SPACE $135 G.S.F 
CONVERSION - SHOP SPACE (w1Floors) TO OFFICE $ 85 G.S.F. 
PREPARATION - EXISTING OFFICE SPACE 
n-n. .A- .n-- -a n m . . .  m- 

$ 55 G.S.F 
.*A -A- ,--- 

3 I nub I untu  rnnnllvu 3 I ~,uuulrtn 
NETIGROSS CONVERSION BLDG 197 & NEW OFFICE SPACE 78% EFF. 
NETIGROSS CONVERSION ALL RENOVATION SPACE 70% EFF. 

I TOTAL $158.71 M 

NSWC WHITE OAK 
DRAFT EIS 367,000 G.S.F. AVAILABLE FOR RENOVATION 
CONSISTING OF 132,116 SQ. FT. ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 

234,884 SQ. FT. OTHER DESIGNATED SPACE 

ASSUME 367,000 SPACE UTILIZATION AT 70% MAX. (WORSE CASE) 
256,900 NSF UTILIZED 

TOTAL NSF ALTERNATE TWO * 626,500-256,900 = 369,600 NSF NEW CONST 
369.600 @ 78% EFF = 462,000 GSF REQ'D FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION 
TOTAL GSF AT WOL 367,000 + 462,000 = 829,600 vs 832,000 @ WNY 
COSTS REQ'D AT WOL USING 29 NOV 94 STATED COST PER SQ. FT. 

COST REDUCTION FOR UNDERUTILIZATION 
OF SURFACE PARKING AT WOL. 
400 + SPACES ARE CURRENTLY EMPTY 

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 

CONVERSION BLDGS 197,104,176,28,143 (832,600 GSF) 123.2 M 
CONSTRUCT PARKING GARAGES - 1260 +* SPACES 15.2 M 
STORAGE 4.0 M 

SUB-TOTAL 142.4 M 

2082 CARS REQ'D FOR NAVSEAISEA 08 
AT WNY 752 CARS SHORT ADD 9.02 M 
CONVERSION BLDG 219,220 FOR SEA-08 ADD 7.29 M 

DOES NOT INCLUDE THE $9.8 M FOR 
NAVSEA SHARE OF MASTER PLAN 

Prepared by: LOIEDERMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
152M) Shady Qwe Road 
Re4wdle. Maryland m850 
(301) 9482750 

rUH rlU 
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i r u a a o  L-JU LOA%ITION FOK 'I'HE EM~IRONA~~NT- 
-- 

(,?ir: I ) ( . ~ I I I . I I  ~ I I B L I I ( . \  . ~ ~ e l  \ I  I ~ W I ,  t l ~ \ \ o t t n ,  0 ~ 1 3 0  (314)  727-0600 

June 20, 1395 

The Hollorilblc Togo D. West, JI. 
Secrctan of the Anny, Depnrnnent of ttie A m y  
The Pen tagnn 
Washington: D.C. 203 10 

I : ~ I L . I  \ I  ( ~ I I ~ I L .  

L.10 I? 1 - C I I J I C I  

l ) , i ~ . i ( f  I C;:I~III  

L1:u I \  ~ . # I C L I I  

L>3\ 1 , l  I l , ~ l l ~ ~ l l l . l l ~  

Comnanding General 
Y o ~ t  Lcollrlrcl Wood 
FOII Leorlard Wood, Missou~i 65473 

The Hullorable MJiJliam J. Peny 
Secretaq., Depa~nncn~ uf Defense 

7 I 

The Pentagon 
Wnshington, D.C. 2030 1 

Re: Sixty-Day Notice of Lntent to Sue Under the Enda.ngered 
Species Act 

This letter is to inform you uf our intent to file suit against you 111 

sisty dq.s for cuncnt aid threatened ~:iolations of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended ("ESA"). Fort Leonard Wood, ;located in south 
ccntral Missouri, recently applied to t h e  Mssouri Departlnent of Natural 
Resourccs for ptmli~s lu conduct ~ ~ x i o u s  new and exjra~~ded training 
nctivi[;es at its hcility. These new and/or expanded training activities 
incJudc, but are nut limited to, chelnical war-fire training and smoke or 
obscurant t~ailling utilizing fog oil and other substances. According to 
nunlerous public documents and scientific reporls, includitlg "The A m y  
Basing Study, Base Closure and Realignment 1995, Vol~une 1 , Depamnen t 
of h n y  Zl~siallzrtiorl Na~ratives", Folt Leonard Wood is home to at least 
tlvce endange~,ed species, the Gray Bat, hldiana Bat, and the Bald Eagle. 
It is not clcar whctl~e~. any of rlie other 27 endangered and  tlu-ealened 
species hu \n l  to exist in Missouri are fo~md in or near Fort 1,eonard Wood. 



. A c c n r r l ~ l ~  10 section 7(a) of the ESA. "[e]ach Federal agent). shall. in consultation 
witl l  and with the assistance of the Secretary [of the interior]. ins\.u.e that any actlon 
authorized, funded, or camrd out by such agency (hereinafter in tlijs section refel~ed to 
as an " R ~ C I I C ~  actiont') is not likely LO jeopardize the col~tiriurd existence of all!. 
endangered specjes . . . " 16 U.S.C. $ 1536(n)(2). I11 addition. sectton 7(c) of tile ESA 
requires that federal agencies "conducr n biological assessment for tho purpose of 
identifying any ntdangered species or tllricatened species wvhich is hkel:y to be affected by 
[the agency's] actron." U at 5 1536(c). Finally, ESA section 7(d) prohibits. after the  
initiation of consultatloo. "ii~e\iersiblr or irretrieval~lc con111u tmenr of resources w i t h  
respect to die agency action wlich has the effect of foreclosing the fom~ulatioo or 
implementatioll of an); reasonable and prudent alternative measure:: . . . " at 
1536(d). 

The Dcpnn~ne~lt  uf the Ar~ l ry  and Fon Leonard Wood have trot conducted, as 
reqdrzd by ESA section 7(c). a biological assessment to idcnt~fy aldangn.ed 01- threatened 
species likely to be affected by this new and expanded t1-ailling at F o ~ t  Leonard Wood. 
Funhennore, i t  appears that they have not ilutiated consoltatim ~ i t h  tht: Secreta~y of the 
Interior, as required by ESA scctior~ 7(a). althougll the apphcation for a permit is an 
"agency action" within the meaning of'the ESA. & 50 C.F.R. Q 40:!.0?. (1993). See 
attached letter of May 1 2, 1 995; &on1 Fish and Wildlife Service to Congressman Bro\vder. 
Finally, the Department of the Army has, d ~ u i t ~ g  a period when it should be engaged in 
sectlon 7 consultation, irreversibly aud irretrie\~ably committed resources wlich nlII 
foreclose the implemontation of reasonable and prudent altemati\~c measures, in violation 
of section 7(6) 

The Department of the Anl~y  and Fort Leonard Wood ha\!c failed to satisfy these 
statutory obligatio11.s despite the fact that Departincnt of the Ann), documents and reports 
clearly r e ~ e a l  that at least the endangered Gray Bat and Lndiaria Bat :Ire "likely to be 
aEected by" the plau~ed activities, and that the pla~u~ed acti~ities may affect these species, 
For exanlple, a January 17, 1995, drafl Army Colps of Engineers report enritled "Potential 
Impact of Fog Oil Smoke on Selected Threatened and Endangered Species" (hcreinafier 
" C o r ~ ~ s  report") states that "[eJxposure to [fog] srriokes and obscurants is pel-ceived to 
constitute suc.11 a potential negative impact." Nthougll the Corps report incomectl? 
assumes that fog smoke training dots not occur at night, it docs note that the bats' h o d  
source, flying insects, are ad\tersely affected by fog smoke. The authors of the 
report adnu't that they have not tested their assumption that the "prey of bats does not 
contain suflicient quantities o f  fog oil to cause todcologiical effects when ingested by 
bats." 

Similarly, a 1992 repoll prepared for the hmqf Cllr~~iical Research, De\lelopmen~, 
and Engineerirlg Center entitled "Env-iroxu~~ental and Health Effects Review for Obscurant 
Fog Oil" (hereinafter "CRDE Repon",) states that "effects to plants anti animals rnny 



occur" at sites regiliorly used for fog 011 snloke ~iiining. The CRDE Repon also notes that 
!'[\v]ildIife remaining \ \ i~Il in  about 1 km downwind of the test site durillg smoke- 

periods may inhale potentially harmlul levels of fog oil . . . . " The CRDE 
report also concludes that "Mog oils ira\e the potential to accumulate in the aquatic 
environment while they are being mutinely used and could reach acutely toxic le\*els for 
some bentlic 01-gai~isms." 

Benthic organislns reside at the bottonl of streams and lakes. Insects such as 
mayflies, caddishes, and stoneflies arc benllic organisms during their lan~al state. Bats 
prey primarily upor1 majdI.ies. caddisiliesl stoneflics, and othel ir~sects associated uith the 
aquatic environmmt. The potential ibr substai~tial ham] to the bldiana bats :md the Gray 
bats is ob\ious. 

The caves in and aroulld Furl Leonard Wood are among the principal i~ibemating 
caves of the l~ ld iana  bat a~ld are also tllc 1u bemating and swnnler calves of the Gray bat. 
In the last fifreal years, even withour any adverse. iinpact froom fog oil, the Indiana bat 
population in Missouri has "plununeted." as Fon Leonard Wood reported in its press 
release of March 31, 1995. It is far fotn clear that the Lrldiana bat can sun-ive the 
proposed obscurant training. 

On May 8. 1995, the Base Closure and Realignment Commi!;sion \ ?~o t e  to thc 
Department of the Amy (copy attached) requesting illfonuatio~l res~,ectmg the Amnl)tts 
compliance with the ESA, and wanling that the "Act requires t l ~ e  Amqy to consult uith 
the Fish and Wildlife Senice on any proposed action that may affect a fisted 
enda~~gered/tllrc=a~e~~ed species and/or cntical habitat." So far as the Coalition has been 
able to determule. the Amly has not answered that request, and has failed and rehszd 10 
co~lsult as  required by law. 

In sunuaary, i t  i s  clear that the Depmtment of the A m y  and Folr Leonard Wood 
are cul~ently in \dolation of the ESA. Accordingly, the Missouri Coalition for tlle 
Environtnent intci~ds to file suit against ~ ~ o u  in sixty days unless those violations are cured. 
Our attorneys are Lewi's C. Green, Bruce A. Monjson, Katlllezn G.  Henry, Green. 
Henniilgs 6: Hew!. 3 14 North Broadway, Suite 1830, S t  Louis, Missouri 63 102, (3 13) 
23 1-4 18 1. Facsi~~lile 23 1-4 184. 

Executive Director 
cc: Rnlcc Dabbill, Secretary of the Interior- 

Molly H. Beattie, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Alan J. Disun, Chairman, BRAC 
Richar-d L. Clawsun, Missouri Department of Conservation 



rwI A\T \ Y L D L F E  SEF.\'lCE 
bi&top HCV) Ntjppic Fc i i~r* !  Building 

1 Fh;lrrJ ~ V C  

Fa: S n c b g .  MN 5 5 i ) l - r n  

tLb~rabls  G ~ U U  3r0r&r 
Houce of B c p r a s o r ~ ~ = i ~ . o c  
Wasbic&corr, D.C. 2 0 5 1 5 - 3 2 6 1  

This respouds to )hour: April 27, 1 9 9 5 ,  l e t t e r  vbich r.que6r.d I n f o m c i o n  
r e p r d l n g  b d m g c r e d  Spac!e~ rrcr cbtrpliiiwe and t b o  possible roloceticn of 
Fotlf; KcClel!arr, f lab=, n l i i a r y  t r a i l ~ L c g  I Z : S S ~ O - ~  ~ n d  sccfvician co Pert 
t r o r h r d  W o M ,  ~ U r s o w i ,  Sp~ctlioalZp, yo;\ u k r d  vtamthar in for~sr l  or f o m 1  
6ecti0~1 7 c o l u u l c a i i ~ a  k u d  occuired cm rhe prupoard rc1ociitiv:n utd, if 60, you 
aslac! cr ro pxovida r o i a c e d  ibcumence srJ o ~ o r  ~ n i o ~ r a c i v a  rocordo ,  
Sacondly, you a s b d  whether uo K ~ r i c i p s t o d  4 Z u t ~ r e  c o r s u 1 ~ d t : ~ o n  on the  
r o l o c a ~ f o n  action if crsrtdultatLcn bad occurred. 

Consultation baa hot bttn I i d . r i a w d  by the h-rry 4th tb4 V , S ,  Pldh and . 
L ' i l d l i f a  6 a w i o a . ( S r t v i c o )  on t h o  proposed r a l c m r t i ~ n  acrioo.  B a e d  on 
d i b c u 6 i 0 ~ 6  b o h b e n  o u  C o l d l a ,  Y ~ s o u t i ,  E c o l o & i c r l  S e n l c * J  F l o l d  Officc 
a c a f f ,  Fort Leonard Wood, m d  thr Corp* of Zaginrora, r o  u n b r o t e a d  chat rh* 
ptop~6ed a c t i g n  f 6  o n l y  a B u e  b e l i p w a n t  and ~losura Coimpiaaion 
roconsundation a t  t b l s  t h u ,  OntLL Congrwsri &aa a fir581 d s c ~ L s i o ~ ,  there i~ 
no f'rderal sctivn (and slce*~pecfLic d c t ~ i l s )  on w h ~ c h  to c o a r ~ l l t .  H~a.cver ,  
f .mtal lhc i .on  and Corpe z u f f  have a s s u e d  OUT F i e l d  Office &&I: infoma1 or 
fo-1 C O N ~ F B ~ L O I I  f o x  t h 6  y r o p ~ s e d  nerl rctiviti8s vill be r o q u e s t b d  if d 
when e final decLsLon LO rs locrce  Ghfss. actlvltieo to F c r t  L o c a r 3  Uood is 
XiAda, 

3 1 w e  1 9 9 2 ,  ou;. Pield O*Zf:c6 hka t o a n  in LaforPaS s e c t i o n  7 conuult~tian with 
Fort Leohrrrd Wood on t b n i r  ongo ing  military t r ~ i n f n g  and nature'l, resource 
owagorterlt a c i ; i ~ L ~ i e s ,  A t  o v a  P t e l d  0ffico18 roqwsr, the i ~ w : L l a t ; i o n  i n  
c o t d ~ t i l - i g  6xtbhb.ive S C U C L B L )  o f  tho ( ; f f e c ~ u  of tbesb  ecrivltiaa on 6- gray 
6 n d  I_ndicaa bcr ad bald aegl, p o p u l a t i v : ~ ~  ~ L i c h  occur C-LI  t h o  Fcbav.  

F i e l d  s c d f  : n f o ~ .  UB t l m t  F o r t  Leonerd Wood b n  been very f o ~ d i ~ i g h t  and 
cooporetivs in v o r ~ a u  r ' i h  t t t e  SerYics to Q W U e  tha t  i u t c l a c i a n  tra in ing  
and manegaens n c c i v l t i a s  c o q l y  vlth t h e  Endangered Speclee Acr: and 60 not 
& c r h e n t a l l y  a f f o c t  r?,c Indib-~a b a t  ox 5Y6y bac  p o p u ' t i o r u ,  They a x p s c t  
thi. zalrcLomsLip ro ccntinuo a d  are c o d i r k n c  t h a c  secrlon 7 c~>nsul tet ion 
w i l l  be i n l z i r r o d  by t h e  AXBY for m y  new training a c c i v i r 5 o s  vhi!ch m y  e f f e c t  
rho bsta o r  b o l d  s e g l c .  



Hr. Clan Btovdez 

I hope thin M p V A T r  y6UY ~ U O I C ~ O I Z I ) ,  P ~ Q M B  f o o l  free to conKacL xM Or k, 
G U Y  F r e e r ,  C o l d i a ,  K i s a o w l ,  T l e l d  Of f i ce  Supervisor (314-876-19ll), li 
you have any q w 3 c l o n s  o r  1: we rnry b e  6 f  further a ~ ~ i a c a ~ o  on f h l b  tatter. 



THE D E F E N S E :  B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N h l L N T  C C M M I S S l Q N  
\ 7 C C  N O R T H  M O O R C  9 7 R h r T  EUlTIZ 1425 

A R L I H O ~ O H ,  YA t22G0 
Y O J . B O Q - O ; O ~  

A L A N  J. 011104 C M ~ J ~ L I A M  

R A D M  D t h L I ~ b 4 l h  F. W D ~ . ? Q ~ ' A .  U 9 h  L A L T l  
ua J O S I J ~  R ~ ~ L L I .  J N . .  U S A  (RLTI  
WKUbl  L ~ V I I I  S Y C O L ~  

Colonel I~fiohaeI G. !or,cs 
Dircr.or, f i e  B&g Study 
Dqmmenr of tht Aray 
003c-o of tha Chlrrl'of Sraff 
206 Amy P c m o n  
Wuhlag&q IX= 203 10-MGO 

D m  Colonel Jccw: 

Rqusst your oBce provide Info&oa reg&g c o m p h c  with tho b b n g e r c d  
Spccita Act (tha Acl) a For; Lbonard Wwd, Mwuri. Spmiflcally, plbase provjde tbb 
doamaat joh ,  if uy, of the Anny'~ c o d t a u o n ,  fad or iaf;omul, sib the  U,S. Fish md 
UVdlife Stniw r c p d b g  tbo W a n a  md Crl.ayBsls, bods detamir,d to be p r m t  a d  to b v o  
brealiog pspldonn u Fcn Leodard W d  3le Act rqu l t e r  tbo  .4nq to  t b d t  v i tb  tbc F i b  
a d  WJdlifb S&ct ~a say propod  d o n  thar my affect a listed essdmgeredkbseetd 

bedor &CAI h a b i t .  

R e q m  you provide t h e  l n ib rmdan u m a  as posalble, but DQ later than 29 May 1 W5. 
Tharsl: yau fbr coopaation aad aPsistancc. 



- - -  

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER MEMOFUNDlrM 

DATE: Jum 30, 1993 

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING PAGES 

TO: Mndclyn Creeden, General Counsel 

FAX: 703-696-0550 

FROM: Lewis C. Green 

'7 You should receive pages. If you are having trouble with the I-r.:ception or do not 
receive all of' the pages, please call (3 13) 23 1 -4 18 1. 

Please call our getlcl-al nu~nber (3 14) 23 1-4 18 1 to corltim~ receipt of tltis transmission. 

MESSAGE: 

The infon~mtio~l contahcd ill tlL;s fncshile ruesage is attorney privileged and codidential iu fom~ion  
mteuded only for the use of the imkidual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is llot 
the intend4 recipiwt, or the employee or Rgent resl~onsible lo deliver it to the intended recipiml, you 
are hereby notified that dissemination, dist~ibution or copying of this corn~llutlicntior~ is strictly 
prohibited. If you have rcceived this communictltion in enor, please immediately notifjl us by 
telephone, nnd retul-n the original message to us at the above uddrcss via the U.S. Posttll service. 
Tllank you. 
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June 18, 1985 

LICHMAN & COMPANY 
MAnIt90N AVRIMIR ~ O T X  Y U O H  

N R W  VORK. NY fW#U , ' 

The Honorable Alan 
Chairman 
Base Clqsing and ent Commissfon 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1426 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Recently a number of cong d my vlews on the ISSIJO c~ f  pilot 
. training. I have giv Secretary of the Navy 

and as a bombardier As a courtesy I ~rould like to 
share them with you. e been recurring groposals to 
consolldclte flight trai w centralized bases. They 
have failed not only uely different 6p~solallza~lona 
but because by its n porsal and deoentralizatlon. 
Traff lc patterns and ithout disastrolrs safety 
results. Thus bases surge capaolty In 
emsrgenoles. 

Even in peaceful tim training fates. Rotention 
rates are lower in p ith airline pilot hidng. 
TO sorne extent we with 6peclalb:ed bonuses 
which were funded pilot l088e8 h the post- 
cold war era wlll re 

The Aviation industry has ntly published eatlrnates of the demarrd fgr pllots 
within the airline industry Is projected that there wlll be a hug&) Increase in 
pilot hirlng In the next tho same tlme. moral and retentlorl have been 
decl~nlng In recent of our armed sewlees continuos20 downsizs. . . .  
Defense spending eleven years stralgh! and the ~ffects of thle 



doollne are becornlng more 
reduced retention and high 

and more evident. We are headed for a period of 
sr then predioted pilot production requirarnents. 

the margin with 
requlrementa If 

Once a flight closed It becomes virtually lmposslble to 
reestablish its trsinlng even If It continues operating a8 a clvil airfield. 
Normalty the restricted glrspaoe is the first to go, but Civlllan 
encroechment and is almost immediate and irraveralbls~.. 

I urge you to r ~ j e o t  to oiwe pilot trainln bnsas like Meridie,n, Reese 
and Corpus Christi. Pltot is vital to U.S. m ! lltery readiness and should 
not be trlflod wlth an the math models and systems analysis, Unllke 
much of the mobllizatlon them bases are closed, they carmot be 
reconstituted. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F ! z - ; , ~  :.-. ,.. ,, ,- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 t . '- 
2. , -, 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLIES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John F. Lehman 
J.F. Lehman and Company 
535 Madison Avenue, 10th Floor 
New York, New York 10022 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for retaining undergraduate 
pilot training bases. I appreciate having the benefit of your views on this important issue 
and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be caremy considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 





.-. . - 

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMM[ISSION 

EXECUTrVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM @CTS) # q s ~ b  2 0 -73 

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I I Prepare Reply for Commissiowr's Siguature I 
I 1 Repam Re& for S@tT Direcfor's Signature I 1 ~ ~ a r r ~ ~ e s p o n ~  1 

he "'4 . ( o d ~  -$ Routing Date:p 2 3-0 620 



OPEFW HOUSE 
P.O. POX 1449 

2913 1 

SUMTER BASE DEFENSE COMMITTEE 

TO : Mr- Alan J. Dixoa, Chazwan 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commir:sion 
1700 N-Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FROM : Mr. Thomas R. Olsen, Executive Director 

DATE : June 20 ,  1995 

SUBJECT: Reassessment of the BRAC 95 Recoamenda~tion to 
Redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron (AC:S) 

The Sumter Base Defense Committee reviewed the 1995 DOD BRAC 
recommendation to redirect the 726th ACS (formally at 
Homestead AFB) from Shaw AFB to Mountain Home 14FB. The 
results of this review indicates that the 726th ACS 
contributes significant MILITARY VALUE to the 20th Fighter 
Wing, HQ 9th Air Force/USCENTAF and aviation units from all 
services the Southeastern U . S . .  Sufficient training airspace 
is available with approximately 25,000 aircraft sorties from 
a11 services to allow the unit to maintain COMBAT READY 
status. 

A review of Air Force, 726th ACS, COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY 
and associated reports reveals that the unit assessment at 
Shaw AFB was based on a SQUADRON sized unit while the 
Mountain Home evaluation was based on an ELEMENT sized 
unit, roughly one-half the squadron sized unit. Significant 
savings could be realized by retaining the 726th Air Control 
Element (ACE) at Shaw AFB. 

Request that you and the 1995 DOD BRAC Commissionerf; review 
balanced information on the MILITARY VALUE and COBRA ANALYSES 
pertaining to the proposed relocation of the 726th AC:S/ACE. 

THE FIRST COUNCIL-MANAGER MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 

TELEPHONE 
(803) 773-3371 

FAX 
(803) 778-7025 



Based on the above rationale and information forwardc ad to the 
BRAC Air Force Team Chief on June 9, 1995, the Sunter Base 
Defense Committee RECOMMENDS that the 1995 D'3D BRAC 
DISAPPROVE the redirect of the 726th ACS ( A C E )  from Shaw AFB 
to Mountain Home AFB. 

THANK YOU for assistance and cooperation. 

Thomas R. Olsen 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425; - .  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 I T  

703-696-0504 95ii6aLy3~ / 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

June 21, 1995 

COMMISSIONERCi: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLISS. JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Thomas R. Olsen 
Executive Director 
Sumter Base Defense Committee 
City of Sumter 
P.O. Box 1449 
Sumter, South Carolina 29 1 5 1 

Dear Mr. Olsen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the 726th Air Control Squadron. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the id5rmation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be carefblly considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



OCLIIIE~I~ Separator 
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F R E D  T H O M P S O N  

T E N N E S S E E  

Xniteb Sfates Ssnate 
WASHINGTON, D.  C. 

J u n e  20, 1995 

Dear Commissioner S t e e l e :  

W e  a r e  r e a c h i n g  t h e  f i n a l  days  of  t h e  b a s e  
c l o s u r e  p r o c e s s ,  and I know you a r e  b e i n g  
de luged  w i t h  c a l l s .  I wanted t o  l e t  you 
know one l a s t  t ime ,  however, a b o u t  t h e  
impor tance  o f  Defense D i s t r i b u t i o n  Depot 
Memphis, Tennessee t o  my s t a t e  and t o  t h e  
n a t i o n .  

We, t h e  Tennessee d e l e g a t i o n ,  b e l i e v e  w e  have 
p u t  t o g e t h e r  a  s t r o n g  c a s e .  DDMT P.as key 
a t t r i b u t e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l o c a t i o n ,  e x c ~ e p t i o n a l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o p t i o n s ,  and a  h i g h l y  modern 
f a c i l i t y .  W e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  d e p o t  shou ld  
b e  r e t a i n e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  one o r  rrlore of  
t h e  a i r  l o g i s t i c  c e n t e r s  a r e  c l o s e d .  

It  i s  my u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  Commissioner 
K l i n g  w i l l  be  making a motion t o  r e t a i n  t h e  
depo t .  W e  would a p p r e c i a t e  your  s u p p o r t  f o r  
t h a t  motion. 

Thank you f o r  your  t i m e ,  p a t i e n c e ,  and 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  d u r i n g  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t  p r o c e s s .  

SincerpprA 

Commi s er  Wendi S t e e l e  
The Defense Base C l o s u r e  and Realignment  Commission 
1700 North Moore S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1 4 2 5  
Ar l - ington,  VA 2 2 2 0 9  



F R E D  T H O M P S O N  

T E N N E S S E E  

Xntteb Sffitex S$.enate 
WASHINGTON, 0. C. 

June 20, 1 9 9 5  
, 
T r , . ' ,u-  
k . ..".iAcr 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We a r e  reaching t h e  f i n a l  days  of t h e  base  
c l o s u r e  process ,  and I know you a r e  being 
deluged with  c a l l s .  I wanted t o  l e t  you 
know one l a s t  t ime ,  however, about  t h e  
importance of Defense D i s t r i b u t i o n  Elepot 
Memphis, Tennessee t o  my s t a t e  and t:o t h e  
na t ion .  

We, t h e  Tennessee d e l e g a t i o n ,  b e l i e v e  w e  have 
p u t  t oge the r  a  s t r o n g  case .  DDMT has  key 
a t t r i b u t e s ,  inc lud ing  l o c a t i o n ,  excep t iona l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  op t ions ,  and a  h igh ly  modern 
f a c i l i t y .  We b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  depot  should 
be r e t a i n e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  one o r  more of 
t h e  a i r  l o g i s t i c  c e n t e r s  a r e  c losed .  

I t  i s  my unders tanding t h a t  Commissioner 
K l i n g  w i l l  be making a  motion t o  r e t a i n  t h e  
depot .  We would a p p r e c i a t e  your s u p p o r t  f o r  
t h a t  motion. 

Thank you f o r  your t ime,  p a t i e n c e ,  and 
cons ide ra t ion  du r ing  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t .  p rocess .  

~ o m m i s M n e r  ~ g b e c c a  Cox - 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1 4 2 ' 5  
Ar l ing ton ,  VA 2 2 2 0 9  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ?.- - - 2  r,- -;:'> :!-.* r'"~&:~r 

703-696-0504 w b n  r t x p s r d ; t & ! ~ ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ,  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERdi: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Fred Thompson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Thompson: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
Tennessee (DDMT). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on DDMT was care111y considered by the Commission in making its recommendations 
to downsize the nation's military idbstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 425 FL:,.~:~ rr,~ a3 tp;? TbuliT~Sr 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 *b,:~, :-- -P-T~-@~&&Q+-~// 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 24,1995 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Fred Thompson 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Thompson: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
Tennessee @ D m .  I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its f3-d deliberations on milittry bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the infoxmation you 
provided on DDMT was carefully considered by the Commission in making its ~:ecommendations 
to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 



ocument S eparator 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United Stato Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suitc 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed is a letter from Mary Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, 
U.S. EPA, concerning the requirements of  the Clean Air Act as they apply to Oceana, 
Virginia. Thc letter confirms that Oceana is an ozone non-attainment area and that a Clean 
Air Act conformity determination will be required for Oceana but not for Ctlerry Point, North 
Carolina. 

I trust that this infnrrnation will be helphl. 

Sincerely, 

1 Lauch FaircIoth 

Attachments 

cc: Charles Smith, Executive Director 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



EPA CONG LIAISON 

UNITED 8f  ATE!? IZNVIRClNMENTAt PROTECTION AGENCY' 
WAIH1NOWl$, O.C. 20489 

Honarabla Lauah Paircloth 
Unitad States Senata 
Waahinqton, DC 20510 

OWIQE or 
AIR AND RADUTDN 

Dear senator Palralokhr 

 his is in rasponsa to your latter of June 8 ,  1995, 
aonoarning thr applicability of tho Clean A i r  Ac t ' s  c~onformi ty  
requlrunenta to thr progoemd Base Realignment and Cloeure 
Comiacion (BRAC) recommendation to radirect oertain F/A-18 
squadron6 from the ~arine C o q s  Air Stat ion  a t  Cherry Point, 
North Carolxna, to t h m  Naval A i r  Station at Oceana, i ~ i r g i n i a .  

The Env ironmrnhl  Proteation Agancy (EPA] ham e~utablished 
tho health and welfare-based national ambient air quali ty  
standard@ (NAAQS) and S t a b 8  have developed programs, known a6 
Stake implamontation plans (S1P88), to attain and maintain thoso 
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal aationm w i l l  not intarfare w i t h  
the S1P4u, caction 176 (a )  of the Clran A i r  A c t  and tho EPA 
lmglernenting rrgulation requires Pedtral  agencies to make 
conformity dataminationa. These detonninations a r e  necessary 
when the Fedsrnl action will result in significant increase ih 
emiaeiom of air pollutants whioh w i l l  impaot aream not a t t a i n i n g  
tho )JAAQs, 

It ia my understanding that an earlier BRAC had. recamendad ' 

closing Cecil F i e l d  in ~ l o r i d a  and rrloaating several squadrons 
to Chrrry,Point, North Carolina. cherry Point i r r  l ocated  in an 
attainmant axaa in eastern N o r t h  carolina. Tha now ~ommioaion is 
rscommrnding that tha ~guadronn go t o  Oaaana, virginia.  Ocoanu 
is part of the Norfolk-Virginia Baaoh-Neurport News (Hampton 
Raada) marginal ozone non-attainment area. 

Tn your lettar, you rrquested V A ' a  intrspr~ta~ion or the 
ganrral aonfotrmity raquixamonts as applied to the, B f U C  
reaommandatiang . specif l ca l ly ,  yau asked, "Ta a corrionnity 
dotarmination or canformity ana lya ia  r~quir.8 prior  to a BRAC 
decision?I1 It is my understanding that a prrlimina2ry analysis by 
t h a  Navy indicatca t h a t  rsl~cat.3-on o f ' t h e  squadrons will result 
in a s i g n i f i c a n t  increasla in mmiaeions of ozqns pret:ursora at the 
squadrons' new base. Thus, if t h e  Navy x o l o c a t ~ e  tile aquadrona 
to a base in a non-attaiment area, auch an Obsana, it laust make 
a conformity detrprmb¶ation. In ardmr to damonstrata ~ o n f o m i t y ,  
the Navy muat prepare a year-by-yaar estimata of tha total direat 
and in'g.l-rect amiasidna and damonstrata chat tho  tra~nsfrr w i l l  not 
cause or contribute to any new v io la t ion  of the NAAQSj increaee 



EPA CONG LIAISON 

frrqurnay or revu i ty  a t  any exietingQviolation of the NMQB, 
or ;  dalay Virginia'e a t t a i m n t  of tbe NAI\QB. 

The BRAC Commirsion io only making a raaommendation to the 
Prsaidrnt and Congtoas and the rmcommendation is not in iteolf an 
action which w i l l  refiult in an incrouma i n  rmioaians, an& thua, 
vauld not requhe a confomity 8mtemination. While 
enviramsntal l m  act  is one of tba factors vhich the ErRAC must P aoneidar Sn dove ogbg i t r  sacomandation, the rrquircrurrnt; to 
prrgare a conformity determination rastr  w i t h  the 8a-r. T h i ~  
n.rsd6 t p  bo dons bnforr the transfer is exaautad. 

I agpraciate this opportunity to be of 8 vice and truert 
mat th is  iniormation will be hmlpiu* to p u f l  

~ a s , h t a n t  ~Bministrator 

f or A i r  and Radiation 



LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United States; Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed is a letter from Mary Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, 
U.S. EPA, concerning the requirements of the Clean Air Act as they apply to Oceana, 
Virginia. The letter confirms that Oceana is an ozone non-attainment area and that a Clean 
Air Act conformity determination will be required for Oceana but not for Cherry Point, North 
Carolina. 

I trust that this information will be helpful. 

Sincerely, 

/ Lauch Faircloth 

Attachments 

cc: Charles Smith, Executive Director 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



EPA CONG LIAISON 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGWCY 
WASHINGTOY, D.C. 20460 

OWWE Of 
AIR AND RAOIATlON 

Honc3rabls Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washington, Dc 20510 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 

f his is in response to your letter of June 8, 1995, 
concerning th. applicability of the Clean Air Act 's conformity 
requirements to the proposed Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendation to redirect certain F/A-18 
squadrons from the  Marine Corps A i r  Station at Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, to We Naval Air Station a t  Oceana, Virginia. 

The ~nvironmmtal Protection Agency (EPA) has efitablished 
the health and welfare-bassd,national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as 
State impl&montation plans (SIP'S), t o  attaln and maintain those 
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal actions will not interfere w i t l a  
the SIP1s, section 176(c) of the Clean Air A c t  and the EPA 
Implenenting regulation requires Federal agencies to make 
conformity detenainatians. These determinations are necessary 
vhen the Federal action will result in significant increase in 
emissions of air pollutants which will impact areas not attaining . 
the NAAQS. 

It i s  my understanding that an earlier BRAC had recammended ' 

closing Cecil Field in ~ l o r i d a  and relocating savaral squadrons 
to CharrydPoint, North Carolina. Cherry Point is located in an 
attainment area in eastern North Carolina. The new Cornmission is 
recommending that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia. Qcaana 
is part of the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Hewport News (Bamgton 
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area. 

In your letter, you requested EPABs interpretation of the 
general conformity requirements as applied to the BRAC 
rsconunendatians. Specifically, you asked, WIs a conformity 
determination or conformity analysis required prior t o  a BRAC 
decision?" It is my understanding that a preliminary analysis by 
the Navy indicates that relocation of'the squadrons w i l l  resul t  
in  a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the 
squadrons' new bass. Thus, if the Navy relocates the squadrons 
to a base in a non-attaiment area, such as Oceana, it must make 
a confomity determination. In order to demonstrate canfomity, 
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year estimate of the to ta l  direct 
and irjbtrect emissions and demonstrate that the transfer w i l l  not 
cause or contribute t o  any new violation af the NAAQS; increase 

@ Printed w Recycled Paper 



EPA CONG LIAISON 

the frequency or eevr i ty  of any t b % i ~ t i n p . ' ~ i o l ~ t i o n  of the N M Q S ,  
o r ;  delay Virginia's attairuaent of the NAAQS. 

The BRAC Commission only making a recarrrmendation t o  the 
president and Congress and tha reco-Nation is not in itself an 
action which will remalt in an increase i n  missions, and thus, 
would not require a conformity determination, While 
envirolzmiental impact is one of the factors which the BRAc must 
consider in developing ib recornendation, tha req~irentent: to 
prepare a confarmity determination rests with the Navy. This 
aeeds to be done before the transfer is executed. 

I appreciate -is opportunity to be of s vice and trust 
that t h i s  information w i l l  he helpful to youfl  -. 

It or Air and ~adiation 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ~ p ? - . ~  r -  - T,J~,,-, J? . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 &,y r-* -  :-* a . . --@a[1-35~/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Lauch: 

Thank you for your letters of June 13 and 20 to the Commission regarding the 
Clean Air Act and an analysis of air quality impacts on the proposed redirect of Navy F/A- 
18 squadrons to NAS Oceana. I also appreciate your sharing with the Commission a copy 
of your letter to Carol Browner, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. I understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

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 
additional information you have provided regarding environmental protection and air 
quality concerns at Naval Air Station, Oceana will be considered by the Commission 
during our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 



ocul~~ent  Separator 
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VERNER, LIIPFERT, BERNHARD, MCPHERSON AND HAND 
CHARTERED 

901 - 15TH STREET. N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 - 2301 

June 20, 1995 

 omm missioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission Hand-delivered 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Information on Desert Shield shipping 
from Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

Harry and I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you in 
these final busy days. We also appreciate the time and study 
you've obviously put in on some very difficult issues. 

You did indicate that a response would be useful on one point 
concerning MOTBY. Enclosed is a one page document that includes a 
chart showing the amount of Desert Shield shipping that went 
through MOTBY. Not only was MOTBY tied for second in the total 
number of vessels load, it had an even higher percentage of the 
square feet of cargo shipped due to the abilitiy of Military Ocean 
Terminals to handle large, noncontainerized cargo. 

I hope you find this information helpful. 

Very truly yours, 

VERNER, LIIPFERT, BERNHARD, 
MCPHERSON AND HAND 

Encl : as 

BDR: sgm 



PORT 

CERCENTAGES OF YESSLS LOAD-&12---4Y EACH lJu. 5. COX 
DURING QESERT SHX:t3 

JACKSONVILLE3  FLORIDA 
**. BAYONNE. JERSEY - --- 

UOUSTON, TEXAS 
SUNNY P O I N T  MOT, NORTH CAROLINA 
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 
OAKLAND MOTPA, C A L I F O R N I A  
BEAUMONT, TEXAS 
LONB BEACH, C A L I F O R N I A  
CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA 
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 
PORT HEUSEME, CAL I F O R N I Q  
NEWPORT NEWS, V I R O I N I A  
CONCORD, C A L I F O R N I A  
MOREHEAD CX TY , NORTH CAROLINA 
TACOMA, WASHINGTON 
CHEQTHAM ANNEX, V I R G I N I A  
EARLE, NEW JERSEY 
SOUTH A T L A N T I C  OUTPORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 
GULFPORT, MISSISSIPPI  
NORFOLK, V I R Q T N I G  

' RQQSEVELT ROADS, PUERTQ RICO 

TOTALS 

NUMBER OF 
VESSELS PERCENTAGE 

*NOTE: BAYONNE. NJ TIED FOR SECOND PL&E-WXH HOUSTON. T c  -- 
* RLTHOUGH BAYONNE LOADED 12.048% O F  THE TOTAL' VESSELS LOADED 

DURING THIS T I M E  YOU WILL NOTE THAT BAYONNE WAS SECOND ONLY 
TO JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA. 

* USING THE TOTAL OF 17,019,Z08 SG! FT ,  MOTBY LOADED t2,630,487 
sa FT OF CARGO, WHICH EQUATES TO 15.45 x OF THE TOTAL SB FT , 

OF ALL CARGO SENT TO SAUDI. 

* THESE TOTALS ALSO INCLUDE 306 PIECES OF COUNTERMINE 
MINESWEEPING EQUIPMENT FROM GENERhL DYNAMICS WARREN, M I  

+ A TQTAL O F  7,854 SHORT TONS OF PIPELINE SECTIONS FROM PUEBLO 
ARMY DEPOT PUEBLO GO, WERE LOADED AT MOTBY. (P IPE ,  
COUPLINGS & NIPPLES 1 ""EXCLUSIVE TO JIJTBY"" 

+ 130 Mi ABRAHMS TANKS LaADED A T  HOTBY, 60 OF THESE TANKS 
WERE RECEIVED I N  CAMOUFLAQE GREEN f iND WERE REPAINTED AT T H I S  
TERMINAL WITH C.A.R.C. PRIOR TO SHIPMENT TO SAUDI. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 28, 1995 

Mr. Barry D. Rhoads 7L-k-l 
Verner, Liipefert, Bernhard, McPherson and Hand 
90 1 - 15th Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-2301 

Dear Mr. Rhoads: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne, New 
Jersey. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the information you 
provided on the Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne was carehUy considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi-astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

commissioner 





THE DEFXNSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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COMMANDER 
TRAINING AIR WING ONE 

NAVAL AIR STATION 
MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 3930451 00 

June 19, 1995 

Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

During your visit to NAS Meridian we had a 
d-sion about 'your interest in military 

history. One of the books we looked at in my 
office was "Sun Tzu the Art of War." It is widely 
known among senior military officers and is very 
much a part of Marine Corps operational 
philosophy. It's also becoming very popular among 
3cai=r zcr;-,orate executives. I hcpe you enjcy ths 
book. There are some great "quotesu, some of 
which seem a little intuitive at first but 
actually seem to put many things in proper 
perspective. "War is a matter of vital importance 
to the State; the province of life or death; the 
road to survival or ruin. It is mandatory that it 
be thoroughly studied." 

Sincerely ours, 

4\&* 
T. J. PUDAS 
Captain, United States Navy 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 
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July 10, 1995 

Captain T.J. Pudas, USN 
Commander, Training Air Wing One 
Naval Air Station 
Meridian, Mississippi 39309-5 100 

Dear Captain Pudas: 

Thank you for providing me a copy of 7he Art  of War by Sun Tzu. I appreciate 
your thoughthlness and look forward to reading it. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases 
under consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. Although this was a difficult 
and challenging process, it was a necessary step to reduce the size of our nation's military 
infrastructure. I am glad that the Commission recommended that Naval Air Station, 
Meridian remain open. Your presentation was very helphl to me in reaching my decision 
on this issue. 

Again, thank you for the book and the time and commitment you have devoted to 
this process. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



ocui~lel-t  S eparator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 0/106 2% ';L81 

INSMLLATION (s) DISCUSSED: I 

GENERAL COUNSEL COMMISSIONER KLING 

------- 
DIRECMlR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

D I R . ~ R M A T I O N  SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUZRZ3D 

I I Prepare Reply for Commksioner's Signature I 
P r e p  Reply for StafF Diredor's Signature -- 
ACIION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

PrepareDirect Response 

Fn 



CONNECTICUT 30 Stott Avenue 
MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC Norwich, CT 06360-1 526 

ENERGY COOPERATIVE 203-889-4088 Fax 203-88481 58 

June 19, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This week the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) will vote on, among other things, 
whether to move virtually all NUWC New London personnel to new facilities at NUWC in Newport. 
That this move is being considered is an insult to the citizenry and a credit to a few bureaucrats military 
and civilian, who have thus far steered this boondoggle past official scrutiny. 

This proposal is an exercise in self-aggrandizement and hegemony by a few public servants who have a 
"taxpayer be damned" attitude. Never mind how many dollars must be wasted to assure a view of 
Newport Harbor from a new high-rise office building. Never mind how many lives may be affected by 
this move, or how compromised the military product might be because of those who drop out rather 
than move. Obscure the costs, segment them so as to disassociate the costs from their causation , 
neglect to report a cost if possible--whatever it takes to win! Strong words, yes. But after months of 
trying to sort out this proposal, "exercise of bureaucratic abuse" is the only explanation that makes 
sense. 

One "for instance" illustrates this point. Even as this current BRAC begins its deliberations, NUWC is 
seeking to build additional office space at Newport--construction (and costs) which have not been 
reported to BRAC within the official data-input process. Had these new buildings been reported, the 
question of whether they are needed, if NUWC New London were to stay open, could be raised. The 
likely answer, that they might be avoided, could easily influence the economic analysis. 

To build new office and laboratory buildings in Newport to house people already provided for in New 
London, leaving empty buildings in New London and creating big construction costs in Newport, is just 
plain wrong. We can only hope that BRAC can sort through the subterfuge and cancel this unjustified 
proposal before it is too late. 

u b r i e l  B. Stern, Director 
Planning & Proj ect Development 

cc: Charles Smith 
Alex Yellin Serving Public Power in Connecticut 

City of Groton City of Norwich Jewett City Norwalk Third Taxing District South Norwalk Town of Wallingford 

Department of Utilities Department of Public Utilities Electric Light Plant Electrical Department Electric Works Department of Public Utilities 



during their visir to Newport on 2 May 1995. 

- Not BK4C-95 specific - No response. 

Response 8: 

Not BRAC-95 s p e d i c  - No response. 

- Billet eliminations are a rcn~lt of functional consolidatioa- technical and suppon 
functions. BILAC actions most likely result in support function savings but car1 alx, 
include technical savings where synergy exist between losing ar~d gaining sires. 

Response 10: 

Building 68 is being used because of its unique physical com5,pation in Lieu of other 
existing facilities (space) at Newport P9_fA costs for bdding 6s will be offszt by 
the eventual elimination of oldedobsoIete b&ding(s) at Newporr- 

Response 11: 

- This question needs to be clarified. Consolidadon/closures result in BOS savings at 
losing site being much p a r e r  than BOS costs at gaining site because larger expenses . - are being elrrmnated while i n k w o n  into existing f a c 2 . i ~ ~  at receiving site add 
smaller incremental cost_ These cost/saVings are-derived by the COBRA algorithm 
which uses the BOS dab provided for each site. 

Response L2: 

- The BEL4C ,wnano data call costs provided to the BSAT 30 November 1994 was 
aenernmi ? i d  mnif ied by New London m d  Newport personueL These same 
&ameten are being re-crrdfied for the BRAC-95 budge[ submittal due to 
NAVCOMFT 5 July 1995. Estirustes derived in November 1994 are not expected ro 
si-&cantly change, since these are being developed by the same cognizant personnel 
which initially ced ied  this data and was derived using budget q u d i q  p m .  

Response 13: 

- Not BRAC-95 specific - No response. 

Response 14: 

- Not BRAC-95 specific - No response. 

Response 15: 

- P-070 m d  P-030 ue not BRAC related and wiU not be aflected by BMC-91 or 
BPdC-95 results. 

Response 16: 

- Proposed BTWC-95 budgets are in preparation, and will be delivered ro 
NAVCOMIT on 5 July 1995. Unril approved by NAVCOIVPT, the NUrarC budget 
submission will be prehhary .  



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
NAVAL. UNDERSEA W A R l - ~ h ' t  CkNTEA DlVlSlON 

1176 HOW71.1.  =RE- 

NEWPORT HI 021141-170R 

9 June 95  

o m  : Deputy ~ircccor , ru'nb21 Undersea G 7 a r K d . e  Cerrter  uivision, 
Nehiporc 

'ro : U e f e n s e  Rase Closure m d  Realig=nent Commission 
(Mr.. Lester Fzrrington) , 17130 N .  Moore Street ,  
Suite 1 4 2 5 ,  ~ l i r l g L o r 1 ,  VA 2 2 3 0 9  

Ref: (a) subase Real iwment Coalition SWiUiIam of Subase 
Realiynnent Coal ic io~l  Changes CO8P-R Coszs fa:ed to 
NAvINSaWCRCm-DIv ?XZk't)ORT On 2 Jiin 9 5 

(b) Subzse R e ; l l i g n m e n t  Coalit ion l t r  of 2 Jun 95 fvced  
to EAVmSE.P.~cJcJi?J,.C~-DTV I'WZF"N'PEtT on 4 Jcn  9 5 

~ u c l :  (1) N s l v a l  Unciersez Warfzre Cencer (NUWC) Response to 
D3CiiC Request Rey&-m-g Subase H e a  1.5 gxnents 
Coalitio3 Questions of 5 June 1995 

( 2 )  N a v a l  tindersea W a r f = e  Center (NGiNC) R e s p o s e  co 
DaCXC XeqcesC Reg=dicg Subase Realignment 
CoelitFon Questions of 2 June 1995 

- Biclosur-es (1) ( 2 )  ace forwarded im response to 
-0- ,-Lcrcnces ( 2 )  a d  (b) respectively. 

' I 7 .. - r . - r losure (i) conne?ts o r  the S-&as2 Z s l i g n ~ e n t  
Coalition (SKc) chmges to C o s c  oi Sase Realignment -a-ctLoas 
(L'Oa?&) i r i p u t  screen five ( referace  ( a )  ) . Piease note thar 

iie C-IQ ;lot have zccess to COBR?. o f f i c i a l  N a v y  COBRk i s  
r-cn t\; thc Ense S t r u c t m e  R ~ a l y s i s  T e r n .  O b i  cornrnents are. 
strictly in respoFse to che SSC description of t he i r  C O s U  
changes. 

3. Enclosure (2) co~[uiients on the 16 questions conteined i n  
SRC l e t t e r  to you of 2 JU??e 1 9 9 5  (reference (b)). Note t h a t  
in a c c o r d a c e  with your direction, we have o d y  aswered Ease 
R e e l i p m e 2 t  a d  Clos=e 95  ~ U ~ S C ~ O C S .  

4 .  if you hzve m y  questions, plezse do not hesitate ca l l  
at DSN 9 4 8 - 3 6 9 3  or cor~urlercizl (401) 8 4 1 - 3 6 9 8 .  

. .  I . . , .. ..' 
- * ; , . \ )  : ~: 

Copy to: . . - .  
5fldC - 0 4 .. ! '. . - 

I ; 
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' I  
-- 
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June 9, 1995 

NAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CENTER (NUWC) 
RESPONSE TO DBCRC REQUEST REGAFUIING 

. SUBASE REALIGNMENT COALI'IXON QUESTIONS 
OF 5 JUNE 1995 

C Comments; 

One-Time Unique Costs: 

HAP Coalition HAP estimate of E25M for BRAC-95 (New London) is grossly 
oversrared Army Corps of engineers e-stima~ for BRAC-91 ( b y  HAJ? cosrs, 28 April 
95 lener) states net HAP Cost for aLl New LondodGroton, CT area is $10.1M, which 
ir;cludus a popuhtion of 5,000 government personneL BRAC-95 involves an additiond 
473 personnel COBRA uses the Army Corps of Engineers algorithm and provides mote 
realistic estimates. The $25M quoted by the coalition is an estimated expenditure 
cost using BRAC-91 data and does not take into account revenues, HAP cost for ~ e w  
London BRAC-95 has not been evaluated by the Army Corps of Engneering. Until 
then, the COBRA estimates should be nsed as stated.by the Washington, DC, HAP 
P r o o m  Office. Adjusment to COBR4 of $17-2M is not justified 

One-Time Unique Costs: Newport, RI  

PLvlning a i d  addition of $12M of PlsTlning and Management Q?hQ to COBRA 
Management not jusrified since COBRA calculates PM in is algo&Am, PM was 
cdculawd by COBM at $1.4M. The addition to the input screen for PM is not justified. 

MILCON - The addition of $14.3M for the Towed Anay Facility not b d t  in New 
London is not justified This is a BRAC 91 savings h u s e  the facility does not need to 
be built either in New London or Newport Excess space elrists in Newport which can 
be refurbished Refkbishment cost at Newport to house the Towed Array FaciJity is 

The addition of $20M for P070 in Xewport is i l o~  justifid This facility is not related or /% BRAC- Furthcrrnorc, the planned c m  for P-070 is SK9M 
/ 

New Him - Cost to recru.it/movdtrain new personnel rzlami to BRAC is not funded by 
BRAC. NAVCOMPT policy excludes these as BRAC costs. N o d  ataition rates and 
downsizing due to work load reduction are includcd in the Operating Budget This 
budget is not expected to be exceeded due to BRAC acrions. The addirion of this cost is 
not justLfied 

Recurring m i o n  Savings: 

BSAT COBRA did include mission savings of $490K The reduction of Mission 
Savings is nor: justified 

Personnel saviilgs are a resul~ of consolidation of functions from the losing sire rr, 
the receiving site. The eTiminstFtd psidons result in end-strength rducnon and recurring 
sa~ ings  as a result of BRAC consolidarions- Reciremena are not svings  unless the 
mnsolidated posirion is ehba ted  The reduction of personnel savings is not jut&d 

Fire/EMS The New London City Fire Department will replace the civilian h-e 
1 
1 
i 

department for only 2 years. This d occur afhr the cIosure of New London while in a 
,. ca-craE;er role. The reduction of FMMS reaming cost of $600K is not justifid 

1 Encl (I) 



Subase Realignment Coalition 
105 Wuntingtorl Strett New London, CT 06320 

203-443-8332 F a :  20S444-1529 

June 2, 1995 

hb. Lester C. Farrington 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closurc and Realignment Conunission 
1700 North Moore Slreet Suile 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Farrington: 

I t  was a pleasure meeting with you again yesterday. Thank you for taking the time to 
mcct with m c  to discuss the proposed closure of thc Naval Undersea Wadare Center Ncwport - 
Ncw London De.tachment. 

T h e  following questions, if requested of the BSAT and the NUWC Newport officials 
should be very helpful as the Comll~issioners begin their deliberations. 

If you have any questions, you may reitch me at the above number or at 203-395-0 1 15. 

Thank you again for your assistance. 



Questions for Les Famngton, GAO Analyst BKAC 

1. In  the NUWC 1 May 1995 presentation to Commissioners Cornella & Klirrg, NUWC cited 
$14.3m in cost avoidance for P152 I'owcd Array Facility. Please detail how W C  plans to 
replicate tlds facility In Newpon, RI Please itemize specific costs ro refurbist&uild a facility of 
this type, specific costs to move equipment from existing facilities andlor to Oncquire new 
equipment, and any unique building requirements. Please put a value on time lost during tllc 
transition of the facility, includin~ any downtime costs while the facility is relocated, and any 
rental/lease expenses as a result of the move to Newport front New London.. 

2. NUWC claimed a $5.3m BRAC 1991 cost avoidance in the 1995 BRAC Data Call What 
is the correlation between this cost avoidance and the P-I52 facility referenced above? If  it is 
unrelated, to 1)- 152, please detail how NUWC intends to replicate this facility in Newport. Plcase 
be specific as to: 1.) costs, 2.) location; 3 . )  unique budding requirements; and 4.) downtime costs 
while the facility is beins relocated. If the 1995 DOD recommendation regarding NUWC - New 
London is not accepted by the B M C ,  will this facility have to be built in New London? 

3 The Army Corps of Engineer estimate of the Homeowners Assistance Program (Copy 
Prowded) is significantly higher than the $488,000 est~mate by the COBRA. Please justify the 
rationale for the lower estimate, particularly in view of the current significant $]Om loss reported 
to you in this April 28, 1995 Army Cotp of Engineer memo for the cr st of executing the 199 1 
BRAC Realignmenr. 

4.  ?'here is no estimated unique cost associated with new hires for the 1995 proposed 
Rea.li~nment/Closure of New London This is significantly a1 variance with prior estimates to 
recruit, train, hire and relocate new hires. Please jusliry atidlor re~ise your new hire cost 
estimates 

5. Based upon inforn~arion which NUWC presented to the staff of Connecticut 
Congressional Delegation on 1 S April 1995, the NUWC capaciry lo accommodate personnel at 
Newport in existing facilities (rncludin~ P-105, P-020, BIdg 68. and Bldgs 2,3,4,5,6) is 81 0.  

Please provide a detailed breakdown, by buildins, of e?cisIu~g occupancy, occupancy capacities, 
and your plans to acconmiodate all NUWC New London, Newport, Orlando, Norfolk, and 
Keyport personnel and equipment in government buildings in Newpon 

6 .  S6.8m is estimated as building rehrbishnlent. Please provide detailed breakdown of each 
element of this estimate of including bui~dingAocation and pilrpose of the refbrbishment. 

7 .  Please provide a detailed description of dl pendin8 and proposed h.IILCON projects at 
Newport. Please complete a scenario run of the following hypothetical: Retain 700 billets in 
New London, ~ l a i r n i n ~  these MILCON projects as cost avoidance savings in a hypothetical 
scenario run. 

i 8.  For the hypothetical scenario described above, What unexper~ded and one-tiole BRAC 



costs would also become cost avoidance savings ? 

0 Pr-ovicle the r.ationddjust5cation for claiming billet diminntion cost savirlgs wlien no 
functional consolidation is proposed. 

10. Protide justification for $0 increase in RPMA recurring costs at Ne\sport with the  
addition of Bldg. 68 and unique towed array facility relocating to Newport campus. 

11. Provide detailed juslificatio~~ for more than 100% HOS estimate dfirence between 
Newport and New London. 

12. Please conduct an audit uf ~ I u R A c  Data Call costs, in particular urliqt~e one-time costs 
and reconcile with COBRA data dated 30 November 1994 which was done to justify the decision 
to close the New London Detachment ofNUWC and relocate it  to Newport, RI. 

13 Please provide t'Y I995 and Ft' 1996 Budget Jbr NUWC Newport in full detail 

14. Please pl.ovidc a full description of requested, pending and proposed MlLCON for 
Newport NUWC,  including a description of the costs, capabilities and intended uses for P-070 
and P-030. 

15 Tf the proposed 1995 Ncw Londotl closure is rejected, can the proposed P-070 and P-030 
i: h4TLCON be avoided tkro~gh the utilization of other facilities at Newport? If so , please provide 

appropriate values to use as cost avoidance re. P-070 and P-030 and any other related cost 
avoidance which can be claimed related to the most recent fac5ty plan for Newport 

16 Please provide the NAVCOhlPT Quality Fiscal Data for implementing the NUMrC: closure 
action proposed to BRAC 1995. 

Les - the above cited report is due I July 1995. It was 
originally due at  the end of April and then postponed until 
after BRAC action. If the full report is not ready, perhaps 
some preliminary report documentation is. 





Ser 5 0 1 ~ / i 6 9  
14 Jun 9 5  

From: Olk 

Sub j : OFACG ALLOCATIONS 

Encl: (1) ~rel.irrcinaq EFAC NPT Space Allocatlons/Assigmer,ts 
( 2 )  Bldg 1170 
( 3 )  Bldy 1171 
( 4 )  Building 68 
( 5 )  B u i l d i ~ l y  112 Fluur '  Plclrr 

1. Znclosure (1) provides a preliminary Directosate/~epartment 
space alloc+ciun and b u i l d i i l y  a s s i y l u a r r l l .  Lv suypvr i i ~ l L r ~ ~ a ~ r J .  
SRW 91, 93 and 95 consolidation initiatives at our Newport site. 
This assignment/allocation plan is based upon the folloviing 

opeiaclonally Oriuen 6o~sideraEiunsi 1 tislur's i 
Code 20 kcc;ustic Transduction functions are primarily co- 
located in Euildings 1170 and 1171. 

t Code 40 ~lectronic and Environmental Measurements functions 
located in Buildings 112 and 114. 

Code ?fl p r s n n n e l  and labs not located in Building 1320 are 
centraltzed in ~uildings 101, 102, arid 102T. 

code 07. firnr:t.i o n s  and ~ e r s o m ~ e l  disbursed throughout 
Buildings 101, I O i ,  103, 105, 1272 ara centralized with 
other Busi2ess Codes in Building 1176, 

* Code 03 personnel and functions are centralized in 8-12GT. 

Code (30 personnel and functions located i n  E-112 a r e  
- - centralized i n  tk i e  E-990!148 s i te .  

Space allocations are consistent w i t h  outyear MTT.CON p lans  
-7 7- (i-e., P-C30 and P - 0 7 0 ) .  

2.  Curre~t N e r . , q o r t  space assigz~ents for Codas 0 7 .  0 9 ,  74, 78,  
52, and 70 have boon revie+~zd and zre considered z d ~ q i a t e  to 
support FY37 personnel allocations. 

3 .  Your ccmrnmts and thoughtful recommendations are reqcssted by 



PRELIMIIT-V,% B?AC NPT SPACE ALLOCATTIONS /ASS IGNMENTS - 
CODE 20 

3-1320 ( ~ - 0 2 a s j  - 1~ ( T ~ ; I X  G F I  AREA); i E ( I S r L )  ;3E(ALL; 8 - _ 4E (ALL) 

B - l i ? 1  - SEE ENCL ( 3 )  (HIGH BAY CO>T\iEESION 8.5K 
REFURBISHMEKL') 

B-113 - CONSfJLIDATE GNATS 5- HLF ir SHORT TEm STORAGE; 
(NOTE: COD5 40 NATJ TO IOE CO-LOCATED IN EL=) 

B-12% - SHOCK TUBE FROM ORLANDO 

B-1302 - IbTTEGRATE WATER TUNlVEL WITHIN CODE 80  ASSETS 

B-2 (NETC) - TOWED A K M Y  HLMHUL'IL. COlL h MLSC 2 3  STORAGE; 

CODE 30  

B-1320 - 1I*I(ALL) ; 2W(ALL) ; 3W(ALL) : & dW(ALL) 

B-101 - ALL 

B-102 - ALL 

CODE 60 

B-1320 - 5E(>LL) 

p-114 - 4 / 5 K  SQ/FT PDDITICPJ 

5-113 - CO-LOCATE N.4U WITH CODE 20  ' 5 GL\iATS/HLF 



CODE 08 

i CODE 02 

+' E.-117g cfini; 53 HIGH BAY CONVERSION -30" SQ!FT 
REFURBI Sm4ENT 

8-105N (3513 SQiFT GROSS - FOF9lXER CODE 02 AREA) 

CODE 3 6  

8-112 RELOC-~~TE TEAL SUPPORT P E R S O ~ I F L  ' ~ ' I ~ I N  BLUC; 

CODE 53 

E-2, 3 & 4 NETC 

B-234  PJETC 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

- ~ECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 9 TO6 20- 77 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUssED: 
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I - ,  I I 

Prepare Reply for Chirman's Siguature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i  

Prepare Re& for Staff Director's &nature hpareDirectRespoase 
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Due Date: qxiobv- Routing Date: 9 mg Date Originated: 9~06 (6 Mail Date: 
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Red River 
Defense 

Commit tee 

P.O. Box 1468 
Texarkana, Texas 

75504 

9031792-7191 
FAX: 903/793-4304 

June 16, 1995 

Mr. AL Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Please convey to members of the BRAC Commission the 
sincere gratitude of the Red River Defense Committee and 
the citizens of the Texarkana, TexaslArkansas metro area 
for their service to the United States of America. We are 
fully aware of the awesome task and responsibility of the 
BRAC Commission. The decisions you must make will 
A-temzine the future mililwy readimss of the conrbired 
armed forces of the United States well into the next 
century. We commend each member of the Commission for 
accepting this task. 

Over the past months, we have done our best to demonstrate 
and validate to the Commission, the military value of Red 
River Army Depot and  t he  Defense Logistics Agency 
Distribution Center located i n  Bowie county, Texas. In  the 
Texarkana area, our nation's defense has been our top 
priority since Red River Army Depot and Lone Star Army 
Ammunition Plant were established in  1941. We are proud 
of our past accomplishments at these installations and 
believe both are essential to Army readiness, now and in the 
foreseeable future. 

We are truly appreciative of every member of the BRAC 
Commission personally visiting the  Red River Defense 
Complex. No one could ask for more. You have heard our 
story, analyzed our missions, observed our workforce, and 
witnessed public demonstrations of patriotism by our 
citizens. 

We have been impressed by the dedication of each commissioner. 
Whatever the outcome of your deliberations, we are confident that 
all your decisions will be predicated on facts and the best 
interests of our nation's defense. 

God bless each member of the commission and the United States 
of America. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert E. 'Swede" Lee 
Chairman, Red River Defense Committee 



Document S epai-ator 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E X E C U T ~  CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM ~ C T S )  # w -80 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUZRED 
Prepare Reply for Chdrman's Signature Prepare Reply for01 . * er's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Diredor's Signahve PrepareDiredResponse 

ACTION: Offer Ckmments andlor Suggestions Fn 

Subjod/Remark 



Mayor 
Ruth Z. Wilkes 

President pro tern 
of Council 
Peter L. Johnson 

Council 
Paul H. Alberty 
Benjamin W. Cart 
John T. Dellick 
Richard L. D o ~ a c h i e  
Christine M. Yash 

Clerk-Treasurer 
Linda M. Srnec 

308 South Main Street 
Poland, Ohio 445 14-2082 

(216) 757-2112 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 June 6,1995 

Dear Sir, 

The elected officials of Poland, Ohio, most emphatically urge you to 
NOT close the Youngstown Air Reserve Station. The air station is of 
great importance to the Valley, not only as one of our largest 
employers, but as a less expensive means to add to the nation's military 
capability. All public servants are striving to reduce costs and provide 
better services. This air station provides a justifiable service to the 
nation, and the world, at a reduced cost, when compared to fill-time 
military costs. 

Solicitor Thank you for considering our position. 
Atty. Stuart J. Banks 

Chief of Poiice Sincerelh 
R. D. Ekatty 

Zoning Administrator 
Richard N. Ames, Sr. 

Street Commissioner 
R. D. Ekatty 

Administrative Assistant 
Paula Laska 

- 
U d a  M. Srnec, Clerk-Treasurer ~ u t h ' ~ . - d 7 i l k e s ~ ~ a ~ o r  

cc: Congressman James Traficant 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 21,1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ruth 2. Wilkes 
Mayor, Viage of Poland 
308 South Main Street 
Poland, Ohio 445 14-2082 

Dear Mayor Wilkes: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Warren 
Air Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and 
the Commission staff and it will be careklly considered as we proceed with our evaluation 
of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air 
Reserve Stations that could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve 
Station. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the 
performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Youngstown-Warren ARS 
will be M y  and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our 
review of the nation's military Mastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

m : c m c  
Enclosure 
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LADIES .1YD GE?iTLE>OE,Y, I BELIE%'E THIS IS TKE .lPPROPRLATE TDIE 

TO >LAKE .I BRIEF STnTESLEYT REGARDLUG B.ASES ON UImCH I EAVE - 
RECUSED MYSELF FROM P.ARTlCIPATION. 

I T W.AS SN PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERVE THE CTTIZEXS OF 

ILLNOIS .AS .LY ELECTED OFFICL4.L. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED IN 

ST-ATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, MY REIAIIIONSBZP UITTH TEE PEOPLE OF 

>f?- HOME ST-ATE IS X SPECLU OBI3 OF WHICH I -L\I \TRY PROL.. 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEWXR, I DO XOT WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOG?) THE WORK OF ITXIS COhDLISSIOiV. I WISH TO LVSLXE THAT 

THERE IS NO ca;tYCE OF E m V  rLY ,U'PEA,&&YCE OF LOSS OF LMP.UlTLLITY 

IN TEE PERl?OR?L1;YCE OF MY OFFICIAL DbTIES. 

FOR THAT RESON,  I WILL RECUSE MYSELF FROM PARTICIP.4TION N 

.XW PART OF THE BASE C L O S C .  PROCESS THAI' .AFFECTS -1- ILLl3OIS 

INST-A.LLATION, EtXX THOUGH SUCH -4 RECXSAL IS ?JOT REQCXRJZD BY THE 

ETHICS ST-A'IZTS THAT GOVERY US. 



HOWEVER, THOSE STXTCTES RQ REQUIRE RECUSAL WHEY AW 

COlkMXSSIONER E4S A DIRECT FYNAVCLU, INI'EREST THAT COULD BE 

MTECTED BY A BASE CLOSURE OR RE;UJG?4MEYT. I F N D  MYSELF IN SUCH A 

SXTUA'IION ON THE iUCW PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVIATION- 

TROOP COMBLitND. 

SO I WLLL REClj-SE LWSELF ON THE ATCORI PROPOSAL, AW ON AW 

OTHERS TEUT MAY BE REIATED TO ATCOM 

EIAYLNG SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESGWATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE WIT. 



ocuillellt Separator 
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
I [ J )  I Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature I ( Prepare Reply for Commisbooer's I 

Prepare Reply for SWf Diredor's Signature 

ACTION: Offer C o m w n t s  andlor Suggestions 

PrepareDirectResponse 

FYI 
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KUTAK ROCK 
A PARTNERSHIP 

INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

SUITE 1 0 0 0  

1 1 0 1  CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N .W 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C. 2 0 0 3 6 - 4 3 7 4  

2 0 2 - 8 2 8 - 2 4 0 0  

FACSIMILE 2 0 2 - 8 2 8 - 2 4 8 8  

ATLANTA 

DENVER 

KANSAS ClTY 

LITTLE ROCK 

N E W  YORK 

OKLAHOMA ClTY 

O M A H A  

PHOENIX  

PITTSBURGH 

June 20, 1995 _ ." .. - 
: 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Attached is a compilation of documents and testimony concerning Fort McClellan, 
Alabama, as well as the Community presentation to the Commission at the regional hearing in 
Birmingham, Alabama. Included also are documents relevant to the status of the environmental 
permits required to construct and operate a new Chemical Defense Training Facility ("CDTF") 
in Missouri. In particular, please note Tab M which addresses the environmental permitting 
issues now before the Federal District Court. Without these permits, a new CDTF cannot be 
constructed and operated in Missouri. 

In addition, the following issues are presented: 

The Unique Role and Military Value of the Chemical School and the CDTF. 

b The Threat of Chemical Warfare and the need for continued Chemical Defense 
Preparedness. 

In these final days before your vote, I appreciate the Commission's careful review of the 
very serious environmental permitting problems in Missouri. Thank you for your time and 
attention during these past several months. 
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SOS Ray Glime - Chairman 

CITIZENS DEDICATED TO SAVING OUR SELFRIDGE ANG 

AS AN ACTIVE AND INTEGRAL MEMBER OF OUR COMMUNITY. 

I 

June 19, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

On behalf of the Selfridge ANG Base Community Council 

and its Save Our Selfridge subcommittee, I want to express our 

appreciation for the opportunities provided to us to point out 

the flaws in the Army's logic and computations in their 

recommendation to close the Selfridge Army Garrison, also known 

as the TACOM Support Activity ("TACOMSA"). Both in our 

regional meeting in Chicago and during individual meetings with 

several Commissioners, we have been gratified and reassured in 
knowing that the issues we raise are given serious 

consideration. We would especially like to commend Mike 

Kennedy of your staff who has patiently spent many hours with 

us trying to make sense out of the Army's cost and savings 

estimates. 

I want to respond to several questions raised by 

various Commissioners concerning the Army's proposed closure of 

the TACOMSA, to reiterate the major flaws in the Army's 

analysis, and to substantiate the Army's substantial deviation 

from the BRAC criteria. 

A N  E X P A N D E D  C O M M I T T E E  O F  T H E  S A N G  B A S E  C O M M U N I T Y  C O U N C I L  
25 North Main Street Mount Clemens. MI 48043 810-469-5000 Fax: 810-469-3464 
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Mr. Ray Glime 
Chairman 
Saving Our Selfiidge Air National Guard 
25 North Main Street 
Mount Clemens, Michigan 48043 

Dear Mr. Glime: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Selfiidge Air National Guard Base 
(ANG), Michigan. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

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 be carefully considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of the nation's military inhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional 
information to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



occ~i~ient S eparator 
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2. j$y# 1 To. - -1 FROM: LTC ED GREENE 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon DoD Task Force on Quality of Life 
---__ _ _  Room 1C671 

Base Realignment and 4000 Defense Pentagon 
Closure Committee Washington, DC 20301-4000 

Telephone (703) 693-2459 
Fax (703) 693-2463 
DSN: 223 

I know you are being pressed on all sides with the many arguments why 
certain installations should or should not be included on the final BRAC list. 
The attached letters voice a common theme -- that Quality of Life issues are 
not receiving adequate weighting in the closure deliberations. 

I share these letters to highlight the depth of concern people have 
regarding the importance of good Quality of Life. I am confident appropriate 
consideration has and will continue to be given to this critical component of 
an installation's value. 

PAGES: 

Good luck with your difficult mission. I know that you and the other 
members of the Commission are striving to achieve the best solution to this 
complex problem. 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

Unclasslfled TIME: 1445 

IS1 John 0. Marsh, Jr. 
Chairman,Task Force on Quality of Life 

DATE: 20 June 95 
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Larry W, Driskill, Colonel USAF (Ret,) 
6806 3rd Street 

Lubbock, TX 794 16 

1 June 6, 1995 

The Honorable John 0. Ma/sh 
Chairman 
DoD Task Force on Quality of Life 
Room 1 C-671 
4000 The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 2030 1-4000 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

I am writing to you to ask that you become involved in an important issue having 
to do with Quality of Life issues in the Air Force. In March of this year, the Secretary of 
Defense recommended the dosure of Reese Air Force Base in Lubbock, Texas. Since that 
time, I and many of my feIlosv Air Force friends ( both active and retired ) have been 
followin& this issue as it has been reviewed by the Base Closure Commission. The City of 
Lubbock has been active in seeking to keep Reese AFB open and has developed a 
powerful case in support of Reese 

One of the issues whjch seems to have been overlooked in the base closure process 
is the issue of Quality of Life. Reese AFB has always had a reputation within the Air 
Force as being a desirable assignment because of its Quality of Life For young student 
pilots , enlisted personnel and instructor pilots alike, Reese AFB has been a desirable 
assigmlent The City of Lubbock has excellent housing, education, medical and 
recreation facilities and, most importantly, it has excellent employment opportunities for 
spouses 

Over the course of a twenty-four year career I requested assignment to Reese 
every time I came up for possible transfer to a pilot training base Due to the popularity of 
Reese, it took four attempts before I was successful. All the accolades I had heard about 
Reese and the Lubbock community over the years were true. Tn fact, I decided in my 
retirement to make Lubbock, Texas home for me and my family Very simply, Reese 
offers the best quality of life of any existing Air Force or Navy pilot training base 

My last assignment before I retired here in Lubbock was as the Operatio~ls Group 
Comnlander at Reese AFB and therefore I know something about this subject. Reese 
AFB was and is the premier pilot training base within the Air Education and Training 
Command (AETC). It was chosen as the first base to establish a joint training progranl 
with the Navy and has a long list of other firsts 



- -  ~ ~- ~~- - -  
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I am highly concerned that the Department of Defense has recommended for 
closure a base with superior facilities and a superior Quality of Life and has chosen to 
preserve other pilot training bases which have lesser facilities and a far less desirable 
Quality of Life The Base Closure Commission has undertaken a complete review of the 
wllole category of Air ~ o r c e  Undeqgraduate Pilot Training bases because of documented 
errors in the DoD/Air Force analysis and the Commission will soon vote on whether to 
accept the Secretary of Defense's recolnmendation to close Reese. 

It is my understandrg that the Base Closure Commission is reluctant to overturn 
the Secretary's recommendation based on Quality of Life issues since Quality of Life is 
not specifically listed as one of the eight criteria for base closure decisions. 

The Secretary of Defen'se has identified Quality of Life as an important aspect of 
military readiness and the retention of quality personnel. Retaining bases and facilities 
which promote and improve Quality of Life and readiness should be a high priority. Wise, 
far sighted decisions in this area will cost the military nothing. On the contrary, a 
supportive community withlQuality of Life assets allows the Services to access additional 
resources at no cost. The Base Realignment and Closure Commission, as good stewards 
of our tax dollars, should not ignore these opportunities when closure decisions are made. 

I urge you to get inyolved in this matter The Base Closure Commission will be 
voting on this matter before the end of June and therefore time is of the essence. I stand 
ready to respond to any inquiry from you or your staff, My telephone number is (806) 
795-201 5 .  

Respectfully, 

Larry @. Driskill 
~ o l d n e ~  USAF met.) 
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I Mr. Paco Geisler : 5402 66th Street, $1624 
Lubbock, Texas 794 16 

June 5, 1995 

The Honorable John 0. ~ a & h  
Chairman 
DoD Task Force on ~ u a l i t ~ / o f  ~ i f e  
Room 1C67 1 
4000 The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-4000 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

I recently heard of the formation of your task force and applaud DoD's efforts to spotlight 
the impact of quality of life issues 

Service to our nation and way of life has always been one of sacrifice and giving of one's 
self to a higher cause. Ln addition, all too often we have asked our service men and 
women to serve for low pay,: poor housing and few benefits. Our senice is now all 
volunteer and our folks have choices Whenever we, as a nation, fail to provide a 
reasonable lifestyle our people vote with their feet and leave the service. We can no 
longer count on pure patriotism to keep good people. particularly during this period of 
perceived reduced world tensions. We must show them in a tangible way that we care 
about them and their families. 

Today I feel the Air Force is,/ again, making a decision without regard to the quality of life 
of its people. I refer speciftcdly to the proposal by the Air Force to close Reese AFB. I 
see your task force as perhads the sole voice of reason that can persuade the Secretary of 
the Air Force that an injustick has been done to the men and women in blue. 

I was the Deputy Command+ of Operations at Reese when I retired last year. I have 
stayed in tile Lubbock area and am in constant contact with both the active duty nnd 
retired community. By way of background, I served for many years in Air Education and 
Training Command I know the mission, I have been to every base and I know the people 
best of all. Without qualification, Reese AFB has perennially been the number one choice 
of assignment for instructor pilots, student pilots, officer and enlisted alike among all UPT 
bases. The only other base whose Quality of Life could compare with Reese was Williams 
AFB which was closed during the first round of base closures. It is not hard to figure out 
why this is true. Like ~illiarhs, Reese is located next to a large metropolitan city. The 
major difference is that ~ i l l i a m s  had an encroachment problem and the people of Phoenix 



wanted the base closed.  he comparison of Reese and Williams could not be in sharper 
contrast however There is no encroachment problem at Reese and the people of Lubbock i 
embrace the base, the military and its people. Every person that I have ever talked to 
about Reese, that had sen& there, felt that they had left a little bit of themselves and 
their hearts in Lubbock, ~ e k a s .  To put Lubbock in proper perspective, it is a major 
medical center, it is home to a major university, it offers a complete range ofjob 
opportunities for spouses not found at any other UPT base, it offers a wide variety if 
social activities, and on andton. By every measure of merit this is where the pilots want to 
serve and train! 

So, why did the Air Force choose to close a base that ali would agree is the blue suiter's 
base of preference? A baseiwhose relationship with the city is superb. A base with no 
encroachment problem. 

It is my understanding that quality of life was not even considered in the equation. That 
so called "military value" was the sole criteria in the decision process. Further, I am told 
by my contacts still on activk duty at AETC HQ that the military value rating of all W T  
bases was so close as to be jlrnost too close to call. To the reasonable man this would 
mitigate for keeping a base where people want to serve Let there be no doubt -- this is a 
key retention issue and our  folks in blue uniforms are watching form the sidelines to see if 
our leaders are just mouthing the platitudes of "quality of life" or redly mean it. The 
leadership of the Air Force has made a bad call on this one 

Sir, you can make a difference1 I know that your voice will be heard. Please have your 
task force review this issue and support retaining a base that the troops want 

Sincerely, 

Paco Geisler 
Col, USAF, ret. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

june 20, 1995 GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John Nerger 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Mr. Nerger 

Request your review and comment on the information concerning Bayonne Military 
Ocean Terminal, NJ, in the attached letter. Please provide the Commission with your response 
NLT June 22,1995. 

This request follows up a fax to Mr. Roy Anderson on June 20th. If you need any 
clarification of the data, please contact Rick Brown, Army Team Analyst, at 696-0504, ext 197. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. I apologize for the short suspense, but 
believe you understand the accelerated time constraints under which the staff is working. 

Sincerely, 

I 
Edward A. ~ r o w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 
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i 
t. Xebecca G .  Cox i 

i issioner 
nse Base Closure & Realignment Commission 

/ North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
I ngton, Virginia 22209 

-y -- .- .- _._ _ - 

1 Ms. COX: 

I would like to thank you for taking the time to meet with 
Last month on the Secretary's recommendation to close the 

; itary Ocean Terminal at Bayonne (MOTBY). 

During our meeting you raised several issues about the 
1 unt of material depioyed through MOTBY, the necessity of 

rent PPO1s as they reflect the Air force's ability to extend 
ir initial thrust mission, and tenant costs. I would like to 

- .ress these concerns at 'b' ,,,AS time. 
I 

i First, regarding the issue about the quantity and type of 
. .:erial Seployed from ?10T3Y dcring Desert Shield, I am attaching 

, xeakdown of this inforination. While MTMC and the Army have 
itinually stated that MGTBY was responsible for only 10% of the 
rput during Desert Shield, you can see that that figure is low. 
a percentage of square foot shipment, MOTBY accoucted for over 

t % .  

I MOTBY was second only '3 Jacksonville, Florida, in the 

[ount of ships loaded and the percentage of materials shipped. 
~ d ,  as you can see, the AT- y deployed units from as far away as 
lshington state and Texas through MOTBY. Clearly, MOTBY is 
:ilized for far more than just the 10th Mountain Division out of , :. Drum. 



Your next concern was the necessity of PPOs. The 48-hour 
time frame sought in PPOs is not an arbitrary figure. The 
mobilization/war planning timetables are set in place with the 
.knowledge of the airlift capability and the need for immediate 
sealift. 

Officials in the Air Force Legislative Liaison, Programs 
Office, have stated that while the Air Force can meet the initial 
thrust mission requirement, with downsizing and the requirement 
for meeting the 2 MRC scenario, some in the Air Force ,would say 
that they were maxed out. In point of fact the entire case for 
the procurement of the C - 1 7  has been the critical shortage of 
airlift . 

Additionally, the accepted theory among all Defense agencies 
is that the U n i ~ ~ ~ a t ~ 1 n v o ~ v e m e r l t ~ '  in future conflicts will . . ' 

be similar to the Iraq/Kuwait War. This means that MTMC will 
face even more resistance by commercial ports to enter into PPO 
agreements. 

Finally, on this point is the Bottom Up Review's (BUR) 
assumption that all sustainment would be via seaiift. The 
commitment to sealift is evident from the attached letter from 
Gen. Shalikashvile to Chairman Kasich stating that there are more 
pressing requirements than additional B-2 bombers; namely, the 
procurement of "two and refit of four urgent ly  required 3.011 
0n/~oll Off ships." 

Lastly, with regards to your questions on enclaving costs, 
in the case of the Federal Records Center, they estimate a 
minimum of $5 million just t o  r e loca t e .  This figure does not 
include renovations at a new location or rent, which will 
absolutely increase in the New York/New Jersey commercial market. 
The Federal Records Center's Acting Director, Ms. Karen Lucas, 
has stated that GSA has thusfar identified no suitable federal 
site for a relocation so the government could face the enormous 
cost of new construction. And, due to the type of records 
retained at the Center, climate controlled areas are a 
requirement. 

The Military Sealift Command has estimated a Permanent 
Change of Station (PCS) cost of $5 mill 
they are unsure as to whether or not th 

made to change the homeport, COBRA algorithm would be used for a 
cotal cost of approximately $50 million. 



These costs would include basic personnel relocation and RIF 
costs, excluding salaries, benefits, cost of moving goods, etc. 
And, these cost estimates do not include the costs of moving the 
sea sheds, which have been estimated at between $13-30 million or 
the cost of new construction, if needed, at another homeport. 

I can not overemphasize my belief that the Army assumptions 
as to mission and cost with regard to MOTBY are wrong. The MOTBY 
mission is critical; and, if we seek to recreate it plsewhere, 
the costs will be enormous and the result will not b,e nearly as 
efficient to the mobilization/war fighting mission as what we 
already have established at MOTBY. 

I hope that this additional information will clarify the 
additional questions you raised and that you will call me if I 
can provide any further information. - - ..- ---- - 

Sincerely, 

RM : kgk 
Attachments 



* LOADED SEVERAL AVIATION B N ' S  & ENG PH's 

* 124 UNITS WERE RECEIVED AND L O R D E 3  THRf3UGH WOTSY FOR 
DEPLOYMENT (DESERT SHIELD). SEE ATTACHE3 S'iEET 

* FIRST TO SECURE HELICOPTERS O N  FLATRACKS TO 5- I= LOADED INTO 
SHIPS CONTAINER SECTION 

* OVER 500 5 TON CARGO TRUCKS WERE SHIPPED FOR RESUPPLY - - 
PURPOSES 

* TYPES OF AIRCRAFT LOADED AT MOTBY FOR GULF WAR - BLACKHAWK, 
MEDIVAC, KIOWA WAKRIER, COPRA & APACHE. 

* 475 MT O F  CLASS A ,  3, & C AMMUNITIGd WERE LOAJED A T  MDTBY 
FUR QULF WQR. 
I .- - . . . - - -. - - - .- . . 

' I  . * APPROXIMATELY 2,000,000 3 Q  FT O F  STAQING OREA WAS USED ;.! .I 
,: .! 

DURING DESERT SHIELD. . , :! il . . ! I  .!.,.I * 1902 RAIL CARS WERE RECEIVED MOTBY FOR DESERT :.SHIELD 
:!I: c :; :I 

* 53 CONVOYS WERE RECEIVED AT MOTBY FOR DESERT SHIELD .; :' 

. . : * a ,  

. . t1: :: . . . : a  
i ,,,.- * PRIORITY LO~DED WATER PURIFICF~TION QUFIRTERHASTER~UNTT. , . i 
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DESERT SHIELD DEPLOYMSNT UNITS SERVED 

UNITS SERVED DURING DEPLOYIM5NT OF DESERT SHIELD: 124 

BELVOIRE, VA Fr MONMOUTE, NJ FT MEADE, MD 
~r DLX, NJ v m n m ~  FARMS, VA FT SHEDAN, IL 
FT INDIANTOW GAP, PA FT DRUM. NY FT W O W ,  KY 
FT MCCOY, W1 FT LEONARDWOOD. MO FT DEVENS, MA 
FT LEE, VA FT BEN HARRISON, IN Ff EUSTlS,VA - - 
FT LEE, VA 

UNITS -THAN 1 ST ARIW,WHICH DEPLOYED THROUGH MOTBY: . -- . -- -- - .- 

m CARSON, co 
L 

FT HOOD, TX FT LEWIS, WA I 

r;T CAMPBELL, KY TINKER AFB, OK S A N  ANTONIO, TX 
BIRMINGHAM, AL TOOELE DEPOT, UT ALBANY, GA 

.ANNISTON DEPOT, AL GATESVILLE, TX MARYSVILLE, KS 
;PUEBLO, CO 

, . . .: . . F 
I !  3 i I .  ! 1 -:. . , . 

! 

Q V I P M E N ~  RlcCXlvED w SUPPORT OF THE FOLLOWING STATE RATIONAL GUARD: 
: I  : . :  I ' i .  

. . '. . . I !  :. t 
: i ' .  

USPFO, WA ! :. USPPO, co USPFO WY 
USPFO, GA: / USPFO, CA USPFO, SD 
'USPFO, NE : USPFO, ND USPFO, KS 
USPFO, TX j . USPFO, FL USPFO, SC 

I 



JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 
**. BAYONNE, NEW JEn'SEY -- 

HOUSTON, TEXAS 
SUNNY POINT MOT, NORTH CAROLINA 
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 
OAKLAND MOTFA, CALIFORNIA 
BEAUMONT, T E X A S  
LONG.BEACH, CALIFORNIA 
CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA . . - -. .. - - 
SAVANNAH, G E C R ~  
PORT HEUSEME, CALIFORNIA 
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 
CONCORD, CALIFORNIA 
MOREHEAD C I T Y ,  NORTH CAROLINA 
TACOMA? WASHINGTON 
CHEATHAM ANNEX, VIRGINIA 
EARLE, NEW JERSEY 
SOUTH ATLANTIC OUTPORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 
GULFPORT, MISSfSSIPPI  
NORFOLK? VIRQINIA 
RUOSEVELT ROADS, PUERTQ RICO 

TOTALS 

NUMBER OF 
VESSELS PESCENTAGE 

. r e  

I .  

*NOTE: BAYONNE. NJ TIED FOR SFCOND PLACE WITH HOUSTON. TX j.1 I i 
' :;!:I ! 

* hLTHOUGH BAYONNE LOADED 12.048% O F  THE TOTAL VESSELS LOADED ; ; ; I  ; -  

:-.I ' DURING THIS TIME YOU WILL N O T E  THAT BAYONNE WAS SECOND ONLY j 
TO JACKSONVfLLE, FLORIDA. 

-! f > .  . . 
' i 

* USING THE TOTAL OF 17,019,208 SQ FT, MOTBY LOADED 2,630,487 
SB FT O F  CARGO, WHICH EQUATES T O  15.45 X O F  THE TQTAL S G  FT . 

t 

O F  RLL CARGO SENT TO SAUDI. 

* THESE TCITALS ALSO INCLUDE 366 PIECES O F  COUNTERMINE 
MINESWEEPING EQUIPMENT FROM GENERAL DYNAMICS WARREN, MI 

* A TOTAL O F  7,894 SHORT TONS OF PIPELINE SECTIONS FROM PUmLO 
ARMY DEPOT PUEBLO CO, WERE LOADED AT MOTBY. (PIPE, 8 I .  . -  

TERMINAL WITH C.A .R .C .  PRIOR TO SHIPMEh 

. - . - - i- *---.,,-*A< iws;* 
?-: -*< :. - : -. - .:. 
.&--." .-. 

TO SAUDI. 
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S U E J E C T .  P~oposed Change to BRAC 95 Rec-ommeudation 
Segarding M o v l n g  USADACS to M c A A P .  

I 

COMMERCE 
~ ~ ~ A G R I C U L T U R E  

It h a s  come to rny 2ttentlon that e f f o r t 3  have i-ecentiy 
begun to persuade the  C o m m i s s i o n  to a l t e r  the D e p a ~ - t n e n t  
of t h e  Army's recommendation that. L J S A D A C S  be moved t o  the 
McAIester A r m y  Ammunition P l a n t  (McAAP) when its funcklons 
a r e  moved from the Savanna A r m y  Depot Actlvity ( S V A D ) .  
The Depar-tment of AL-my s t u d i e d  a number o f  posslble sites 
f o r  this move and concluded that McAAP was the best for 
the e c o n o m i c  and efficient accomplishment o t  the USADACS 
m i s s i o n .  I ,  on  behalf of the City of McAlester, urge the 
Cornrnlss~on to accept t h e  Department of Army recommendation 
regarding t h e  realignment of the U S A D A C S  function. 

TO: Mr. EJ Eroun, A r m y  T e a m  Leader - E R A Z  

As seen by the attached correspandcnce from the Actlrlq 
Director of USADACS t o  HQ, I n d u s t r i a l  Operations Command 
and f t - o m  the C h i e f ,  Special Analysis, HQ Army Material 
Coinmand; t h e  ctirrent plan to relocate USADACS to MckAP is 
the correct o n e  and should not be changed. 

FROM; M r .  Harvey Sollinger, Chairman-Mliltal-y Llalson 
C.j;r,ml tter , McAl ester Chamber of Commerce -- 
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( A c t i n g  Direc tor  of USADACS t o  HQ.  Industrial Operations Command) 

D m t - c  ~ n ,  16 MAY_ 9% lYtOUt34 OD1 

Tax eg.aa.cWri&-.shZ.amy.nLl 

Oubjaot) UQADACI) RXEPQNBX TO Oo h l u L  D h T m  10 HAY 96 RXc BRAC 

r - v e r y  much oppobed to ahrngLng thr dmckcrlon tro move US)U)AcS 
t o  MC-. I crrtrlnly m Q t e 9  that the ~ P L o ,  UhO mr1c.r up th* organ- 
lxatlon, are owrrntirl to it- ruacm-r rnd k * r  not rurr  w h x r  Mr. Uorgrn i r  
gpttLag hlm Cnfonartlon t h a t  thr ~ ) o r L f y  of O S M A C 6  ra\pAoyeen Y O U A ~  not 
mow. out i n l t l r l  r u m m y  c6neefrrtLvrly LndLortmr that 70 to 80 pascent 
or USADAC8 osploymrr would mukm t h e  .ll016 to r(aMp. A w h l l u  p r c r n t s g e  of 
Banlor  br+l  nanhgerm would r l o o  tm uik1Lnv to  make thr m v e .  Tho p o x -  
orntago is hkvh-r t h r o  the -1 IprWL~to b O o l r u m m  r Large ma)oxLty of 
IJPWACI mmploy-or rr.s not indlmaur to the O L v m h m .  1 l l L ~ l . r  rrar. xn 
rt3dltLon. UdADbCS h r w  a k w s y r  had hLqhmt A r v r L  of pmruohnrl turnover than 
otbr l :  oiqmnL8rtiunw rod  t h h  ham boon a mtcaagth, me t r a ~ h  Ldrmm from the 
flcld b a c m  thr a a t a l y a t  for ohangod a p r a t l q  methob. and p ~ o c ~ b u p ~  
m d  new approschrr to c u m t m f  auplport, 

Mr. ayrd, who mad. a personal rooorao&t~an ta p a  rapardkl+g re- 
locatinp U6MhC3 t o  HCA)LP, =nd hL6 pcedacaamor, Hr. hl Shrlngrr. rttonglr 
b e ~ ~ o v o d  t b r t  to ctaata m d  raLrrtrLn r euac=rrful organixation UBADAC8 

w r t  a 

- tialnt8Ln m alor- cru3lbla rolrtLonohLp w i t h  C L a L d  a u r t o m r m  
(errrunltion drpote, plants, fo r t r ,  -to.), d . g . ,  walk la t h v i r  r b r  
a d  r h q  will res-t mad tm.1 you, 

- AvoLd hewdqurrt-rw type w L m ~ l o n #  and ~ l n t a i n  alran Ilnms ot  
Irrapon.lbi l l ty  rnd ruthacity. * M y  from thr  herbpurrter- wnrlronarnt. 

- 8. very eeleatLr- rbcmt r*intrlnFag and addlng krLamFonm whlch  wulu 
c<mpr6dlfia tho parlllm of U6MkCd =I an * h o n ~ a t  brokerg wLthl .m t h m  m- 
m u n i t  i on  c-nLty e 

Moving OBMBCi!l to a haadquacterm .n~horasoht  w i l l  canproatma the 
v e t y  princlplwm t b r t  ham ardr it e u ~ ~ m m m t u l .  

we b4.a baed o p w r t l n g  for 90 dayr u&r tha prapdrd NRAC guldante. 

~ m t r L 1  pl*nalng i m  wall wnbmrrr i~ PUG tC;~fiitAW t g  mJMP, t h *  I n i t i a l  
mhaek trar tho Mnounc-nt. fr1k by a l l  crrp1oyabae ha* b a a  r e p l s c 4  r l t h  
a datemLnmtlon to  w ~ o u t m  tha h r u r ~ L t i < w r  at thr hlgh lev-1 ar a l l  

ENCL 1 



w- currently pcovlds umo f o l k s  w i t h  'one .top rhapping' to diwouao, 
rim, temt, end touoh a l l  f m o r r t m  related t o  umtrlnitian and umrunLtion 
1ogLstlcm. If M arm to Oontinue to provida t h i o  valulblr reroLcr Ln a 
cradLble w r y ,  glrrn thrt B m v r n r u  Lm RO Longar rLablo. W q  -st hrvo tba typ- 

of facLLitLsa t h r t  U ~ X ? L P  oZCers. 

I ' m  not aura if t h r m -  r-rkm conrtltutr "vLolunt' feadback, but 
Wanted you to undervtand how daeply ocwrvinord f ,  m d  ths rrat of t h e  
U S ~ D A C ~  menLor I r ~ d e r o h l p ,  uro thrt UIO H o A L o z t ~ r  move Lo the baat a l t e r -  
n a t i v m  to atayLng i n  place. 

-- BILL 
P . S .  

n a j 0 r I . t ~  of U S M A C 8  laadarunip predict that, if r r r o  m.Q to R-, tho 
USADACS, r s  an organicatLon. w u l d  br di*=oLvad w i t h l n  tuc~ y e a r s .  

F ' .  c1.4 0.; 



1. Rafarrnae AMBZO-CC) q w ,  ebb, 12 nay Qs (*-1). 

2 .  aha puzo: of t h i n  i m m o r m n d u m  La to rmbpand to th* 
ref erano& 

1 

3. WC nave diaouraod t h m  i - r u m .  ou have brouqht forth in r our ymmrandU vFth the A m  TAB Otfioe. They have 
Infomad us that thoy a r m  nor goh?g forward tar an ohangem 
to t b m  D.2mn.e pro~ollm.uurrantl~ beform the Com]Imalon 
m e y  h a w  radlt onal y t o l d  ue that th- la-ags brfbrs Chr 
Comafeeion is in tant  onally bxord ih nrturr to allow urn 
lawmy i.n ox-autinq t h o  propoaalm. 

4 .  ~p-aifiom on your r r ~ u a r t n  Eollowt 

r +  h t r o i t  A r r a n a l .  w e  0 0 m r  t h a t  a10 , Idma Tank P l e n t ,  R w k  rmland ArrenuZ 8nd PCatsrvlle- JLroenal ara 
,the r i t e s  wneru indurtrial work Prom D a t r o i t  whould be 

- r f o ~ a s d .  no abang. in thm nffrag. la r i~ to 
%lutmt tbim arrangemnh.  We bvs v r r b s r  infozrrd TMCOR 
te e honically and in m r s o n  that  the ? To ae grsu in j (  
.*is ing c~ovrr~rmcnt in%wtrlsl oapaol&??mbrorb & -r 
now b*in rrforard at htroit. You ne-d to bm w r k l n g  with 
then on ?hP. proposal am they continu@ to aovelap t b s l r  
exeoutlon plan.  

b, L s t t c r R t v l n  . Thr Defmnaa propueaZ cnlln for  all 
twtd and propell d aonbat V&~iulm work to r0al.i n to 
finiston. I+ w i l l  not a h m  d. -ir I. no B-Nrny i n  t h m  
lsnguag. to love xorx to Ro~kr lm~ond .  . 

a. Rad R i v m r .  Tharm ir  rufrtaient le.#ay i n  the 
langvrge to r m t a h  SXL and #m PUN3 functione at S M P  an4 
to make wrrangrpmts for Ca Of tha NRO and Rubbqt ?aoillty. 

d. Bavrnnr, Thr wfmre topoqal aall* fo r  the U B M A C S  
to realign to M0Al.at.r. It vfI.1 not bm chanfecl. %srm tc -+ suffiafent lrrway I n  thm language to realign he U W T  mi8mlon 
to nuAleot8r and the APE fabrication d e e i o n  to TEAO, 

r. Oeneaa, W h f m a  proposal aalle tor harardour 
matarlnl ~ n d  otar to ba Lnolavrd at Irrrraa, It w i l l  not ba 



S B i o t r a .  T h w  langauga w i l l  not br. ohanga.  EncJ.ave 
i n  thim nsnaa a*ano whatever in requirrd for the ogsrational 
atocks and 0 ~ 8 8 ,  

A .  me point of oontact for Chis satian Lfa Nr. Daryl/PpYe11. 

encl , 
am 

CP: 
LTC (P) m e 1 1  
Mr. K@?pcrrl 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 8,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Harvey Bollinger 
Chairman-Military Liaison Committee 
McAlester Chamber of Commerce 

and Agriculture 
17 East Carl Albert Parkway 
P.O. Box 759 
McAlester, Oklahoma 74502 

Dear Mr. Bollinger: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission staff concerning the 
proposed relocation of the United States Army Defense Ammunition Center and School fiom 
Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself fiom participating in any decision 
affecting the Savanna Army Depot. The Commission completed its final deliberations on military 
bases under consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the 
information you provided on the United States Army Defense Ammunition Center and School 
was caremy considered by the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the 
nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dif£icult and challenging 
process. 

'J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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"STATE CAVITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAMENTO. CA 94249-0001 
(91 6) 445-4445 

481 1 CHIPPENDALE DRIVE 
SUITE 501 

SACRAMENTO. CA 95841 
(916) 349-1995 BARBARA ALBY 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN. FIFTH DISTRICT 

April 28th, 1995 

MEMBER: 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE 
ON RULES 

ASSEMBLY COMMllTEE 
ON BUDGET 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE 
ON JUDICIARY 

ASSEMBLY COMMllTEE ON 
UTILITIES 8 COMMERCE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY 
AND TOXIC MATERIALS 

TASK FORCE ON DEFENSE 
CONVERSION 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

It is my honor and pleasure to represent McClellan Air Force Base in the 
California State Assembly. Throughout its history of serving the Sacramento 
region, California, and America, McClellan has consistently proven itself to be a 
valuable asset, an integral part of our national defense, and a good neighbor. 

I received over 12,000 letters in my office in support of McClellan, and 
have forwarded them to you in the "McClellan Mountain of Mail" and strongly 
believe that McClellan has a broad spectrum of support from Northern 
California. There are, of course, many reasons for this support. 

Economically, I believe that there is little doubt that California has 
suffered at the hands of previous BRACs and the cumulative economic impact 
upon Sacramento, as the capital of California is undisputed. We have already 
endured the closure of Mather Air Force Base and the Sacramento Army Depot. 
Try to understand our argument, if you will, that any California job loss 
impacts the state Capital. Combined, that impact is disastrous on the Northern 
California region. 

I was also heartened by the information that McClellan's excellence played 
a very real role in the rescue of Air Force Captain Scott O'Brady in Bosnia. 
The ejection pack contained communications equipment was handled by 
McClellan. The Tactical Radio Communications system utilized by the Air 
Force, Army and Marines at Aviano Air Base (over 600 units deployed between 
Germany and Italy), were maintained by McClellan. 

Prrnted on Recycled Paper 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Page two 

The argument that radios can be repaired anywhere is specious. I suggest 
you tell the BRAC staff to move their families to Sacramento because BRAC 
operations can be conducted more economically here and see what happens. 
Move any major entity or reduce their number, and the same negative impact 
would appear. Would the expertise move with them? Would the synergy move 
with them? I think not, and the cost to the American taxpayer is too great to 
experiment with such a notion. 

This is especially true when comparing the costs of following the Service 
recommendation to down-size. We must compare a potential savings of closing 
a base with the sure loss of expertise and momentum, against the sure savings of 
a down-size with no loss of expertise and momentum. Why take that risk? , 

Further, if you question the Air Force conclusions enough to disregard 
them, then you must send the entire process back for re-evaluation, and I think 
you then should compare all services' depots. Navy depots and Air Force depots 
should be compared against one another if we are ever to honestly compare the 
total cost to the American taxpayer. Only re-evaluating Air Force depots, and 
against each other, fails to consider the possibility that better economies are 
available with interservice comparisons. 

Previous BRAG have pushed for interservice comparisons, and it seems 
to me to be forward thinking and in our national interest. I believe that 
interservicing is in America's future, and I further believe that if allowed to 
compete, McClellan will serve America very well. So I say, don't close 
McClellan, allow it to compete on a level playing field. 

McClellan is geared for this forward thinking and it is best suited for the 
next generation of America's defense apparatus. The BRAC process does not 
take into consideration future plans for the commercialization of space, and 
McClellan is poised both technically and attitudinally to be America's leader in 
micro-electronics and communications. It already is in the area of advanced 
composites and hydraulics. The nuclear radiography capabilities are unmatched. 
Closing the reactor at McClellan represents only further example of 
governmental folly. 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Page three 

You have a difficult job and I caution you against the "inside the belt-way 
spin" or "staff-spin", or any other "spin". I encourage you to follow the Air 
Force recommendations and only down-size; do not close McClellan. If you 
choose to disregard the Air Force recommendations, then work towards true 
interservicing and open the process all-services wide. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

/ svtnn~ lby  

P. S. I am still receiving letters in support of McClellan Air Force Base here in my 
ofice, and I am only the state legislator representing this area. Some of the 
attached letten are individually prepared, and I am sending you the originals. 
The thousands of letters I received letters support McCleNan and the "home team", 
but they also support America's future. Won't you do the same? 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara Alby 
Assemblywoman, Fifth District 
California Legislature 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 942849 
Sacramento, California 94249-000 1 

Dear Assemblywoman Alby: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Mdlellan AFB, California. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on McClellan AFB was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dBcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cmc 
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The Honorable Benjamin Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

We are writing to provide a summary of the reasons why we believe you and the other 
Commissioners should reject the Army's proposal to close the Aviation and Troop Command 
(ATCOM) in St. Louis. While the Secretary of the Army may have had the interests of the 
nation in mind when recommending on March 1 that ATCOM be closed, events since then have 
demonstrated that this closure would not be in the interest of the Army, the Federal government, 
or the taxpayer. On the contrary, events since March I have demonstrated that the closure of 
ATCOM would violate the base closure law, is rehted by Army commanders responsible for its 
implementation, preempts the recommendations of the Roles and Missions Commission, and 
defies the Army's own facilities management activities. We would like to outline these points as 

you prepare for your final deliberations. 

0: Q . L A W I N G  ATCQM 

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the 
basis of the force structure plan and the f ind criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the 
Defense Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. While the Secretary of the Army 
testified in early March that the h y  complied with the base closure law in making its closure 
recommendations, subsequent actions indicate otherwise: 



- On April 14, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reported to the Commission that the 
Army did not perform a military value analysis of each leased facility in determining 
which to close. 

- In response to subsequent Commission inquiries, the GAO stated that it found no 
documentation "supporting an analysis of, or addressing, the military value of leases. 
Further, the Army's Management Control Plan does not describe a process to be used for 
determining military value of leases." 

- On May 12, your staff requested that the Army provide "back-up data supporting the 
attributes which the Army used to evaluate leased facilities, showing too, how the data 
was linked to the Military Value criteria." In response, the Army stated that "in reference 
to the request for specific attributes, these attributes were not collected for the leased 
sites." 

In light of these developments since March 1 ,  we hope you will conclude that the A m y  
deviated substantially -- if not entirely -- from the four military value criteria in recommending 
ATCOM for closure. 

UTS CAN'T BE ACWEyER 

On March 1, the Army asserted that the closure of ATCOM would result in the 
elimination of 1,022 civilian personnel positions, generating the vast majority of savings to be 
achieved by this closure proposal. The h y  later revised its expected civilian personnel 
eliminations to 786 positions. Since the Army's recommendation was presented to the 
Commission, a number of actions have occurred which indicate that the personnel savings 
associated with ATCOM's closure may be as low as 48 civilian positions: 

- On April 13, the Army Materiel Command (AMC) directed ATCOM to calculate the 

number of personnel eliminated by its closure using Program Budget Guidance (PEG) 
estimates rather than those contained in the Anny's Stationing and Installation Plan, 
which had been used in preparing base closure cost/savings estimates. The PBO 
estimates indicate that the closure of ATCOM will result in the elimination of 205 fewer 
civilian positions than originally asserted by the A r m y .  

- On May 22, ATCOM's Deputy Commander submitted a Manpower Deviation Request to 
AMC stating that of the 786 civilian positions proposed for elimination, 56 must remain 
in St. Louis to fulfill contractual obligations to other federal agencies and 477 must be 
transfened to receiving bases to ensure the continuation of ATCOM's b c t i o n s .  Rather 
than reject this request outright, AMC has indicated that no response will be provided 
until after the Commission completes its deliberations. 



- On May 15, an AMC official reportedly informed ATCOM that if the Army finds that i t  
underestimated the number of ATCOM personnel required to be transferred to Redstone 
Arsenal, such a shortfall will be covered by excess personnel currently on the payroll at 
Redstone's Missile Command. 

- On May 19, ,the Communications-Electronics Command -- one of the proposed recipients 
of ATCOM's functions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be transferred 
from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements. 

- On May 30, the Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command -- another of the proposed 
recipients of ATCOM's hnctions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be 
transferred from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements 

In light of thesq developments since March 1 ,  it is evident that the implementation of the 
A r m y ' s  recommendation to close ATCOM will not generate the personnel eliminations -- and 
the resulting savings -- originally expected, and may only generate as few as 48 eliminations. 
Therefore, we hope you will conclude that the Army deviated substantially from Criteria #5 -- 
the extent and timing of potential costs and savings -- in recommending ATCOM for closure. 

As you know, the Amy's  March 1 proposal to close ATCOM included the relocation of 
its aviation functions to Redstone Arsenal at a cost of over $100 million, where a new Aviation 
and Missile Command would bc established. Since this proposal was presented to the 
Commission, events have occurred which make this action inadvisable and potentially wasteful 
of Defense Department funds: 

- On May 24, the Commission on Roles and Missions, led by Mr. John White, 
recommended that the Military Services collocate all Defense Department aviation 
management and support organizations, including ATCOM. This week, John White is 
expected to be confirmed by the Senate to be Deputy Secretary of Defense, in which he 
will have principal responsibility for implementing the recommendations of the Roles and 
Missions Commission. 

- On June 2, in response to the Roles and Missions Commission recommendation noted 
above, the Army's Assistant Secretary for Research, Development and Acquisition stated 
that "we agree that this is an area with possible benefits which should be explored." 

In light of these developments since March 1,  we hope you will conclude that the Army 
should defer any decision to close ATCOM or spend over $100 million of taxpayer dollars to 
relocate its aviation functions until a site is selected for a new DOD-wide aviation organization. 



011 h4arch I .  the Army reported to the Comnlission that it  had considered and rejected the 
relocation the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) from leased space in Huntsville, 
Alabama, onto Redstone Arsenal. Since then, nctions have been taken which indicate that such a 
relocation would be more advantageous than the transfer of ATCOM's aviation functions to 
Redstone Arsenal: 

- Or1 March 8, Brigadier General Robert Herndon, Director of Facilities and Houving in the 
office of the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, directed AMC 
to prepare a plan for the use of s ~ q l u s  permanent administrative space at Redstone 
Arsenal. In his instructions, General Herndon specifically stated that as AMC considers 
the relocation of activities from leased space, "the requirements of the Space and Strategic 
Defense Command and Program Executive Office organizations,,.predate any BRAC- 
related effort." 

- On April 19, your staff informed the Anny that Redstone Arsenal officials had confirmed 
that two buildings at Redstone can accommodate 900 personnel -- the approximate number 
of personnel at SSDC -- for a total military construction cost of $1.62 million. This cost is 
$19.9 million less than originally estimated by the Army, and makes the relocation of 
SSDC a financially attractive alternative to the relocation of ATCOM's aviation functions. 

- On June 9, the Director of the Army's Material Systems Analysis Activity noted in a 
briefing prepared on the Equip/Supply/Maintain Functions that the consolidation of SSDC 
and the Ar~ny's  Missile Command at Redstone Arsenal represents a significmt opportunity 
to increase efficiency and effectiveness. This reinforces an earlier report by Army Basing 
Study officials to the Undersecretary of the Army that the relocation of SSDC to Redstone 
Arsenal would result in "synergy with major [Program Managers] and Missile Command 
at Redstone." 

- On June 14, the Secretary of the Army testified to the Commission that despite earlier 
claims, the Army does in fact plan to move SSDC and the Program Executive Office for 
Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal in the future. 

In light of these developments since March 1 ,  we hope you will conclude that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal -- combined with continued downsizing at ATCOM -- is 
a more cost-effective alternative than the closure of ATCOM and the relocation of its functions to 
four new sites at a total cost of over $1 50 million, 

We believe that each of the issues that has arisen since March 1 is reason alone for the 
Commission to decide that ATCOM should remain open. Taken together, these issues 



demonstrate that regardless of the merits of the Ar111y's initial recommcndation. events since then 
have shown conclusively that such an action would not be in the interest of the Army, rhe Federal 
government, or the U.S. taxpayer. 

We appreciate your consideration of these issues, arid trust that your dccisiorl regarding 
ATCOM will be based on the full spectrum of evidence presented to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Richard A. Gephardt Christopher S. Bond 
Member of Co ress um& &- 

~ e r d b e r  of Congress Member of Congress /' 
u h n  Ashcroft 
United States Senator 
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SUBJBCT: Planning far Base RcaQnmant and Closuro (BRAC) 95 

1. In keaping with our commitment to focus on taking care of our paoplc. we hava r m b c d  
agreements with the C o m d e r s  at the four sites to which our b c t i o ~ l s  have been idcntitlcd for 
ttmsfcr. Theae agracmeots assure tbat Ifthe BRAC rtcommmdadon to disesthbtish ATCOM is 
approved, all ATCOM ernployma will bc offered a poaition at one of thc four locations. Thjs is 
good n6WS for auayonc. Thesa agreements are attached for your inbrmation 

2. While it is d too early to tell you s p d k a l l y  where your fimctions will t r d e r  or the exact 
tirning of the relocations, be assured that all posdble actions to assist you in this difficult time will 
be taken. 



Congress of tije W~lniteb e t a t e e  
Boue'e of Bepree'entatibee' 

Wae'fiington, B4C 20525 

June 20,1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Although we understand that you will recuse yourself from votes regarding the Army's 
Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM), we are writing to provide a summary of the reasons 
why we believe the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission should reject the 
Army's proposal to close this facility. While the Secretary of the Army may have had .the 
interests of the nation in mind when recommending on March 1 that ATCOM be closed, events 
since then have demonstrated that this closure would not be in the interest of the Army, the 
Federal government, or the taxpayer. On the contrary, events since March 1 have demonstrated 
that the closure of ATCOM would violate the base closure law, is refuted by Arrny commanders 
responsible for its implementation, preempts the recommendations of the Roles and Missions 
Commission, and defies the Army's own facilities management activities. We would like to 
outline these points as you prepare for your final deliberations. 

GAO: THE ARMY VIOLATED THE LAW IN CLOSING ATCOM 

As you know, the base closure law requires that the Defense Department make 
recommendations to close or realign military installations, including leased facilities, "on the 
basis of the force structure plan and the final criteria." In keeping with this requirement, the 
Defense Department delineated eight final criteria and instructed each Service to give priority 
consideration to the first four, which measure military value. While the Secretary of the Army 
testified in early March that the Army complied with the base closure law in making its closure 
recommendations, subsequent actions indicate otherwise: 



- On April 14, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reported to the Commission that the 
Army did not perform a military value analysis of each leased facility in determining 
which to close. 

- In response to subsequent Commission inquiries, the GAO stated that it found no 
documentation "supporting an analysis of, or addressing, the military value of leases. 
Further, the Army's Management Control Plan does not describe a process to be used for 
determining military value of leases." 

- On May 12, your staff requested that the Army provide "back-up data supporting the 
attributes which the Army used to evaluate leased facilities, showing too, how the data 
was linked to the Military Value criteria." In response, the Army stated that "in reference 
to the request for specific attributes, these attributes were not collected for the leased 
sites." 

In light of these developments since March 1, we hope you will conclude that the Army 
deviated substantially -- if not entirely -- from the four military value criteria in recommending 
ATCOM for closure. 

ARMY COMMANDERS: ATCOM PERSONNEL CUTS CAN'T BE ACHIEVED 

On March 1, the Army asserted that the closure of ATCOM would result in the 
elimination of 1,022 civilian personnel positions, generating the vast majority of savings to be 
achieved by this closure proposal. The Army later revised its expected civilian personnel 
eliminations to 786 positions. Since the Army's recommendation was presented to the 
Commission, a number of actions have occurred which indicate that the personnel savings 
associated with ATCOM's closure may be as low as 48 civilian positions: 

- On April 13, the Army Materiel Command (AMC) directed ATCOM to calculate the 
number of personnel eliminated by its closure using Program Budget Guidance (PBG) 
estimates rather than those contained in the Army's Stationing and Installation Plan, 
which had been used in preparing base closure cost/savings estimates. The PBG 
estimates indicate that the closure of ATCOM will result in the elimination of 205 fewer 
civilian positions than originally asserted by the Army. 

- On May 22, ATCOM's Deputy Commander submitted a Manpower Deviation Request to 
AMC stating that of the 786 civilian positions proposed for elimination, 56 must remain 
in St. Louis to fulfill contractual obligations to other federal agencies and 477 must be 
transferred to receiving bases to ensure the continuation of ATCOM's functions. Rather 
than reject this request outright, AMC has indicated that no response will be provided 
until after the Commission completes its deliberations. 



- On May 15, an AMC official reportedly informed ATCOM that if the Army finds that it 
underestimated the number of ATCOM personnel required to be transferred to Redstone 
Arsenal, such a shortfall will be covered by excess personnel currently on the payroll at 
Redstone's Missile Command. 

- On May 19, the Communications-Electronics Command -- one of the proposed recipients 
of ATCOM's functions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be transferred 
from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements. 

- On May 30, the Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command -- another of the proposed 
recipients of ATCOM's functions -- reported to AMC that additional personnel must be 
transferred from ATCOM to meet the Command's proposed new mission requirements 

In light of these developments since March 1, it is evident that the implementation of the 
Army's recommendation to close ATCOM will not generate the personnel eliminations -- and 
the resulting savings -- originally expected, and may only generate as few as 48 eliminations. 
Therefore, we hope you will conclude that the Army deviated substantially from Criteria #5 -- 
the extent and timing of potential costs and savings -- in recommending ATCOM for closure. 

ROLES AND MISSIONS COMMISSION: COLLOCATE ALL DOD AVIATION UNITS 

As you know, the Army's March 1 proposal to close ATCOM included the relocation of 
its aviation functions to Redstone Arsenal at a cost of over $100 million, where a new Aviation 
and Missile Command would be established. Since this proposal was presented to the 
Commission, events have occurred which make this action inadvisable and potentially wasteful 
of Defense Department funds: 

- On May 24, the Commission on Roles and Missions, led by Mr. John White, 
recommended that the Military Services collocate all Defense Department aviation 
management and support organizations, including ATCOM. This week, John White is 
expected to be confirmed by the Senate to be Deputy Secretary of Defense, in which he 
will have principal responsibility for implementing the recommendations of the Roles and 
Missions Commission. 

- On June 2, in response to the Roles and Missions Commission recommendation noted 
above, the Army's Assistant Secretary for Research, Development and Acquisition stated 
that "we agree that this is an area with possible benefits which should be explored." 

In light of these developments since March 1, we hope you will conclude that the Army 
should defer any decision to close ATCOM or spend over $100 million of taxpayer dollars to 
relocate its aviation functions until a site is selected for a new DOD-wide aviation organization. 



ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGERS: RELOCATE SSDC TO REDSTONE FIRST 

On March 1, the Army reported to the Commission that it had considered and rejected the 
relocation the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) from leased space in Huntsville, 
Alabama, onto Redstone Arsenal. Since then, actions have been taken which indicate that such a 
relocation would be more advantageous than the transfer of ATCOM7s aviation functions to 
Redstone Arsenal: 

- On March 8, Brigadier General Robert Herndon, Director of Facilities and Housing in the 
office of the Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, directed AMC 
to prepare a plan for the use of surplus permanent administrative space at Redstone 
Arsenal. In his instructions, General Herndon specifically stated that as AMC considers 
the relocation of activities from leased space, "the requirements of the Space and Strategic 
Defense Command and Program Executive Office organizations ...p redate any BRAC- 
related effort." 

- On April 19, your staff informed the Army that Redstone Arsenal officials had confirmed 
that two buildings at Redstone can accommodate 900 personnel -- the approximate number 
of personnel at SSDC -- for a total military construction cost of $1.62 million. This cost is 
$1 9.9 million less than originally estimated by the Army, and makes the relocation of 
SSDC a financially attractive alternative to the relocation of ATCOM7s aviation functions. 

- On June 9, the Director of the Army's Material Systems Analysis Activity noted in a 
briefing prepared on the Equip/Supply/Maintain Functions that the consolidation of SSDC 
and the Army's Missile Command at Redstone Arsenal represents a significant opportunity 
to increase efficiency and effectiveness. This reinforces an earlier report by Army Basing 
Study officials to the Undersecretary of the Army that the relocation of SSDC to Redstone 
Arsenal would result in "synergy with major [Program Managers] and Missile Command 
at Redstone." 

- On June 14, the Secretary of the Army testified to the Commission that despite earlier 
claims, the Army does in fact plan to move SSDC and the Program Executive Office for 
Missile Defense onto Redstone Arsenal in the future. 

In light of these developments since March 1, we hope you will conclude that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal -- combined with continued downsizing at ATCOM -- is 
a more cost-effective alternative than the closure of ATCOM and the relocation of its functions to 
four new sites at a total cost of over $150 million. 

We believe that each of the issues that has arisen since March 1 is reason alone for the 
Commission to decide that ATCOM should remain open. Taken together, these issues 



demonstrate that regardless of the merits of the Army's initial recommendation, events since then 
have shown conclusively that such an action would not be in the interest of the Army, the Federal 
government, or the U.S. taxpayer. 

We appreciate your consideration of these issues, and trust that your decision regarding 
ATCOM will be based on the full spectrum of evidence presented to the Commission. 

Sincerelv. 
d ,  w&&. b - d a l -  

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt / 
United States Senator Member of Congress 

William Clay 
Member of Congress 

q o h n  Ashcroft 
United States Senator 
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June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND! LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable William Clay 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Clay: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) 
in St. Louis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diilicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret) 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James M. Talent 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Talent: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) 
in St. Louis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on milim bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM was caremy considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

il RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret) 
Commissioner 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Ashcroft 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Ashcroft: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) 
in St. Louis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM was care11ly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

0 RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret) 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher S. Bond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Bond: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) 
in St. Louis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

" 
RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret) 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard A Gephardt 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Gephardt : 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) 
in St. Louis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
A 

Benjamin F. Idontoya, USN (Ret) 
Commissioner 
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Charles R, Sanders 
A s s e m b l y  C h i e f  C l e r k  

June 14, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chair 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

AS Chief Clerk of the Wisconsin State Assembly, I have been 
officially ordered to transmit to you Assembly Joint Resolution 46 
relating to: 

the closure of the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station. 

s been passed by both houses of the Wisconsin 

CHIEF CLERK 

CRS : rav 

Enclosure 

P.O. Box 8952 1 East Main Street Suite 402 Madison, WI 53708 (6081 266-1501 
Legislative Hotline: 1-800-362-9472 FAX: (608) 266-7038 E-Mail: uswlscrs@ibmmail.com 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



1995 Assembly Joint Resolution 46 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 

Relating to: the closure of the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station. 

Whereas, the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station is the site of the headquarters 
for the 440th Airlift Wing; and 

Whereas, the mission of the 440th Airlift Wing is to maintain operation readiness 
for the airlift of tactical units, airborne units, personnel, supplies and equipment into 
prepared or unprepared areas by landing or airdrop; and 

Whereas, the peacetime and wartime mission of the 440th Airlift Wing is global 
in scope; and 

Whereas, the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station in Milwaukee has been 
included on the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission's list of 
installations for consideration; and 

Whereas, the commission will conduct an  in-depth evaluation of the 440th Airlift 
Wing operation at the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station, focusing on the base's 
current military value and its suitability for meeting the challenges of future total force 
requirements; and 

Whereas, former Congressman and Secretary of Defense Les Aspin was 
intending to testify before the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission in 
opposition to the closure of the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station but was prevented 
from doing so because of his untimely death; and 

Whereas, the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station is the only federal air force 
installation in the entire state of Wisconsin; and 
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Whereas, outstanding facilities at Wisconsin's Fort McCoy and Volk Field offer 
the 440th Airlift Wing cost-efficient and nearby training opportunities for 
accomplishing its primary mission; and 

Whereas, the joint training opportunities and overall environment throughout 
the state for the 440th Airlift Wing to hone its mission skills is unparalleled; and 

Whereas, operating the 440th Airlift Wing out of General Mitchell Air Reserve 
Station, and throughout the other Wisconsin training venues, gives the taxpayer more 
value for each dollar spent on training; and 

Whereas, General Mitchell Air Reserve Station's physical facilities are extremely 
well-maintained, both inside and outside, and there is room to develop more than 30 
acres of property to reach future expansion and training needs; and 

Whereas, the 16 units assigned to the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station are 
the 440th Logistics Group, 440th Logistics Support Squadron, 440th Maintenance 
Squadron, 440th Operations Group, 440th Airlift Control Flight, 34th Aerial Port 
Squadron, 440th Operations Support Flight, 95th Airlift Squadron, 440th Support 
Group, 440th Mission Support Squadron, 440th Civil Engineering Squadron, 440th 
Security Police Squadron, 440th Services Squadron, 440th Medical Squadron, 440th 
Communications Flight and 440th Airlift Wing; and 

Whereas, the 440th Airlift Wing was called to active duty in 1951 for the Korean 
War and again in October 1962 for the Cuban Missile Crisis; and 

Whereas, during Operation Desert Shield, volunteers from the 440th'~ Airlift and 
Maintenance squadrons volunteered for 30-day rotations supporting the operation; 
and 

Whereas, in January of 1991, members of the 440th '~ Medical Squadron were 
activated and deployed in support of Operation Desert Storm; and 

Whereas, the 440th Airlift Wing has been participating in the Panama Rotation 
since 1977 and has provided at least one aircraft and aircrew to support the reserve 
rotation of South America each year; and 

Whereas, members of the 440th Airlift Wing provided support to Operation 
Uphold Democracy in Haiti and also to Operation Provide Promise, flying more than 
100 humanitarian relief supply missions into war-torn Sarajevo; and 

Whereas, the units at the 440th Airlift Wing are manned by approximately 1,300 
reservists and approximately 350 full-time civilians, including 140 Air Reserve 
technicians; and 

Whereas, there are 9 Lockheed C-130H airlift assigned to the 440th Airlift Wing 
in Milwaukee; and I 

Whereas, the 440th Airlift Wing was named the nation's outstanding Air Force 
Reserve unit in December 1963 and again in 1964; and 

Whereas, in June of 1993, the Airlift Rodeo team representing the 440th Airlift 
Wing won the overall Air Mobility command International Airlift Rodeo 
championship, and earned the right to be called the "Best of the Best" in worldwide air  
mobility; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the assembly, the senate concurring, That the members of the 
Wisconsin legislature oppose the closure of the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station 
and respectfully request that all members of the Wisconsin delegation to the U.S. 
Congress support efforts to maintain the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station and 
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that they do whatever is necessary to remove the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station 
from consideration for closure by the Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission; and, be it further 

Resolved, That the assembly chief clerk shall provide copies of this joint 
resolution to President Clinton, to each member of the U.S. congressional delegation 
from this state and to Mr. Alan Dixon, chair of the Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Committee. 

Senator Brian D. Rude 
President of the Senate 

J u n  X .  / W S  
- 

e 
Date Charles R. Sanders 

Assistant Chief Clerk 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charles R. Sanders 
Assembly Chief Clerk 
P.O. Box 8952 
1 East Main Stret 
Suite 402 
Madison, Wisconsin 53708 

Dear Mr. Sanders: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of Assembly Joint Resolution 46 
concerning General Mitchell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Wisconsin. I appreciate your interest in 
the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, Chairman Dixon recused himself from considering any bases affecting 
Illinois. In this case, the Chairman did not make any decision which could have affected the 
outcome of Chicago O'Hare ARS. I can assure you that the infoxmation you provided on General 
Mitchell ARS was carefidly considered by the Commission in making its recommendations to 
downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

David S. ~ ~ k s /  
StafYDirector 
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WHEREAS, The United States 1 OIS' Congress determined that it was imperative that the budget 
for defense be reduced; and 

I WHEREAS, The United States Congress established a commission to accomplish the down- 
sizing of Department of Defense facilities; and 

WHEREAS, The commission was to be known as the Commission for Base Realignment and 
Closure; and 

WHEREAS, The Department of Defense determined in 1993 and then 1995 reviews that certain 
elements of the Department of Defense be relocated to the United States Army Engineer Center 
& Fort Leonard Wood in its endeavor to accomplish the reductions and preserve the public 
interest; and 

WHEREAS, The Department of Defense has recommended that the Chemical Defense Training 
Facility and the Military Police School, presently located at Fort McClellan, Alabama, be 
relocated to the United States Army Engineer Center & Fort Leonard Wood; and 

WHEREAS, The Department of the Army has established a proven safety record in the operation 
of the Chemical Defense Training Facility; and 

WHEREAS, The enhancement of Fort Leonard Wood is a benefit to all surrounding 
communities in Southwest Missouri, 

NOW THEREFORE, The City of Licking, Missouri welcomes the opportunity to endorse the 
relocation of the "schools" and offers unreserved support to the Department of Defense to that 
end. 

DATED this 6th day of June, 1995. n 

 ark Rinne, Mayor 

ATTEST: f i l  PrhE 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Mark Rinne 
Mayor 
City of Licking 
125 South Main Street 
P.O. Box 64 
Licking, Missouri 65542 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Mayor Rinne: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a proclamation concerning Fort 
Leonard Wood, Missouri. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome 
your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Leonard Wood was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPAR7MENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
PACIFIC AIR FORCES I 

2 0 JUN 19S5 
MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAFICE (DR. WOLFF) 

FROM: HQ PACAFICE 
25 E St Ste D306 
Hickam AFB HI 96853-5412 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Insert Request--Andersen South MFH, Guam 

References: (a) HQ PACAF/XP memo, 25 Apr 95, same subject 

(b) HQ USAF/RT memo, 19 May 95, same subject 

I. Reference (a) requested USAFiRT assistance to insert Andersen South family 
housing into DoD's proposed BRAC 95 language. Reference (B) is H Q  USAFlRT 
response to PACAF indicating a request for Inclusion was made to the Navy's Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee. 

2. Based on conversations with your staff, we now understand that the Navy is 
modifying their BRAC 95 language to include closure and disposal of the Andersen 
South family housing area as a consequence of proposed Navy unit relocations from 
Guam. We also understand the Navy is reluctant fo support a $SOOWyear caretaker 
maintenance requirement to maintain the 360 units in a ~easorlable condition until 
GSA can surplus the property and housing units. 

3. PACAF concurs with the BRAC approach for Andersen South family housing and 
will pursue caretaker maintenance funding requirements by other means if the BRAC 
account cannot be sourced. PACAF did not POM for this maintenance requirement, 
therefore we will either source funds from our existing MFH b&M account or more 
likely, submit as an unfunded requirement to HQ USAFICEH. We do not anticipate 
caretaker maintenance costs to be incurred over an extended period. We look to 
lease arrangement possibilities with GuvGuam or expedited GSA surplusing 
procedures. 

4. Please ensure the environmental requirements for the EBS ($?5K for Phase I; 
$200K for Phase 11) and potential remediation ($550K) are still carried as valid BRAC 
requirements. PACAF has already budgeted for the three to four bedroom 
conversions that will be required on the main base. 
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5. We appreciate your continued assistance in this matter. Questions can be 
directed to my POC, Maj Bryan Bodner, DSN 449-8075. 

cc: 
PACAFES - 

HQ PACAFIJAIPNXPIFM 
AFRWMI 
36 ABWICCI 
36 SPTGICCICE 

FWYK J. DESTXDIO, Coltinel, USAF 
deeistant Qvil Engineer 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Army Chemical Warfare Training School 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

1 believe that you are aware that the Army has been granted a 
variance fi-om Mssouri's opacity limitations by the Wssouri Air 
Conservation Commission respecting its proposal to move the large-area 
obscurant training program &om Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard Wood. I 
believe that you are also aware that the Missouri Coalition for the 
Environment vigorously opposed that variance in a hearing before the A r  
Conservation Commission, and has filed in the circuit court of the City of 
St. Louis a petition for judicial review of that variance. The Coahtion's view 
is that the variance is clearly unlawful. 

Today the circuit court denied the Coalition's motion for stay pending 
the final disposition of the litigation. The State of Missouri may attempt to 
persuade you that the Court's d n g  is a sign that the Coalition has a weak 
case. Your commission is entitled to know that the opposite is correct. As 
the enclosed transcript shows, the Court stated that it was denylng the stay 
because the public interest appeared to favor denial of the stay (the Court 
was deluged with many affidavits, including one fiom the Governor). But 
the Court also stated: "I think that the Petitioners have a probability of 
success. 'I 

R. Roger pry% 
Executive Director 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 



I N  THE C I R C U I T  COURT OF THE C I T Y  OF S T .  L O U I S  

STATE O F  MISSOURI  

I n  t h e  m a t t e r  o f :  

MISSOURI COALITION FOR THE ) 
ENVIRONMENT, 

V s .  ) C a u s e  N o .  9 5 4 - 0 1 3 3 9  

BEARD, e t  a l . ,  1 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

On t h e  1 6 t h  day of J u n e ,  1 9 9 5 ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  proceedings 

w e r e  he ld  i n  t h e  above-ent i t led  cause,  before t h e  H o n o r a b l e  R o b e r t  

H. D i e r k e r ,  Judge of D i v i s i o n  3 of t h e  C i r c u i t  C o u r t  of t h e  C i t y  

of S t .  L o u i s ,  S t a t e  of M i s s o u r i .  

M a r g a r e t  E .  Walsh 
O f f i c i a l  C o u r t  R e p o r t e r  
2 2 n d  J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t  
S t .  L o u i s ,  M i s s o u r i  



THE COURT: I think that the Petitioners have a probability 

of success, in the sense that they demonstrated a -- the existence 

of a fair ground and a meritorious claim and a fair ground for 

subsequent litigation. I think the irreparable harm calculus 

which inevitably includes an assessment of the public interest, 

impels most strongly in favor of a denial of the stay, because 

I think the public interest in reality here is the traditional 

interest. 



C E R T I F I C A T E  

I ,  Margare t  E .  Walsh, do hereby c e r t i f y  t h a t  I appeared  a t  

t h e  s a i d  t ime  and p l a c e  f i r s t  h e r e i n b e f o r e  se t  f o r t h ,  t h a t  I t o o k  

down i n  s h o r t h a n d  t h e  p r o c e e d i n g s  had i n  t h e  w i t h i n - e n t i t l e d  c a u s e ,  

and t h a t  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  1 pages  c o n s t i t u t e s  a  t r u e  and c o r r e c t  

t r a n s c r i p t i o n  of t h a t  p o r t i o n  r e q u e s t e d .  

O f f i c i a l  C o u r t  R e p o r t e r  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 30, 1995 

Mr. R Roger Pryor 
Executive Director, Missouri Coalition 

for the Environment 
6267 Delmar Boulevard 
St. Louis, Missouri 63 130 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Pryor: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning obscurant training and Fort Leonard Wood. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on obscurant training and Fort Leonard Wood was carewy considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



oculment Separator 
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GREATER 
SAN DIEGO 
CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

Emerald Shapery Center 
402 West Broadway, Suite 1000 
San Diego, California 92 10 1-3585 
619.232.0124 FAX 619.234.0571 

A Catalpit for Change 

June 15, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to express our concern with testimony presented to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission during the San Francisco Regional Hearing, and the specific 
proposal from the Long Beach community that the Commission direct the Navy to homeport 
Aircraft Carriers in Long Beach. Four members of the San Diego area Congressional 
delegation, The Honorable Duncan Hunter, The Honorable Randy Cunningham, The 
Honorable Brian Bilbray, and The Honorable Bob Filner, are supportive of San Diego's 
position and will be providing you with correspondence to that effect. 

Although we believe that on the merits alone the San Diego area is the best option for the 
homeporting of nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, it is our belief that there also exist 
statutory reasons why the Commission should not, at this juncture, modify the final 
recommendation of the 1993 Commission and redirect the homeporting of the NAS Alameda 
based nuclear-powered aircraft carriers away from the Naval Air Station North Island to 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

AT ISSUE 

1. A recommendation to divert the NAS Alameda based nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers away from San Diego is a re-direct of the 1993 Commission 
recommendation and requires that the 1995 Commission comply with the 
statutorily mandated 45 days notice of intention. 

The final recommendation of the 1993 Base Closure Commission was to make San Diego the 
homeport for nuclear-powered aircraft carriers that were previously homeported at Naval Air 
Station Alameda. Specifically, the 1993 Commission provided in its recommendation to 
close NAS Alameda that the Navy: 



Chairman Dixon 
June 15, 1995 
Page Two 

" . . .relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support to 
NAS North Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS Alameda will 
be relocated to the Fleet concentration at San Diego and Bangor/Puget 
SoundlEverett." 1993 Commission Report to the President at 1-34. 

Section 2903(d)(2)(C) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, ("Act") provides that " . . .the Commission may make changes to any of the 
recommendations made by the Secretary.. . " However, section 2903(d)(2)(C)(iii) specifically 
states that the Commission may only make a change if, among other things, it publishes a 
notice of the proposed change in the Federal Register "not less than 45 days before 
transmitting its recommendations to the President and conducts public hearings on the 
proposed change." (Emphasis added.) 

In fashioning their 1995 recommendations to the Commission and because it was not their 
plan, neither the Navy nor the Department of Defense included a recommendation to redirect 
the Alameda aircraft carriers from San Diego to Long Beach. Most importantly, the 
Commission did not vote to consider during its May 10, 1995 "Add-On" hearing the re-direct 
of the 1993 Commission's final recommendation concerning the homeporting of the NAS 
Alameda aircraft carriers. Since the Commission had only until May 17, 1995, to add 
additional bases formally to the closure or realignment list and still meet the 45 day notice of 
intention requirement of the Act, the Commission appears to be precluded from now 
recommending the redirect of the NAS Alameda aircraft carriers from San Diego to 
Long Beach. 

In similar circumstances, the Department of Defense has recognized the need to comply with 
the notice required by the Act prior to recommending the redirect of military units located at 
installations closed or realigned by a previous Commission. For example, as part of its 1995 
recommendations to the Commission, the Department of Defense decided to change the 
receiving location of several Naval units; among other changes, the Navy recommended that 
Naval aircraft from NAS Cecil Field, Florida, should go to NAS Oceana, Virginia, instead 
of MCAS Cherry Point, North Carolina, as had been recommended by the 1993 
Commission. Similarly, the Navy recommended that the Aircraft from NAS Miramar, 
California, should go to NAS Oceana instead of NAS Lemoore, California, as had also been 
recommended by the 1993 Commission. In both cases, these redirects were forwarded to the 
Commission as formal recommendations of the Department of Defense, in accordance with 
the requirements and schedule set forth by the Act. 

Moreover, as part of its Report to the President, the 1993 Commission listed numerous 
instances where it made changes to previously approved BRAC 198811991 recommendations 
and redirected military units to different receiving locations (see: complete list of Army 
changes to previous BRAC Recommendations at p. 1-12 of Report; Navy changes at p. 1-67 
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of Report, and Air Force changes at p. 1-83 of Report.) In all cases, notice to the affected 
community was given as required by the Act at the Commission's "Add-On" hearing and 
subsequent Federal Register Notice. 

2. The costs and economics favor homeporting the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers 
in San Diego, as reflected in the April 21, 1995 General Accounting Office (GAO) 
report requested by Congressman Horn. 

As a result of a request from Congressman Stephen Horn, 38th California Congressional 
District (encompassing Long Beach), the GAO published a report comparing the possible 
homeporting of up to three Nimitz-class nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at the North Island 
Naval Air Station, San Diego, California; the Long Beach Naval Shipyard; and both. The 
GAO conducted a study that compared infrastructure and recurring costs for facilities needed 
to homeport the nuclear carriers at both Long Beach Naval Shipyard and the North Island 
Naval Air Station or both. The result of the GAO study concluded that: 

the Navy's current plan to homeport all three nuclear carriers at North Island is the 
lowest cost option, and homeporting three nuclear carriers at Long Beach is the 
highest cost option. [GAOINSIAD-95-146R Nuclear Carrier Homeporting, p.71 

3. The Navy's homeporting policy for aircraft carriers and their relation to ship 
maintenance requirements and quality-of-life issues support the homeporting of 
the nuclear carriers in San Diego. 

In order to minimize the time military personnel are separated from their homes and 
families, the Navy instructed a program in 1983 whereby the Commanders-in-Chief of the 
Pacific and Atlantic Fleets assign ships to a homeport, subject to approval by the Chief of 
Naval Operations. The fleet commanders determined that the primary factor that should be 
considered when determining a homeport area or cluster is a sailor's ability to spend the 
night at home. 

The GAO report noted that in March of 1992, the Commander of the Naval Surface Forces 
in the Pacific requested that Long Beach and San Diego be in the same homeport cluster, but 
that the request was disapproved by the Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific Fleet because the 
Commander "believed such an action would have an adverse impact on the quality-of-life of 
the ships' crews." Moreover, the GAO report generally reflects that based on ship 
deployment schedules, facility modernization plans, ship maintenance requirements and 
quality-of-life issues, San Diego is the logical choice for homeporting the carriers. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is clear, based solely on the operational and economic data presented to this Commission, 
that the 1993 Commission recommendation to homeport nuclear-powered aircraft carriers at 
NAS North Island best suits the operational needs of the Navy and accomplishes the BRAC 
mission of cost savings. In addition, because consideration of a re-direct to the 1993 
Commission recommendation was not approved within the time permitted by the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, consideration of the Long Beach proposal to 
redirect the NAS Alameda vessels from the San Diego area to Long Beach would appear to 
be prohibited. 

We look forward to assisting the Navy in going forward with the direction of the BRAC '93 
Commission and homeporting three nuclear aircraft carriers at NAS North Island. 

u / Susan Golding Ann Burr Gilbert A. Partida 
Mayor Chairman President 
City of San Diego Greater San Diego Greater San Diego 

Chamber of Commerce Chamber of Commerce 
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The Honorable Susan Golding 
Mayor, City of San Diego 
City Administration Building 
202 C Street 
San Diego, California 92 101 

Dear Mayor Golding: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda and the 
homeporting of nuclear-powered a i r 4  carriers. I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its 6nal dehiations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on these fhdities was c a r e m  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military inhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dBicult and challenging 
process. 
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Ms. Ann Burr 
Chairman, Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
Emerald Shapery Center 
402 West Broadway, Suite 1000 
SanDiego, C a W d  92101-3585 

Dear Chairman Burr: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda and the 
homeporting of nuclear-powered a i r d  carriers. I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on these fircilities was c a r e m  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi-ashucture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diBcult and challenging 
process. 
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Mr. Gilbert A Partida 
President, Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
Emerald Shapery Center 
402 West Broadway, Suite 1000 
San Diego, California 92101-3585 

Dear President Partida: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda and the 
homeporting of nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final delibedons on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on these fkdties was c a r e m  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommemhtions to downsize the nation's military bhshucture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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SUBJECT: Minutes of the Joint  Services Reserve Component 
Facility Board (JSRCFB) 

1. The minutos for the spacial meeting of the JSRCFB that w a s  
held 24 ~ p r i l  1995 are & o m  at Enclosuwe 1. R e v i e w ,  make any 
comments and return to the following address: 

The Adjutant General's Deparhent 
AWN: AG'lfX-E, Bldg. 1, Tina Burford 
P . 0 -  Box 5218 
Austin, Texas 78763-5218 

2 .  For the board members that w e r e  in attendance your signature 
will ba required on the last page of the minutes. Please r e t u r n  
this page, even if you do not have any camants, sa it can be 
forwarded to tho next individual .  

3 A final copy of the minutes w i l l  be distributed at a later 
date, 

4 POC ia Tina Burford at DSN 954-5368 or commercial (512) 465- 
5071. 

FOR THE m m  GENL.IKAL; 

DIGTRXBUTXONr 
Air National Guard, KRJ Hooten 
Navy Reserves, LCDR R o f i  
Anmy Reserves, W L  Blount 
Marine R e s e r v e s ,  CW04 P o w e r s  
Air Force Reserves, Haj Garcia 

WILLIAM R. FURR 
LTC, GS, TXAREJG 
DixectcIr, Facilities 

and Engineering 
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SPECIAL 
BOARD HEWING H I V E S  

OP THE 
JOINT SERVICE RESEZZVE COMPONENT PACILSTY BaARD 

STATE O F  TEXAS 

A. THE B O U D  

I n  accordanca w i t h  D o 0  ~ireckive 1225.7, dhted 9 N o v h e r  
1991. the  board h e l d  a s p e c i a l  meeting at 0900 hour.6 on 2 4  April 
1995 in the conference room of building 1, camp Habry, Austin, 
Texas. 

1. Principal rnemaars present: 

LTC William R,  Furr, TXARNG 
COIL knn. V, Blount, USAR 
( 3 0 4  Dennis Powers, USMCR 
~ a - j  Ed G a r a i a ,  U 9 A m  

2 .  ~lternate m e b ~ b e r s  or others presents 

M a j  Ray Kicker, 924th FWfXP, USAFR 
G e o r g e  Gteere, 9 2 4 t h  m/XP, USAPR 
Capt John Suktcr, Navy Reserves, Redcorn 11 
Charles C.  Hudson, 122d ARCOM, Force Structure 
Hays Kinslow, 1228 ARCOH, Engineer O f f i c e  
Psggy s i m s ,  HQ USARC, DCSENGR O f f i c r a  
M A J  Art D i a s ,  90th ARCQN 
Ruth Lloyd, 90th ARCOM 
J i m  Bohn, HQ USARC, DCAWGR Office 
Tina Burford, TXARNG 

The l a s t  meeting was a regular scheduled meeting and the 
minutes  w i l l  be discussed at the  nextsragular scheduled meeting 
of the board. 

The meeting was a s p e c i a l  call meeting to discuss BRAC i s s u e s  
t h a t  might effect any of the reserve components. The main i ssue  
of d i a c u ~ s i o n  w a s  B e r g S t K O m  AFB were the 924th FW is currently 
atntioned, 

LTc F'urr  s ta tad  that  this meeting w a s  i n  no way a statement 
that the 9 2 4 M  will be going away or that  the reserve portion of 
Bergstrom will be closing. Ha stated that all decis ion will 
support BRAC and that the charter of the board i r  to determine . 

jolnt use of facilities. Since B e r g s t r o m  is on the closure list 
. \ 
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me needs of a l l  j o i n t  services should be reviewed for the 
exicting facilities- 

Maj Kicker  vhich is with the 9 2 4 t h  statad that  they will 
support BRAC in any decisions. The Commander of the 924th 
they have a 5 0 / 5 0  chance, If they recdve a nGw weapons s y s t e m  
or if the gct to kaep t h o  F16 will be the big decision factor. 

tha t  the Guard w i l l  get the KC135 h o t  the A i r  ~orce:~eserves. 
T ~ C  Force Structwe has bean delayed until 15 Hay 95.  It may be 

  he A i r  Foroa Reserves has one more hangar than they are 
autharized but NASA would l i k e  some space at Bergatron. 
currently a Memorandm of Agreement (HOA) is being worked for 
NASA to occupy building 4 5 3 4 .  They would have throe exercises a 
yeax w i t h  5 5  days for each exercise. A copy of this HOA is 
enclosed as part of these minutes. If any reserve components do 
move to Bergstrom it is requested they look at this i s sue ,  

The Navy Reserves currently have a Host/Tenant A g r e e m e n t  w i t h  
the Air Force Reserves for. space. There will still bs t h i s  need. 

The FBI has also c o n t a c t e d  Maj K i c l c e r  and shown a concern in 
tapace. 

LTc Purr stated, for those who w e r e  not aware, why t h e  
~ational Guard will bs moving to Bercsfstrom. W h e n  the C i t y  of 
 ust tin took over Bergstrom they agreed w i t h  FAA f o r  funding that 
30 days after the control tower was operational at the n e w  
airport (Bergstrou) that  all f l i g h t  operations will cease at 
Robert Moaller Airport. The t a r g e t  date  for ~ o v i n g  9s 14 
November 1998 or January 1999- The Guard currently haa their 
f l i g h t  operations a l o n g  with an  ~rganizationul Haintenance Shop 
( O M S ] ,  Armory and C-12 Hangar a t  Robert Nuellnr. T h e ~ e  
facil it ies  will nosd to be relocated. If the Air Forces r e t a i n s  
the federal enclave at Bergstrom the Guard will construct  on 10 
acres of t h i s  enclave plus 2 0  acres o'f another parcel acquired 
from the city- If the A i r  Force doas nok r e t a i n s  the federal 
enclave the  Guard would have a need for e x i s t i n g  facilities. 

COL Blount asked who gets first rights to tho  property. 

the C i t y -  

jb 
Undar n a v a l  oiraumctances a l l  DoD entities have firat choice. 
Tf it does not remain under DoD c o n t r o l  t h e n  it w i l l  go back to 

It was stressed that  each reserve componeht needs to subhit 
t h e i r  requirements to higher headquarters t o  be forwarded t o  BRAC 
as soon as poss ib l e  if not already done so-  

The Guard h45 h need for an extensive amount of space. The 
Army Reserves is looking as building 4508  and 4 9 2 0 .  Thcsc two 
buildings would be to replace the Reserve Centex a t  Fairview 
Drive, f us tin, T e x a s  and l eased  spaca in ~ ~ 5 t h -  The Navy also 
heeds space to replace space a t  the F a i r v i e w  Armory. If t h e ~ e  is 
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not  enough existin space at Bergstrom for a l l  aomponents then 
conetruckion of a (joint facility may be possible.  

It was agreed t h a t  a l l  components would forwarded their 
requirementg to their higher headquarters but also send t h e m  to 
the chairman, LTC purr, for a packct to ba put together of all 
requirements of the reserves to utilize the space at Bergs trom i s  
necessaYY - - 

The National  Guard would be willing ta be a host of the 
installation- T h e  positi.an of all components is they would be 
host  if necessarq, and this can bc worked out at a later date if 
necessary. - 

There is a problem with utilities. Currently the city is 
t i e d  into the A i r  Force Reserves utilities and the  city needs to 
reimburse tba ~ i r  Forca. The city does not want to change any 
u t i l i t i e s  at t h i s  point. They feel that if the 9 2 4 t h  goes away 
it m i g h t  be an expense they need not incur .  5" 

LTC Furr asked the board m e m b e r s  w h a t  they felt about: coming 
up vith a vision/goal statement for the board. It w a s  agreed 
that the board 8houl.d. Each membar will forvarded t h e i r  thoughts 
to the chairman for compiling. This will be passed on at the 
next formal meeting. This w i l l  h e l p  new members become familiar 
w i t h  the board. 

LTC Furr discussed the joint  facility that  is under 
constructian at Lubbock. He reminded everyone that the property 
was a i t y  land, a federal building constructed by the Armory Board 
a separate State agency for the National Guard- T h e  Armory Board 
has a 99 year l e a s e  w i t h  the city. 

There are two Memorandum a f  Understanding (MOU) being 
prepared- One for utility services and one for a service 
cont rac t .  The ~ational Guard is the leading agency, Phyllis 
Bosseman, Contracting officer is the  POC, (512) 465-5071. 

Dr- Huff, Executive Director of t h e  Armory Board is looking 
i n t o  h i r ing  a building manager for  onsite. 

Currently there are worker groups discussing the utility. 
isauea. It will be based on square footage of exaldcive  u G e  and 
common use space. The Armory Board (State) will pay a l l  expensam 
and be reimbursed by t h e  reserve components, They cannot except 
HXPR'S because they are not a federa l  agency. 

There will also be a j o i n t  board loca l ly  at Lubbock to de- 
conflict any i s sues  that may ar i se ,  i-e., backing into a fence, 
leaving lights on in common use areas. a his board will al&o meat 
with the JSRCFB once a year  to discuss strength issues and should 
the cost of each cnrnpnnehi: bc. crharlgc:t'l t n  reflect their strength.  
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The authorized strength of each component a8 of 1 oat will be 
used to compute cost. B e c m u s ~  of budgets and vhen #ay need to 
be submitted, around April of each year the  anticipated' 
authorized strength an of 1 Oct of tha t  same year  will be used 
for submitting budgets, 

Each component needs to budget for maihtonance and repair of 
t h i s  facility. - 

NO F. 

on call as needed or urltil the next regular scheduled 
meeting- 

Tha undaraigned has completed or determined the disposition 
of a l l  matters before the Board and adjourned at l l a o  hours. 

See attached sheat, 
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Base Closure Comn~ission 
1700 N. Moore S t r e e t ,  Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 VIA FAX TRANSMISSION 

Dear David: 

Earlier today, I spoke with Chairman Dixon regarding the redirect 
on the Navy Nuclear Power Training Cornand (NNPTC)  from New 
London to Charles ton.  He requested that I submit by this fax to 
you the data and argument I made to h i m  for redirecting t h e  NNPTC 
to Orlando (where it is physically located now) instead of 
Charleston. I believe that he wanted this done for his own 
personal file reference when the presentations are made. I 
discussed these matters with Alex Yellin and Eric Lindenbarn. 

The one time cost of constructing a new WPTC in Charleston, 
according to the Navy, is $147 million. Using the " b e s t  Navy 
figures" (the worst cass foi- my argument on behalf of Orlar ldo) ,  
there would be a Net Present Value (NPV) 20 yea r  nsavinysw of 
about $125 million. Based on previous contact with your staff 
who are working on thie matter, I believe that they will concur 
with adjustments to the Navy's figures that will bring the NPV 
down lower. It doesn't make a.ny sense to put out $147 rnillio~l up 
front for an NPV over 2 0  years of $125 million or less. NNPTC is 
in a modern facility in Orlando right now. The move to 
Charleston requires a whole new school complex. 

I also pointed out to Chairman Dixon the rule or standard on 
redirects  that assumes cost avoidance in the "redirectn trom New 
London to Charleston. 1 understand the rationale, but  i t  is a 
fiction in as much as NNPTC is n o t  in New London (unless the 
Commission makes a decision I cannot imagine t h e i r  doing). The  
$162  million in cost avoidance that is factored into t h e  COBRA 
runs under the rules of the game would show an immediate savings 
by making the redirect. However, in real terms the break even or 
payback year is at least 15 years and more probably  20 years 01- 

more (this can readily be seen with the lip front cost being $147 
million and the NPV over 20 years being $125 million or less.) 

Clearly the Navy is doing something that is  grossly wasteful and 
beyond the norm in Base Closure bottom lines. In o t h e r  words 
there is substantial deviation from a t  least c r i t e r i a  4 and 5. 



Mr. David Lyles 
June 2 0 ,  1995 
Page 2 

Thank you for y o u r  c o n s i d e r a ~ i o n  i n  t h i s  matter, and f o r  p l ac ing  
t h i s  data i n  f r o n t  of Chairman Dixon. 

- 
BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
2266 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McCollum: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the redirect on the Navy Nuclear Power 
Training Command, Orlando, Florida, I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and I 
am pleased that you had an opportunity to speak with Chairman Dixon about this matter. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Navy Nuclear Power Training Command was carehlly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military bf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

David S. Lyles L' 

Staff Director 
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Electronic Combat (EC) Consolidation Response 

This responds to your verbal tasker of June 20, 1995. We have responded with the 
information requested by Commissioner Davis during the briefing on REDCAP, AFEWES, 
EMTE, and the Nellis Complex. The draft EC Master Plan and a copy of an Air Force 
developed Tri-Service Test & Evaluation Activities slide are attached. 

I trust this information will be responsive to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695- 
6766, is my point of contact. 

. BLUME, Jr,, Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

/ for Realignment and Transition 
Attachments: 
1. Electronic Combat Consolidation Master Plan, Rev 0, 13 Jun 95 (Draft) 
2. Tri-Service T&E Activities Slide 



DRAFT' 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT CONSOLIDATION MASTER PLAN 

1.0 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this master plan is to deheate the process by which Departmat of Defense 
@OD) Electronic Combat E C )  test resources will be consolidated. The primar)i goals of thts 
consolidauon plan are to save operations and maintenauce (O&M), and improvement and 
modemzation (I&n;I) h d s  while simultaneously ~I.inirnii!hg impacts upon customers which 
utilize these resources. This plan is intended to satisfy requirements of the FY9S House Armed 
Services committee language, which call for its development. In this context. the term "EC" is 
used interchangeably with "Electronic Warfare," although the latter term IS more inclusive, h e  
~ongressional language specifies "EW " 

This plan will delineate consolidations by the Army, Xavy, and Air Force. The following 
information wiil be provided; a brief description of &cted svstems. timeline for the transfer, and 
list of the OPRs for the consolidation effort 

3.0 SER\?CE'S CONSOLIDATION EFFORTS 

3.1 US. ARMY CONSOLIDATION EF'FORTS 

U. S. .&my nght-sizing-reshapke process of FY94. Discontinuance of the U. S . Armv 
Elecrromc Proving Ground (EPG), aod transfer of EPG's mission aod resources to the U. S. Army 
White Sands Missile Rmge (WSMR). This action. eliminated 24 civilian authoriza~ons. A cost 
avoidance of $3 18K occurred for base positions which were vacant; a cost avoidance of $5 18K 
(c-!~stomer bding)  and cost reduction of $346K {institutional funding) occurred. These savings 
amount to approximately $1.2M. 

Large Scale EW Aircraft 

Due to funding reductions and the approachmg end of serviceable Me of the two Navy King 
Crow (NKC-135A) aircraft, of athich one aircraft was removed from service in September 1994. 
The remiming King Crow NKC- 2 3 5A is scheduled to be removed from semce m September 
1 995. September 1995, the only large EW 'aircraft capable o f  providing high power Stana- 
Off Jammug (SOJ) support will be the Big Ckow -4ircraft (NKC-135E). 

The current Big Crow capability has been idenbded as capable of takmg over h e  King Crow 
mission; h~wever. a single Big Crow NKC-13SE c m o t  provide the two direction sitnultanenus 
jammmg as required in certain scenarios. Therefore. a second aircraft is required. 

Recent initiatives have been undertaken by the Navy 4IEC;IS Program Office, the Navy Test 
and Evaluiiuon Office, the Coatroi Test and Evaluation Improvement Program (CTEIP), and the 
OSD T&E resource management organization. These initiatives dong with concurrence of the 
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Big Crow Program Office (BCPO) have resulted in the decision to outfit and reconfigure a second 
NKC-135E aircraft. 

Total Navy requirements for the aircraft were stated 2t 662 1 to 823 flight hours over the 
FY 96-99 period. DoD wide requuemenrs fbr that period range from just under 700 flight hours 
in FY 96 to nearly 1000 flight hours ins FY 99. 

The BCPO has identified a second NKC-13% aircraft TN #805O which i s  scheduled to enter 
Phased Depot Maintenance (PDM) on 29 June 1995. MihiIe in PDM -if8050 will also be modified 
and upgraded to meet in initial IOC of April 1996 so as to support AEGIS test requirements. 
Upon final completion of this aircraft's modifications, it d l  have the same capabilities as the 
Asting, Big Crow NKC- 135E aucrafl. 

It was concluded by the OSD Test and Evaluation community through the Test Resources 
Enhancement Committee ('FERC) that the acquisition a.ad outtitting of a second NKC- 13 5E by 
the BCPO was essential. It will minimize interruption of EW and ECM s~pport  directed by 
DOT&E and service OTA's for the AEGIS Program and other vital programs. Consolidation of 
operations under BCPO Trill eliminate the duplicity of E\V assets and hifill ECM test 
requirements previously employing three large scale arcraft, 2 M C -  13 5 and 1 EC- 1 24 u c r &  
The EC-124 is used specificaUy for U S. Navy trzuning. An estimated of approximately $7M per 
year will result from the consolidation of ECM testing aircraft under the Big Crow Program 
Office. 

3.2 U.S. XGVY CONSOLTDAWN EmORTS 

In ! 991, in anticipation of the Defense Management Review (DMR), the Secretary of the 
Xavy (SECNAV) approved a plan for major consolidation and realignment of Navy Research rind 
~ e v ~ l o ~ m e n t  @&D) and Test and Evaluation (T&E) facilities and capabilities. Under thin pian. 
the Naw disestablished a luge number of existing RkD md T&E facilities and consolidated 
essential core capabilities into four fill-spectrum warfare centers and a corporate laboratory 
These commands, fistrated in Figure 1, include the: 

4 Savd Air Warfze Center (NAWC) headquartered in Arlington, VA (Crystal Cityj, 
Savai Undersea Warfare Center (NUSC) headquartered in Newport, RI, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) headquartered in Arlmgton VA (Crystal City), 
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Swelllance Center (NCCOSC) headquartered in 
San Diego, CA, and 
Yavd Research Laboratory (NRL) headquariered in Waslungton. DC, 
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Navy Consolidation - What We Have Done on Our Own Initiative 
Figure 1 

Electronic WarEve R&D and T&E for both the Surface and Subsurface Navy have always 
been centered at NRL and at the Dynamic RCS measurement capability at NSWC, Carduock 
Division, MD, so little consolidation of EW T&E was required to support these Navy Warfitre 
specialties. 

Yavy consolidation resulted in the following NAWC organization to support Naval Aviation: 

l Weapons Divisj.on 0): 
China Lake Pt. Mugu .a Det. White Sands 

Det. Albuquerque 

Training Systems Division (TSD): 

Orlando 

-4iraaft Division (AD) ; 
+* Patuxent River -* Trenton -* Indianapolis 

The Navy's realignment initiative and the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process have 
reduced the Navy infrastructure for T&E and in-senlce engineering from 30 fac~iities in 1989 to a 
proje~%ed 17 in 1995. After BRAC 95, the N M C  w11 be W e r  reduced, as illustrated in fiwe 
2, to ;  
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* Weapons Division (WD): 
** China Lake ** Pt. k1ugu1 

Tr- System Division (TSD): 

Orlando 

Aircraft Division (,AD): 

*- Det. White Sands 

e m  Patuxent River 

Division rn 

'P ,,AW a,,, Btnn* Reductlo" 40%: 
m; 21,167 

t 
FYW ia,egl  rainin in^ Systems ~hrislonl 

NAWC T&E ClosureslConsolidation.s/Redignments 
Figure 2 

The mission of the NAWC is: 

"To be the navy's full spectrum cen?er for research, development test & evaluation. 
~ngmeerb~g, and fleet support of maritime air platforms, autonomous air vehicles, msu:t.j, 
weapons, and sensors used to conduct air warfare, and to be the principal Navy center Jr 
acquisition and product support of training svsrems." 

primary EW TIE Cappbiliti~ in Naval Aviation 

The mission of the NAWC includes providing ini?astrucrure to support 811 EW T&E capab-L s f ~ r  
Naval Aviauon, particularly against the Naval and littoral nm-fare tbrear. The NAWC m ~ r i n : ,  
one Open Ar Raoge (OAR), one Installed System T e a  Facility (Ism, one Hardvare-in-1 1~ 

Loop (HITLI facility, and t h e e  specialized Radar Cross Sect~on (RCS) signature mearurtlr, nr 
facilities, each essential to the EW T& process. Thcsc fachties include: 

Added fur consideration for reductiodclosure by BIUC 95. 
DRAFT 
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OAR: 

The Navy's primary EW OAR i s  the Electronic Combat Range (El R) dt d,4i\Wf - 
WD, China Lake, CA The ECR is the only major Navy free-sl act test '- .ii-~y - r 
Airborne EW system and tactics. It contams both shipboarct Ian, - A - 

defense threats as well as blue and gray systems, and a ceatrar mtr i itt - , I  

integrated instrumentation, telemetry and track@ systems. ' ~ e .  i th- eat ST JLez:! 
include actual threat systems, Emitter-Receiver-Proceszct. Y ,3F P, i mt r 

Simulators (ES), and surrogate radar systems. The threat re: 3u1 L;ec ; 1.s~ .  : i 
conduct comprshensive technical testing, realistic opera.r.J1,s .I alu ;[iL,, , a,lc 
tactics development for an aircraft or EW system : es i..; -3 ~ q ,  .ZL! to 
determine the ability of aircraft and EW systems : r  n l ~  -. at: 3I GI ~t J C ~  

requirements for which they were desiped, and to sup1 drt pr JC JCU-u 11 .CL~IOUS. 

The ECR is located on the 800 square-mile Doii -vi+'ldLa1 '1 R a d  wrg 
WasbfMojave "B" area in southm California just west t .  ~i . , th  VaU 2.. The 
location offers dedicated airspace with minimum ;Jrc- ~mgnetic adtation 
interference in a region selected for its remoteness ma: rt:latwe a ~encz of 
population. The ECR is a part of China Lab-e's range o splex which co I ~ I S . ~  of 
the land and uverhead restricted air spaces R-2505. ic-"~06, R-2524 and l?-254!9. 

ISTF; 
em The Nay ' s  primary ISTF i s  the Air Comb?. Environment Test and Evaluation 

Facfity (ACEEF) at KAWC-AD, P a m  .lit River. The ACETEF provides an 
ISTI: centered around a tacticaI size,' anechoic chamber snd transpon sized 
shielded hanger to conduct test are6 evaluation of complex, highly integrated: 
adaptive aircraft systems in vnulti-bpectral, r d s t i c  simulated combat 
environment. ACETEF prc . ldas :I 13o1 ~txmulation. aircraft sirnulatron, and 
complex warfare analysis. he ACE- k b: I illides a real-nme secure test capability 
for red and bhe closeJ loop, man-k-t:~r- c L ~ Q  testing of the total weapon system 
including threat r,&stic radar siga . :ectro-optical signals, laser signals, 
comrnunicatio~ r dnd lata-link signal: , s r l u l ~ ~ ~  and electronic countermeasures to 
stimulate t52 _ n ~  T, vehcle, atr iL. 1 eapon systems and aircrea; The 
E1ectrr.u~ Corn1 .- 5C) Stimulat. ,I , raw provides sensor stimulaaon to a 
svstem undp: resl : 11 >ugh four h.! mi laboratories The Electronic \Yarfue 
Integrr~*.;d System, I :st Laborat01 , E SISTL') provides open-loop simulation of' 
Rr and EO/IR  re^, .qay/biue we+~n.  . vstems. The Threat Air Defense Lab 
(TADL) provides c led-loop s , ~  t ic  L1 of red weapon systems. The Comm, 
Nav, IFF Lab (CNL provides : 21- 3.1 d closed-loop simulation of blue and red 
commuaications (voice data lit .. S; t i o m . )  md Identification Friend or Foe 
1F7.j ,igu.ais. It also giLwides I -  simulation of navigation signals such as 
i Glt $a1 Positioning Sssteqir 3l ' ie Offensive Sensors Lab (OSL) provides 
., .n idt,rs th3t generate 12- tacgets ; 1 ST md Target% FLIR (FLIR) and RF 
&:-,L% ts for tacttcd fir,: r.)ntyr,l rid& 3 nse and real~stic threat environments art: 
n rtl; b:: in this f-.;rlj:y for c l ic - \  ai~ation of a system integrated h to  a host 
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a. The Navy's primary EW HJTL test facility is the Electronic Combat Simulation 
and Evaluation Laboratory (ECSEL) at NAWC-ID, Polnt Mugu, C The 
ECSEL is a comprehensive Naval anti-aircraft terminal threat HITL laboratory 
facility capable of simulatmg multiple threats in a closed loop. real time, dynamic 
enwnnment. The facility simulates RF and IR signatures of the Naval threat in a 
yecure enclosure. The key features of ECSEL are actual RF, real time, and man-in- 
the-loop testing with the capability to evaluate effectiveness m a dense background 
environment. ECSEL is used during EW system md technique development, EW 
system integration (with other EW systems), prelpost flight test support, and Fleet 
Em7 software support. ECSEL supports complete evaluation of ECV systems and 
suites at the bench level using high density, high fidelity threat srmulators. ECSEL 
works closely with NAWC-WD, Point hlugu Electromagnetic Systems Division to 
provide multi-spectral test of EW system. 

Dynamic RCS Range 
ab  The Mant ic  Test Range (ATR) at Patuxent River i s  the Navy's primaqDynamic 

RCS measurement capabiiity. They petform RCS, Jam to Signalration, and chaff 
bloom rate measurements of full size aircraft while in-flight. Pulse-to-pulse data 
collection to determine probability distrjbution h c t i o n  (PBF). Real-time RCS 
measurements, simultaneous multi-fiequencymeasurements across 850 MHz -35 
GHz, preflight-profile generation tominimize flight time. Real-time RCS 
measurements data products are polarplots and statistics (PDF) of eight signal 
sources. Post-processmg dataproducts include high resolution down-range profiles 
and 2-D ISAR imagery. The RCS measurements are made in an area of 2400 
square miles ofiestricted airspace. 

Outdoor Static RCS Range 

The Junction Ranch Range at China Lake is the Navy's primary OutdoorStatic 
RCS Measurement Facihty. They operates both a Outdoor staticLook-Down and 
a pound-bounce RCS measurement range capability. Thelook down range can 
perform measurements with a 10-degree look-downangle &om antennas on a 
mountain peak to a 78-foot by 110-foot water site. The .look-down angle to the 
SO-foot by 140-foot tilt deck can be vaned from5 to 32 degrees. Targets of up to 
30-foot, 10,000-pound turntable on atilt-deck or in rhe water site The ground 
bounce range is a 4000 ,ft longrange with target locations at 700 ft and 4000 fi. 
Target supports inchde a 40-foot, 500 lb pylon; 30,000 lb foam columns; and a 
30-foot 100,000 !b. 'Near real-time processing to generare all typical RCS data 
products, such as RCS versus azimuth, ISAR images, global range and RCS plots, 
medians, etc. A unique feature of the Junction Ranch is i& extremely quite radio 
frequency environment. 

Indoor Range 

.*The Radar Reflectivity Laboratoxy at Point hlugu is the Nasy's pnmaryindoor static 
RCS measurement facrlity capable of measuring far-fieldRCS, and bistatic RCS 
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measurements of fill size missiles, small aircraft, ship models, and components. It 
has fill processing capability to produceglobal RCS displays, high-resolution 
imaging, range Doppler plots, target sjpature modeling, backgroundlclutter 
modeling and 3-D imaging. Targets size includes 30 feet long, 30 feet wide, up to 
3000 lbs. 

Downsizing Navy EW T&E 

The mission of each facility is untque within Navy and DoD EW T&E. There is virtually no 
duplication Closure of any of these facilities cannot be considered without re-creating ibe entire 
capability at one of the other sites. Such a large cost for a small payback is prohibitive and would 
yield no payoff. Therefore, hrtber physical consolidation of the Naval Aviation EW T&E 
infrastmchue is not viable, nor a reasonable consideration for the Navy. 

Downsuing 1J1 place has been a consideration for streamlining the Navy's EW T&E capability. 
The ability to downsize in place is always ofiet by the requirement to address changing threats 
and the introduction of advanced technology EW equipment and techniques. %We some older 
T&E capabilities can be trimmed or ellrmnated. advanced capabilities must be developed which 
require new investment and manpower Thus downsizing in place may not result ia as sxgdicant 
net reduction in budget as otherwise expected, but does control tbe rate of growth. 

Despite these pressures for growth, with reduced Investment and M R m  budgets. there has been 
considerable downsizing. Navy EW T&E investment for Awation has been reduced % &om 
1989 to 1995, and will continue to decrease. The Major Range and Test F a c ~ t y  Base (MRTFB) 
for EW T&E has decreased -%. Personnel .have been drawn down -9% Some speciilc 
downsizing initiatives taken or planned within Navy EW T&E facilities include. 

Navy E\V T&E Resource Investment Strategy 

In 1991, in response to the shrinking oudget and evolt-iug world threat environment, Navy T&F, 
took another initiative. The Navy developed the U.S. Navy EW T&E Resource Investment 
Strategy to address the changmg T&E needs of Navy EW systems. This Suategy is  structured to 
meet current shortfalls and projected Navy EW T&E requirements, recognize the bounds of-post- 
Cold War budgets and acknowledge the need for increased tri-Service Reliance to satis@ T&E 
shortfalls. The objective of this Strategy is to minimize development cost and time delays 
associated with fielding advanced threat T&E assets. To effectively meet the total Navy EW 
T&E requirement, the Navy will: 

Provide 111 coordination, through. EIV Reliance, with other Sert~ce programs and OSD 
resource programs such as the Central Test and Evaluanon Investment Program 
(CTEIP), the Resource Enhancement Project REP), and the Construction of a Radar 
that Operationally Simulates Signals Believed to Oriyaate W i h  the Soviet Union 
(CROS SBOFV-S) program. 
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Implement design-to-cost through acquisition or use of existing system.  subsystem^ or 
technology from all sources prior to committing limited Naw funds to eqensive 
development. Specifically: 

a *  Implement inter-Service sharing of EW T&E resources. 

Acquire available foreign threat systems Cjf supportable on a life-cycle cost basis:). 

Pursue OSD resources for timely acquisition or development and fieldin& of T&E 
assets to meet critical T&E requirements. 

~ggressively constrain the cost of N a y  simulator developments, while ensunng b e a t  
resource dcsigas meet specific T&E requirements for scheduled tests. 

Conduct an annual analygis of EW T&E needs resulting in a list of priorit~zed needs 
accompanied by proposed solutions. 

Coordinate requirements for life cycle support for EW T&E resources with the M a y  
31RTFB sponsor. 

Respond to priority Navy (and other Service) T&E requirements. 

The Strategy is highly inter-dependent on Army and Air Force programs, the support of OSD 
T&E resource programs, and Foreign Materiel Programs. Reduction of EW T&E fimcfing for any 
element of these resource programs directly impacts the Na~y.  All Service and EoD investment 
programs must reflect a coordinated investment strategy. Initiatives pursued through this Ell' 
T&E Investment Strategy will allow the Navy to continue to meet emerging requirements in a 
constrained budget climate. 

3.3 U.S. MR FORCE CONSOLJDATION EFFORTS 

EC consolidation efforts for the Air Force inchrde the transfer of the Electramagneuc Test 
Environment ( E r n )  hnctions currently located at the AK Force Development Test Center 
(AFDTC) to the NelIis AFB range complex. The objective is to enhance the test capabilities and 
save b d s  by effecting an orderly and eficient transition of EC Test and Evaiuation (T&E) 
responsibilities from Eglin AFB to Edwards AFB and the Nellis Range Complex. This plan 
provides for the t W k r  of EC Test Process management and execution; it involves transferring 
the Electronic U'arfare 0 Single Face To Customer (SFTC) &ice, Responsible Test 
Organization tRT0)Rarticipating Test OrgWt ion  (PTO) respons~bilitieu, and ali EC T&E 
resource responsibilities including &.lodeling and Simulation, Hardware-~n-the-Loop (HITL), 
Installed Systems Test Facility (ISTF) and Open h r  Ranges (OAR). The result wl1.i be a srngie 
organization (the Air Force Flight Test Center (AXiFTC)) f ~ r  customers to rum to for aircrd dnd 
avionics (including EC systemst'fbnctions) test support. Currently, the fc1Iowing capabilities are 
identified for transfer, (a detailed trmfer pIaa fot'ollotvs). 
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The Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaiuation Simulator ( A E ' W E S )  located at Air Force 
Plant 4, Fort W o a  Texas. 

The Real-Time E1ectromagnetl.c Digitally Controlled Analyzer-Processor (REDCAP) 
located at CALSPAN Corp., in Buffato, New York. 

The EMTE. 

All EW SFTC and EC RTOIPTO responsibiiities 

3.3.1 Air Force Electronic Warfart EvaIuation Simulator (AFEM7ES) 

The AFEWES is a comprehensive airborne and land based anti-aircraft terminal threat HIT' 
laboratory facility capable of simuIating multiple threats in both open and closed loop, real time, 
dynamic environments. The facility simulates RF and IR signatures of rhreats in a secure 
ehclosurc. The key features of AFEXVES are actual RFhvaveform, real time, and man-in-the-loop 
testing with the capability to evaluate effectiveness in a secure, dense background environment. 

Those AFEWES capabilities for continued implementation of the EW Test Process will be 
transferred from the Ar Force Plant 4 facility in Ft Worn Texas to AFFTC. For the purposes of 
this plan referral to AFEWES means more than short term management of the misting AFEWES 
program. It also means re-estab!isbment of essential AFElVES capabiiioes at AFFTC and AFDTC 
- selectedpurts of AFEWES, not re-creating the ~vhole AFEIES facility. W e  the Air Force 
remains committed to providing essential H T L  capabilities in support of E?V testlng, those 
capabilities need not (and indeed, for cost purposes, should not) be phj.sicaliy separated itom 
integauon laboratories, ISTF, or OAR facilities. 

Specific .@EWES capabilities slated for reconstitution include: 

-Ilk Labs - Carco & Bendix (to be reconstituted at AFDTC) 
-MEG - Basic and Advanced 
-Reco&gurable A.I & Development Facility 
-Bus Snapshot Analyzer 
-SA-6M& 11M 
- SA-10 
-JETS & JEDI 
-TACAN/IFF 
-Clutter Generator 
-Vendor Documentation & Secured Storage 
-Test Observation Center 
-Waveguide Networks 
-Test Director's System 
-Test Equipment, CartsWork Stations 
-Power Distribution Units 
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The t i m e h e  for physically moving AFEWES capabilities is N 9 7  - F Y O  1. Specific start and 
completion dates within this window will be driven by customer requirements. 

Table 1 lists actions required to move the IR labs to AFDTC (Note: The IR labs moving to 
AFDTC is predicated on fielding the IR portion of the ECIT on schedule. The IR S.&IS are to 
transition to AFFTC upon fielding ECIT's IR capability ) 

Table 2 lists required actions for moving essenbal B W E S  capabilities to AFX;TC 
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TABLE 1 

Time Phaaed Actions 
Concept of Operatiom - IR Lab (E@) 

w n o ~  AGENCY 

Develop Plan 46 TW/TSWG 

Transfer Software 46 TWITSWG 

OJT for VXTRO 

Rehost Sohare  in GWEF 46 'TWflSWG 

Ktl GWEF Mods 46 TWPTSWG 

Benchmark Testing 

Lahel Equipment 

46 mmswCT 
VITRO 

46 TWITSWG 
VITRO 

Modify GWEF 46 TWITS 

Disassemble Equipment 46 TW/TSWG 
VITRO 

Transport Equipment 46 WlTSWG 

Reassunble Equipment 46 TW/TSWG 
t m o  

SCHEDULE COlClPLliTION 
START !iK!X 

1 Oct 96 1. Apr 98 

1 OcZ 96 30 9ep 97 

1 04 97 30 iep 9- 

1 Jan 97 30 ,iw ?8 

1 Jd97 : C ) C ~  11: 

I Oct 97 i Apr 9% 

1 Ocf 97 1 .Jan :*ti 

1 Jan 98 1 .rd *H 

1 Oct 98 1 J ~ L  99 

1 Oct 98 1Jm1.) 

1 Jan 99 1 Apr 

DRAFT 
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E x t e n d e d  Ja':e 1:. 1 

- - I _ -  

Time Phssed Actions 
Concept of Opexatiuns - RF (Edwards} 

Site VMt 

Develop Plan 

100% Pb 1 Deeign 

Phue 1 Constnltion 

T r a d e r  Saftwarc 

OJT 

Benchmark Testing 

Rehost Software in AIIC 

IDhabel Equipme~t 

Disassemble Equipment 

Transport Eqpipmmt 

Rmsemble Eqnipment 

Conduct VdiV 

SCHEDULE COMPLETION 
START 2im 

9 Oct 95 

30 Oct 95 

1 Oct 95 

1 .Mar 96 

I Oct 96 

t Oct 96 

1 Nnv 96 

1 Jan 97 

1 Jun 97 

1 Oct 97 

1 Nov 97 

1 Jan 98 

1 Dee 98 

20 Od 95 

30 Scp 96 

1 Feb 96 

10 Feb 97 

31 Mar 97 

30 Scp 97 

1 Apr 97 

30 Sep 97 

31 Ang 97 

1 Jan 98 

31 Mar 38 

30 Nov 98 

3 1 Auv 99 



Extended P a g ~  1 2 ,  P I 
3.3.2 ReaCTime Electromagnetic DigiWb Controlled Analyze~Pmceuor (REDCAP) I 
The Real-Time Electromagnetic Digtatl~ Controlled Aaatyzer-Processor (REDCAP) is a HTL 
representation of several versions of a r ~  Integrated Air Ddeme System (IADS) that tests the 
effectiveness of EWBC to counter multiple iadars and C3 nets to obtain the data that cannot be 
extrapolated ftom the results of slogle : ~buak simulations. REDCAP provides RP HITL radars and 
data links, manned data fbsion and we IF ~ i .  r control posts, and manned interceptor stations m a 
multi-level-security budding. The RF H1 r simulations at REDCAP are Early Wammg, G.3ud 
Controlled Intercept, Height Finder. ana .brborne Early Wanung (SL'AWACS) radars. .i.us xioir r 
and data communication links. 

REDCAP capabilities r e w e d  for cormuut-d implementation of the EW Ten Process IQ:~ b h  

relocated f?om the CALSPAN facility h Buffalo, New York to the AFFTC. For the pu 30.2s of 
this plan, referral to W C M  means mor-. than short term management of the existuir 32~'cA.P 
program. It also means re-establisbmcm o- essential REDCAP capabihties within th-; :irFT . - 
selected of REDCAP, not re-creating the whoie REDCAP facility. 

Spe~8C REDCAP capabilidcs slated for reconstitution include: 

-SCF Gateway 
-Remote Interface 
-Reactive Al 
-Off-line support 
-SSDL 
-UDL 
-Classified material 

The timeframe for physicallv moving REDCAP capabilities is FY97 - WO1. The schedule driver 
1s an. F-22 test scheduled for cornpietion in FY 98/ 1. In any case, the date: within this winciow 
will be driven by customer requirements. As of 1 June 95, earliest date for eqipment diuassembl~ 
to begin is 1 Oct 97. 

3.3.3 Electromapetic Test Environment (EMTE) 

The Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) is located on Em P 5 Force Base :n 
northwest Florida. 

AFDTC test aad evhation assets include 86,500 square miles of ware,- rest area an$ 724 aquare 
miles square d e s  of land space. J3lE resources are located within tile avadable ; a d  area. .'he 
EMTE i s  complemented by airborne systems including instrumented aircraft, capkve-cam 
seekers, and simulators for real-time measurement and analvsis of electrc -nit-cowter rllzasures 
(ECM)/electronic-counter-countermeasures (ECCM) enwonment. Specialized asrrumewatlon 
far data collection and analysis is available, inchding support for red-thne merpng ~f mmutiptz 
data streams, Test support includes DT&E/OT&E of ECM ECCM. electronic ear 00; ; measures 
(ESM), RF/EO/IR signal measurement and anaivws. and aircrew training 

DRAFT 
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&proximately 90 percent of EW T&E capabilities at Eglin A .  are duplicative of i liclsc ah eadv 
rdstiag within the AFFTC. Thus, the planned consolidation will focus the exidre I {A' ?'bE 
process at Edwards AFB. For test resources, AFEWES and REDCAP reso acts  dad 

management would transfer to Edwards, fbture EC ISTF upgrades will (as already ?I 3-za;med. 
be made at the Avionics Test and Integration Complex (ATIC). and A h  Furc: ope1 a r ,3C !es7 
resources will be centralized on the Nellis Range Complex. Additionally, re-uons,r atie , fc c F-'_ 0, 
PTO, test investment planning, initial and detailed test planning, and test conuuct 2 xi :(;pa. sr.; 
not be uonecessatily dupIicated. Thus, customers having requirements to evalu .rt u c r &  c, 
avionics (incIudhg EC) syatems/functiom mil have angle focal point (wrtbin th: ;~l,gtit f r;st 
Center) to assist them in m e e t q  all Test Process needs. EC test customers cun ently ash; 
, m T C  resources are envisioned to transition westward over a two-year wile: snc, IciJn ,lug 
T&E capabilities. The target for final EC testiag at E g h  is two yem after mtp e;,zeE:at: n date, 
i.e., 1 Oct 97, assuming a P r o g r d g  Plan (PPlan) 94-04 implementatior; -I , ie or' C 95. :UI 
dates in Table 3 assume an implementation date of 1 Oct 95 for the aforeme t t  ~nen, 1 4 , 

Specifically, 17 of the 69 threat systems currently active or in temporary *..' ,a jc. jr rhe E . v ~  
will be relocated to the Western US for continued operation under thts PD :n "r , )f tr :se 17 
systems are airborne pods. Three of the ground-based threat sjmulators ( -  IC. bor,~ ~ r b {  e pods) 
represent threats which are not currently avaiiabie on a permanent basis . r le 1 ed,, '.,  re 
Complex. Generally, systems will transfer to the Nellis Range Complex . I . -,' ,I er 
requirements and/or spares. Eleven emitter-only systems (Table 4) wilt :t: r -:a&.. ! he 
Armament Systems Test Ellvjrommt at Eglin .4FB to support weapon, t $5 mg - -. .~ak C. ,,eat 
responsibility for all remaining threat simulators will transfer to AFFTC s + ~ p p  .n .par 
part s/surplusing requirements 

REV 0,06/1' . ; 1 -.do Yx 



D E S C ~ ~ O N  

Develop Plan 

Coordinate PPlan 

Table 3 
EMTE Mileatoues 

Time-Phased Actions 

AGENCY 

412 TW/EW 

412 'l%'&% 

Administrative Management J6TIV 
for new LC tests transfer 412 'nV/EW 
to Edwards AFB 

APEWES, REDCAP 46 TW 
numaganent transfer I 1 2  TW/EW 
to Edward8 AFB 

EW S n C  transfer to . - T C , 9 R l  
Edwards A.PB 412 WE%- 

SCHEDULE CuIMPLP. I'ION 
s m  

1 Feh 96 1 Oe! 91 

1 Fcb 96 1 tiug 96 

EC RTO T r d e r  ,1EPTCfbRI 1 Feb 96 ' h*!' 
phase lj to EdwardR M B  46 TWIEC/LG/OG 

412 17VfEW 

lnfrastnrcture Develop on 
Neliis Range Cornpier 

Persomel transfer to  
Edward AFB and Neliis 
Range Cumplex 

Threat System transfer to 
N e l h  Range Complex 

EC RTO Trader (Phase 
to Edwards AF'B 

412 TW/EW 1 Oct 95 1 Oct "7 

-UFDTC/DRI 1 Feb 96 1 Octq' 
46 TW/XPhl 
95 hBWlMSC 
412 TW/EW 

.lWTC/DFU 1 ,hp: 96 I. Dec V1 
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Tablc 4 
Emitter-only systems retained within 

the Armament Systems Test Environment at Eglin Al?B 

QRC-554 
West XA 
S - 0 s  XSS 
SADS Xn SS 
HPISS 
WEST lB/lC 
TWS- 1 
TWS-2 
ms-3 
S A D S  IV SS 
AN/MLQ-T4 
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Tri-Sewice T&E Activities 

* After Intra-AF Realignments 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - BRAC SENSITIVE 

Army 

Yurnn I'roving Grounds 
AT'TC, Ft Rucker 
AQTD, Edwards 
EPG, Ft Huachuca 

WSMR 
YPG 
K'I"I'C, Iledstone 

WSMR 
El'(;, I 3  l luachuca 

. 
T&E 

Functional 
Area 

AV 

A/W 

EC 

DoD/ 
National 
Facilities 

AF* 

AI;l;'['C. I:dwnrds 

N D T C ,  Eglin 

AFFI'C. I.d\\ ards 
Ncllis C'or~~pIcx 

AEDC, h o l d  
AFDTC, FIolloman 

Navy 

NAWC, Pnx River 
NAWC, Pt Mupu 
NAWC, Indianapolis 
NAWC, China Lake 
NAWC, Dahlgren 
NAWC, Warminster 
NAWC. Pax River 
NAWC-WD, China Lake 
NAWC-WII, Pt Mr~gu 
NAWC. WSMK 
NSWC, Crane 
NSWC, 1)ahlpen 
NSWC. Indian 1 Iead 
NAWC-WD. China Lake 
NAWC-All, Pas lliver 
NSWC, Crane 
NA W C, Indianapolis 
NAWC, Pt Mugu 
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I I Prepare =pay 1"' 
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Telefax transmittel cover sheet 

Armstrong 
Laboratory 

Aircrew Training Research Division 
6001 S. Power Road, Bldg 558 

Mesa, AZ 85206-0904 
Tel: (602) 988-6561 (comm) 

474-6561 (DSN) 
FAX: (602) 988-6560 (comm) 

474-6560 (DSN) 

Date: June 20, 1995 2 Pages (Including coversheet) 

Subject: 
FROM: Linda for Dr. Andrews TO: Mr. Joe Varallo 
OFFICE: ALIHRA OFFICE: 
PHONE: (602) 988-6561 PHONE: 

FAX number: (703) 696-0550 
MESSAGE 

Joe: 
Attached is the suggested language. Also, we met with a General last week 
who informed us that the AF Four Star generals have decided to put a 30 
man office in Orlando to implement AF policy on Modeling and Simulation. 
Since this was a major function the AF originally wanted us to perform in 
Orlando, that reason for putting us in Orlando is now being taken care of 
through this recent decision. 

Cheers, 
Dee 



"The Arcrcw Trainmg Rcscarch Division of the USAF Armstrong Laboratory sllall renlain in the Greater. 
Phoenix, Az. area Tlus nrca inclutlcs thc Division's present locatiort at Williams Gateway Airport 111 

Mesa, Az. or, if the h r  Forcc dccms it appropriate in thc Suturc, 1,rrke AFT3 which IS  50 tnllcs from 
Williams. 1-his direction for the Grcalcr Phoenix nrca is glvcn for a nurnbcr of rcnsons: 

- no (W~ll~arw) ur I~ttle (Luhe) dlsluptioli to 011-going U L )  
- no kcy pcrsonncl loss for clthel. Greater Phoenix location 
- no (Williilms) or s~nall (I,uke) cost 

- significant (Williams) or si~bstn~lt~al (1,ukc) opportunitv tor researcher access to aircrews at very 
s ~ t ~ n l l  cost 

- substalti;il (Willtnms) or stgniticnnt (Luke) oppo~tun~p  for Arnlstroug mteraction wit11 the Aviation 
Education, Rese~rch and Trn~n~ng ('onsorti~rm of lnc;t~tutrons ol' hlgller cducat~on that has hceti 
c~tablishetl at W~ll~ams tiateway A~rport " 
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Impacts From Closing 
Two AF Depots 

Are Unacceptable 

Purpose: This pa er outlines the unacceptable operational support impacts, inadequate reserve depot 
capacity, and una # ordable financial implications of closing two AF depot installations. 

Backyround: 
- Throughout their BRAC 95 deliberations, Senior AF leaders evaluated the risk of closing depot 

installations and rejected the possibility of closing two depots due to the extremely high cost and 
unacceptable risk to the operational forces. 

- In the 12 Dec 94 AF response conveying our analysis of the JCSG-DM alternative (DM-2) which 
proposed elimination of the Kelly and McClellan AFB depots the AF stated: " Our ... evaluation 
indicates this much disruption in our depot maintenance capacity may create an unacceptable 
risk to mission readiness. Additionally, ... we believe the cost of a dual-ALC closure alternative 
may be unaffordable. " 

- The AF collocates materiel management and depot maintenance functions for most commodities at 
single ALCs in a symbiotic relationship we believe provides the best possible AF logistics support. 
-- Materiel management activities consist of system management and engineering functions, and 

item management 1 inventory control point functions. 
-- Materiel management functions provide critical support to depot maintenance ca abilities by 

ensuring effective technical assistance (engineering support and current technica orders) and 
repair parts supportability. 

f 
- The AF Technology Repair Center concept consolidated related commodity repair capabilities at 

single centers of technical excellence, eliminating most redundant depot maintenance capabilities. 
-- under this concept the AF relies on unique, centralized capabilities at every ALC for logistics 

support for all weapon systems. 
--- This approach requires the AF to establish new capabilities to perform most transferring 

work in the event any depot installations are eliminated. 
- The very large population at a typical depot installation consists of approximately one half the ALC 

function and one half AF and other Agency tenants. 
-- The ALC function is divided approximately equally between depot maintenance activities and 

materiel 1 item management functions. 
-- Tenant populations are substantial at each site and include major operational units: from over 

2,250 tenant personnel and associated BOS at McClellan AFB to over 10,000 at Tinker AFB. 

: 
- The closure of the two AF depots at Kelly and McClellan AFBs would require the concurrent 

transfer of all materiel management su ort functions for several entire weapon s stems and PB 
affecting virtually every AF weapon system and many in other Services. 

c commodities, and the transfer of over million hours of depot maintenance wor load, directly 

-- Over 13,000 ALC personnel perform these workloads. 
- Disruption of critical materiel management activities imposes risk to operational capability. 

-- Past experience proves even temporary interruptions in materiel management support can 
degrade operational capabilities and logistics support from the depot maintenance function. 

-- The critical interface and personal relationships between operational units and their ALC 
counterparts must be recreated following any ALC workload transfers. 

- Although a new ALC workforce can be trained before existing capabilities are interrupted, an 
experienced, efficient workforce can take years to reestablish. 



- Transferring such large amounts of ALC work creates unacceptable operational risk. 
-- Every ALC provides unique logistics support for specific aircraft as well as commodity-wide 

support affecting every AF aircraft. For example: 
--- SM-ALC alone supports all F-1 1 1 and A-10 airframes, but also provides the only AF depot 

overhaul capability for all hydraulic and flight instrument system components for every 
USAF aircraft. Additionally, they provide the only AF depot capability supporting the 
overhaul of all aircraft and ground generators, and ground and space communication 1 
electronic systems. 

--- SA-ALC alone supports all C-5 airframes, but also provides the sole AF depot overhaul 
capability for all auxilia power units, and for jet engines and their related components used T on approximately one ha f of all USAF aircraft. 

-- Relocation of any substantial depot workload disrupts normal logistics support and must be 
carefully managed to avoid degradation of operational capabilities. 
--- ALC equipment requires substantial time to shut down, inventory, package, transport, 

receive, install, and calibrate before production can resume. 
- The im act of relocating ALC activities affects not only those transferring activities, but also the 

establis ! ed activities at the gaining base when existing functions and organizations must be 
adjusted to incorporate the new work. 
-- Due to the nature of the ca abilities at the remainin ALCs, the combined closure of both Kelly B and McClellan AFB woul redistribute over 60 o f t  i? e combined ALC workloads to Tinker AFB, 

over 35 percent to Hill, and only about 3 percent to Robins AFB because of economic and 
environmental factors. 

- Relocating ALC tenant activities hosted on ALC installations also imposes substantial risk to 
operational capabilities. These include: 
-- Many large operational units such as AF AWACS and Navy TACOMA command and control 

units at Tinker AFB; active and reserve F-16 fighter wings at Hill AFB; a reserve C-5 airlift 
wing and ANG F-16 fighter unit at Kelly AFB; US Coast Guard flying activities at McClellan 
AFB; and the KC-135 refueling wing at Robins AFB; other large activities such as Electronics 
Installation Squadrons, Combat Communication Squadrons, the Air Intelli ence A ency, and P % other active and reserve units; and several non-AF tenants such as DLA, D SA, an DFAS. 

- Relocation of any operational activity usually interrupts that unit's peacetime and wartime mission 
capability at least temporarily. 

- As most tenant functions at the ALCs are large and many are unique in DOD, some relocations can 
be expected to affect AF and DOD capabilities to perform certain missions during the transition 
period. 
-- The AF AWACS and Navy TACAMO units at Tinker form the hub of all such command and 

control activities world wide. 
-- Joint STARS program management at Robins AFB is also unique, and the KC-135 wing there 

provides mid and south Atlantic coast air refueling support for most operational requirements. 
-- The F-16 wings at Hill AFB make up a significant portion of Air Combat Command's mid- 

country operational and training capability. 
-- The reserve C-5 and F-16 wings at Kelly AFB make important contributions to the nation's 

strategic airlift and warfighting capabilities. 

: 
- Closure of both the depots at Kelly and McClellan AFBs would result in operation of the remaining 

three depots at 100 percent capacity utilization. 
-- Consistent with DOD and other national industrial practices, the AF plans to operate its 

maintenance depots at 85 percent capacity utilization to maintain the flexibility needed to 
support fluctuating military requirements. 

- Industrial capacity (facilities and equipment) to support most AF workloads is unique, single-sited, 
and available only at the current ALCs. 



-- All unique capacity must be moved or replicated before a potential gaining depot could support 
these workloads. 

-- Some unique facility requirements may only be met through new construction such as several 
C-5 airfiarne overhaul, stri and paint facilities, and the F 100 engine compressor disk cryogenic a spin test facility all locate at the SA-ALC. 

- Any analysis of depot capacity based on JCSG-DM Maximum Potential Capacity (MPC) data 
should be considered very carefully. 
-- Although JCSG-DM MPC data was certified by the Services, it was largely discounted during 

JCSG-DM deliberations because it has very limited practical application. 
-- MPC information reflects the potential capacity level that might be expected to be achieved 

within existing depot facilities, not actual capacity existing at that depot at this time. 

A Double D e ~ o t  Closure Decision Would Create Unacceptable Financial Impacts: 
- The cost to close two depot installations is also unacceptable. 

-- Estimated to cost the AF approximately $2.1 B of total AF TOA during the next six years. 
--- BRAC costs of $1.2 B using COBRA cost model. 
--- Additional $887 M for non-BRAC fundable environmental cleanup required prior to reuse 

following closure. 
-- Concurrent closure of both ALCs at Kelly and McClellan AFBs would require more facilities 

than are available at the gaining ALCs resulting in an additional $44 M MILCON expense to 
provide all needed industrial and material management support facilities. 

- Even without any ALC closures, the current AF MILCON pro ram already requires $298 M more B funds than are available in the FY 96 - 97 timeframe, effective y preventing accelerated ALC 
MILCONs needed to close any ALC in less than the full six-year BRAC interval. 
-- The closure of Kelly AFB and its ALC would raise this MILCON shortfall to over $3 17 M for 

the FY 96 - 01 BRAC implementation period. 
-- $458 M in MILCON funding shortfall would occur considering facilities required to support a 

double closure of both the Kelly and McClellan AFBs and their ALCs. 
--- Such funds are simply not available within the AF FYDP without making unacceptable 

tradeoffs in required current and future operational capabilities. 
- The cost of some depot operations may increase after workloads are transferred because efficiencies 

from state-of-the-art facilities currently available at a closing depot may not be possible at the new 
site due to limits on new construction funds which would prevent facility replication. 
-- SM-ALC's centralized hydraulic overhaul and test facility. 
-- SA-ALC's centralized fuel component and auxiliary power unit overhaul and test facilities. 

- These costs would compromise a very lar e portion of the AF TOA currently programmed to B support force modernization programs an the AF operations and maintenance programs. 

Conclusions: 
- A BRAC Commission recommendation to close two ALC installations would be unacceptable 

to the AF. 
-- Operational risk factors, insufficient remaining capacity, and excessively high costs would all 

impose grave risk to future AF capabilities. 
- There would be unacceptable operational risk from relocating such a large amounts of 

critical ALC support functions and tenant activities. 
-- Relocating the total workload of two ALCs into the remainin three would disrupt well over half 

the materiel management and depot maintenance support o f t  a e entire AF. 
-- Many tenant relocations would also create increased risk throughout the transition period. 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to amplify my comments to you regarding the Naval 
Warfare Assessment Division (NAWD), Corona, at the 14 June 1995 hearings. 

The Department sees the issue of closure of NAWD Corona as one of cumulative job 
losses, not as one of the independence of performance and quality assessment functions. 

The Navy, historically, has set up assessment independence at various levels within 
organizations. In some instances, like COMOPTEVFOR, totally separate organizations were 
established. In most instances groups within organizations are tasked with separate assessment 
responsibilities. NWAD is a separate command with the Naval Sea Systems Command that 
assesses systems, some of which are under the cognizance of NAVSEA. In most Warfare 
Centers separate groups are assigned independent assessment responsibilities. There are such 
groups, currently existing, at both China Lake and Crane. 

As you know, NWAD Corona performs six major functions. In the closure scenario, 
the functions are moved to three different sites with two functions going to each site. The 
functions that are most closely related remain together. In each case there is significant 
synergy with ongoing efforts at the gaining site such as the Naval Post Graduate School for 
assessment, China Lake for test and range system engineering, and Crane for gage and 
metrology engineering. 

While there are no problems of independence in the scenario proposed for NWAD 
Corona closure, the Secretary of the Navy removed it from the list of proposed closures 
because of concern with cumulative job losses in California. That concern is still valid and 
should be considered by the Commission in arriving at its recommendations. 

As always, if I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Secretary Dalton, Admiral Boorda, General Mundy and I appreciated the opportunity 
to appear before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission on June 14th and to 
present the Department of the Navy's position on our recommendations and on those naval 
installations which the Commission has added to the list for consideration. During the 
hearing, you asked that the Navy provide our thoughts on the need for another round of base 
closures, and on a potential process for modifying approved base closure and realignment 
decisions, should changes be necessary. 

We need time for the consolidations and closures of the 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995 
rounds to reach fruition. We concur with your thought that a potential follow-on round of 
base closure should be contemplated after the turn of the century. 

The Department of the Navy has made every attempt in the 1995 round of base 
closure to minimize the potential for needed modifications, through requesting redirects for 
those recommendations that no longer are optimal and through wording of the 
recommendations to enhance flexibility in executing the decisions. However, it is possible 
that some modifications of the 1995 recommendations, once approved, might be necessary, 
despite our attempts to be as farsighted as possible. 

A possible mechanism for allowing these modifications without the need for a full- 
blown base closure round would be an amendment to Section 2904 of the 1990 base closure 
law which would allow the Secretary of Defense to close or realign a military installation in a 
manner different from that contained in the Commission recommendations upon notification 
and justification to Congress. This amendment could direct the use of a procedure similar to 
that contained in Section 2822 of Public Law 102-190, as amended (10 U.S.C. 2687 note) 
relating to consistency in budget data, which would require not only notification but review of 
the proposed modification by an appropriate agency (e.g., the Inspector General of the 
Department of Defense or the General Accounting Office) to ensure that the modification is 
appropriate. A statutory mechanism such as this would provide not only the necessary 
flexibility to implement decisions but also would carry forward the checks-and-balances so 
integral to the current base closure law. 



1 trust that this fully answers your question. Should you wish any firther information, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, A 

Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 1 



Documel~t Separator 
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The entire base closure process is driven by the desire to 
reduce costs. That is why I was very surprised that in 
estimating the cost to close Fort McClellan, the Army did not 
include the additional expense of transferring the thousands of 
retirees and their dependents served by Noble Army Hospital in 
Anniston to the CHAMPUS health insurance program. 

The Army contends that the increased health insurance costs 
at the closing installation would be offset by savings on health 
insurance costs at the gaining installation. According to the 
GAO, the Army has stated that the Ifcost and savings would be 
roughly equalN and having made that sweeping statement they 'Idid 
not analyze them further." The actual figures, however, for Fort 
McClellan\Fort Leonard Wood offer convincing evidence that they 
should have performed a full analysis. 

It is estimated that nearly 69,000 retirees, surviving 
spouses and dependents rely on Fort McClellan for medical care. 
Most are from a large geographical area surrounding Fort 
McClellan, from as far west as Birmingham, and into Georgia in 
the east. The Army has stated that the cost of putting these 
people on healtn lnsurarlce will be pioffset" by an *Iincreasea 
capacity to care for retireesv at the gaining installation. 
Unfortunately, the Army's equation is missing one simple element 
- there is no retiree population at Fort Leonard Wood. 
Therefore, the increased costs at Fort McClellan will not be 
offset by any savings at Fort Leonard Wood. 

When the issue of CHAMPUS cost arose during the 1991 
testimony, Fort McClellanls Commanding General calculated that 
the cost of providing health services to the retiree population 
in the Fort McClellan area would exceed $252,594,409.49 over 15 
years. This figure did not, of course, include the increased 
costs which would be transferred to Medicare, or physician fees 
expected to exceed $38 million. I am including a copy of his 
cost analysis. 



I can only presume that since the Army does not bear the 
burden of paying these additional cH~MPUS/health insurance costs, 
they view this as someone else's problem. Since, however, they 
will be paid for by federal tax dollars, I cannot share that 
view. I believe the commission should consider these additional 
CHAMPUS costs before reaching a decision on the Army's 
recommendation to close Fort McClellan. 

With kindest regards, I am 

HH/my 

Enclosure 

o ell Hefl P 



-- - - - . - 
/ -  . 

03-'21,'91 15:  46 B 1 2 0 5 8 4 8 6 1 1 3  CJLD GP F'l YCCL - 

PROJECTED COST OF CIV I LJ&;AE~ON i I 

, THE RETIRED POPOLATIOH TO THE MR i 

i CIVILIAN I . - 

i COST 1 75% OF c k t n ; k ~  cosr - I  - 
I - ! 

For the 15 year period FYSS 

$252,594,409.49 i- phys i c ius  

1 TOTAL 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 FI*?...~ ..t, :&- G- ' ' 

* w., 1 -4 i::c. L G ~ ~ N  
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 w*rr raawed=/~&?/ 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN - H A /  
COMMISSIONERS: - 3 2 w  
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howell Hefh 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Howd: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning Fort McClellan. I appreciate your interest in 
the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its hl deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on Fort McC1ella.n was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infktructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CL,OSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
/.) 

TO: 

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

1 - I Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 1 _I PrepareDiredRespollse 

1 Prepare Reply for Cb.. Is Signature - . . 

ACIION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

Prepare Reply for Commissioner's sgnature 
\ / I  I 

Due Date: c{ 33 ROU- Date: 7506a\\ 
M e  0 w : q  506 (3 M Date: 



HOWELL HEFLIN 
ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE. 
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY 

COMMlTrEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS United Statee Senate 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0101 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
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Eear Chlirman Dixcn: 

As you prepare to vote on the Army's recommendation to close 
Fort McClellan, I wanted to make certain that you are fully aware 
of the readiness implications of this decision. 

The following position paper will provide you with a short 
history of the Chemical School and the impact of prior moves on 
operational readiness. The facts presented in this paper clearly 
demonstrate that this is no time to degradate the quality of the 
chemical warfare training we give our soldiers in the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Air Force. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely yours, 



ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY OF SENATOR HOWELL HEFLIN 
TO THE 1995 BRAC COMMISSION 

JUNE 19, 1995 

As the Commission nears its decision on Fort McClellan, I 
would like to make certain that you are acquainted with the 
Chemical School's unique history and the impact of prior moves on 
operational readiness. 

For many years, the Army conducted live agent training in 
open fields at Fort McClellan. When the Chemical School moved to 
Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Maryland, open site chemical training 
was terminated and, as a result, the preparedness of our soldiers 
to fight in a chemical environment rapidly deteriorated. 
Numerous internal Army studies illustrated that the use of live 
agents is essential to realistic training. The Army, therefore, 
decided to move the Chemical School back to Fort McClellan in 
1980. During the preliminary stages of the move, it was 
determined that new environrriental restrictions would prevent open 
site live agent training at Fort McClellan. An enclosed 
facility, know as a Chemical Decontamination Training Facility 
(CDTF) would have to be built. However, as it was uncertain 
whether Maryland would allow the construction of even an enciosed 
training facility, the move to Fort McClellan continued. It took 
over five years to fully re-establish the Chemical School at Fort 
McClellan because of the extensive permitting procedures and the 
Environmental Impact Studies required. In fact, the final 
building in the Chemical School master plan was completed just 
last year. 

Considering the nature of the project, it is not surprising 
that the process of obtaining the required licenses and permits 
to build the CDTF was a long one. The Alabama Department of 
Nat~ral Resources took the task of permitting as a serious one, 
and due to their thoroughness, there were no challenges brought 
against the permits by area environmentalists. The area's major 
employers are Fort McClellan and the Anniston Army Depot, and the 
relationship between the military and the community is one of 
mutual trust and friendship. The Army pledged to the community 
that they would not be at risk, and the area citizens, 
remembering their past experience with the Chemical Corps, 
accepted this and lent their support to the project. I believe, 
however, if the Chemical School is moved, and much of Fort 
McClellan is left as fenced-off contaminated areas, the Army's 
solid relationship with the community will be destroyed, and they 
will not receive a warm welcome should they ever need to 
reactivate the CDTF. 

When the Army suggested Fort McClellan for possible closure 
in the 1991 round of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRAC) process, it proposed terminating live agent training. I 



suppose at the time this initial recommendation was made, the 
threat of chemical warfare seemed far away. Clearly, with the 
end of the Cold War, the voices of the Pentagon accountants had 
become louder than the voices of the combat soldiers. But then, 
right in the middle of the BRAC process came Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm. I felt certain that this immediate threat would 
convince the Army to pull the fort from the list, but I was 
mistaken. Instead, they continued on the path to gut the 
chemical war fighting ability which was critically needed. 

Fortunately, the 1 9 9 1  BRAC Commission recognized the 
shortsightedness of the Army proposal. They felt that the 
reduction in readiness that would result from the fort's closure 
was unacceptable and, therefore, voted to keep Fort McClellan 
open. 

We were, however, on the list again in 1 9 9 3 .  Fort McClellan 
faced double jeopardy. This time the A m y  stated that they 
recognized the importance of live agent training, and, therefore, 
decided to keep the CDTF open as a independent facility. The 
rest of the fort would be closed and moved to Fort Leonard Wood. 
Keeping Fort McClellan open was not an option I think the Army 
allowed itself to consider. I believe the Army was convinced 
they could not win the required battles against the EPA and the 
environmentalists to construct the facility at a new location. 
Even Colin Powell, then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
testified to the 1 9 9 3  Commission #that the CDTF could not be 
moved. 

Since the Army did not want to directly contradict the view 
of many warfighters and the last BRAC Commission with regard to 
live agent training, splitting the training from the fort was 
their only answer. The Army plan had students flying from 
Missouri to Alabama at the end of their course to use the CDTF. 
This had the effect of splitting the doctrine writers from the 
CDTF, in essence splitting the school house from the laboratory. 
Furthermore, the travel costs and the resources needed to keep a 
stand-alone CDTF going consumed all the savings. In the end, the 
1 9 9 3  BRAC Commission and, I think, the Army itself, recognized 
that bifurcating the training was a terrible compromise. It 
surely would have endangered the lives of our soldiers in the 
field, and left a lasting burden on the surrounding community. I 
felt great relief when the 1993  BRAC Commission voted to overturn 
the Army's recommendation on Fort McClellan. 

The 1 9 9 3  Commission also gave the Army clear guidance what 
to do should they recommend Fort McClellan for closure again. 
The Commission instructed them to gain all necessary permits and 
certifications before the next round of base closure. The 
commission felt this could be accomplished before the 1 9 9 5  BRAC, 
if there was no public opposition, because the Missouri 



Department of Natural Resources had informed them that permits 
for such a facility typically take 1.5 to 2 years to obtain. 

Now here we are on the list again in 1995. Fort McClellan 
now faces triple jeopardy. This year the Army has proposed 
closing Fort McClellan and building a new CDTF at Fort Leonard 
Wood. Mr. Chairman, I believe the Fort McClellan debate hinges 
on two main issues. The first is the impact of this move on our 
chemical warfare readiness. The second is the question of 
permi'ts, which I discussed in a separate position paper. 

The readiness of our armed forces is our primary concern. 
Of course, every base and installation on the list makes a claim 
that readiness will be jeopardized by their closure. Perhaps 
some of these claims will prove valid in the long run. However, 
there is no doubt that the closure of a training base has an 
immediate and measurable impact on readiness of our combat 
forces. 

Fort McClellan trains the nuclear, chemical and biological 
specialists of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. 
These specialists go straight from training to the field. Any 
interruption or degradation of the training will result in an 
immediate degradation of our combat forces. 

As I have already mentioned, the Chemical School has been 
moved twice in its history. The first move was from Fort 
McClellan to Aberdeen Proving Grounds. Of the 80 civilian 
specialists teaching at the Chemical School, only seven moved 
from Alabama to Maryland. Fortunately for the Army, there is a 
fairly large population base in the Aberdeen area, allowing the 
Army to hire replacements in two to three years. An additional 
two years was required for these civilians to become true 
specialists in chemical/biological weapons. 

In 1980, the Army moved the school back to Fort McClellan. 
The civilian specialist staff had shrunk in the post-Vietnam 
drawdown to 38 positions, but of these, only four chose to move 
to Alabama. Fort McClellan is in a small urban area, so 
recruiting was more difficult than in Aberdeen. It took the Army 
five years to rebuild the staff it needed. Again this new staff 
needed approximately two years to become truly competent 
specialists. 

Now the Army proposes to move the Chemical School to Fort 
Leonard Wood. This Army base is located in a sparsely populated 
region of Missouri and has few military retirees in the area. I 
am certain that it is going to prove a poor area for recruiting. 
I am also sure that few ~labamians would be willing to move to 
Missouri. At best, it would probably take the A m y  seven years 
to assemble a staff of chemical/biological weapons experts. 



The Army would probably respond that this disruption of the 
chemical training is acceptable. After all, they testified just 
a few years ago that they didn't really need the training at all. 
I ask you, however, to take a look at the world today. 

The Defense Intelligence Agency has informed me that 21 
nations are confirmed to possess chemical weapons, and another 
five countries are on the suspected list. In 1980, only 11 
countries were confirmed to have these weapons. Today, 14 
countries either have or are suspected to have biological weapons 
programs, compared to three in 1980. The proliferation of 
chemical and biological weapons appears to be accelerating. But 
there is even a more disturbing aspect to this problem. As these 
weapons become more available, they tend to be disseminated into 
the hands of smaller and smaller groups. Chemical weapons, once 
possessed only by the great powers, became part of the arsenals 
of small Third World countries, and now, as we saw in Japan, are 
available to individual groups of terrorists. The chemical 
weapons genie is out of the bottle and our armed forces and 
emergency response officials must be prepared to face it. 

In the next few years, the training load of the Chemical 
School is certai~i to increase dramatically. In his Anti- 
Terrorism bill, President Clinton recommended that the civilian 
law enforcement agencies be allowed to draw upon the expertise of 
the military to handle chemical and biological emergencies. To 
meet this objective, the nilitary will have a large number of 
trained chemical corps soldiers in every region of the country. 
The Anti-Terrorism bill also calls for the military to train 
civilian law enforcement officials so that they, too, will be 
ready for a chemical weapons emergency. 

It is simply amazing that just as world events demonstrate 
the importance of this training, the Army would move to close the 
Chemical Schooi. It is important to remerrber that the 
degradation in training quality will begin the day you vote to 
close the fort. The staff working at the school include chemical 
engineers, biologists, computer specialists, physicists and other 
highly skilled experts who are not going to wait for the gates of 
the fort to shut. They are going to find other jobs. So you 
have to add several years of sub-standard training before the 
fort even shuts to the seven years of degraded training the Army 
will experience as it tries to hire new civilians at Fort Leonard 
Wood. This interruption is simply unacceptable. 

Before I close on Fort McClellan, I would like to raise a 
few other issues that the Army did not properly address in its 
analysis. 

The first is the question of synergy between the Engineer 
School, MP School, and Chemical School. The Army proposes the 
creation of a Maneuver Support Warfighting Center which 



collocates the Army Engineer, Chemical and Military Police 
Schools. The Army stated that, "the collocation of these 
branches enhances the synergistic effect of chemical, military 
police and engineer units by training as a team similar to the 
manner in which they would be tactically deployed." 

Strangely, I have yet to find a single military officer that 
knows of any doctrine that would ever call for these three 
different types of units to be deployed together as a team. I 
conta'cted the Joint Chiefs of Staff office in the Pentagon and 
asked for a listing of all joint doctrine. Again, there was no 
mention of MPs, Engineers, and Chemical Corps soldiers working as 
a team. 

At best, they would function together in the same theater of 
operations along with the infantry, armor, and other combat and 
combat support units. The Army's Combined Arms Team doctrine 
calls for the combat engineers to normally be positioned forward. 
They will often provide direct support to the front line units, 
such as when they cleared the sand berms and mine fields in 
Kuwait. The military police, on the other hand, will normally be 
deployed in the rear echelons, their job being to hold secured 
areas, guard prisoners and ensure order. The missions of the 
engineers and military police are different, they will be 
deployed in totally different areas, and the specialized training 
needs of the two schools in no way overlap. 

The Chemical School has even less in common with the 
Engineer School. The Engineer School typically trains units 
which will be assigned to a specific combat engineering 
battalion. The vast preponderance of the Chemical School's work 
does not involve unit training, but instead, training at the 
individual level so that each soldier can be deployed to a host 
unit where he will serve as a technical advisor. The host unit 
could be part of Infantry Corps, Armor Corps, or even the 
Engineering Corps. This doctrine provides for synergism at the 
deployed unit level, and involves the establishment of a 
relationship not achievable during training. 

There is another side to this consolidation of schools that 
I would like you to keep in mind. Under the Army's plan, the 
Chemical School will become part of the Engineering School. The 
head of the Chemical School will then be a colonel, not a 
general. The results of this decrease in rank are two fold. 
First, the Chemical School will have to go through the 
Engineering School for resources. Considering the defense 
budget, it is likely that the Chemical School will experience 
ever increasing shortfalls. This becomes increasingly likely due 
to the second factor, the lack of a general officer proponent to 
bulster support for the school in the Pentagon. Frankly, without 
a general to represent your cause in the Pentagon, your voice is 
likely to go unheard. The Army wanted the Chemical School to go 



away in 1991, and they still seem to be pursuing that goal now. 
I hope you will agree that this is no time to be de-emphasizing 
chemical warfare training. 

The second issue I would like to discuss is the cost to the 
government of closing Fort McClellan. It is clear that the Army 
has substantially overstated the savings that will occur by 
ignoring the expenses that will be born by other governmental 
agencies. 

I was very surprised that in estimating the cost to close 
Fort McClellan, the Army did not include the additional expense 
of transferring the thousands of retirees and their dependents 
served by Noble Army Hospital in Anniston to a health insurance 
program. This is made more troubling by the fact that increased 
military health insurance, or CHAMPUS, costs caused by this 
proposed move are far larger than those of the Army's other base 
closure recommendations. 

The Army contends that the increased health insurance costs 
at the closing installation would be offset by savings on health 
insurance costs at the gaining installation. According to past 
reports by the GAO, the Army has stated that the "cost and 
savings would be roughly equal" and having made that sweeping 
statement they "did not analyze them further." The actual 
figures, however, for Fort McClellan and Fort Leonard Wood offer 
convincing evidence that they should have performed a full + 

analysis. 

Fort McClellanls official estimate is that there are over 
69,000 retirees, surviving spouses and dependents who rely on 
F a t  McClellan for medical care. Most are from a large 
geographical area surrounding Fort McClellan, from as far west as 
Birmingham, and into Georgia in the east. The Army has stated 
that the cost of putting these people on health insurance will be 
uoffsetw by an "increased capacity to care for retireesw at the 
gaining installation. Unfortunately, the Army's equation is 
missing one simple element - there is no retiree population at or 
near Fort Leonard Wood. Therefore, the increased costs at Fort 
McClellan will not be offset by any savings at Fort Leonard Wood. 

When the issue of CHAMPUS cost arose during the 1991 
testimony, Fort McClellanls Commanding General calculated that 
the cost of providing health services to the retiree population 
in the Fort McClellan area would exceed $252,594,409 over 15 
years. This figure did not, of course, include the increased 
costs which would be transferred to Medicare, or physician fees 
expected to exceed $38 million. I will submit a detailed CHAMPUS 
cost analysis separately. 



I can only presume that since the Army does not bear the 
burden of paying these additional CHAMP US/^^^^^^ insurance costs, 
they view this as someone else's problem. Since, however, they 
will be paid for by federal tax dollars, I cannot share that 
view. 

Another cost the Army has failed to consider is the 
additional cost to the National Guard of operating an expanded 
compound on Fort McClellan. The fort contains expansive training 
and maneuver ranges used for tank, gun, and small arms training 
in support of Armor and Infantry Task Forces. These ranges also 
provide realistic gunnery and vehicle commander training to 
military personnel. They are used by up to 40,000 soldiers a 
year, and the average stay is approximately seven days. These 
are the only ranges of their type in Alabama. 

Clearly, these ranges cannot simply be closed and their 
customers sent elsewhere. The Army therefore plans to turn these 
ranges over to the National Guard, with instructions to provide 
uninterrupted access to the ranges to all the units previously 
served there. 

This being the case, I feel the A m y  should include in its 
Fort McClellan cost estimates the funding increases that the 
Alabama National Guard will require to operate the training 
ranges. Information provided to me by the Alabama National Guard 
shows that they currently have only 14 pers~nnel located at Fort 
McClellan, with an operating budget of $900,000 per year. Should 
Fort McClellan close and the active units leave, at least 121 
additional National Guard personnel would be required, and the 
Guard's annual operating budget would increase to at least $8.4 
million dollars. 

The actual yearly cost is likely to be far greater than 
$8.4 million since the number of civilian personnel supporting 
the Alabama Guard is limited by National Guard Bureau to only 20% 
of the required total. This 20% cap is acceptable now due t o  the  
numerous services provided free to the Ward by the Army. 
Clearly, however, the Guard cannot accept full operation of the 
ranges and perform base support functions with so few civilian 
support staff. Lifting the cap will add another 60+ personnel 
and additional millions to the annual cost. 

The additional CHAMPUS expenses and the additional cost 
will not be born by the Army, but will be paid for with tax 
dollars. I therefore believe that the Commission should include 
these costs in their own analysis of the Army's proposal to close 
Fort McClellan. 

In conclusion, the Army's proposal to close Fort McClellan 
is dead wrong. First, the statements of the Missouri Attorney 
General quoted in my position paper on permits clearly show there 



is no guarantee that the Army will get the permits it needs. 
Second, the negative impact on the readiness of both the Armed 
Forces and our civilian emergency response officials is nothing 
short of unacceptable. Finally, the true cost of closing Fort 
McClellan is going to be far higher than the Army has stated, 
eliminating all future savings. You must not allow the Army to 
make this mistake. 
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The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Seaate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Howdl: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning Fort McCIellan. I appreciate your interest in 
the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you how, the Commission completed its final d e l i i o n s  on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that an of the infodon 
you provided on Fort McCleIlan was catredidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recomumdatioas to downsize the nation's military b h s t w t m .  

I appreciate tbe time and co mmitment you have devoted to this diilicult and chanenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



ocument Separator 
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(202) 224-2651 

MONTANA TOLL FREE NUMBER 
1-800-332-6 106 

United $tates $enate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2602 

June 21, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, #I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Al: 

The Department of Defense recommended to the Commission that 
12 KC-135 tankers located at Malmstrom Air Force Base be 
transferred to MacDill Air Force Base in Florida and that 
Malmstrom's airfield be closed. Apparently, the Air Force 
contends that air refueling tanker saturation in the Northwest 
and a lack of tankers in the Southeast is a significant obstacle 
to retaining tankers at Malmstrom Air Force Base. I have been 
told by General Fogleman that this is one issue that prevents him 
from coming to the defense of our flying mission. Attached is a 
letter that hopefully will dispel this notion and reinforce my 
argument that Malmstrom's tankers should not be moved to MacDill 
Air Force Base in Tampa Bay, Florida. 

It is apparent from the letter that the Air Force did not 
believe the Southeast region of the United States needed more 
tanker aircraft as of only 16 months ago. They transferred 
19 KC-1OA tanker aircraft from Barksdale Air Force Base in 
Louisiana to McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey. This is a 
rather significant move. 

Nothing strategically has changed demanding a sudden shift 
of tanker aircraft to the Southeastern region of the 
United States. The Air Force only argues that in general, there 
are not enough tankers in the Southeast. Without a specific 
change in mission or a new threat, there appears to be no reason 
that the tanker structure should change geographically only 
16 months later from the Air Forces1 original desire. 

Moreover, according to a Coopers Lybrand study this year, 
closing Malmstrom's runway would only save the American people 
$450,000 annually. This further illustrates how irrational it 
would be to move Malmstrom's tankers to Tampa Bay, Florida. 

While nothing strategically has changed, politically much 
has changed. It may be no accident that MacDill Air Force Base 
borders Congressman C. W. Bill Young's district. He is Chairman 
of the House Appropriation's Subcommittee on National Security. 
While there is nothing wrong with Congressman Young fighting for 

BILLINGS BOZEMAN BUTTE GREAT FALLS HELENA KALISPELL MISSOULA 

(406) 657-6790 (406) 586-6104 (406) 782-8700 (406) 761-1574 (406) 449-5480 (406) 756-1 150 (406) 329-3 123 



his constituentsr interests, the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission was created to prevent this kind of influence and - - 

instead provide sound, strategic decisions. 

Because the Air Force has not given a comprehensive reason 
why it has made a major shift in policy on tanker locations, I 
urgently request your immediate consideration to stop this 

With best personal regards, I. I am 

~ S ~ / t g r  
Enclosure 



J. BEeNElT JOHNSTON 
LOUlSUkA 

United Stata Pmate 
WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-1802 

February 28, 1994 

The Honorable Sheila Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20330-1670 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

1 am writing to express my great concern over your recent force structure announcement to 
transfer 19 KC-IOA aircraft from Barksdale AFB to McGuire AFB. Today, the Air Force is faced with 
a fundamentally different situation from the one during which this decision was originally made. I do 
not believe that this transfer is in the best interest of the Air Force or the American taxpayer. 

At the time the Air Force first announced the transfer of the KC-1OAs from Barksdale AFB, 
the Air Force plan was to consolidate a large number of B-52H aircraft at Barksdale AFB. I was even 
notified that the consolidation of the B-52s at Barksdale AFB required the realignment of the KC-10s. 
Now, the number of B-52s to be located at Barksdale AFB has been reduced to a level that d l  allow 
BarksdaIe AFB to continue to accommodate the KC-10s. The co-location of bombers and tankers in 
this instance provides a truly unique capability to the Air Force that should not be lost. 

I also understand that the transfer of the KC-10s from Barksdale AFB will cost the taxpayer a 
minimum of $180 million to duplicate the existing facilities at Barksdale AFB. With the current fiscal 
constraints on the Air Force budget, I see no justification to duplicate existing facilities at another base, 
especially when training and mission capability will not be enhanced. I have further concerns with the 
operational limitations associated with airspace encroachment in the northeast section of the United 
States. With the increase in civil aviation that is likely to occur in the northeast, McGuire AFB will not 
provide the same training and operational capability currently available at Barksdale AFB. I believe 
this to be the case even with additional airspace management by the Federal Aviation Administration. 

Madam Secretary, I have very serious questions about cost and capability with the continued 
implementation of this transfer. I call upon you to suspend the transfer of the KC-10s from Barksdale 
AFB until you can reevaluate the situation and develop a plan that maximizes operational capability 
and ensures the best use of taxpayer dollars. I believe this to be the prudent course of action for both 
the taxpayer and the Air Force. I look forward to discussing this issue with you personally. 

With kindest regards, I am 

I )J. Bennett  owo on V United States fenator 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Max Baucus 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Max: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Malmstrom Air Force Base. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the idomtion you 
provided on Mahstrom Air Force Base was carehlly considered by the Commission in making 
its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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GEORGE W. GEKAS 
17TH DISTRICT. PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
CHAIRMANAOMMERCIAL 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 

COURTS AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

REPLY, IF ANY, TO: 

2410 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
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(2021 2254315 
FAX (2021 2254440 
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(7171 273-1451 

FAX I7171 27S1673 

June 20, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon, 

On Thursday, June 15, the Army presented yet another COBRA cost 
analysis for Fort Indiantown Gap. Since this varies so 
substantially from the Army's previous calculations in late May, 
and even contradicts the Army's sworn testimony the day before 
(June 14), we think it is important to give you our conclusions 
once again. 

First, we need hardly note to the Commission that DOD1s COBRA 
numbers have been a constantly moving target. This latest 
iteration strains DOD's credibility even more. On June 14, the 
Army stated to the Commission that the federal government would 
need to preserve 85-90% of the Gap's current operations. This 
new analysis, delivered a day later, presumes to eliminate all 
employees, both civilian and military, and claim their associated 
payroll as annual savings. 

Second, the Army now seeks to claim $18 million in annual 
savings. The actual federal outlays for the Gap are $12.4 
million annually. On June 14, the Army told the Commission that 
they would need $20 million annually for all 3 MTAs, $8 million 
for the Gap. Thus, savings have been inflated from $4.4 million 
($12.4 million less $8 million) to $18 million in the course of 
one day! 



We know that the Commission is as exasperated as we are about 
these estimates. How can anyone have confidence in them? In our 
view, it is necessary to return to the bottom-line that is now 
beyond dispute: the Gap is a facility of high military value 
that must continue to be available to the federal government. It 
would defy logic to do anything less than to take the Gap off the 
closure list. 

Very truly yours, 

~ e m b ~ r  of Congress 

cc: AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR. , USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOIUSE STEELE 

TIM HOLDEN 
Member of Congress 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. C H A I R M A N  

The Honorable T i  Holden 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS:  
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. U S A F  (RET)  

June 28, 1995 S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA I RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Holden: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Fort Indimtown Gap. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Indimtown Gap was carefidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military inf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difiicult and challenging 
process. 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF IRET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRFT)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable George Gekas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Gekas: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Fort Indiantown Gap. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you h o w ,  the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information ycu 
provided on Fort Indiantown Gap was carefidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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GEORGE w. GEKAS * 
17TH DISTRICT. PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
CHAIRMAN-COMMERCIAL 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 

COURTS AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

REPLY. IF ANY. TO: 

2410 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 M l M B 1 7  

12021 225-4315 
FAX 12021 2254440 

HARRISBURG DISTRICT OFFICE: 
SECOND FLOOR 

3605 VARTAN WAY 
HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9335 

17171 541-5507 
FAX 17171 541-5518 'on~eers of Ot a ee LANCASTER COUNTV SUITE 102-A DISTRICT OFFIC. 

222 SOUTH MARKET STREET 
ELIZABETHTOWN. PA 17022-2447 

17171 3674731 
FAX 17171 3674602 

LEBANON DISTRICT OFFICE: 
108 B MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

400 SOUTH 8TH STREET 
LEBANON. PA 170126794 

June 21, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon, 

As the BRAC Commissionls deliberation comes to a close, we think 
it may be valuable to share with you the community's point of 
view about Fort Indiantown Gap. 

With this in mind, we have enclosed several articles and 
commentaries from local newspapers. As you browse through them, 
you will see substantial community support for removing the Gap 
from consideration for closure. 

Very truly yours, 

TIM HOLDEN 
Member of Congress ~ember of Congress 

cc: AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR. , USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 



Generals question wisdom of  shutting Gap ,( ./ ,-- , .. ,. - 

Ask if Army i s  hoping 
slates, Guard will pay 

- - - --- 

V,:,LSCIINC.TON - 7he A m y ' s  top brass were 
ur,:c: :kc pin yesterday as the independent base 
c'b,$urc commission questioned whether the Anny 
was :cine to pass the buck to states and the Nation- 
, I ;  c;::a:c !by ctnmg Fort [ndi~ntown Cap and similar 
n~r;i(d ;l.' (minirig facd~ues. 

Si~ine ~ c n i b c ~  of the Defense Base Closilm and 
Ueaiisnnicnt Cornmission, holding its final public 

hearing yesterday. also expressed skepticism over 
hprrrtment of Celcnse recommendations to realign 
or close Lettcrkcnny hrmy Dcpot in Chernbersburg 
and Red River Army Depot in Texas. 

The top olficiak of all the military branches were 
brought to Capitol Hill to defend their proposds to 
the commission and give their opinion on more than 
30 other proposals made by BWC. 

The commission next week will begin making its 
final decisions on which base cIosings and realign- 
ments it will m r n m e n d  to President Clinton. 

Hundreds, if not thousands. of jobs an? at stake 
a m s s  the country. In the midstate, the Army m m -  
mendation to dose Fort lndiantown Gap in Lebanon 
County would mean a lass of 519 jobs; its proposal 
to shift jobs from Letterkenny to other depots would 
cast Franklin County 2,468 jobs. 

Commission members questioned xfhe:h c; t 51: 

Army would be preparcd in on encly;ency nr .car i 
the Letterkenny and Red River d p y : ~  clc61~~.I ant: 
Anniston, Na., bccame the only depot for gr ,~und  
combat vehicle maintenance. 

Commissioner N CornelIa yesterday wh~;;+:C Ar- 
my officials that BRAC may decide scrnc !aci;;I~f~s 
should remain open, and the Army s d i  have io fig. 
ure how to pay for them. 

And Commissioner Rebecca Cox qucstioned 
whether the Anny, which has reconxended c!osir.g 
the Gap. was simply trying to shilt the fina~;ci.:.l b ' ~ 7 -  
den of operating that and two other :~a~ni r :g  t ; i<. i ; -  
tics to the National Guard. 

"\%ere do we get the savings? .. j1.s[ n:owr:< :: 

See BRAC - Page D l 3  

Commission ' holds final public hearing 
BRAC - From Page B I  

somewhere else doesn't help us," 
Cox said. 

If the h y  wlthdrew Its 521- 
member active component, it has 
been assumed tbat the National 
Guard md the stnte would have 
to fund the Cap. However, it was 
not known whether the Depsrt- 
ment of DeIense pIanned to pro- 
vide any funding. 

Yesterday, Army Chief of 
Staff Gen. Gordon Sullivan and 
Bdg. Cen. James Shane &mated 
the Army could w e  $50 mfllion 
annuany by shifting responsibility 
for the facilities. 

T h y  said under tbat scenario, 
the Defense Department would 
provide about $21 cniIlioa for the 
Gap. Fort Chaffee in Arkansas 
and Fort Picket in V i a .  

Gov. Tom Ridge would have to 
find another $6 million amudly 
to maintain the Gap at its current 
level of operation. 

SulIivan sald the A m y  plans 
to maintain training for reservists 
at the Gap and other faciiities, 
but wants to relinquish facitlty 
management responsibi1ities. 

Yesterday's hearing followed 
sessions Monday and Tuesday in 
which more than 200 members of 
Congress paraded before the 
commission, each testifying for 
five minutcs on why their local 
bases should be spared. 

members have also met 
with commission mem- 

to rhrately lobby on behalf 
of l d  L,. 

Military officials yesterday 
stuck to their 
commission to  f- ollow their recorn- ldhe 

made in haste," b y  Secretary 
Togo D. West i t .  said. "They 
build upon the work done by the 
three previous commissions and 
leove us with Ihe infrastructure 
needed to keep our Army M n e d  
and ready into &he 216t century." 

West told BRAC not to touch 
Tobyhanna Army Dcpot near  
Scranton, the Army's "center of 
excellence for communications 
and electronics." 

One of the option5 being con- 
sidered by the commission is 
closing Tobyhanna and transler- 
ring its functions to Letterkemy. 
if Letterkenny is realigned, as the 
&my rewmmends, some of its 
jobs w d d  shift to ToPyhanna 

West said the Anny mow to 
three d e w  w.ould eliminate ex- 
cess capacity and achieve slgnifi- 
cant savings. 

mendations. 
If the money were divided , ' m e  h y  must be al~owed 

evenly among the three bases, "Our decisions were not ar- to  divest of unnecessary infra- 
which is unlikely, that -means rived at eastIy nor were they structuz-e," he said. 
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BI BASE CLOSINGS 

State says U S .  should 
pay for Gap's closure 
Lease with the Army dent commission charged with 

closing obsolete and unnecessary 
Covers Cleanup Costs military bases, noted that break- 

ing the lease would involve "seri- 
By Brett L i e b e r m a n  o G  l$al issues which the com-. 
ii.asi?:nmon Bureau mission should consider carefully 

before reaching any decision." , 
\\ ' . .SHINGTON - If Fort In- 

dinr.;o\vn Gap is closed, state offi- 
c ~ , ~ l s  \vill t q  to force the federal 
goye:-nment to pay hundreds of 
~;;i,i,:,r-,s of dollars to clean up the 
rii:Ii:s~v training facility in Leba- 
non Cuunty. 

'Tne Ga? is one of the few 
~:: i i ! ;~ry installat~ons located on 
s:~re.u:cned lands leased to the 
it.derai government. Closing the 
f,?c;~it?, as the Department of De- 
tense l i a ~  proposed, would be a 
bre;tcii of tne 60-year lease the 
;j.r;:?:; and the s:ate renewed in 
1959. according to the Rdge ad- 
1;11nistr3tio;i. 

S!ge Gse ra l  Counsel P a u a  
Tufano, in a letter to the iiiiepen- 
_------- 

The federal Defense Base Clo- 1 
sure and Realignment Commis- 
sion is due to make its recom- 
mendations on which bases 
should be closed or consolidated 
by July 1. 

The Army's lease requires 
continual operation of the Gap as 
a military installation. If the lease 
is terminated, the A r m y  is con- 
tractually required to "restore the 
leased premises to a safe condi- 
tion and comply with ail applica- 
ble laws and regulations respect- 
ing any impact areas, landfills, 
spill or dump sites, waste disposal 
areas, hazardous and toxic 

See GAP - Back Page 

W BASE CLOSINGS 

Eliminating hazards is costly 
GAP - From Page A1 

wastes, explosive materials, etc.," 
Tuf o wrote. 

R h o u l d  the commission go 
forward with its plans to close 
Fort Indiantown Gap, the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania fully 
expects and will insist upon strict 
compliance with the various envi- 
ronmental obligations?) he said. 

Tufano's letter marked a 
change in the battle to fight the 
Gap's projected closing. To this 
point, Ridge administration offi- 
cials and others supporting the 
Gap have stressed the military 
and economic importance of the 
base, and have refused to discuss 
what would happen if it closes. 

For more than 50 years, mh- 
tary aircraft, tanks and other 
weapons have trained at the Gap. 
They have left behind an un- 
known number of unexploded 
ordnances, possible dumps, asbes- 
tos, underground petroleum tanks 
and other environmental hazards 
throughout the 11-mile-long 
bombing range. 

Gap supporters estimate the 
cost of elmhating these hazards 
would range 

-stephen Vegoe, president of 
the Lebanon Valley Chamber of 
Commerce, noted that one Penn- 
svlvania Air National Guard offi- 
d a l  said 16 feet of top soil would 

. have to-be removed from the 
bombing range to make it safe. 

- 
Nerger of the Armm- 

ing Study - an Army unit that 
analyzes base closure options - 
said the Army intends to comply 
with its lease and restore the 
Gap. However, even if Pennsylva- 
nia did not sue the federal gov- 
ernment, cleanup could take 
years, Nerger conceded. 

While the Defense Base Clo- 
sure and Realignment Act of 1990 
requires the federal government 
to restore closed bases to a safe 
condition, funds for environmen- 
tal clean up are in short supply. 

Environmental threats at the 
more than 300 bases closed in 
earlier BRAC rounds, as well as 
threats at open facilities, must 
compete for the limited resources 
prokided by the Defense Enc~ron -  
mental Restoration Act. 

Pennsylvania's contract with 
the federal government glves the 
state added leverage u ~ t h  which 
to fight for cleanup funds. 

Steve h k m ,  Ridge's deputy ' 
spokesman, declined to call the 
Tufano's letter a threat, saylng 
"we were just reminding them of 1 
their obligation." 

Vegoe, describing Tufano's 
letter a s  "pretty tough," said i t  
raised "a clever issue" in the 
fight to keep the Gap open. i 

Retired Brig. Gen. Roger C. : 
Bultman, a consultant hlred to 1 

help Gap supporters fight to keep 
the base open, said the Ridge ad- 
ministration's legal posit~on is 
correct. But he said the maneuver 
may result in a prolonged battle. 



The (Marrisburg) Patr~ot-News S i  
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Lease could divert Gap closing 
UST WHEN UNCLE SAM is 
about to lock up FOI-t Indian- Whether federal military 

I 
town Gap and walk away for remains or not contract 

good, the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania taps him on the shoulder, krms ought to be met 
1t seems there's a little unfinished 
business here; something involving counted for and removed. One ad- 
a lease. viser to local Gap boosters said 16 . 

Lease? What lease? The Penta- 
gon wants to shut down its opera- 
tion at the Gap, just as it has done 
in locations throughout the country 
in the post-Cold War defense roll- 
back. But it seems the Gap is one 
of the few military bases in the U.S. 
situated on state-owned land. 

And the state holds a 60-year-old 
lease - last updated in 1989 - to 
the effect that on its termination, 
the Army is required to "restore the 
leased  remises to a safe condition 
and coiply with all applicable laws 
and regulations respecting any im- 
pact areas, landfills, spill or dump 
sites, waste disposal areas, hazard- 
ous and toxic wastes, explosive ma- 
terials, etc.," according to state 
General Counsel Paul Tufano. Tu- 
fano went on to say that Pennsylva- 
nia expects the Army to live up to 
its obligations. 

Technically, that means the de- 
tritus of 50 ygars of military train- 
ing - unexploded bombs, artillery 
shells, asbestos, underground fuel 
tanks, spent oil, chemical waste 
dumps, and so forth - must be ac- 

feet of topsoil would have to be re- 
placed along the 11-mile bombing 
range in order to make it safe. Esti- 
mated cost of the cleanup: $300 
million to $500 million. 

It is quite likely Gov. Tom Ridge 
and the Gap advocates see this as 
ammunition in their fight to get the 
feds to spare the facility, Lebanon 
County's largest employer, and in- 
deed a $300 million to $500 million 
expense - if unforeseen - may 
have some impact on the decision. 

But whatever the consequence, 
we would expect the federal gov- 
ernment at least to abide by exist- 
ing environmental laws - and the 
terms of its lease - to assure that 
whoever takes possession of the I 
property will not be responsible for * 

cleaning it up. 

We stand behind the govern- 
ment's efforts to reduce costs by 
closing down unnecessary military 
operations, and if Uncle Sam still 
wants to walk away from Fort Indi- 

. 

antown Gap, so be it. But whether 
he stays or goes, the conditions of 
the lease remain the same. 
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Lawmakers get 
behind the Gap 

Two pro-Fort Indiantown 
G a p  r e s o l u t i o n s  w e r e  
passed by the s tate  legisla- 
ture Tuesday, giving Gap 
supporters more amlnuni- 
tion in the fight to get  the  
installation off the federal 
Base Realignment and  Clo- 
sure Commission's hit list. 

One resolution, cospon- 
sored by representat ives  
P e t e r  Zug a n d  E d w a r d  
Krebs, both Republicans 
who r e p r e s e n t  Lebanon  
County, pas sed  t h e  House 
192-4: .\. 

. . - . .  

A nearly identical resolu- 
tion, sponsored by Sen. Da- 
vid J. "Chip" Brightbill, a 
Republican who represents  
Lebanon County, was ap- 
proved unanimously by the  
Senate. 

Each resolution had sev- 
eral additional sponsors. 

The  resolutions lucidly 
proclaim the Gap's military 
importapce. Each  s t a r t s ,  

Our opinion I 

I 

"Fort Indiantown Gap is 

Pennsylvania  Army Na- 
vital to the training of the  r 

tional Guard and the  Pen -  
n s y l v a n i a  Air N a t i o n a l  
Guard, the United S ta tes  
Army Reserve, the United 
States  Marine Corps, and  
several other federal a n d  '. 
s ta te  agencies." 

From there,  the resolu- 
tions explain the Ga-p'f; effi-- 
c i e n c y  a n d  c o s t - '  
effcctivcness and spell out 
t he  void tha t  would b e  
created should the federal 
facilities a t  the Gap close. 

T h e  resolutions,  while I 
largely symbolic, give those 
going to Baltimore for to- 
morrow's BRACC regional ,  

ition in the fight to keep the  
Gap open. 

i hearing even more ammun-  , 



Fight to finish 
to save the Gap 

Thc clock continues to 
tick down on the Base Rea- 
lignment and Closure Com- 
m~ssio~l 's  work. About a 
week ago, t he  deadline for 
tha t  body to add more  
b i ~ e s  t o  the Pentagon's 

I p r o p o s e d  c l o s u r e  l i s t  
ppsed.  

Any base not now on the  
list is safe from the baleful 
eye of BRACC. And those 
individuals w o r k i n g  a t  
tjiose spared bases have by 
lihw lloisted a beverage uf 
thzir choice to celebrate 
tfreir v ic tory over  t h e  
hydget-cutters. 

1. ,Unfortunately, there is 
sf111 nothing to celebrate 

: locally, since, in defiance of 
vat seems to many as 
~ imp le  logic, Fort Indian- 
$own Gap's garrison still 
remains endangered. 
I 

Our opinlon 
A 

for the President. 
Those fighting to save t h e '  

Gap have shown the inac-! 
curacy of Pentagon num-l 
hers as far as savings from , !.. 
closing the garrison are ' 

concerned. They've shoun,' 
the folly of eliminating an' ' 

' I 

experienced group of em-..; 
ployees, only to open their 
jobs to other individuals, : 
since the things wl~ ic l l  the' 

0 .  , 

garrison now does will con-' 
tinue to be done, eve11 if the ; 
garrison is closed. I I 

They've shown that the ' 
base has a high military 1 
value, a low operating cost;! ' 
a good work force and a \ 
strong place in the overall' I 
scheme of national defense: 1 It begs the question of 
what more can any of us' ! , I Local efforts continue, prove, and raises .; 

and  likely will continue into about whether the BRACC I Inid-June, when BRACC process is really as antisepf 
jvill kick everybody out, go tically non-poli t ical  as : 
behind closed doors and those it1 governnlent would : 
brepare their final report have us believe. 
I .t 
I 
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:House tt.:,.  L;:r . . I '  - , , . , .  ,re-Solution ,. . , , . . .  , . .  ,. ,, ,. .; , , (I ,,..;. . .j,tj,,. . backs, .,,. ...as, .. : Gap, 
. . . . . ,: ,: I ,cl:! .:-.:'(Continued from page 1 ~ )  : defense." . , ."The House of ~ e ~ r e s e n t a t i v e s  

:' political.. If we have t6  s h o w , ;  The procliination'"concludes, ' .support maintaining the status 
".'strong political support' to get i f  .;"The House of Representatives a t  Fdrt Indiantown Gap, Pen- 
.;off the list, that's what we'll,do~",-' - ,Penns~ lvan ia 'u rge  the Depart-" nsylvania,' and urge the Depart- 
.. Zug said he isn't sure how much --: ment of Defense;- the Base Rea-'.*'ment of Defense and Congress to 
effect the resolution will have on :': lignment' and Closure Commis- support tke same. 

' BRACC. "We're not quite s u r e , ,  sion and the Congress of the Un- 
.'what ,will a n d  won't ,have an im- ' ited States, 'in order:  to maintain ' "The House of Representatives 
,''pact, , but.  itre're providing ' them *- maximum military :capability a t .  .: urge the Department of Defense 

with as  much of a show of support , minimum cost, to - irnmediately' and Congress not to reduce the ! 
as possible," he said, "We want toy... suspend any.  further effort . to mission of the 10th Mountain D i i -  

'tell them the important aspects ""close Fort Indiantown, Gap or r e - '  sion by eliminating the Garrison . . 
Fort Indiantown Gap brings to ; .' duce the,,training mission of that a t  F o r t  I n d i a n  town G a p ,  

. . : . :I : .  Pennsylvania." Pennsylvania and to the national .,' .,facility:. '." ' - " "  . ,' . ' - '  .., . . . . 3 : r .  1 1  ,, . .  . ' . I . >  .... . , , . . .  

Thursday's t b a . l ,  i .<., ? .  ,, .D-DVay-for;,Gap cl h.lLLx a 6 L t , ~ a # * @ i +  coalition . , _ - .  
, a . . .  . : .*I 

~ h ~ ' r ~ d ~ ~ ' i ~ , ~ a l t i & ~ ~ <  io~arbf~'~2~io~BI:roneI~~and~it ,:,,wi,ll.,:address ! Pentagon's numberr concerning i 
. . . . ;..! ficials will plead the 'casetif ForCg.!:bases on,the Pentagon,s h$k$.l!. , the cost of operating Fort Indian- ,, 
:. llndiantown Gap's :U.S:Arhy g a r ~ ; : s e v e r a l  . ;other; 'states,$~~~~$~s, town Gap. Local analysis shows 1 
. i risen to the ful l  Base Rka/ignmentp#> ~ e n n s ~ l v a n ~ a : : . i ;  2~i$,$!*~~:~?:c2:kyfl ! the pentagon inflated - perhapsi:  
' a n d  Closure.~Commissiqn,- : i ! i , v  :..,: :.This will hkely be the last major as  much a s  300 percent - the op- 

Earlier . '  this : month, , BRACC+f -.effort the 'local ;c,ornIpunitj ' ,~ca~ erational cost 'of the facility. , . . I  
member A1 Coi~e l l a  visited the . give toward saving the Gap's gar:,! But saving the roughly 350 full-?: 
Gap on a fact-finding tour,'and he ,'!:-..rison.'.The BRACC's report. is:.t0, time military and civilian employ- .-I1 
encouraged local officials, to'.p'ut ;$< be.finalized~on,'May'17,,and l!.will e e s  of the U.S. Army garrison re- ' j  
their testimony on the ,record, on .' be passed on to President Clinton, malns an uphill battle,.according 
May 4. . ' 

. ,\....t.; ,..l:.\,.,,...~,,:' - ., . ::.,k!. , , . . +i :._;.):;for his;appyo(ial in July.  .:1,'$,{:E; , to retired Brig. Gen. Roger Bult- 11 
, Among those expected to travel~++,.,Pennsylvania.~.~]l..:r~eive;~the, . man, who is serving as  a consul-'., 

-,,'to Baltimore are. Lebanon VallejS;;;largest.time penod to 'pre~ent~e?: tant for the Fort Indiantown Gap ': 
, . . , . . , . . . , . r Chamber of ~ o m m e r c e . ~ r e s i d d n t  ~-'j.de?ce,durin~.:the,.b$ar~ng, y t h  2 Coalition. ,. . , 

Stephan Vegoer retired Maj. G ~ n : j < : b o u n $ 4 5 ' b ~ n ~ t e ~  .to make pre{ At a recent "Eggs.hd I S S U ~ S "  ! I  
.. Frank Smoker, Maj.:.Gen. Gerald >,+.sentations~~'.But. other,,Pennsylva4 breakfast .of the Lebanon Valley .'j 
, Sajer, f ~ r m e r - a ~ u t a $ t ~ , ' ~ e ~ a l , : b f ~ ~ $ ; n i a  fa~ilities:,~.mo~t.no~tab1y Let; ; Chamber of Commerce, Bultman 

Pennsylvania', ;and current ~8jd-p Lerkenqy , + m y  Depot -:areba!so . said h e  believed. the chances .of.! 
ant Genera] James Mac. v ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ < ~ : o ~  the,PentagonA1lst; ,.q!?j Y;.''. saving the ganis0n are now less :$ 

. , Also expected to make the;,trb;,;.,:Among. ,the.;;,testimony-. which than ,. 50-50. . .  . .  . .., < 

... are busloads .of erriployees 'fiom;T;,$local officials are'expectcd to.give 
, the garrison.and other inter6stea -are'the' results:of a , . ' ~ t u ~ ~ - ~ + ~ :  

.,,.. .< +&i;. ;+,;; .:,--. & . - . ~ & < ~ ~ w * . . L * .  -.- i n d i v i d u a l s ~ ~ ~ ? ~ ~ $ ~ ?  i j  .:;:,c+,fj +q, . r , ,  t7.3 
", - .  The Baltimore hearing is.a.regJ? 
; '4. -& L .-LC- -.. % .<-'<<.?...~&,. :*.; 1 
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House 
measure 
supports i 

By ERIK ARNESON I 
1 

Staff Writer 
As Fort Indiantown Gap's fate 

grows closer to being known, the 
state House is expected to show 
its support for the installation by 
passing a pro-Gap resolution 
tomorrow. 

Starting with the very first para- 
graph, House Resolution 106, , 

sponsored by representatives Pe- ;I , 
ter Zug and Edward Krebs, two' . .  
Republicans who represent Leba- 
non County, proclaims the Gap's 
importance. 

"Fort Indiantown Gap is vital to 
the training of the Pennsylvania , 
.4rmy National Guard and the 
Pennsylvania Air National Guard, 
the United States Army Reserve, 
the United States Marine Corps, 
and several other federal and 
state agencies," it reads. 

From there, the resolution, also 
sponsored by many other rep- , 

resentatives, hails the training 
provided a t  the Gap, the facility's 
cost-efficiency, and the partner- 
ship it builds among the forces. , 

Zug said the resolution is de- ' 
signed to show BRACC the impoi- 
tance Pennsylvania puts in the 

fly through the house. "My as- 
sun~ption is that it will be unanim- 

I Gap. He expects the resolution to 

ous," he said. "I really think there 
is a wide range of support in Har- 
risburg for Fort Indiantown Gap." 

The resolution is a political at- 
tempt to help get the Gap off 
BRACC'S list - which it is on in 
the first place solely because of 
politics, said Krebs. "If  you look a t  
the economical facts and mi1ital-y 
readiness, Fort Indiantown Gap 
should not be on the list, so this is 

(Continl~ed on page 2A) 
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! . ; & i+ry? i.,u3jT@Ja!es. over..the,jast ,20 years. , ; LLname* refugees, gathered ai Fort.+:;iwKere they . . I B U ~  i messageof the 
ilndiantom Gap yesterday. to re..;, , .. .., 

- 1  I' . , ;;:.:;-;.., .*, .. 2:: union .could ,be seen everywhere: 
-knew old fiendship, remember 

t. and :this j;:,.Their - homeland, Vietnam, re- 
i,z$@ggles and talk of their.  fear^.^‘:^ .. ?: '.. ,..& -,. ' . I  . . h..+.,- % +.:.,;:;,..:..-z- ,. , , *mains under,,.Communist w e .  . I .,$fofor2 relatives an* countwen tail1 :j.&a&tremendbus ,s7g~:.~,;5.', ,, to p,mote 
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;, %' .;-:-f:t cy.and human.'rights," Pham >.<::+d they  a l so  talked a b o u t L ~ ; ~ ~ i m p o Y f a n ~ e ; ,  to: ,; . . . -*;;+ ..,;L;:. 

'.the Gap, it's significance .to them, , $. . , ,. -.,. .. . . . I-: ~t t endek :  throughout the post 
-gand their :concerns that the base ,:;,themA. '-,: , .. . it. . . s .. ,.very' .. _ _  .:"gymnasium i n d  outdoors h i d  , , . . . - : -:. '-2.:signs.urging the United States to 
' 4 will be sacrificed, as part: of the!,,,;nO~falgiC. +; :,:. i. a 

- federal government's 'effort f o  ~ t , ~ ~ ; ~ : . . ~ , . . .  . ,, . :.% - .  .iP- ,". .:. ! i;$%! \help: bring'do% -communism by 
. I,, . . .' :T2 not .investing .,in' .Vietnam. t , ; . .:defense spending. (!<: :I. ::-' : ,- ,-.&. --.Frank H. :Smoker Jr.,fjf5:... . . ,. .. 
,-.I+':, Their -.memories :of living jr:: ; , r  . ..I. , . . , ,.,, . . .-This 'will,;.'reniind .the people- " Ule :Gap's ' wooden two-itory bar-,yp ;;: :? ; :,:, : ;-retired 'Air Force ';'thatoui. country is still there, and .?.* . . . "  

:, racks after fleeing to.: the. .United.:,;-. :.; : ::;:; ., _ I, mblorsgeneral gets evelybody together to talk 
' . i d  States following ,the end of the , . , -  . . . . '^about Vietnamese culture," said 

Vietnam War were, not cited by : , . .. . . .  . .  . 
Dung .Phong of Cleona, who 

" : ( I  Pennsyla*ia leader'' '.who'. last .. . . .-: . - .. . . ' .. . , .  ,. . . . : ,>s* , ,  . . '. - :. trained in the United States to be 
""week traveled to Baltimore to tell ; were: through the ::: a helicopter! pilot during the War. 
,,,.a federal panel why the base Gap. There were 74 weddings, ?We're Vietnamese-Americans 
':,should remain in operation. . , . ,  128 births and -10 deaths. Pham XIOW, but we still don't forget our 

. But to the former refugees, .'. said .refugees waited, an average . 'Vietnamese "tradition;' .,.ph?ng .... ' . , r ( . .  ,,, . . 4 . ,  - 

-;jJhose .memories provide a corn-. .- of three to :s ix  months ..there be- :' said. '-' 
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-"chid, w k  'one of thi'.more-'!ban ;~'.i~esterda~'$'i~~ni~~'induded bman-rights"+fiii  ,Vietnam," :said 
i$'f8,000 Vietnamese .refugees who . Mass, fours of the barracks "*Pham; who.'sirved in the South 
..a 

7.. entered American life through the . .where the refugees. once lived, 'i V ie tnamese 'hy  and works a 
,-Gap, after the fallrof Saigon 20 .: speeches, cultural performances %J"puter progrpmmer. , ,-. .  ; - .. - ,.'{>" 
3 .  ears 'ago. ; 7 . -. . I' :. . .: 

. <  . < .  
'. : $,and. spicy: Vietnamese ;cuisine, -,  hi^ .havekGved 'under:!&h- 

"$-'lb7'he refuge& wbuld "redif re- -~.dished..out >field-style -under drab :. munism, they escaped cornmu- c+,; 
,:,gretM the closing of the ~ a b ,  the . . green Army mess tents. ~ . . i  ,,nism and .are living in freedom 
!-.-pos~ibility of future reunions tak- i : - i i i  The refugees use the reunion : now,: and they're all doing (very, 
U.. 

. -  d.mg place elsewhere, .he said.. , :  F for a variety.of. reasons - to hon- !:.very -well,". said Smoker,'. who . -.- 
"This was- the first place in or the American and Vietnamese . along with his wife, Kathleen; 

y3,1he U.S. where they .arrived, and - - servicemen who. fought for the - :- sponsored .Phong and his wife as 
Q h i s  has tremendous importance . freedom of South Vietnam, to .  well as a refugee who served as a 
i;,,.fo them - it's .very nostalgic," thank the American government - jet pilot in the war. '.. . ..: ,, , 

.'.\ c . . ,  said redred&r. Force Ma$ ljen., , . 
, gp :' k- .. . . .  

HiSmok& ; ~ ~ t  df kbanon. .J . - . 2 3 2 . A?. . . - -. . 3,LkL%,E;$ . '  pifzf$~' ,-?. . 1. .. -.:. .. . . According to The Patriot- 
...;. News files, between April 30, 
'71975,  .and Dec. 15,, 1975, 22,033 
.I:.; '.' Yetnarnese and Cambodian refu- .; 
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it their 'best ' ihot . . ,- 
Serving on the Base Rea- 

lignment and Closure Com- Our. opinion 

cisions concerning the fate 
of U.S. military bases in a n  .. For t  Indiantown Gap's age of cutbacks. Whether 

Army garrison; and. the in-. o r  not it's done ,that job i s i ,  
another topic entirely.. 'pa J dividua1sb':who : spoke ,  to! 

BRACC on its-behalf, pre- But the most 
, sented a powerful, sensible,, thing the commissioners 

iaifactual case for maintain- face is making sure tha! th6~garrison. The pre- cisions they make, .the., -sentation "sparked numer:' Ses that they close, the  - ous quesiions froni. the-. 
s they eliminate - are 

commissioners - more ' the best decisions for over- questions, in fact, than any 
... all national security,. and - o f  ,' t h e  p r e v i o u s 4  overall military readiness. preSentations. 

: Add to that already. s i g i  , a  \ '::Whether',or not {hats  a nificant difficulty the' fact! sign Con,t be ,deter- that all of the bases which.--mined until the day we all appeared on the-! Penta-  ;. 
g@s closure list - the one find out bhether  or  not the 

Gap's garrison has been , handed 'down to BRACC cut from the list of base clo- h?d an opportunity to plead su res  to be sent to the their case before the full President. . 

1 
cb'mmission, a s  well a s  re- - 
ceive a personal visit from We sincerely believe that 

., : t h e  <garrison is  useful, 
necessary and of high mili- 

7 tary t a l u e .  We hope 
based on the facts now in 
its possession, that BRACC 
agrees .  All parties con- 
cerned,  particularly the  
e m p l o y e e s  themse lves , '  
have done the best they can 
do. The decision is now out 
of local hands. We hope) 
t h o s e  d e c i s i n n - r n a k p r s  
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I I 
$ 1  - i.-diers and civilians, could do the 1 

$.+. .. ',-~q,f lr, ! n. 

BUREAUANEWS ,-w +--p .c :-. v 
-, job that the garrison does, but ! 

I . ' 1  "E : -. : why change the workers if  the : 
) "' ;. " '5 ' 4  t" same? ' 

I The thrust of his inquiries was the the Department of Defense, fund- , start hunting the want-ads for :  hi^ nation is currently 1 - way in' which the  .Gap could re- ing tree instead' of the branchj new office space. In military life, ,itted to a smaller full-time mili- , 
ceive funding' for' the missions currently getting those funds.. . the tenants on Fort Indiantown ' tary force. ~~t smaller force , . performed by the garrison. He . i There may' be nothing wrong Gap have been told that they ca?'t ! maintain a higher state of , asked whether  the  National with'the idea of using civilian: leave., . 1 . 1  , readiness than .  a larger one. I Guard Bureau could ' fund the technicians and .Guard and Re- Let's carry the analogy one ! Further, Reserve and ~~~~d , $13 5 million or so budget the serve workers to fulfill the garrLJ step further to reflect Commis- ; ponents must also be kept at a I 

. garrlson uses to perform i ts  son's' missions. ,There's ,nothing sioner Robles' questions. ,,, I I higher state of readiness to pro- ! duties. A i $1 '.fc wrong with ' i t , ,  except that,' it ,' The original support staff - the \ ~ d e  support for the full-time milie 
The easy answer is, 'Yes, it makes no sense. j , , ' garrison - leaves the Gap- A new i tary should a mobilization be ] 

! could.' , Why eliminate the' garrison in,, support,staff is brought in. For a i necessary. .I  
The next question then should the first place, only to festaff the: period +,of time, there will be , 1 

be, 'But will it cough up the cash?' entire operation' with new- ern: hitches, problems, and difficulties I Cutting readines; glven the I 
But even those questions are ployees and 'spend the same small and lar e. Until, this en- ; current 'late the mrl i -  ; 

carrying this issue too far. Let's amount. of#%r,n??ey', on the whole .. tirely new sta becomes comfort-. tq is not poor planning$ it's ' 
back up and look at_RoblesP ques- I operation? , , , . ,' ff 

able ,with its new framework, , dangerous to all of our soldiers. I 
tions themselves: s 8 I The p u r p o s e ' o f ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  iri'in!; some problems are  absolutely ' P ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~  that causes a degra- 

The commissioner seems to be .part, to cut unneeded 'military inevitable. ,,: ; dation in readiness should not see 
indicating that there is value in infrastructure. I f  the garrison's It's not' a good idea tb 'hive the light 

i 
what the. ganison does for Fort work is going to continue a t  the problems when the tenants one is I . It' follows that the proposal to 
Indiantown Gap. Otherwise, why . Gap, then it is, not unneeded. serving are equipped with heavy ' cut the Gap's garrison should be 
bother asking if the mission can : I The' civilian 'technicians and equipment that goes "Boom!" or 1 quick1 stuffed back under the 1 
be taken on by some other entity. , AGR people would be good a t  the ' multimillion dollar airplanes that rock i o m  which it was pulled. 1 But, i f  the commissioner is ack- job the garrison does, given time.:. fly overhead and drop things (that ; I 

nowledging the value of the garri- But the employees of the garrison go "Boom!") on the ground. : Forne~ is chief of The Daily - 
son-and its mission, why go any . are  already good,at the jobs .tpey,, The,Guz)rd and Reserve, its sol- ' News Ptne Grove Bureau. . -  k . ,  I r . , , I - , .  . , I , . - :. , .,4 ,.,.,, . , . .,.'#.,?+. ,, % -a,  ' 3  . .. , , * -, . . ,  ; 8 ,  1 

? 
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Jar of  documents still raging over Gap 
By RAIIN FORNEY 

Sorther11 Bureau  Chief 
docunlentation war continues to 

i.er [lie U.S. Army garrison a t  Fort 
:o:cn G a p .  
ilixon, c h a ~ r m a n  of the Base Rea- 

i ~ t  an t i  Closure Commission, will 
.,:ci\~> o !etter from U.S. Sen. Rick 
. i i ~ ;  ilia! cites revised cost savings 
I s  r h n r  the garrison be dropped 
( ( 2  UIi; \CC"s closure list. 
~ e t t c r ,  ivllich was drafted for San- . - 

torum by the Fort  Indiantown Gap Coali- 
tion, states that  projected savings ex- 
pected to arise by pulling the lug on the  
garrison "are rapidly approac 1 ing zero." 

Initial Department of Defense estimates 
of $23 million in annual savings have long 
been scrapped. The military's most recent 
numbers show annual savings from the  
garrison's closure at $6.7 million. That 
amounts to a 75-percent decrease in sav- 
ings projected over 20 years - about $200 
million. 

But local officials say the annual savings 
projection i s  still too high. 

Recent reports by the s ta te  Department 
of Military Affairs show the savings a t  $2.1 
million annually. The  coalition's let ter  
s ta tes  that  the Army significantly overesti- 
mated savings from real property mainte- 
nance and payroll. The Army projected 
$1.8 million in savings from maintenance. 
Local officials countered with $404,000. 

The coalition maintains that the Army 
has improperly claimed savings from 

some buildings which will still be u s ~ ( l  -- 
and will have to be mainta!:lt.tl -- t . . c , : ~  rl 
the garrison is el~minatet l  

Army numbers for pa>,:-s!: a r . .  S.; { ! :X I  
lion, and local figures slio~.v S i  56 ~ i l i ! i ~ ( , ! !  

The Army assumes that ti:? .,-r!:. :a!! ..I. ::; 1 1 1 ,  
almost compieteiy el~n:ir;:~:. : !  .... ::I\ :!.I.. ?::.ti 
of the garrison. 1,ocal ofiii::i.- : O I I ~ O ' ~ ~  ! ! I (  
idea that someone \ < ) I 1  h : t s . e a  : I )  ;tc'i) I : I  , I : ) ( !  

perform the work of the rc,l : IW:; ii I: ;io:'s 
and the government i < . i i i  !:.i\e L O  L I ~ ,  

the tab. 



PatrlobNews/Lovro lCIaWKvrs 

June Ownes hoIds o sign at fort tndiantwn 
Gap asking visiting BRAC commis- 
sion member Al Cornella to keep the Gap. 
At right, Mai. Ge3. Gerald Saier, left, and 
Cornella listen to a briefing about tank train- 
ing during the t o ~ ~ r  of the milifary base in 
Lebanon County. The base has been torgeted 
for closure. 

of panel 
tours Gap 
By Tom Boi~caan 
Lebaion Bureau 
- -  

FORT INDIANTOlbW GAP - ,\ g[irn;:se oi 
spnrg or a glimmer of hope that the federn1 ccbvem- 
ment would not pull out of the Grip wluld have! 
been welcomed here yesterday. 

&It the wind blew cold. 
Pl Cornella, a Base Realignment and Clos~lr i  

Commission memker. took a 4lh-hour whirlvdind 
tour of the Fort Indiantokn Gap militav b~-.e. an- 
s w e ~ d  a few questions, then was gone 

In about two months. Cornella and wvm cdhw 
B R K C  members u ~ l l  vote on whether f e d q d  em- 
ployees should o~nrinue cperating the Gap as they 
have slnce World War 11. If the federai gcn*crnnl:mt 
pulls out of the 19,200-ac~e Gap. then a b t  320 a. 
viliam employees will lose their jobs. 

I o  those tqilg to save the Gap pulled r a t  all 
the z t ~ p s ,  throning jn brass bands and fie tr~cks, 
to show Cornelk the community supported federal 
ernphqwes who work here. 

High school hands and students lined C~rnellaL 
route to the h a w  where soldiers fix he;rscr~ters. 
Thc kids got the day off from school plus ;I tow of 
the Gap in exchage for standing in the ccbtd. 

The adults uhcm shouqd up for the sirit v i m  
masly politiciau, busine:s leaders. Gap e r n p b ~ y m  
and former empbyees. 

E~ld most we-e frustrated. 
' T h i s  guy [Cr.mlla] is our last ditch ; a y ~ . "  &>id 

B m e  Tmgler, a Gap m&loyee from C'ijl~:nitl i ~ r k  
"I'm tryins to get through. So dr-spcm~el;; 17,i;lg 10 

get -hrough the b ~ r e a u c n q .  Tht:re8s .\I) a..rrful I.3: 
that could be saki in more time " 

Tingler, who was given two minute5 ! ( I  p1.i ld tus 
case stood in thc gkre of TV lights and told Can;d. 



'We really don't .want a hand out' 
GAP - From Pqge BI 

Ia why the federal l;oc.ernmcnt 
should stay at the Grp. Why he 
and his friends should keep their 
jobs. 

If the federal g o m m e n t  no 
longer runs the Gap, 'l-ngler said. 
the chore will fall t( someone 
else. 

Earlier, state Rep. Ed Ktebs, 
R-Palmyra, said I the federa1 gov- 
ernment pulls out of tt-e Gap. ei- 
ther the state or the National 
Guard bureau, will h s e  to run 
the past. 

'We really don't want a hand 
out," Tingler told CornCia "mat 
we want is  a fair shak~" 

Tingler, a Vietnan veteran 
and Gap ernpIoyee for 15 years, 
said new figores will &ow how 
much it  costs the fedwJ govern- 
ment to run the Gap. ' 

"What i'm asking you - 
. you're a last-ditch hope* m -. 

do your best as well EJ. we do 
ours," Tingler said. ''When the 

.. figures are In, make ziare it's. :: . right." . : -  
I ' Corndla ~ b e d  to % yes- 
!. terday morning's tour by and : 
:' helicopter changed his h d .  : ..: ! . .. , 

About the dosest Cornella $1 million, one-tenth of what ci- 
came to saying anything about vilian contractors would have 
bis tour was that he didn't realize charged. 
until yesterday that soldiers fued 
weapons at the Gap. Cornella said the Gap was the 

14th post he visited i n  the past learned about guns two weeks and said the bands out on the tank range. and the fire trucks are not unusu- 
?here, a tank's main gun less 'Weye seeing everywhere 

than 200 feet away fired unex- we go," he 
pcctedly, bIasting a shell at a Car- 
get hidden far down the mountain What were the Gap's chances 

. of being removed from the 
A bright yenow tail of fire fol- BRACC list? 

luwed the shen while the shock Hiotoridly, 85 perrent of the wave and facilities on the list dose, said ers watching from nearby bleach- Cornella ers. 
Col. John von Trott, a state 'q have not found a bad in- 

National Guard trainin officer, stallation yet," CorneIla said. 
told Cornella that Guar % soldiers 'This is going to be the toughest 
built the new range for Iess than round of BRACC." 
-- - -- ---at r ------I--, 
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WAYIIE E. KING 

By now, Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commis- 
sion member A1 Cornella 
has  come and gone from 
Fort Indiantown Gap. 

This is a good opportun- 
ity to congratulate,  and  
honor, the work of the Fort 
Indiantown Gap coalition, 
which can take a very brief 
respite from its labors be- 
fore continuing prepara- 
tions for a May 4 regional 
B R A C C  h e a r i n g  i n  
Baltimore. 

A few individuals con- 
tinue to question why the 
conlmunity - led by the co- 
alition - has worked so 

Jri.CIES F. BUHCHJK 
Llanag~ng Editor 
PAUL B A m R  

City Editor 
TON CARPENTER i:.t5. 

Composing Room Foreman rs15* f\ 5, 
MICHAEI, C. XOVAK, JR. . " .rl.& 

hard to preserve the Army 
garrison at Fort Indian- 
tdwn Gap. 

-The loss of 350 jobs, as 
we've said before, would 
trtirt, but would not be a 
killing bloic-. 

-The purpose of the coali- 
tion - its reason for being 
- is that the  reasonir~g be- 
hi$d the closure of the gar- 
rison is flawed, in some 
cases quite badly flawed. 

The main purpose of the 
coalition is not to wave 
flags and cheer for the Gap 
while screaming about the 
uilfairness of the govern- 
ment. The coalition's pur- 
pose is to assure t ha t  the 
gbvernment's ulllmate de- 
cision is based 011 accurate . . , ,, 6-r, .. .-- - 6 : - -- 

Circulation Dkector Plrbaruorn Foreman :,,>, :;,Y 

, 

Our oplnion I 

exactly what the Gap .is 
uforth, both in military and 
in economic terms. Our 

I 
local group wants BRACC 
to face a hard decision -' 
whether to close an eco-i 
nomical, n~ilitarily strategic1[ 
garrison. To make the deci-,: 
sion based on the Penta- , 
gon's own analysis would 
have been easier, since the;! 
Department of  Defense,'" 
quite frankly, did not con; I 
sider many of the things ,I 

which make the Gap most, ;, 
valuable. - r!  

The coalition has found;,: 
those omissions and Cory .i; 

rected them. '. :a 
i! . 

No'one wants the govern- ;! 
ment to waste money. The'! 
garrison at Fort  Indian-..-. 
to\tvs.n Gap does not, and it., 
does not deserve to be 
closed. The coalition is.- 
finding and processing all 
the factual information 
BRACC needs to reach that 
same decision. ..:. . , 

; r 
We need 11ot s i~nply ac- 

cept the Fentagon's deci- 
sion that the Gap is of little : 
value, especially when the ' 

t r u t h  is I-adically different 
from t h a t  prt~nouncetnent. 
This area would have beet1 

. . .  . .  . 
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BRACCergets look at Gap 

& I n  FW I T h  on* r*n 

&--nd;l~g ;, ~rrsorr:rI Inerxrgc to Br&CC i n c m b e r  iU Cumella during his Lour of the Gap yesterday i s  Stephanie Blanda. ,.. . . . 
r r .  .I-..-*.*-- -r  T - I . ~  ~ l a r r r l a  n~-h l ir  affairs nflircr for  tlsc lO3rd U.S. Army garrison statjoned 3t the Cap. 

a 

Panelist promises 
to review cost data 

By RAHN F O M E Y  Maj. Gen. CeriiLd S j e r ,  >care 
Northern Bureau Chief ~ d j u w n t  generat, said Lhe r \r ;rq0s 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP - cost e s t i m t c s  were i n f l a w  11:: 
ComeUa, a member of the fd- percenL He malntainsd Lhet Army 

era1 Base Realignment and Cb-  esbmates of a S23.million a n l l u ~ t  
sure Commjssion, wjfl take Some. swings from the c l c ~ s u ~ ~ e  c,f U,c 
new information about the Gap ga,;rison could not hsppcn. 
back co Washingoo, D.C. Tlus faulty ar~alvsis I ~ I  311 Ijkrli- 
A1 a press conference after a hood misled lhe dectsio~l makrrs 

whirlwind tour of the Gap on Mon- into pu t tug  Fort Ind~antorvn Gsp 
day, Cornella sajd, 'I did not know on $e closure list," Snjer sa;a. 
that there were Ijve-firr ranges CorncIla wvu nu indication of 
here.' whlct~ way he, o r  t l ~ c  contmjssjon, 
His coolment underscored a s  is lerrning concerning Lhe Cap. 

sertions h r n  community leaders After receiving petitions wilh 
that BRACC had not been given 42.839 signatulses ham Lebmon 

'This js a difficult 
process. And a dc- 
monstra tion like 
this makes it even 
more dfficult' 
-BR.\CC's Al Conletla 

comp~etr mfarmatjon about Fort 
Indiantou?, Gap in the process to 
deterrmne whether or not the 
lDYrd I1.S. h r m v  garrjson or! the 
part uiU be d&ed 

Corrlella, a %ulh D ~ k o f b  bu- 
nnessman. a l w  said the cr~rnmis- 
sion uill investigate cost data a t -  
oul Ute Gap thsl (he Pentagon 
prowded LO BKACC. 

The Army Basing Study, done to 
determine &e value of Lt~e Gap, 
showed Lhe garrison cost $34 mil- 
lion annually to operate. 

But an anolysjs performed by 
Pennsylvania Army National 
Guard supenisory sudilor An- 
thony Culotta showed Lhe garti. 
son's actua: vnnuol or~cmiir~g c o s ~  ...- - ...* . -;,,:-_ 

~p 

Qjunty Cornm~ss~oner B~ll r.3r- 
penlur. Cornella bnvflv ~ d d r e s w d  
a cmwd of a b u t  I .CI~ID galtrcred 
for a c.amrnunity raUg nc:Jr the 
JdIuir $ m y  .hrileld hancar 

'This is a d~fficul; p r ~ c c s r , "  Lhe 
EPAC mmmissioncr soid.  *..\nd a 
demonslrabon tikc this :na).es i t  
even more diificult." 
He said the cummjss~on urould 

be "loohng at all the issocs. This 
will be a iajr an6 impart ial  
process." 

While Corttella's comments  
were neutral, mernkn of the 
Fort Indiantown Gap Coalition 
were more upbeaL 

'We hod a good day hers." s:ljd 
Slephan \'ego!, prcsidenl of the 



'Save the Gap,' crowd tells commissione.r 

6-7  or, I r n o  at, m a  
Lckmen County c o n r r i s s i o ~ ~ c r  H ~ l l i ~ n ~  Cirpi~btrr  wt.lcwnwi BRACC menher ril Carn~Ua b>So? lndiuntown Gap 

BRACC commission member tours Gap Eacilities 
iS.bnt~nu@l Frum I I ; I ; ~  * 

L: l i  an<.rl :; ,Jley Cnzrnbe- ul i!ll:r, 
r n .  : - :1141 J t r v ~ r t r r  cd .h! ~ ~ a j i  
'.,on 6: .-...*L(, i a  . r.om=,~l:cr ''Ve 
h.t. hnn! u:rh 'I?., tt-incs Ulsl ko on 
h-rn t ~ l  s pc-Icrl  o@wrtun- 
~ l y  rn ,huw : ~ ~ r n  i:~ur,IL'' 

F-,nk S r n ~ s P e - .  (i rc t i r rd  n~jt ir 
<.wer.ll .Ir. the c*hl l i l  on's c'eCu 
: , v r  cc.nimllr.-~. sst:l. -1 d m ' l  

t.li~r,!i 11.. ~('ornell;k! cou!d help b t t  
b. o:n?r.:,.cesl. 

#.21rr;\on eqtp uf-cec U.G& YJC<>. 
Lt.JI1 11nl.. ,I: a ' m p n . l t o r j  rlnlqL w 
[hey n-.,ul.l ]oil. 1.1 t i c ,  r l l l y  an4 ?c 
pC'?r\.'lt. f \ l ~  ( $ l~nt ' l ld '>  pT.f_i i 
,.on:'.:j eo*-.. 

T.a~n:.un .,mc.loj.ee fitxi,, G: i 
p.:r ~ 3 - i  on< .11 rhree avl ; r . ln  cr?~ 
ploytt .,f th.2 oo.;r who a d r l ~ s u r d  

sa1.1 
She pecenl& C o m e l l ~  r ~ t n d n  

t'astdr b.+sbct till..d ~ l t h  Ldleri tn 
su@p.i~'t oi t h  garrtsdn. 

[an; I>C w i r  thc w r k s  for 
I n +  3c.r ~cally, thi:: oite n Balti- 
r n c u  c n  May -., thc rh le  ~f 3 
LOC* ! >.caring on Ihc B R K C  hit 
1;s1 

o l q c n r x r ,  *who l ~ c ~ d e d  the c0- 
~1j-m c C.ti;:ans' ComrniLieu, said 
g r  )(is Are atl2mp;ing to organize 
b - s s  L.; Llke lot;.l pcuplc to the 
i c  nnx s~ lc .  

Show of support draws 
teens, workers, volunteers 

By P-WX FOPvYEY 
Nort l icrn bur cat^ Chief 

MR'I-IXDLAKTOWN G A P  - h 
m o d  irf area residents csmc o r t  
t.) greet A1 C o r n e l k  a rncrnbe: d 
rle Base P~a l ignment  and C ~ I -  
sure Commission, yerterd3,y. 

About 1 000 pcoplc, inclucing 
*cis01 enployrcs. voluncecrs 
irom PL leist 2D k c  comp;lmw. 
membcrs of Eve county t ig.h 
sehoo) bar-dr, nunernus olher 
school s t8Acnts,  business a1.d 
eommunicy leaders t m c d  out ro 
show t i e l r  suppor. jor Lhe 103rd 
J.S. A m )  gamson stationcc on 
the post 

As a bus cdnvan r2ryin.g S c r  
-~tl:3 mow3 wt2t  00 Rwge b : d .  
3 c  cmwd l ined boll' sides of the 
street, chmt ing  "Saw the C-ap," 
and c s r y i n g  sqns mt t  wcnini: 
button; in sul~pofi of the g a r  scln. 

In a pjrung lot 01- the Eaalero 
A m y  4 v l ~ U o n  Tra i r  ing Site. Lad - 
d c r  truclrs l rom Paxtonh a n d  
Hurnrncls:own firc cornpanics 
raised thei r  ladders and ~14s-  
pcndc.j a large banner, 3@in nd- 
vncati3g againsl closure 01 the 
garrison, which Carnolla saw 
when hc IcA the E M T S  b\ci+ng. 

'It rea1:ywcnt we.1," w i d  L e n a  
non Cour ty  Coinmissioner Bil l  
Cnrpcnter. who headed.\he Ear l  
1ndi r r .Wn Gtrp Cnalition's C i t i -  
zens' Commtttce. 
[n ad&-lion to the firc 3 w ~ r a -  

[us. schoS buses, students, agns, 
and a]! tbe ~ L h e i  car& of t7e de- 
mona:raton. Carpihnter ds3 p R -  

S C l t e c  Cornella rvlrh mar,? :h; 
42,000 peb'..os s iga tu rcs  z 2 ~ 1 n .  
the cl)sure of the garnsnn 

John Oas*L, a :elitor at Lcbdm 
High ~ n d  z mcmbcr o l  the st>.  
Yonth l o  Govcrrment group, 2.: 
addrc:;scd Csmc!111. 

Basat's pam-Jts are bolh m 
ployeci in thc %<erne Compono 
15y Slrppo:t Otlise, ~no th .? r  2 a  
organizotiolt fnt:ing cl imiontv~v 
ihougn not by BP&.CC 

The community rally wa! only 
smell part of C(ornellaas ! i ? , r - h o ~  
n's~( to the Gal. 

.&.lso on h i s  q e n d a  wi.re : 
briccngs, meetings and t o x s  cr* 
edng many a y c c t s  oi the Gd-! 

CornelL wss jr[.+r.n smund 1 1  
post. and the2 lacer b03rdi.C: 
8lackh:lrvk helicopter b>r : I  l o t  

of L h t  h3wUdtlbn 
He received tj13rs of n u m e r > ~  

Gap uctlvkics, including ncl tcc~ 
Ler I imulatorr. Samson 
ouiirg aetfiviti?~, and a v ~ r i e t f  
other, s p a i a l  nrcas. 

Cornell; w s  dso taker) to I 
Cap's L n g ~  27 n o b i l c  i a -  
vang2, whzrc wfis Sven n 115.  

tire ccrnoastrstion by an :A-1 Lr 
and its crew. The comm~ssic.r. 
also wrtncssed two A-lC8 Warlbi 
aircraft per form s trafir-g r m  
over Lhe Car', aerial b~mbil: 
menr rnn;c 

Fclllowving his tour o l  r he 1; 1 

Corcctla boarded sn aircraft s 
took off Tor R1tsbir:h. \vher.? 1 

uaas due to Adisit anorher s ~ t e  + 

the 38hCC's closure ~ I S L  

-- - 
(r NOTICE 

LEBANON COUNTY EARNED 



It works, so 
3 why fix it. 

Guard's top dog bristles 
at idea of yanking garrison 
out of Fort Indiantown Gap 

I3y R4HS F O R \ E l '  
Sol  lhcrn  Rurcai i  C h i ~ f  

FORT IKDIAKTOI1'K G A P  . 
Or.? d r a ) - i e ~ r d e d  adage holds 
tl:st (90 ,A:?% rn;iln keys to auc- 
cebs In b n s ~ r e s s  a r e  location, lo. 
r,itlr1n and I w ~ t ~ n ~ i  

NJ) .  Gel1 Cer.~lrl Sajcr says the 
Sam? is tr:e lor the military. And 
tho Inf;;I!ofl of Fort Indratlt~'.crl 
Gal) makcs 11 a key injtallation in 
the overall scheme of national 
d e i e n ~ e  

BRACC really sliou!dn't fool 
41.0tlritl he1 i?," S ~ J ( ? I '  r a ~ d  

A s  ~f! lu t3nl  gcncral of Pennryl. 
ranis. Sajor I S  in chnrge- of ell ( he  
c!.?!cSc; f:?!lorlal qua r~ . l  forces. He 
IS :hc s : ~ ! c ' s  e q ~ ~ l v a l e ~ l l  oi  the na. 
ric11~1 sccre!ar:{ of defense 

\'!I~II f,I,l: C,'II:I'*, :'.I 1119 gall il5ijl\ 
011 1.lre B2s9 l?eal~&nrr:cnt and Clo. 
su:e Co~t:rnission hit list. Sajer 
atld n1i~r.y o : I ~ ~ r s  a1.e ra11!111 t(i 
tlie cjcle:!se to t;-y to con) ! nce 
\: 'asli~~rtcr~. D.C. of the imeor- 
tbnce cf a l~:r-b:il~;-: base' i!~ 
rural not.ibcrn Lebanon County. 

"\ye have set-*.ed A S  a troop- 
n:ob~!itatic.~i \oJr.t lor ev r ly  war  
rizce l:!a.!d krr II:' S a J t r  raid. 
-V!e'i'e close to niajor highwa s 
going hot!? ~ a z t - w e i t  end ~ o i c K -  
Soul?. We're close tc aIrp0r:S. 
\Ye'1'2 :!'il!~in a day's  travel of 
resr,o:ts." 

nepond !2:k oi loce!ion, the  Cap 
l i ~ s  within i t s  19.200 or SO ac re s  
seval-ai facilities which the  rtiili- 
1al.y tvould Ire I lard.prcssrd lo 
c c n v e n ~ e n t l y  1 .ccrea te .  Sajcr  

rl~,afing rafige, whlch I S  dccp  
uir!:111 :he G a p s  ~ ' o s t r ~ c t e d  area.  
is Gr1e of :.st i j  s ~ c h  faciliiies ifi 
I):€ caunLt \.. 

-[Vi:!r en\:roorr\cntal cocce r r~s  
as  lliey w e  today, do you think t h e  
g3\8e~'nc\:r,t ;vol~ld teeily be ab!e 
to .jus! bq.:ild aao!ll~: one?" Sajc-r 
asked. 

The Gap ' s  Regional Training 
j::e-4!uiical. a c tua l ly  a n  ex -  
: I . E I I I ? ~ ~  p31. t ,?bl~ ,  eutremelg so-  
:)lil;l~ca:c:! 1;e;d ktr,s?ital, i s  one oi 
;:I[!. t \ r O  j~;~iitic.s fgr :i';l:ionsI 
ct!>~'d 1l.C I:: i t*? nsticr. 

Tile C:!) 5 rcc&r.c!:; completed 
K,III?V :: d : . ~ . i b  L ; u ~ ~ I ~ : L ~ ~ ~ B I I  ~f 
j . 1  <(.I.I;, t i ~ e ;  ,ke:,:, c.f t t ~ ~ k  (.re'!:<. 
ccn.~t?;~ir;;: 5 ; lr i . . -~.~ :. l aaders  5r.d 
r.'l,,l'.:-: C 

3 7 , 1 , ~ :  6 & .  6 . L  ~ r . 8 :  ~ ; t , . : r  :a,:!li;je: 
1.r !2 i .  -. , -  ,.., . ,-A - ,r. 0 .- .> 

~ ~ u c l i  lor ti;€ ii'o!:ght :hat Pcn. 
11r.vlvania's 28th t)i\i:.ir.n, which I S  
!\ec(,n\~r!g 2rl arniol,erl unit. WII !  
)!;ye to sclid nit11 out ~f sta!c for 
cl.arnlng a \ . ~ i ! ~ t . l e  rieh! at  hqmp. 

Then. tb+re I S  Mulr At'tiiy Air. 
IIPIII tlir ~ @ r n n d . I a ~ . ~ r \ f  Nrltinnnl 
Guard lrlrflclrl in the country. bs. 
hind onlv F+rl  Rucker. Alabama. 

Sajt'r cwplir~ls that  ~t I S  one of 
tl:c very few available sites tha t  
could q\~irklv!rein green prlotc In 
t he  svecit ol a nlobillzatlon. 

Combine the  a i r f i ~ l d  kith al>out 
ROO s q u i r e  ~irl les cf u n ~ n l i a b ~ t c d  
:v~ lds~ .~ \c s s ,  in the  f ~ r r n  of Stats 
Crime Lands end other  uninha. 
b~ti?d al'ear; north 01 tlic Gap. and 
t i l i l t  t r a n s l ~ t e s  to i~ valuable Ira:n. 
~ I I E  arca ir,r nich!.:irion c ~ ~ r u i s a t  
,111l.I 1l l l l . l  111 Illl? 1\.$1 '1.1 fll~l\I 

T!:CSC IJP:;I!ICS wi!I not dilap. 
nca r  wi!h the eal.riscs. The b m -  
barcltcent rcnge. llre ilrirtld. t i l t  
[ i nk  tra!l end Lbe field hospltai 
wii! ztnv w!ti: the D O S ~ .  

B:i: f q e r  PZY: he Leiieye; t116! 
a lo! oi :he succcss cjt' the ~nsrallo- 
[ icz is  due 13 [he fact that  the G n p  
Is: and has bee::, a ie.de~.al fic!!lty 
.sl!h 3 c0n:i::~:r.t cji rcg:!x-?.rm:: 
so!diers. 

"The hope Is to s ee  Chit t h k  
cor,!inues ro be run  es a federsl 
fzcilit-j acd budgeted at a In\.el 
char wri:l continue to m e !  the 
ieecis of the n:my uters," Sajer 
said.  

Sajcr  says  the Penteqon's re. 
port on thl: Gap docs no1 fairly 
rnn5idor the lac1li:y.s locallon. 
total !ralnisa oppcrtun\t lfs .  end 
Ir)qv C'os: 

Thc!.e 8; .  Jt).r10O Pennsylvi4. 
! ~ I J I I S  I!: l:ie X?!~anal f:::~?.~.d ~ ? . < i  
R e j e t ~ e s ,  a r l i  those f ~ r c c s  make 
??.p t!,~ ~ t r a t ~ g : ~  ??52r\? of.4mcri- 
c a n  na!ional d e f e n s e .  S a l e r  
expln:CS. 

TIre Pen::sr.lva;)i; Na tlorz! 
Gz i rd  lias esrepcd many of :he 
cu!n tha t  ha1.e pleglled o the r  
sta!es' G ~ ~ a r d j  in rerent years. 
~ ! ; e  Conrn~.~n:;.sa!;h h a s  1:7e 
jecofid-!er<est Uationai Gnzra ir. 
tl.,e Llpltcld <:ate: ozntnd only 
Cal~:,>r:;la 



Garrison deserves to stay at Gap 
I%y ~ t ~ \ l l h '  IWl<NEY svailablc and t h e  overall rcadi- 

O p i n i o n s  a r c  BUREAU NEWS ness of the troops who train there 
w i l l  begin to degenerate. 

If it degenerates, further cuts, 
lnent of Defense a~lalyses that the Pentagoil i s  searching to save changes jn mission, loss of faciti- 

opinion a r ~ n ' t  were passed onto B M C C .  It's fair money. as  i t  should. it should not ties. loss of jobs a r e  possible. 
",nerally wilting to assume that the BpdCC Can be Iooking a t  a facility that has If, somedav, t h e  Gap becomes a 

only go on the information it is little to begin with, but which uses ghost town, ;f i t  is turned into a 
provided. If that information fails that small amount quite well. camping faciIily or a boot camp or 

, l c ~ n ' L  always jive shot-t of reality, (hen someone h a s  That's the same a s  a business whatever else has been suggested : 
t o  step in and get the actual facts closing down a low-overhead, that it be used for, the economic 
to the place they 'All do some high-volume location to support a upheaval in the county would 
good. lllore expensive, less profitable likely be comparable to the brutal , - . Some run toward the branch. There Wen't to0 r7lany loss of Befileham steel. 

been thc recipient of a lol of ink that the militar?.. is a money- successful business people who 
2nd a lot of airtime in U l i s  youne vjaster anl'vay, so who cares if operate that way. That's a Doomsday Scerario. : 
yr.?r, because of rhc precariotrs tile Gap gets bounced. yes, there is wastcful militrtr?l Even if the garrison is ultim~!el;v. 1 
; l o s i \ l ~ r l  of  its L1.S. :M\: garrison. Well, honestly, anyone stuck spending, but be numbers arid 10". there's no reason to start be- . 

'[,tic. s~thject ],as also generated paying taxes should care. And the analysis show not much of it is  lieb(ng immcdia tc l~  that things 
~l;tcrt .st in So:rr,d 0if. where opin- here's urh:;. happening in the garrison a t  byort wilt get as  bad as they could &el. ' 
luns arc fa i r .1~ evenly sp[it over We can s;ifcl3' assume that, for lndjanlown Gap. But there's evcr!; reason to w c l r ~ .  
, , t . :hcti l~r or not we should care if  many decades to come. m i l j t a ~  O n e  comparison that was That ' s  why tile F G ~ ~  In,jiantown 
c i ~ c  [;:ill lct~cls its 6ctr1-ison. spending wjl1 take up a substan- drawn b:; a caller to  Sound Off cap Coaljtiorl famed. ~ j , ~ l ~ ~  

l k l y  , ~ ~ ~ " i ~ l j  is that it would be a tial Part of the annua[ federal was that the ~ O S S  of thr Gap 7,vhy a rather strange mix of nlill- 
j-j[bel. Loiichcaded decision lo  budget. The ~ost-sokiet  Union u:asnll rrluch different than the t a q ,  busitless, political and grass. 
! lu l l  the pirlg on the garrison. both v;orld is not  Utopia, We can't just loss of CIeaver-Brooks. The ~ O S S  forces are combining L : - , ~ ~ ~  . 
lo r  ~r\illtaq reasons and reasons thro'.~ down our arms and we[- of that  city industry is sad. It will efforts. The fight isn't against city : 
based 4" pirely Iocnl interests. come lasting, d o b d  Peace. !%'onJt mean  dilficulties, i t  will cost jobs Hal[. It's against Washington, : 

Ttle Base Realignment and Clo- happen. SOW. and cause heartache. outside force, deciding for u s  : 
.;rim Comlr~ission looks first a t  Defense spending is driven by The 105s of the garrison will not \vhat's hest for us, That is nc,! : 
lllilj[ary value. but docs consider lax do[lars Yours. Mine- Ollrs- l h m x  Lebanon CouflLy inlo a de- something srhich we have t,,, ,),. : 
:he eilrct of any closul-e on the Let's be honest: The military pression. But i t  faises a gnm should, accept, 
ccinmunity rtc a whole. doesn't alwa!is spend wisely and spectre of what might happen in 

Tl,c coalition working to save well. That's no secret. the future. There are many other 
~tlc ~;arrison has  talked much ab- But numbers c o m i n ~  out of jobs out there - NaLional Guard Forney is chief qf The Dnll:! : 
cut tliusc aspects of military value the Gap sljow chat 11s garrison and Reserves. If the Army pulls Arezus' N o ~ l A m  Bureau. He car: : 
?.vt,,ch exist at  the Gap, but which does a gre3t deal of work at a out, the chief concern is whether be reached at 345-8512 or . 
,were not considered in Depart- Puny cost of $19 million a Year. If or not the facilities. the training 272-5611. 

- - 
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BRACC plays fast, 
loose with the rules 

BLAKE L SAhmERSON 
Pubhshw - General Manager 

This is the final week of 
deliberatioris for the Base our 

' Realignment and Closure ' 1  

K-IREN L J'iTLLLLlIS 
Ad1 ert ishg Dhctor  

DE?nl~S L ~ [ L L L ~ A I S  
Cottruiler 

1\'.4kX E KJKG 
Cuculoaon Director . 

IALRA BAKER STOCKER 
a - ClassiEed MgrIAss't Retail Mgr 

Con~missiun. 
: Work to preserve Fort In. ing Lor certain activities, 

&antown Gap's U.S. Army anlong them, apparently, 
is011 is continmg be- training 01 National Guard 

E d  the scenes and on Ca- troops- 
IHtol Hill in Washington. This is s tagger ingly \ 
~ o c a l  offic.ials continue to shortsighted. With the con- 
hold out ]lope that the Gap tinued reduction in the full- 
will not be on BRXCC's fi- time military's personnel 
nal list - the one that goes and equi~nlent,  the neces- 
to President Clinton. sity of well-trained Guard 

Local leaders have done and Reserve components is 
e$erything which was re- Critical. NOW is not a good 
quired to prove the worth of time for the ~ I Y  to decide 
the Gap's garrison, some- it doesn't Rant to pay for 
thing which was only possi- trablillg these troops. 
hie because of the quality of The Army has not pre- 
the workers within that sented any case that would 
p'arrison. call for the elimination of 
: In the past months, we the garrison. The Fort In- 

h i v e  seen how badly the diantown Gap Coalition has 
P;rmy overestimated p'oten- provided dozells of facts 
tial savings from closing which show that the guri-  
the garrison, and underes- s 0 11 d e s r ire s t o b e 
tilnated the military value preserved. 
of the ci~tire facility. \\'ere this entire event 
NOW, it seems, t]le ph,yilinp out in a court of 

h,as modi f ied  its basic la", We believe the &my 
cfiteria fur  closblg facili- w0111d be tossed out on its 
Lies. NOW, it's 11ot a f u ~ ~ c t i o n  car due to  lack of evidence 
of a moly is cost- for  its Case. WE! hope 
Effective. Now, the- Army BRACC does t h e  same 
iv;lnts to divest i(st.u ofpa~r- thing later this week. 

JAhlES F. BLTCHIK 
S I u ~ g i n g  Editor 
PAUL RAKER 

City Echtor 
TORI C-RPENTER 

Cor~lposhg Room Foreman 
SLTCLLhEL C NOVAX, .IR 

F'ressroom Foreman 
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i Gap' officials .dispute 1 
I findings of GAO study ; 

By RAHN FORNEY 
Northern Bureau Chief 

T i ; c a m o ~ ~ r ~ t o f m o n e y - - i f a ~ ~ y  Ymorebases added ' I  I 
- that  the Department of De- I 
fense will save by closing Fort  In- 
diatitown Gap's U.S.  Army garri- 

I 
son rctnains in debate. I to BRACC'S hit list 

"There a re  ongoing meetings 
between the  General Accounting 
Office, The Army Basing Study 
arid the state D e p r t m e n t  of hlili- 
tary Affairs," sa id  Ma . Chris 
Cleaver, public affairs o ficer for 
tlie DRIA. 

I 
A published report Wednesday 

stated t h a t .  GAO officials had 
shown a $4.53 million annual sav- 
itigs i f  the garrison was cut from 
ttie norther11 Lebanon County 
installatiorl. 

A nletnorandum from TABS di- 
rector Col. kIichael Jones  to the 
GAO on April 25 states that clos. 
irlg the Gap "pays back, it is a 
smart  recommendation - using 
our numbers or  theirs." 

Cleaver said DkIA disputes the 
GAO's findings, which came a: a 
result of a request for information 
f 1 .  - '. ' 

From Staff  And Wirc Repor t s  
Weighing local job worries 

against pressure to cut  defense 
spending, a government pariel 
added 35 tni l i ta ty  bases to its 
possible closu1.e list, se t t ing  
s ta te  and local officials scrarn- 
bring to protect them. 

The recornrrlendations Wecl- 
nasday by the Defense Base Clo- 
sure  and Realigrlrnent Commis- 
sion corne as  bad news to offi- 
cials a n d  workers in the affected 
regions arid goocl news to thosc 
represeriting bases already on 
the proposed list - like Fort  111- 
diantorvrl Gap - since their  
chances  of survival a r e  now 
increased. 

Local officials rallying to  save 
the Ga have disputed cosl- 
savirie ! i~uresBBAf'P  ;. *- 

voted t o  acid several Calilorliia 
bases to the list 

I 
The commission, given a nlari- 

da te  to consider milltary a s  well 
as  econonlic issues, dccided lo 
\riden its possible choices a s  11 
prepares  its final proposal due  
July 1. Pr'esidet~t Clinton alict 
Congt,oss then ~ : . i l i  have to ac-  
cept u r  reject (tie list in its C I I -  

I 
tirety. In  pas t  c los l~rc  rounds,  
cnmtnissiun t~ecorrin~endatioris 
have been approved 

Among llle tnajor facilities 
added to t i l e  list IVednesday I S  
T o b y h a n n a  A r m y  Depo t  i n  
Wilkes-Barre, 

The decisiorls h1.011 ht  predic. 
tably ne atlve react  011s from 
elected officials. 

f I 
"The decision to add Toty-  I 
h- f &I.- 4 - r 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tim Holden 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Holden: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Fort Indiantown Gap. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information yop 
provided on Fort Indiantown Gap was carefhlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's milim infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) . . 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable George Gekas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Gekas: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Fort Indiantown Gap. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information ycu 
provided on Fort Indiantown Gap was carefidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



Document Separator 



THE DEFXNSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

DIRECTOR OF ADMINETRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 1/ 
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

DIR.IINF0RMATION SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
I1 1 d 

Prepare Reply for 0 ' 's Signature -- I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 
I I 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's I Prepare Direct Response I 
ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions I / I -  I 



&jested La- of Motion to 
Remove Rome ]Cab from the List of Recommended Base Closures 

MR. CHAIRMAN: 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1 and 5. 1 further move that the Commission recommend the following: 

Rome Lab remains open. AU Rome Lab assets and activities will remain at their current 

site. Finally. I move that the Commission frnd that this recom~nendation is consistent with 

the force-structure plan and fmal criteria. 



Document Separator 



Impacts From A Dual Air Force Depot Closure 

Disruption to Maintenance Workload Causes Severe Logistical Support Problems 
Over 14 million hours of workload transferred, affecting virtually every AF system 
Impacts 13,000 ALC personnel performing skilled work 
Loss of trained and skilled workforce requires years to reestablish 
Closure of multiple depots preempts joint-service streamlining of C41 and aeronautical 
systems work 

Reduction In Capacity Too Extreme 
Maximum Potential Capacity measure (used to show two depot excess capacity) 
rejected by Joint Cross-Service Group - invalid 
Must retain reserve capacity for contingencies, e.g. Desert Shield/Storm 

+ Significant barriers to privatization, e.g. 60140 legislation and OMB Circular A-76, 
plus increased costs after workload outsourced 

Material Management Functio~l Disruption (item management, engineering, production 
control) 

Management hnctions disrupted over major systems 

Financial Impact 
$3 17 million shortfall across FYDP with Kelly closure 
Over $985 million shortfall with closure of Kelly and McClellan 

+ Costs (e.g., MLCON) accelerated to near years because of ambitious closure 
schedule 
Additional urhnded environmental bill of several hundred million results from BRAC 
closure 

Program In~pacts From Shortfall Across FTrDP 
Exacerbates FY97 program that is already short 
Pushes investment/modernization out to fbture years, dominoes into greater problems 
in h t u r e  

4 Specific impacts 
Readiness 

Flying Hour Program 
Real Property Maintenance 

Bomber Upgrades 
Munitions Acquisition and Developr~ient 

Quality of Life 
Child Care Center and Dormitory construction 

+ Force Structure 
F-22 procurement delays 
F-16 Air Defense Fighter force structure drawdown 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

r\ 
E;?YEc&IVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

RGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
I n I 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature - n Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 
I I I I Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 1 I 

ACIION: Offer Comments andor Suggestions I 



Document S eparat.01- 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E x ~ c u T m  CORRESPONDENCE TItAcKrNG SYSTEM (EcTs) # Cr5Cg2\- as 
- 

moM: GUT \ ~ P A E Z , L U \ ~  u ,  
TITLE: REP, ( ~\L\ 
ORGANIZATION: 

LA. 5 CONGRESS 

DIRECTOR OF ADMDlSlXATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER --- 
CHIJ3F FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 

D1RECM)R OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER 

DIR./IrnRMATION SERVICES 
I 

To: .y3\mw 
CtHJ((ew\~m 

ORGANIZATION: 

JNSrALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 5 
8 C u  

C l u o \ G d  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature PrepareDirectResponse 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions // Fn 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature - Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 
V I I I 



LUIS V ' G U T I ~ H C ~ C T Z  
MEMBER W 1LINbkCSS 

4114 WSTfil<T. Il I INOlS 

4"" c'ANPION BUILDING 

WAGHJNGTW L* 2w.10 

11uiI IH-620.3 

BANKINQ A N D  FINANCIAL St kVtCt5 

V t l t H A N S  AFFAIRS 

C ~ I L L I  I lMMlTlrr 

J u n e  21, 1 9 9 5  

Alan Dixon 
Ease Realignment and C!l.osure Commission 
S u i t e  1 4 2 5  
1700 N .  Moore S t r e e t  
A,-J.inyton, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Mr. Jlixon: 

I a m  con tac t ing  you on behalf of James Balcer ,  Di rec tor  of 
Veterans A f f a i r s  f o r  the C i t y  of C h i c a g o .  Enclosed f o r  your 
review is a copy of his l e t t e r  d e t a i l i n g  h i s  concerns about thc 
pz-oyosed move of t he  Marine A i r  colltrol G r o u p - 4  8 f r.orr~ G 1 , e n v i e w  t o  
Dam N e c k ,  V i r g i n i a .  

A s  you will n c ~ t e ,  M r .  Balcer s t a t e 6  t h a t  t-he Vi l lage  of Glenview 
haa o f fe red  the u n i t  u s e  of land and f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  a  nominal. 
cost .  H e  a l s o  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  move of MACG-48 w i l l  e n t a i l  
s i g n i f i c a n t  new expendi tures  t o  b u i l d  facilitie~ and r e n t  
temporary q u a r t e r s .  

The~:efore, I would he g r a t e f u l  if you would review t h i s  mat te r  
and advise  m e  or1 t h e  pr-ocedures j.nvolved i n  recons ider ing  the 
planned move of MACG-48 from Glenview t o  Dam N e c k ,  V i r g i n i a .  

I look forward to r ece iv i r ig  y o u r  I-esponse t-o m y  Chicayn office, 
3181 North E l s t o n  Avenue, Chicago,  l i n o i s  6 0 6 1 8 ,  a n d  t h a n k  you 
f o r  y o u r  prompt attention t o  t h i s  

LVG : r-v 
Ellclosures 

-.  . - - PIS1 RICT OFFICCS 

2 l" l  N r # ~ ~ b ~ € t % t c . - ~ ~  h v 6 w I C  i ) ! t V J < ; r  2127 bthtto 3659 SVL,IM H I ,  ~ I r b  S T n c c ~  I151 WLZ; 4 7 1 -  :.ll." 

CNIC .,i..i. a 606 tr LWIS.. .AS, ,  IL 60m8 CIII,.LI)~.,. II k(11l04 (-(I ,.LO. 11 GOGOB 

15I))bM DSPP 13l/t hJi9-08B6 13121 1Db-4797  I l l71 147-PIIIII 

(3121 DOV- 1638 TDD L w t  ~ ~ ~ r ~ , s ' . ~ ~ - f a ~ , a v  W r o ~ ~ r v f i v - T ~ o r k K o A v  T i r i : ~ ~  h 1?~. - * tmnr  

Morl~~rv-Froonr P A M  - h P M  S A M  - h p h l  ) A M  - ) I ' M  

O A M  6 P M .  PRlIil~l>!lN RECYCLED P A V l l l  



City of Chlclpo 
Rlchnrd M. Daloy, Mayor 

~ o d m i o n  on 
Human RelrUbn 

Clannos N. Wood 
ChrirmnnlCommiuiontt 

Sultc 6A 
310 North Pub~l~oCourt 
Chiorgo, Illinou 6061 1 
(3 12) 744-4 1 1 1 (Voioe) 
13 12) 744- 108 1 (FAX) 
(312) 74-1088 (?T/TDD) 

Bawd of Commh;onen 

Mlnem G. Aptrr 
9~slg Dalrelrar Jr .  
Dr. Tariq Bult 
I%. Hyn H. Ry v n  
Roahcllo Crump 
Clara Duy 
Phyllu E. Dotring 
Dt. Wynetta A. Frcuier 
Dtmatri Koartnntclos 
Juliad E. K u h  
Rtv. T)r kld Vohn 
Ykonnc P. Murry-hmca 
Oerard Pibhford 
Tomu E. R W O ~ O  
Khrl Rubblh 
R~bbi Hcrmur E, Gchaoiman 
Rouhy I .  Shalrbl 
Rev. C h n r l ~  S. Stdvcy J r ,  
Dr. Owdl SUPWI 
Shcltoo W e h a  
Henry V. WllMn 

C C J I I ~ L  ~ b l b ) l o t l f i  L U ~ Y  Gutlerrez 
3181 N. Elston Avenue 
Chicago, I l l i n ~ i e  60618 

mar Congrmanman t i u t i e r r e z :  

Recerirly step8 have baen taken to relocate MACG-48 
from NAS Glenview to Dam Nsak VA i f  NA3 Glenview 
alaerea. 

A t  t h e  preeanr time, there are no f a c i l i t i ~ u  at 
Dam Neck to accamodate t h i s  move. A reaant 
analyeis showed t h a t  it would c o ~ t  approximately 
$ 2 1  million dollars ehauld t h i s  be approved. 

Aocaptanoe of this offer i a  pending due to the 
f8.ct t h a t  MACG-48 is under a directive to relocate 
to Dam Neck. This is why your he lp  ia desperately 
needed at t h i s  time. 

As part of the  Base Relocation and C l o s u r e  (BRAC) 
grocesps, active ducy Marines from MACd-4 R RI?PCF?RF.I -  

fully worked with the Village of Qlenview to con- 
vince them t h a t  Mrrrlnet~  ahnrl'd he invit lpd to  R ~ R Y  

i n  t h a ~  new Federa? Enclave. MACG-48 haa baen 
n f f a r e d  t h e  huildinge ~ n d  fwcilitiea formrrly 

occupied by t h e  Army Reserve, The  army'^ former 
f a c i l i t i ~ s  &re u p a c i o u ~  and in goad condition, 
have aalf-aontained power and heat and an indoor 
p i ~ ~ t o l  rangr, Tho torrne are a $l/year open-end 
l e a ~ c .  Arl impartan.t distinction is that our 
efforto aro in 139 ~ a v  khac&dGU 

V I ~ W ~  c l o a i n ~ .  We are nsking far 
a Lo r;h%mnar '93 ~ r h  to permit 

MACQ-48 to accept the Village, of C)lenvl.ewls offer 
inmtcad of moving t~ D a m  Neck, Virginia, 

The Marinaa w h o  have bean stationed aL Daui Neck 
f o r  yeara are  currently fighting Eor funding to 
t x y  and i ~ t ~ p r o v c  L h e i x  exiuting orarnpud and n e a r l y  
condemned spaces, Moving the Squadrons and Gxoup 
from C l l a r s v i e w  LU I ) ~ I I I  Ncck wuuld e n t a i l  oignificant 
new expandituras t o  build faailltias and rent tern- 
poraly yuaLLer.u.  Thim expenas l a  currently esti- 
rnatad a t  $15.1 million for construction and $ 5 . 5  
~ l l l l v ~ ~  f u r  faailities ren ta l ,  I n  addition, 
MACU-48 e~timates t h a t  i L  would t a k e  a minimum of 



5 years OF recruiting and t r a i n i n  a t  Dam Neck before t h e  ax- 

profioienay etrength. 
9 Glenview u n i ~ s  would be up to Che r c u r r e n t  manpower and 

In s h o r t ,  Glenview wanta the Marines to stay and they have 
offered sxo~llent quarters far a dollar a year, I f  the Glenview 
Marines move, i t  will c o s t  the  taxpayers millions on new faci- 
litiee, t h e  combat capability of tha affected units would 
certainly be diminished f o r  yearo and the  Chicago area loses any 
operational praaenca of Marine A i r ,  

I look forward to your eupport. 

w 
James ~ a l c e r  
Director of  Veterans 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHlEF OF STAFF 

June 21, 1995 

Mr. Edward Brown 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700N Moore Street, Suite 1425, Arlingto'n, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

Per request from Mr. Rick Brown, this office has revjewed the issues and assertions contained 
in Congressman Robert Menendez's June 16, 1995 letter to Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox. 

The closing of Bayonne MOT does not ,necessitate the movement of the Federal Records 
Center. Any move would be discretionary on their part. The additional costs related to the 
movement of Department of Navy tenants suggested in the letter (those not already identified by 
the Army in Cost of Base Realignment Action COBRA submissions to the DBCRC), were 
reviewed and discussed with Department of Navy, Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) The 
costs and issues related to civilian mariners (CIVMARS), firefighting school (not a Bayowe 
MOT rnission/capability), and sea sheds are all considered by the BSAT to be negligible or non- 
existent 

Point of contact for this action is Roy H. Anderson, telephone (703) 693-0077. 

Director 
The Army Basing Study 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Luis Gutierrez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
M G  JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Gutierrez: 

Thank you for your recent letter forwarding correspondence fiom Mr. James Balcer, 
Director of Veterans for the City of Chicago, concerning the Marine Air Control Group48 unit at 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Glenview. As you may know, Chairman Dixon has recused himself 
fiom participating in any decision affecting any Illinois base under the consideration of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under consideration for 
closure and realignment on June 23. The Commission took no action relative to the MACG-48 
unit. I can assure you that the information you provided on MACG-48 was carefully considered 
by the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military 
infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

David S. ~ ~ l e s ~  
Staff Director 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J .  DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

Mr. James Balcer 
Director of Veterans Affairs 
City of Chicago 
Suite 6A 
5 10 North Peshtigo Court 
Chicago, Illinois 6061 1 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J.  B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Balcer: 

Representative Luis Gutierrez forwarded to the Commission your recent letter concerning 
the Marine Air Control Group48 unit at Naval Air Station (NAS) Glenview. As you may know, 
Chairman Dixon has recused himself from participating in any decision affecting any Illinois base 
under the consideration of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under consideration for 
closure and realignment on June 23. The Commission took no action relative to the MACG-48 
unit. I can assure you that the information you provided on MACG-48 was carellly considered 
by the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military 
infirstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

incerely, 

%Lfi@d 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



ocu11-ent Separator 
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BILL McCOLLUM 
Bni Olrrnlcr, Flon~ob 

USAA Fed. L e 9 .  A f f r .  

CHAIRMAN 
BUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

COMMITTEE ON 
JUDICIARY 

Congress of the 2tlnited Stat~rr 
COMMITTEE ON %ouse of Representattuee; 

BANKINO AND FINANCIAL SERVICE8 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIOENCE 
;MDaehlngton, BE ror i r-0908 

June 21, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Rebecca: 

As one would expect, the Navy has continued to alter its numbers 
with respect to the redirect on the Navy Nuclear Power Training 
Command (NNPTC). However, the basic point that I want to make 
with you remains unchanged. If the Commission accepts the Navy's 
recommendation, $147 million will be spent to build a new NNPTC 
in Charleston for no real savings over 20 years. If NNPTC is 
redirected to remain in Orlando the total cost would be $8 to $25 
million depending on whose numbers you believe. 

This reality is masked due to the requirement that COBRA models 
be run assuming a "fictional" $162 million cost avoidance in the 
redirect from New London to Charleaton or Orlando. I underetand 
the technical rationale for this cost avoidance computation, but 
in the real world it is a fiction. It should not be used to 
justify a gross waste of taxpayers1 money. 

The Navy is saying that by apending $147 million one time cost to 
move NNPTC to Charleston there will be a Net Present Value (NPV) 
over 20 years of $125 miLlion. Your staff auggests that it will 
be lees than that, but if assuming this Navy figure, and deleting 
the $162 million cost avoidance associated with New London ( i . e .  
treating this as though it were a direct move from Orlando to 
Charleston instead a "redirectn), the Return On Tnveetment (ROI) 
or "break even year1' would be year 26, There would be no savings 
over the 20 years used in the COBRA model. 

I will note that all of the computer runs are likely to ehow NPV 
coste rather than savings by keeping NNPTC in Orlando. But 
please remember that there would be costs rather than savings on 
an NPV of 20 years for the redirect to Charleston if the $162 
million cost avoidance weren't there, and the "~avinge~~ of not 
spending the $147 million in keeping NNPTC in Orlando and not 
building a new one in Charleston far out weighs any of this. 

Under the rules of the game your staff will have to produce the 
slides on this subject including the $162 million llfictional" 
cost avoidance. I would greatly appreciate it if during 
discussion8 privately and publicly on this redirect you educate 



. . . - - - - 

USAA Fed .  L e g .  A f f r .  

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
June 21, 1995 
Page 2 

your fellow commiesioners on the point I am making so they can 
see for themselves the reality of this situation. I don't 
believe anybody else would take the time to really understand 
this even though it is quite straightforward. 

Many, many thanks for a l l  of your consideration in this, 

Member of Congrees 

P.S. Enclosed is a copy of my letter to you of June 13, 1995 
which you indicated you may not have received, The NPV figures 
are out of date as we now have the Navy's current numbers. The 
other details are s t i l l  accurate and may be of use to you in 
understanding this letter. 



THE DEFENSE B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
2266 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McCoilum: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the redirect on the Navy Nuclear Power 
Training Command, Orlando, Florida. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Navy Nuclear Power Training Command was carefblly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diffiicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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NORMAN Y. MINETA 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
15rn OI:;~ICT, CALFORNIA 
- 

WASHINGTON OFFICF. 
2221 Rnrnltnlv HOUSE Orit,:,: BLDG 

WA.. ~ I I I Y G T O N .  DC 205 154515 
TELEPHO~IE 1202) 225-2631 

DEPIJTV \h,UIP 

RANKING OEMOCRATIC MEMBER 

COMMllTEE ON TnAt4SPOATATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

EUaCCXl4hlt l.rt€s. 
AVIATION 

COAST GUARD AN0 
MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND 

Ecol~OMlt DCVCLOPCIEIYT [ V I E M W K A N D U M  
RAILROAD?; 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
WATER RESOURCES AN0 

ElrVlRilNMeNl 

TO: Chairman Alan Dixon 

Representative Norman Y. 

SANTA CFiI I; COUNTV 
i E ~ . . t . w r . ~ t  :boa) $ 3 8 - 4 ~ 1 9  

DA: J u n e  7 1 ,  1.994 I'i 

RE: Onizuka Air Station "Clos g r e n  
t ~ + ~ + ~ J + J * C * + * C L * * ~ * * ~ * * * * ~ ~ h A ' ~ b & * ~ * * * * f x ~ ~ * ~ * ~ ~ ~ u u n u ~ n * ~ t * * ~ * * ~ ~ ~ ~  

WE: just received a copy of the attached 10 FEB 93 Air Force 
unelltorcl~~durn which substantiates, once a g a l n ,  our argument that the 
Air Force has planned for some time to close Onizuka Air Station 

As such, the current "realignment" action should, in fact, be 
treated as a closure and the resultant "Single-Node Operations 
Study" closure costs (which wer+ provid~d 1-~nder separate cover) 
should be included in the BRAC Commission's final deliberations. 

As oppas~.r3 to a one-time c o c t  of $121.3 million to in1ple111e11L the 
recommended "realignment," the closure of Onizuka AS will cost 
taxpayers at least $162.8 M ($121.3 M plus the $41.5 M in one-time 
cost3 to movC Detachmelit 2 )  plus the costs to move the classlfled 
tenants (some portion of $520.0 M) . The end result is a closure 
actlon with an estimatedpayback of 15+ years. 

As you conduct your deliberations, we urge you and the Com~nissioners 
to reach your final decision by thoroughly analyzing t .hi s a c t  i ~ n  for 
what it really is-- a closure  and not  a "realignment." 

Thank you again for your time, consideration and thorough r e v i e w  

cc: Frank Cirillo 
Mark Pross 



JUN-21-05 TUE 1 3 ~ 2 5  HYJEK & F I X ,  INC, FAX NO .-. 202i223t20 1 1 Po 03 -- 

==v" XOFS a m  Wr ',; . ' , \  : ,..'& . > t ~ & . $ l J  , 

' , . >];,i\..!:c,bPl 
s w e n  Study Task SislgbWMa O p a d m  

1 During viait tn Qulimh M B  in 1893, Gen MttW as&M h u t  &H wgt and 
a p d ~ n m :  impmt~ of dwlng Qbeukn. Th fs  aIwnrauvt: b &lag msiM by the Spacc & 
MI mrraurco Allmation 5cgm Wr) a5 a pssibla cur: d w g  u ~ ~ g ,  t~url$ct~x=tt;s. 
WqUu! a joint m* b iMa@d to a s s c ~  &B Imp- of euch rr clwura, dmuruoanr rhd 
dewlopmant and wppm Wpscts of  OW^ a CWWX md cltnwxnine iY the Maion of h 
APSW ~ a u W  mntlaua WWI~ mering, ugwedcmalI ad User q u l m z m t t ~  

2. 3 ~ c a n H y  x-:-cR;I un ~ W W  8tktw. It ~crir ib . td t.ha ~urcrmr Newark, b uquldtiod 
1V6thod64gy. and Wvidtid deuU aa tha plvllyltd Imp- ud Mixlamixation 
pap^aana wntid to Mg.UPIYjnh&  use^ MSCN ir$rr~~truatam, m d  pmddltlry! Wmr wpporf. 
lk+sc CEWI musr cofidnue ud may grovh &% mhirebrw rhol will lxtlow u cl;aslrri, tii' 

\ 
O d i d 8  that nnifhiizt~ rrpmtiond impwtp uud hprovcSI ~ p r a h s l  d&lrfi~y Srr the 
mmrc. 

9. A8 them consJdcraPianv d m . ~ I d  bk hdcm ittto BClltWnt   PI &u BM~&. W lpw wvur 
s m d ~  tthauld k& a twkfhg 4 Kpon fully &fluring ~ b u  PCSCX r&ion in Hghr of 

ae anxnt w M  ~virobW% upbating &d bper&tionnl airdl aqulsidan imp= of L 
claew~, ~ n r j  f d y  dosc&&g what must br;- t~ mmpU~h th6 AFstCIN mie~lwr in  &c 

hrure. Ar you a i v q  tho AF will hava ro nqnmt to bndpt %time ~eulring &am rht: 
new W n i s w ~ ~ f u ~ ' a s  welt a9 prtrgm fa the FY S4S POh4 (the cNwr ON tht spec 
cOManit'y excW$138 in PY f)@. WB nebd rtr bc ccml all m e a t  md planned 
d a i o n q  of rht: fiF8CN & Wl undeY$rbod, and lhe OWWt'CTofid da dmm of 
Onlzuk~ Pn~lude at1 A3tSCN Userg. fnlrid atput  afuhls study rhould ba apIsur, m include 
R ~chedda, wlrh is- rniIerfoKC.s, ~ n d  a &I brkrig and wpm. We wwrldl&a the! 
AFSCN PEMv In SW/AQEL and MSCORS m psrsEtipuva Ln dtlv  anudv md uuonld lib b~ 

Far orn~bi Uw only 



- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
I700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Anna Eschoo 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Eshoo: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning OniPlka Air Station and Moffett Federal 
Airfield Air Guard Station (AGS). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Onizuka Air Station and Moffett Federal Airfield AGS was carefully considered by 
the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military i&astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



. --. 
- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN tRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA fRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington. D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Mineta: 
7 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Onizuka Air Station and 
Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station (AGS). I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on OniPlka Air Station and Moffett Federal Airfield AGS was carehily considered by 
the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infktmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difticult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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OPERATIONS & MAINTEIJANCE 'I'UCHNICAL SERVICES CO 
SERVICE COPITRAC'l O R 2  AND EN(; INEERS 

P . O .  a(5X 1741 
BRISTOL, V A .  24203 

( 7 0 3 ) - 6 6 3 - 6 4 4 3  
21 JUNE '35 

M r .  A 1 Cor-ne l l a  
Commissionel- 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and 
R e a l i g n m e n t  Colnmittee 
1700 N o r t h  Moore S t .  S u i t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n .  Va. 2 2 2 0 9  

ljear I%-. Cornel l a ;  

Concerning o u r  s u p p o r t  g r o u p  b i - l c f lng  to you  on Friday I n  
Blackstone, Vl l -g ln i a ,  re l a t  l v e  to t h e  proposed c losur -e  of F t  . 
Plckett, I wanted to f o l l o w  up and let you know t . h a t  1 
appreciated y o u r  q u e s t ~ o n  of my portlon of the presentation. 
To paraphrase. you had asked  f o r  m y  analysis of t h e  
o p e r a t ~ o n a l  differences b e t w e e n  the current stafflng at Ft. 
Plckett. v e r s u s  t h a t  which  mlght be expec ted  w l t h  t h e  p o s t  
aperat~onsl as  an e n c l a v e  of the Natlonal Guard. 

Having p u t  c o n s i d e r a b l e  t h o u g h t  into t h e  question since that 
time, I would l i k e  t o  expound on t h e  r e s p o n s e  t h a t  I gave 
durlng the briefing, and add a few points which now in 
r e t r o s p e c t  woiild substantiate rny r e s p o n s e .  To p a r a p h r a s e  
and r a p e a t  my oriqinal r e s p o n s e ;  

[ . . . . t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  and  I - e s o u r c e s  a t  F t .  P i c k e t t ,  would n+ver  
be d 9 d a i l a b l e  t o  a l l  u s e r s  again i n  t h e  equitable f a s h i o n  i n  
which they a r e  a v a ~ l a b l e  n ( 7 w . .  . . . . . 1-101- would t h e  operations 
a t  F t .  Pickett be pcssible w l t h  the thsol-etical enclave staff 
of f o u r t e e n  p e r s o n n e l ,  . . . . . .  t h a t  t h e  s t a f f  a t  Ft. Pickett is 
already s t l - e a m l l n e d  to the point that users such as myself a n d  
units t h a t  I am i n  contact with as u s e r s ,  cannot b e g l n  to 
u n d e r s t a n d  how the operations a r e  conduc ted  as smoothly and 
as safely as they a r e  with such minimum staff levels as now 
cxist.. . . . 1 
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To reiterate a n d  stress dne p o i n t  t h a t  I f a i l e d  t o  g l v e  enough 
amphasis, e f f e c t i v e  tralning cannot  take p l a c e  i n  the absense 
of s a f e t y .  W h i l e  I c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  s t a t e m e n t  a "g iven"  i n  m y  
o r a l  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  I t h i n k  in r e t r o s p e c t  it should be the 
cornerstone o f  any cans lde l - a t  ion t o  1-eal ign Ft  . Plckett a s  
an a n c l a v e ,  oi- t o  s c a l e  back  c u r r e n t  s t a f f i n g  l e v e l s .  

I n  a c ~ m b l r ~ e d  arlhs tl-alnlng e n v l r o r u n e n t  s u c h  *is t h a t  which 
e x l s t s  now at Ft. Flckett. safety must be at thz forefront 
of every coo l -d lna t lng  a c t l l ~ n .  fl.orn the long range  p l a n n l n g  
phase  t o  t h e  execution of t r a ~ n l n g .  From a users perspective. 
I can assure yo11 that safety 1s t h e  p r l r n ~ k - y  consldel-atlon 
~n e v e r y  phase of operations a t  Ft. Plckett. and that below 
c u r r e n t  s t a f f l n g  levels. safety would be compromised. 

In closing. I would of iei- thi-ee points to consider as 
the sole judgement c r i t e r i a  for t h e  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  of 
F t .  Fickett, and as jl~stification for the removal of 
this p o s t  from the c l o s u r e  l i s t ;  

1 .  Cur ren t  staffing l e v e l s  ai-e adequa te  for the 
s a f e  conduc t  of training. 

2. Training must be effective. and to a c h i e v e  this 
there are minimum personnel  s t a f f  l n g  leve  1s required 
t o  plan for and 1-esource that t r a i n ~ n g  on a day 
t o  day b a s i s .  

3 .  G i v q n  economic c o n s t r a i n t s  f o r  t r o o p  t r a v e l ,  a n d  
t h e  c o s t l y  movement of e q u i p m e n t ,  the post is a 
v i t a l  link between h u n d r e d s  of Reserve. Guard, 
and Act ive  Duty units, and  those units' a b i l i t i e s  t o  
a c h i e v e  the standards s e t  forth at t h e  D.A. l e v e l  fo r  
training and readjness. 

I reel confident that you will e v a l u a t e  t h l s  matter f a i r l y .  
and I h o p e  t h a t  youi- f e l l o w  Commissioners w i l l  s e e  this 
~ s s u e  i n  a s  c l e a r  a manner.  I f  I may be of f u r t h e r  
sel-vice I n  arly way, p l e a s e  c a l l  u p o n  m e  and once a g a i n  
X thank you pel-sonal ly f o r  hsvlrlg had the opportunity to 
have presented t h l s  p e r s p e c t i v e .  

S i n c e r e  l j ,  

di&Afi&' 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
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RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  ( R E T I  June 28, 1995 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. T. Michael Ferrell 
President 
Operations & Maintenance Technical 

Services Company 
P.O. Box 1741 
Bristol Virginia 24203 

Dear Mr. FerreU: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Fort Pickett, Virginia. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Pickett was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
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Wnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

'Thc Hon. A l a n  Dixon. 
C'ha i r-rnan 
De:f ersee B a s e  C!l.oeure and R e a l i q n m e r - L C  Cclmmiss:i.i,n 
1 7 0 0  N .  Moore Street, S u i t c  1 4 2 5  
RI-l.i.ngton, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

A s  t:he Cornrnis~ri.on k n o w s ,  t h e  Mar-yland delegation 3t rongly 
c~pposes t h e  r-louu~:.-e of F o r t  R j - t c h i e  i n  Cascade, Maryland. We h a v e  
auhn~it. ted ex tens ive  docurnent.a.tr..i.ol~ dernonstr-at iny how the  Uepart~llent 
ijf Ditfense' s r ecomnienda t ion  dev ia t e s  from t h e  FRAC cr-j  t e t - i a .  

B ~ C R L ~ . C J ~  of t h e  extraordinary number of errors i n  t.he o r i g i n a l  
suhrnis.sion, the  Axtrmy f orwdrded extensiv,e r ev i s ions  t o  t he  
Commission. B u t  a s  t h e  l e t t e r -  you r e c e i v e d  ].asti week L l c : j ~ n  !:he F131-t 
R i t c : : h i e  Military A f f a i r s  Committee rnalces c l e a r ,  ses:-i.ous f lawe 
r e m a i n  i n  the currcrit c l o ~ u r e  p roposa l .  we b e l i e v e  t h a t  a f t e r  a 
cat.el=\ll. review nf t-hat l e t t e r ,  t h e  cornrr~ission w i l l  agree t o  t h e  
pr(sposa1 t o  rrta..i.n F 'c l r t - .  R i t . c h j . e  and the v i t a l  service i t  provides  
r.6 o u r  n a t i o n .  

I f  t1i.e U o n i m i s s i o ~ i  i.3 u n a b l e  t o  :311ppol-t t h a t  c o n c l ~ ~ a i o n ,  w e  a s k  
tl.:at you. c o n s i d e r  t h e  ;IL tached .I.-esolution, w l l i c h  w o u l d  (:ox-rrtct one 
elf t h e  most egregious ~r.errraining por-tions (3f the  closure pr-oposal:  
the  re locat  i o n  of ISEC-CONUS clerrleritv t o  Fort Huacbuaca, over 2 ,  0 0 0  
rn i l i i s  from the  v a s t  majoriLy of t h e i r  r : \ l s tomer  base .  These  2 1 4  
pns i t i on , .~  cou ld  have and s h o u l d  have been inc~!Sucled i n  the 
~:ecummendat.ion t o  re1ocat.e t . 1 ~  r n a j o l - i ~ . y  of F o r t  R i t c : : l l i e  I a t r n a n t 5  2 
t o  Fort .  D e t r i . c k ,  Mary l and .  

Tf you clo n o t  ~ v e ~ t u r n  c h e  ~:ec:ommendation t o  close Fort. 
K i c c h l r ,  w e  s t r ~ r l y l y  u 1 q e  y o u  to adopt t111.s correction. 

~arbara A .  M l k u l s k i  
, 

P a u l  S .  Sax-banes 
C f l l i  : ' t ~ d  S t a t e s  S e n a t a l -  united S t a t e s  SeridCur 

W e r  of Congress 



PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

I move that the Comlnission filld t l l a L  L i i e  Secretary o f  Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2, 3 ,  and 4 i r l  

proposi n g  to re1 m a t e  Information Syaterrw Engineering Command 
clcrne~lts of Fort Ritchie, Maryland to F o r L  H u d c h u c d ,  Arizona aa 
part of i t s  recomme~ldation to cloae F o r t  R j - t c 'h i e ,  and that the 
Comrni~sion reject this portion of the Secretary's recommendation, 
and instead adopt the followi~ig recornn~endation: relocate 
Infor-mation Systems Engineering Command elements of Fort Ritchie, 
Maryland with 1111th Signal Baetalion and 1106th Signal Brigade to 
Fort Detrick, Maryland. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Roscoe Bartlett 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Bartlett: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Fort Ritchie. I appreciate your interest in the 
base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Ritchie was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Paul: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Fort Ritchie. I appreciate your interest in the 
base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Ritchie was carefilly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski 
United States Senate 
Washingon, DC 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Fort Ritchie. I appreciate your interest in the 
base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Ritchie was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dislicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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ECONOMIC 
BECURllY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

June 21, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1424 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

The Base Closure Commission staff has requested information regarding the 
closure or realignment assumptions to be used for Defense Information Systems 
Agency (DISA) megacenters i f  an Air Logistics Center (ALC) on which one is located is 
recommended for closure. 

As with other tenants on military installations, each has options available to it if 
the host installation is selected for closure. These options include: remaining in an 
enclave at the closing site; moving to another location; or disestablishment of the 
activity. If an ALG is designated for closure DISA would develop an appropriate 
response. 

While the details of any closure scenario would impact tenant responses, it is 
reasonable to assume that DlSA would close a megacenter located on a closing ALC 
base because the Agency projects excess capacity among its megacenters. 

I hope this information is useful to you. 

Sincerely, 



SENT BY : o.\SD I PAL I I /BCLi 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Base Closure and Utlllzatlon 

FacsIrnUe Transmlsslon Sheet 

Cover Page Plus I Pages 

Ms. Patrlcfa Hutton 61 4-5356 

Ms. Veda Slmpson 614-5356 

For Information Review and Comment Let's Discuss--Call Me 
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SAF/LL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon . - - 
Washington, Dc 20330-1160 

. . 
The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glenn 

This is to provide you with the current status of Newark A i r  
Force Base ( A F B )  , Ohio. 

Upon receipt of the Newark privatization proposals, the A i r  
Force performed an e v a l u a t i o n  t o  determine whether the Air Force 
needed to request relief from the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
~ealigment'~ommission recommendation to close Newark AFB. The 
Air Force believes that p r i v a t i z a t i o n  w i l l  provide a reasonable 
cost and operationally effective means to close and then p r i v a t i z e  
Newark AFB i n  place. Accordingly, the Air Force will c o n t i n u e  to 
implement the BRAC 93 recommendation. 

We appreciate your continued interest in Newark AFB and trust 
t h i s  information is u s e f u l .  A similar letter is being  provided to 
Senator ~ e w i n e  and Representative Ney. 

S i n c e r e l y  

~ i k e c t o r ,  ~eyislative Liaison 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

~NSTALLAT~ONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT 
110 AqGY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON OC 20310-0110 

June 21, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
ECONOMIC SECURITY) 

SUBJECT: Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden, Utah 

The Defense Logistics Agency ( D L A )  recommended to 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commission closure of 
the Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden, Utah, except 
for a 36,000 square foot,cantonment for Army Reserve 
personnel." 

The Chief, Army Reserve states that his units use 
significantly more space than DLA identified. Further, 
the Utah A r m y  National Guard is forwarding a require- 
ment through the National Guard Bureau for land and 
facilities at Ogden. Recommend that you support a 
change to the DLA language that reads as follows: 

"Close Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden, Utah, 
except for minimum essential land and facilities 

,, for a Reserve Component enclave. 

This change will allow the final size of the 
reserve component enclaves to be determined durlng the 
implementation process. 

Request that you consider passing this Information 
to the Commission. 

Deputy ~siistant secretark of the Army 
(Installations and Housing) 

OASA(I,L&E) 

Pr~nred 00 1 Recycled Paper 
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IN REPLY 

R E F E R  TO CAM(BRAC) 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 1 0 0  

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to a letter from Mr. Robert Cook dated 12 June 1995. 

As requested we have reviewed the HilVDDOU '95 community proposal to have DoD turn the 
Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) property over to the city of Ogden who in turn 
would lease the property back to DLA. 

We believe that acting on the proposal at this time is inappropriate for two reasons: 

a. The final decision on BRAC recommendations has not been made by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

b. DLA cannot own property; therefore, any leasing agreements must be negotiated with the 
Army--the property owner. 

Should you desire additional information or clarification, my staff and I stand ready to assist you. 

Sincerely, 

Major General, USA 
Principal Deputy Director 
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- DAN BURTON - -t GTH DISTRICT. INDIANA 

COMMITTEES: 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 
WESTERN HEMISPHERE 

CHAIRMAN 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMlTrEE 
CIVIL SERVICE 

Congress of the Wnited @tates 
houee of Reprreentotiuee 

%i!laehington, BQ: 2051 ~ 1 4 0 6  

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
241 1 RAYBURN BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 205161406 
TELEPHONE: (2021 225-2276 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
8900 KEVSTONE AT THE CROSSING 

SUITE 1050 
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46240 

TELEPHONE: (317) 848-0201 
TOLL-FREE: (800) 3826020 

June 16, 1995 

$ .  ,. , - 
The Honorable Alan Dixon .& X i  . \--3 L\ 

Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite # 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon and the Commission: 

Thank you for permitting me to testify last Tuesday evening before your panel. I 
appreciate the attention you and your staff have paid to the situation surrounding the 
Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis, specifically regarding recommending the 
privatization plan. 

To reiterate, when the Commission produces its final recommendations to the 
President, I hope to see the privatization plan as the Commission's preferred option for 
the Indianapolis site. 

Again, thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerelv. 

Dan Burton 
Member of Congress 
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HOWELL HEFLlN 
ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 9Bnited State5 Senate 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-0101 

June 21, 1995 

O 437 U.S. COURTHOUSE 
MOOILE, AL 36602 
(334) 69&3167 

O 104 WEST 5TH STREET 
P 0 Box 228 
TusCUMElA. AL 35674 

The Honorable Alan Dixon (205) 381-7060 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commissio 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: Fort McClellan Recommendation 
?.- .> , z r*+:,.4t? $*3;~ . 

Dear Chairman Dixon: . - , . . -. c:$ us& --, &\-35 
Attached for your consideration is a copy of a Resolution 

siqned by nineteen mayors of major cities across the United States, 
including t 
Mavor of Ok 
chemical defense training - f aciiity. The mayors recognize the 
necessity for keeping the world's premier anti-terrorism training 
facility fully functional to assist in training their own police, 
fire and rescue personnel to deal with potential nerve agent 
chemical and biological weapons attacks. 

Consequently, the mayors have called for the preservation of 
Fort McClellan as a disaster training facility in order to provide 
for the internal security needs of our country's cities from coast 
to coast. 

Enclosure 
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STArnMENT 

I M A I N T m G  DBAGTER ASHSTANCE FOR CITIES 

l .VEEWU, h e  recent p a#acb in Tokyo a d  the W i n g s  in Oklahoma 
City and New York City haw *d meym' con- oveiinmeasa in 
tmoxim in aitiea large aad d; and 

WHEReAS, a m d y  there is only rme dimw trainin8 hPi:iliiy iu the world 
where cities am go to tdn police, Em and rasms p m m e f  far live agent 
ohmnid and bid~@cal weapm~ (Fort McCleUm in Alabama); and 

WHEREAS, tho Army plans IN dose tbir QW, in spite of reqmts &om the 
Chicago ? o h  Deparbnmt, the New Yorlc Fort Autbori~, the Arizcma Super 
Bowl Co&Ht3e, and the Atlanta Olympia Committee, all of h cmatjy 
plan to 8and dsle&ops to Fort M a a n  ibr lmhhg; 

NOW, 'LX-ORE. BB IT RBSOLVBD, that Lh6 ~diwsilpled myms tian 
o m s s  the United States of kmarioa call for the plessmtion of Port 
McCldan as 4 &aster fmbhg bil ity fog cities. 



JUN 2 1 ' 9 5  13:12 F R  BRLCH k BINGHAM 

Nmruble Ridd M. Daiey -- Chimg~, Illinoh 
Wonarabl~ h u g  Pdtw - Trmtoa. NOW Jwsoy 
H a ~ d l e  &mu I%WJ - Iiwkson, Miukdppi 
Ronor'abb L Chrirrian Bol!wa8;d - E1iZabd4 N6W Jmcy 
mwmbte P q  JQ muiw -Bait Point, Cmq$a 
I30noP;rrbia Pad& Ungttro - Y~u!tp%ows Ohiu 
I - h n d l a  J a w  Herris - Edm M a ,  ltdhwots 
Hborrablle Nvsd U d o l p h  - NmdrJa, LWam 
Hoo&le Nary Claim Cen - Now Berlin Wisoantin 
t 3 o d l e  SI rwn Savas - T u k  OMahow 
Honarable Damis CIough - Westlskc, Ohio 
l3onm1e Bill buder - Hriy 'k'exarr 
Honoirrble Ronald Bladcwood - & u ~ t  Vemclq New Y& 
Noflorabb Riohard k g  - M a d m  Cflurnia 
Hmorab& Re,olard NoriJe - Old&- City, .Okl&urua 
Haulorable S t w  Means -- W d t n ,  ALabsma 
Honorable Maynard lacks~n - Mayor Bmwirus -* Atluta, Gdogia 
*al@W* W L  Lu~LIA~JD-'BCIP~ m30LIFb 
*JOWLG I#HUW . r d -  mwo 1 W S l t ,  



- -~ - -  
. . . - . . . . 

JUN 2 1 ' 9 5  13:13 FR BALCH & BINGHAM TO # l l Q  

S tatemat 
u a g  I%&w A s m r  Por Cities By &mhtring C h d d  T~dtlhg 
Fadity at ]Fort MeQaDm, Alabama. . 
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StaBmat 
~~g Disater Assirtwc~ Far Cities By Continuing C W d  Trainbg 
Facility at Fort MoClehl, Alsbaxwa .. 

** TOTAL PAGE.O09 ** 
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- THE-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s F&a :s& 3 ih!%'~~;KbW 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504) w?m f d 5 & l 4 & 4 /  

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN - m/ 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

- 3x41 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 0. DAVIS, USAF (RLT) 
S. LEE KUNG 
RADM BENJAMIN f. MONTOYA, USN (RLT) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEU 

The Honorable Howdl Heflin 
United States Senate 
Waslhgton, D.C. 20510 

Dear Howdk 

Thank you for your recat letters c 0 n c d . q  Fort McClellan. I appreciate your intaest in 
the base closure process and wdcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final d e l i i o n s  on military bases under 
considedon tbr closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that att of the i n f d o n  
you provided on Fort M c C l h  was carcfUy considered by the Commission in making its 
rccommudations to downsize the nation's lnilitary -. 

I appreciate tbe time a d  " t you ban devoted to this diflicuh and chaIlenging 
pr- 
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b . 5  C ~ l u b d L Q 5 5  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature I Prepare Direci Response 

ACIION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions FYI 

TO: bo((3h 
-c - \-+& \ewfl-- 
ORGANIZATION: owac 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 097 L - ~ ~ k ~ o ~ n  



. HOWELL HE'FLIN 
ALABAMA 

C O M M I ~ E E  ON AGRICULTURE, 
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY 

C O M M I ~ E E  ON THE JUDICIARY 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS Wnited States Senate 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0101 

June 21, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

STATE OFFICES: 
0 341 FEDERAL BUILDING 

1800 FIFTH AVENUE NORTH 
BIRMINGHAM, AL 35203 
(205) 731-1500 

437 U.S. COURTHOUSE 
MOBILE. AL 36602 
(334) 690-3167 

FEDERAL COURTHOUSE. 0-29 
15 LEE STREET 
MONTGOMERY. AL 36104 
(334) 265-9507 

104 WEST 5TH STREET 
P.O. Box 228 
TUSCUMBIA, AL 35674 
(205) 381-7060 

Re: Fort McClellan Recommendation 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Last week, you and other members of the BRAC Commission asked 
the Army to let you know if there are any changes in Fort Leonard 
Wood's permitting situation by June 22. Two important new 
developments have occurred within the past twenty-four hours which 
seriously impact the status of the Army's permits. 

First, we learned yesterday that beginning on July 1, 1995, 
the Army Chemical School plans to begin biological training 
outdoors using two different biological simulants: (1) Bacillus 
subtillus var. niser ("BGu) and (2) Kaolin dust ("KDI1) at Fort 
McClellan. (See copy of Environmental Assessment attached.) The 
biological agents will be released into the air at a maximum rate 
of 2500 pounds of BG and 3600 pounds of KD each year. The 
biological agents will be used during both day and night 
operations. Clearly, a state-issued air permit will be required if 
the Chemical School plans to conduct biological training at Fort 
Leonard Wood, but no permit application has been submitted by the 
Army. 

Second, on June 20, 1995, the Missouri Coalition for the 
Environment, an established environmental organization with 
thousands of members in Missouri, notified the Defense Department 
and the Army of their intent to file suit in federal court because 
of Fort Leonard Wood's violation of the Endangered Species Act in 
connection with the permit for fog oil smoke training and use of 
the other substances at Fort Leonard Wood. A copy of the 
Coalition's intent to sue letter is attached. 

As you know, the Department of Defense has recommended that 
of the functions of the U.S. Army Chemical School be moved to 

Fort Leonard Wood, which includes the nuclear, biological and 
chemical components of the School. However, both Fort Leonard Wood 
and the State of Missouri have ignored the permitting requirements 
of the School's nuclear and biological components, focusing instead 
entirely on the chemical training. In order to do the Chemical 
School's nuclear defense training in Missouri, two Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission licenses - -  a Part 30 license and a Part 70 



license - -  are required. To date, no permit applications have been 
submitted by Fort Leonard Wood. It is now clear that Fort Leonard 
Wood will also need a permit for the biological training, but again 
no permit application has been submitted. 

Clearly, the Army does possess all the environmental 
permits which are needed to relocate the Chemical School to 
Missouri. Despite the BRAC Commission's very clear instructions, 
the Army does not have all the required permits, and you should 
reject the recommendation to close Fort McClellan. 

Sincerely yours, 

- - - - - - - -  w,, 
Glen Browder 
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I1Y W.8. A]LZasY amirC7UI $morn. 

COri,*m - 
G=ison Caauaanam, 
PO= MeClellan, Alabama 



ee . ki o ed A B . r ~ o s d  trainin? laaaeons 
w e c 0% aa 8iabUl*BaaillU8 s u b t l ~ l u s  vsr nAges 
e ( X D  u e  on Pelhan Range. The chants h w i l l  be dispersed in to  t e a h  using Mhranaire generators, 
A 2 4 5 c ~ ~ a t r e  (ren#abz i s  an atmaker Chot disporselr &y 
&sts h k o  the a f t  at t aont~olled 2a.t:e. Altrrrrurrtims 
considara~ inm1mB t r a u b g  without stmulants and traMng 
a t  another 3baati.on. 

ic sd Env3,r a1 . 2b.e ro wed training its % a%i tea t Z Z e  - a i i i i a a a  8 vsrliie - E" ! B - .  euvizamen sl effects. Faderally litsted EWSXI a e d  cxr 
threatma4 8ptwi.s v i ~  not be aiztaotd by thPs -inin 
waterways v ~ ~ l  not b~ agiactted by t h i s  training. NO tdk 
w i Z t  be llemaged nor eoil e r o e l ~ n  caused by this training. 
ul PmkematrbZ ~ s e ~ w a ~ ~ n t  P i l e  i e  available wan r-st, 
at the Dhmborattz 02 Pnvk-It, Fork ~ a c l e i m ,  Alab-. , I;kou&d be dkecf;ed t o  the telephone number Zisked 
above 

anclursisa. ~ 8 1 : e  I8 a finding o t  no ~i ficant '$anpaat on 
envlsonntsnt. WIoh dinding i s  based Ef pa* u n me g a ~ b  

thak  IW simu~an*~ have beem ~ a o a s s i u l ~ y  wed a s m y  . . . 
Proving around, Dugway, Utah w i t h  no adverse a& an the 
envirommt gor t h e  past 40 - ears. Bcii was use& "f n tiaining on 
~ o r t  m l o ~ c m  from 3968 to Y ~ A  w i t h  no hpcarux on 
the environment. BG i s  a uommon, natural1 occumttq . .  
baateria that i s  non- waistant and non-in ukioua. KD 'is a E F 
non-toyisr dust uhick a r ~mst i tuMt  42 ch!na .I. ~ e i -  
=irnuZant: is a RCZU listed hr~arCLous waste nor DblC risked 
haaardous substance. 

- _ -- 
ah3 intwested agencies,+ roupe and persans axe inviged to 8 subw;ik copulaents gar comi eration by the Co'llllp~ndez, .Fb% 
Mcclellan, 30 days f t o m  t h e  date ublbation, Cow~anta 
should be dkected to: Commander, u~cMI(&.MRcBII&FM, A!i!!PXr 
ATZN-BK, Fort McClell~n, Alabama 36205-5000, .-. 



A. 2x!CWs Sirnulafit TkalnSng w i t h  BaciZLw subtillurr WLX. 
niger BG) an8 Kaolin bust BID) PQE the Nan-~(nt-1 1 6 Stem B allsgilcal Integrated eteation Syetem (NDZ-BXP6 a t  
8 .  Amy Q d c a l  SCheoS, P * Z b  mnge, P a r t  #ac2el an, 
&labama. 

1 
a P DESCRZPTZON OP PROROSBD ACTZON: 

a. Fuzp-e a d  Weed #?or Proposed 

The B t o l o g i a  Xntagrated D e t ~ t i o n  Bycrtm (BIDS) has 
mpleted the-sohsdulad tecrhnlaaa ieasibiliky tsoting at 
DU ety Plcovlng Grauna D P  The BXOS haar 4emonstrateU the 
abKit to c~stmst, and deb I am101 -1longe6 w i t h  1 I hi 
biolog era2 agent simulant6. xi uid C I \ I l l Z . r ~ e s  w i t h  f- 
bto~.ogioai a m b  w e e  s o n d u d 4  j.n ~ o v  ss+= 94. n 
phase demon&ation amduotGd st rhow that t h m  NDI-BIDS 
of%exs a viable biologiaal aeresal deb& P on and 
SdenCileiaa~on izapabilft;y whiah aan be 8uaaeaafulXy wed by a 
6 ecially wainad e W  o f  54B (ChetaioaZ Ca B treepa, .me 
$a.  my C h ~ ~ ~ t c a l  B&ool w i l l  ooaaduct; the %i th1 umer and 
rw;\stainaaant txah ing  for the rearganliza%icm and PielBhg of 
the 310th Chemical Comgany (BIDS] stationad aC Gadsden, 
A3abeuaa. * .  

. . 
b. ~lus&iption ef the preporred Protian. .. -. 

The BZDS cansSatd of  biologioal ' debution, idsatif laatign 
am l i n g  e&pwenC bakegrated int~ a 8788 Lightweight 
wPiPqose  elt tee mowrte~ cm a mos7 wiut aim 
Mobility Multgp 088-Wheeled V s h i d e  -7. fn addition to "4 the detet3eSon agu pent, #a shelter includes ooll~etiva 
proteetien and envmnmaabL sen-1 e $.pmanE, navigation, 
meteorolaqlcal and oomuicrtion (mi& ~ y & b s ,  and a 1 6 e ~ 1  , 
otremiaal agent alarm. s t e ~  i s  dss gned to allow. % 1. 
renovul of the shelter from e vehltole for  $$xed site. 
appl+oations. A PU-801 power gsn62ator is towed by a & to 
grovrde a nrabile s-1 pewex 6ouroe. - . r . -  

. * .  
5?hs BXos deksttian su&r coneirirts of the tallowing e ipment: 
(a) =ae parkicle caIlea~ors/samplexo (One lCMa and if" wo 

m M i f  i ed  3 ~ 2 ~ )  . (2) ESX AP8338 A&~adyrrcwPic P a t t i d e  Siaar .. . 
(-8).  (3)  Coultw lWSCS Xt F l w  (FWI (4) i+< 

M ~ l e ~ a r  Device Threshold 8ystm, a m m l  ant kdy-bauaa .I 
dal%ctor, (5) New Haribone 0700 M ~ C Z O ~ U ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  (6) bTew . 
Hariaoms giWiJu? tiokeCr. . . -, 

The siimulusts BG and Kb will be die ersed h t b  the; air wing 
a ~ o ~ n a i r e  g.awatox (a m a i n s  &at ~ t a i s e s  dusts 
aaaxlmurn ai? 11.3 x;/logxms (25 pound8) OE 80 and a pnar LA o f  

- .  





%%aWiLng wiZ1 be c~csndua~ a t  t2m area ~hown on the a*aohed 
map WaSmihg releases will be restricted to Che  elh ham 8ange 
b a b g  area point. of rarase vial  no^ o eat of 

ko Wm whd direation md speed a keap 
"P" t!he 01 g~5dlina- Rele-e paitltB vFZl be lace w th r&lation %a . ~ u & n t  

dispersiena on awlhaan Range. mi8 w i l l  ba done only to 
accmo&ts braa?fic far su ly and securiw VBk101ea on C 8e.lhnm Range. an8 t o  reven assule epread o f  shulan% 
0l0rtds private lands Md &iO 

3. Artex~atives +a Prepased .Action. 

Two a3ternatibiis were conaidex& t o  the toDoee4 sctionr ( a )  
traidng without  sfmulante and 2) train g w i t h  simulahts a* I R 
anokher Jaaatlon. AlternatW8 ( ) proved wfeaeible,beatass 
the only tray #e soldier G M  81&en~ine if 4 i a  @pment i s  
functianhg pro erly In peaa&irPe or war  Is for the system to 
deteak and iaan t ~ f y  bicr10,qicaj. agents and rimulants. 
JLlterna.i;&ve (2 groved curfens$ble because aP the unit's a lcrca4don ;In Gs sden, A l a b a m  an8 ita need to -a%n a* t:r near 
.the W-Sr Asary Chsmical School. The Army will field o#e 
uonpany w i t h  BIDS in the U.8. Amy Reserve and one platoon in 
the Reg\PZar Army at Fort MaClollan, 

. - 
4. AXfected Bnviroment - . . -  - . . . _ - 8.. 

The p z o p o s ~  aation b -zeoated on ap wk#ately .2a,ooO .&atee 
.I ~ ~ a l -  mu-i e ~ o e t  WECIUI(UI, uL. l ~ h e  p r i te  ! ~D~ZLW W i b k 3 l  the Md VaU(ly PEov*r~e 0 tho 
&ppah&Lan Highlam. 1t)elhaor Ra e was pwmhasea b he ~ m n y  
i n  A940 to provide dsneuvez .-t+a&& aapabili*ies. I; r 1 or - to 
purcbasa *;la area ~l~ns$stBd of ~ l e v ~ t a l  saattered aemmunities 
and numesous mall fams. HIstor;Lally, this area kad been 
settled a M  fa& far wer I d 0  years. 

8. Bnvironmen.@al Censequams of  the Proposed A d i o n -  ' 

Baci13us: aubt~lZus var. n i g e  (SQ) and Kaolia Oust (XI31 have 
bean aaseessd $n outdoos enviromentaX teslirag and training 
in the reports h t B n v ~ o n m ~ k r l  baresproasnt for Te8Oin.g 09 ,= 
&etoaa2 Imaging LIDAR Gystenrs and Assoc~a%ed S W l a k e  at U.g 
lYmy Pugway Proving GxoUndn, 22 septrsmbe %99a and tho 
~Rscord of 'BnVlromental Consideration$ U u i t e d  USF T e s t  and 
Evaluation (I;UT&E) of the N~n-D~eIapmental  rtm B ~ a l o g i ~ a l  
Deteet&on System (MDI-BIDS) aO U. 8. =lq w(yvaY W o v k  
Graund, Ukah," 6 aceober 1994 b&b a b u  ash have had me 
imgaor an the enviramenk. Neither rrhulmt i s  a R U U  
haaardaus wablte nor a DO2 haZWdous nrakeriaf, They are bath 
descrrlbeit aa nalaral2y-ecclwrlng, non-toxic nuisance dusts. 
l3G was used a t  Fart NeCZsllan from 1966 to 1971 w ~ t h  no 
nagative impaat on the envltpment. . ,.- ,- 

, - - .._ .. . 
. : ,  

- - .  . . - .  - 
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a. Bndangered 8peaiea - A List a$ endang&aad, waatenea 
and apoeed species was re eatad ftm the U. 8. Frsh  and 
wt~Ete Gemtoe (U8PW8 IcnFoan ha a t  ~ p e n a i x  r 

a; 1 (Gokdman 2994 In add$ ion, 18oa HoClrnllan haa b a n  
wndwtlurg en aqezed egs~rie~i invaturiea kko?iq@ the Alabama 
W 8 W a l  HwJkags Wo aap [ M i P  for tha mt Uree years. 
&m~,~rre these areae iK vcr exgex 1 ~ncoc~ &is &nmo.a t.n at3 past 
an& arcs graaantly c o w e d  b re li,ekg8 g i w  f P farest?s/plan~tians, the p8 ent sl flr#c unusual ol: unique 
~ipeaiea w uommunity types is oansideed low on motst upland 
axeas. 

A small see age centaLnlng T#msBlr# 
tonnrsaoem P s) L aoti+kma cn tae m&.Wer azea where thu plant oaoure on 
WSlletk Sgrillgs* This lant is 
UEWWS. Tha W i l l & %  Eprfngs area I s  of i 
krahing and kha seepage on k b  marwn boundary i s  outside 
%ha, prapoBed txaining araar. 

Wweakened .plant, bbcW e Barbara 'r Button8 i a  alera found M 
tke l a x g ~  amf5 QS ~elhatb RIUI~B,  ~ t n c c ~  no tx+ning., 
sold&erb oz V&&C~BCD are pemitte8 -try in- a e  -a& 
areas tlls risk t o  t h i ~  .+hlfbatBn8d species i r t  non-exifften*. 
Because We Orainin areas"oontain pine, alz nsae  orire P mame ed by DOE fie 4 gersonrrra1 for the presence ef the Red- 
soekai(ed Wood eoker (BOW P e Z b  Range a o ~ ~ l t l r U b s  an, - 
itzbaaa ~e wJ~n*  w i t &  a a g x ~ a o ~ x w a ~  area. q~ naarant 
activo o&wtets CM be round in the Tallad a Wational..B~~rcst Y 15 t o  20 auiletr to ehe East. l?he erigra.$l?ioan distanae t o  
ac1tAve aZuaters1 the lack af mature treem and suitable 
u-st:ct)q; and tlsa minenae of agricultural land in,the E" ~surramding area And csakea l ibtle potential for the bird Co 
I)al-Ata.t=a on P e t h a  Range. 

,- .. 
- 

4 4  WetIands - J U C ~ ~ ~ , O ~ ~ Q M A  ~ e t l ~ l d  p ~ ~ ~ g  mp* ~ u . s .  
Go s of Engineers, 1993) and Nati6nal Wetland Zmentory Mapa 
(u%*, 3983) were ~ e v i e ~ e t i  .to identify me *~eserroe of a 

wetlandsl juxisciictSanal mpr wwe b v e l a  cd to idenkify 
ems a2 the larger and, -gotentiall m e r e  eco ogicatzy- 

Impartant: wetland systems on ~ a s e  Y;te 1el-n. E 
i a t iona~ Wetland rmcntky lap. revide o d c t a i l o d t a  p ~ n  or 

, - e f k a t ~ g e a  an4 wetlands fbr~~ghou  the Ma. MI kmihfng fs 

. , 

- . . . .. 
v 
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xesrtrieted Lo existing roads and w i l l  not take plat% i n  We 
vatland axatas* 

d, Cultural RBsamc9s - A r m v i e w  oE cwltursrl cesourae 
surveys a m d e e d  on Port: ~ c C ~ s l l a n  $ndicatn t h a t  oultwal 
resowee @item viS1 not be aPfeate4 by thie gs posed 
a t n ~ g .  units training ie gield w i l l  be L-t:ructed not 
ta distwb marked cultural restwoe areas w A t h k r  the turriang 
area. AlZ training and raoveman.1: w i l l  be restri&ed to 
d s t h g  mads. 

e, Lawd U s e  Tke plrogasad training $8 not: in  aonfbiot 
~$491 exIsWg lmcl us@ Lana. The pxrbarwy ase of the land Irp 
eecmn&m use. 

E jlaz mlLJ;t;wy training w th foresf nanagaarent as a cornpartible 

f. Strlid &nd Hazaxdaus Waste - No hasadom wastes oz by 
procXueta are generated by *is tmx4ning. An trash (i.e.,  
empty canterinees of the simuLanbri enerate during *he d9 5 
gxoyos4 %raining i s  the respans i t y  o l  tha U.B. Army 
~~~~1 School. 'Pbe trash will be removed Pram the s i k e  on 
a dail basis an8 disposed af accordilng te applicable stake td and % era1 xegula.t;iona, 

g. ~ o ~ s e  - h e  proposed training autivity w i l l  'p~oduee 
aoihle due t~ the operation OI tke owsr generators an4 the 
disreminalion systems. Nofse i s  no g exgauted to ndvwasly 
affact Uze envirernment ou*ide of 60 meters f r o m  a r"" uawinary due to the ha. ~OMS~DUOI) og ma ~ r r  niag kxaa. 
!Eh& noihle Levels generate are w e l l  below the PelhsrP Wnge 
milea gneompatibZe Use amas (ICrtas) . No noi8e relakMl- . 
comglaanks are expected far th~s training due tie the, remtrke 
Pocatiom en Bslham Range t-ain rurd fang distimoes to 
p r i ~ k e  homes at f  tho  ~ns&alkation. - 

h. ssnsitiva envbomental dDlutcaint areas natursi 
araas we%Lande hbtorlo sites, endasagerod spec 'i as -sto.)' 
MM Len identiitmi M past ttadni maps the ~4xeotcm.t;~ 
of ~mriromen-t;. T-se srecrs (where%Oo s and equipment; w i ~ ~  
not be &ti loyed  ill be blocrked out wS etnvkomental -" ? 1 & 
cons7xai.n aver ays on maps used far a e  training (Waaple 
enalossd) . - 
2 )  ~oizificlatioi o f  Alabama ~&pa&enk of myiromeital 

Management (ADPI): ADEM will be notified by Iet$er of this 
txeining pragxam. 

( 2 )  Matzeotologiaal i n 8 e x ~ s - w i l l  -not be 
~ o g ~ i ~ e d  for UIII bo teqobeii to keo 
Yecords of weather conelit -loaat%oas an % 
t i m e s  Pam: environmental and publla c~nfidmnee. 

3 Excavation No ixo&vations ord plabnea h& this. 
Wadnlng . 



[u) Bassty ~rmex:  A ssafe*y report; was dons fox r4VIbu8 BIDS 
fe~%bQ! at hr Proving (a9Md. Addkkb~181 .a&& 
asaasmlent8 a i!m o d be dons Scw me use of  i5ie d3.8awninaaen 
sm+esr~. 10 is ~ luq~~ss t&i  that h & n U e ~ a  o f  I(e02.h Wlf (m) 
wear a dust me&. 
6. Mf,t&gation 

~nv&oyi]w$nta~ aenitoriag AS nois oeg~l ire~.  but trainlll  
&Onj,tein wt11  be pwforraed by me Dimstar o f  Wain 
U8ACHM. 8WkS Uht&hl8I 4 Co tha Bo*.t: #k&l lm  
env1+~=t wad  OX l~~mitorin l a  *Su, r ~ ~ p o n s M l ~ t y  ity U.S. 
Amy Chenical eckool an8 slaou f d be WZuded ia pyejeot . , 
planning. 
7 .  ANSJ:C~PAI!~ APDIOR D ~ U T ~ C P I  OF emms90 A ~ I D I I  

a. TraSurSng is stcheduled t o  begin lmly  ~ 9 9 5  w i t h  tminirtg 
ag Irrairrar~ a d  troops w i a  8DS and cctntbua indsfbitely.  

b. Any manges Wt tnccaars U e  scope o f  t r r M n q  will be 
svalua&%d b .Chs Dzrecfoxats o l  ~vimument cWtenoane if 
a8ditSaaznl atioml gravirorunentaf Pelicry Rat dbcutaentatribn is 
required. 

E 
-, 

a e  pafmkial envr2rwrrmWal e~ficuto ef %he p a  osed &itdon - 
are a d 8 ~ t 8 l y  ~OV-S an the erntsag x~ enti t ~r td :  
Elmr3xwnaterl  WasmmC f o r  tYza 1992 Aara$ol Snaglag LZbAR 
8ysiaa Vests arrd Aesociated G h ~ a l a n t s  Use a* U.S. Army Pugway 
moving E J E Q U ~ ~  Du a rrC;ah Clated a2 8epWwt  LBO2 ear ma 
uso of BO and h o l E  testing. 110 raa used in open a* 
%raining Fort; McCllelltm from 3965 t o  a972 w i t h  ag -1 
eif& on the ~nvSx~ment. AUO, siRoo part o f  the z o p ~ e d  
(8ckion iav02ves3 W0op t'taini . tha Categorical Ex d usran A- 
n of AR 300-2 applies t o  a of Cbie prctposod action. 

The gxa as& actton w i l l  nat genarate en hhazarclous waste* 
h e  x 9 nln c¶tractt:or (V.S; ~ 1 8 8 1 ~ ~ a I  School ~ h 9 f o f l l t B  
df ~ l s i n b ~ ?  ram&msibie Jar proper di-aal ol a41 trash 
g€meraS;& y me pro osed action. Trash fxon 43ae tra~rrfng 
w i l l ,  be -pasea o~ R oocmrdance with Bert ~ t s ~ o l l a n  
~agu2atioa6 %nd w i t h  the Alabama bpartaenb oi! EnvbonmentaZ 
bZanagensnk seplu2akhna. 

1 .... ._ - . .  



PemnaIly appeand before ma PkfUip A. Smmla~, 
wl~a bhgdulg mra, mheri aatb tbst he Q President of THE 
ANNISTOW &TAR, B ddly newspaper OlrbUahed in AmWon,. 
JL)arbmm, amd Wt the atkwhed mtics ran rre follawg: 

8 ~ 0 m  Uld sube-88 h 
kfcue me tbb date: . 

PrdinSng 3G & KD 
0% ao s i g n i f i c a n t  
'. 
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June 20,399 5 

Uom'd o/Dh%mm 

Hrthoro Q\itheriti 
Bcrtricr. U. Cleiircn* 

E=n Ghcn  

The Honorable William J. Pary 
Secrew, Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, B. C. 203 0 1 

The Honorable Togo 2). West, Jr. 
Secretary of rho Army, Department of the &my 
Thc Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10 

cO&anding Gonad 
Fort Leonard Wood 
Fort Leonard Wood, ksowri 65473 

.. .Re: Sixty-Day Notice of htent to Sue Under thg Endmgmd 
, . Species Act 
I 

This letter is to M m  you of our intent to 61e suit against you in 
sixty days fbr current and threatened violaiiom ofthe Endangered Spedes 
Act o f  1973, as amended ("ESA"). Fort Leonard Wod, located in south 
central Missowi, recently applied to the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources for permits to conduct various new and expanded training 
activities at its Edcility. These now and/or expanded training activities 
indude, but arc not limitad to, chemical warfare trainin8 and smoke or 
obscurant training utilizing fog oil and other substances. According to 
numerous public doaments and sdmtific ;epom, including nTh~ Army 
Basing Study, Base Closure md Realignment 1995, Volume 1, Deparrment 
of A m y  Installation Narrati~e~",-Fort Leonard Wood is hdme to ai least 
three endangered species, the Gray Bat, Indiana Bat, and the Bald Eagle.' 
It is not clear whether any of the other 27 endangerd and threatened 
species known to exist in Missouri are fmd in or near Port Lmard Wood. 



Amording to adion 7(a) of the ES& *[e]ach Federal agency shall, in connrltation 
with and with the assistance of the S c a e t q  [of the hterior], insure that any acticur 
authorized, funded a carried out by such agenp (hereinafter in this section rdared to 
as an "agency action") is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 
endangered species . . . . " 1 6 U.S.C. 4 1536(a)(2). h additim, section 7(0) ofthe FAA 
requires that federal agencies "conduct a biological assessment for the purpose of 
idenwg my endangered species a threatened speciwr which is likely to be affccted by 
[the agency's] action." Id at 6 1536(c). Finally, ESA section 7(d) prohibits. afiw the 
initiation af ccsnsdtabon, "ineversible or irrelrievable commitment of  resources with 
respect to the agency action which has the effect o f  foreclosing the fonnuladon or 
implementation of any reasonable and prudent alternative measures . . . . " Id at 8 
1536(d). 

The Department of the A m y  and Fort Leonard Wood have not conducted, as 
rquired by B A  sectim 7(c), a biological assessment to identify endangered or threatened 
species Wtely to be a c t e d  by this new and expanded training at Fort Lemard Wood. 
Furthermore, it appears that they have not initiated consultation with the Seuemy of the 
Interior, as required by ESA section 7(a), although the application for a permit is an 
"agency action" within the meaning of the ESA. & 50 C.F.R 5 402.02 (1 993). See 
attided letter af May 12,1995, fnrm Fish and Wildlife Service to Congressman Browder. 
Finally, the Department of ihe Army has, dusing a pedod when it should be engased in 
section 7 comultation, irreversibly ad irretrievably cornmittEd resources which-will 
foreclose the bplementation of reason8ble and prudent alternative measures, in violation 
of $ d o n  770. i I .  

The Department of the Army and Fort Leonard Wood have,fbiled to sa6sfjl these 
smtory obligations despite tbe fact that Department of  the Army documents and reports 
clearly reved that at least the endangered Gray Bat and Indiana Bat are "likely to be 
a f b t e d  by" the planned activities, and that the planned activities my aeot these species. 
Far example, a January 17,1995, draft Amy Corps of  Enpjneers roport entitled "Potwtial 
Impact of Fog Oil Smoke on Selected Threatened and Endangered Species" (her&&.er 
"Corps report.'') states that vLejxposure to [fog] molces and obscurmts-is perceived to 
constitutt such a potential negative impact" Although the Corps report i n ~ t c t l y  
assumes that fog smoke training does not occur at night, it does note that the bats! fwd 
source, flying insects, are adversely affected by fog smoke. The authors of the C h p s  
report admit that they have nor tested their assumprion that the 'prey of Bats does not 
contain sufticjmt quantities of fog oil to cause toxicological effects when ingested by 
bats." . . 

Simhiy~ a 1992 report prepared for the Army Chemical Research, Development, 
and hgimeing Center entitled "h-end and Hedtb Wects Review for Obscurant 
Fog Ojl" ( h ~ 6 i 1 l a k  ''CF?.DE Keportn) states that "effects to plants and animals may 
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2ff5 226 8796 p.1447 
occur" a% o'k regdor1y us& for fog d r m l c  mining, The C m  Kcport also notes m a  
"[w]ildfe remaining wi th .  about 2 h downwind of the test site during smoke- 
generating periods may inhale pormlially hanW levds of fog oil . . . . " The CRDE 
report also co~~dudcs that "Mag oils have th& potential to a c c d a t e  in tho aquatic 
mViPbnmc;z~t while they are being rou tindy used a d  a u l d  reach acutely toxic levds fix 
some benthic orgaaims." 

Benthic organisms reside at the bottom of streams and lakes. Ins- such as 
mayflies, caddisflies, and stoneflies are benthic organisms during their larval state. Bats 
prey primuily upon rnayflj'cs, caddisflies, gondes, and other inwts associated with the 
aquatic ~lviroment. The potential for substantial ham, to tho Indiana bat3 and the Gray 
bats is obvious. 

The cave in and around Fofi Leonard Wood are among the principal hibernating 
caves of the ladiana bat and are also the hibernating and summer caves of the Gray bat. 
In the last fiAeen years, evm without any &verse impact &om fog ~ i l i  the Indiana bat 
population in Missouri has "pllunmeted," as Fort Leonard Wood reported in its press 
rclcssc of Much 31, 1995. It is far Born clear that the Indirna bat can &ivt the 
proposed obs~urant training. - * 

I - t i  - ,,. 

On May 8, 1995, the Base Closure and %alignment Commissioa w to the 
Department of rhe Anny (copy attached) requestin$ infmation respecting the Annyts 
mrnplianee with the ESA, and wartling that the "Act requires the Army to bxisttlt with 
Ihc Fi& and Wildliie Sewice on my proposed sctim tbat may4 a listed 
mdangeredhbrsarensd species andlor crjticnl habitat."So far as the Codition'has been 
able to dehmine, tho Amy has not ~nswend that request, and has failed and bifirsed to 
cclnsdr as required by law. 

h summary, it is clear that the Dcp-ant of the Army and port Leonard Wood 
are c u r d y  in violation of  the ESA. Accordingly, the a is sod Codition for the 
E~'~viK,nme~t intends to Be suit against you in sixty days unless those vialstions arb cured. 
our attorneys 'are Lewis C. M, Bmoe A. Morrison, Kathleen '0. k h @ ,  Green, 
Hemings & Hermy, 3 14 North Broadway, Suite 1 830, St. Lauis, M i s s o ~  '63 1.02, (3 1 4) 
23 1-4 1 8 1, Facsimile 23 1-4 1 84. 

3 ,  . , 

cr;; Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the-Xnterior . - 

Molly H. Beanie, Director, U.S . Fish and Wildlife Service ' , 

Alan J. Dixon, Chaknan, BRAC 
Richard L. Clawson, Missouri Department d Conservation . 

. , 
P .. 

3 
> . .  3 .  ', . 

CG? C . i  . -. 
. .  
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Cdoad MiM G. Jones 
b l b o t ,  The AJW~ Bating St~dy 
B oAtaenroflbellmrj 
JeJ3 Of*& M l e f o f  Slaa 
2QQ h y  P-afl 
WWgtea ,  I X  303 I bO3CKl 

h?quen y e w  oace pravlde Wormrdou regarding somplhm wlth the b b 8 h  
SPCGEDB AH (th8 m) at Port Leonard Wwd, MIwo Gptdcallp, p l w  pt~ulde Ibb 
dcxwmmtarioq if any, o f  the Army's cadut ion ,  lornul or h%nn;r2, witb the U.S. Ji4h md 
Wdd& Service r-g thsldiura wd G n y  Belt, boa d ~ e m i r m b  10 be p t w t  an$ t p W 6  
bresdisg pbpvkrion.~ rt Fen Lodaud WlOd tbe An IV&W t b ~  kmy Wcowfr w& cbe Rrh 
ud Wddib Sdvlw w any p m p d  d m  that my Mbt a Med engld#u&b~&takrrd . 
~ p % r s i ~  utllar &urI habiter. 

h q w s t  p u  pmvide he inbrmatj~n as soon u powbl~ bur w later than 29 MAY 1P93b 
Tlmik you ht ~ m ' o n  and aeaistn?lEc. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 28,1995 

The Honorable Richard Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your letter of June 2 1, 1995, concerning Fort McClellan. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on Fort McClellan was caretidy considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military int'rastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difIicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 26,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 ? k z a  n!w b m a r  

wkcn - 3 t p w 7 \ -  y .  I 
Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your letter of June 21, 1995, concerning Fort McClellan. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases undet 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on Fort McClellan was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  

June 26, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Howell: 

Thank you for your letter of June 2 1, 1995, concerning Fort McClellan. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases undel: 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on Fort McClellan was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



Document S eparator 
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SENT BY:SAF/FMPC 
.,"..A. "U . 1 Y U  ..".A. .a*. - - -. 

June 21, 1995 

Michael Kennedy 
Defenae Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Arlington Strest, #I429 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kennedy: 

Thank you for meeting with Ray Glime, Chuck Barnes, Richard Fieldhouse and 
myself June 12th. The Commission has been incredibly accessible over the last three 
montha, a refreshing change from other agencies. Thank you for giving us the 
numerous chances to present our case. 

I realize the Commissioners start their deliberations tomorrow, and you are vety 
busy. I just received, however, the excellent final analysis by the citizens' group 
Save Our Selfridge. They sent Cl~airman Dixon a copy 19 June 1995. 

The report speaks for itself. It is cogent, concise, and accurate. The fact that so much 
of the cost data is taken from the Army's own Logistics Action Plan is pivotal; i t  is 
an admission by the Army to coats that did not show in their COBRA analysis. 
Because of these recurrfng costs to maintain the facilities at Selfridge, the stabilized 
net eavings are only $15,000 per year! Given the heavy up front closing coats of over 
$6 million in the first three years, the total 20 year cost to the Department of Defense 
tvill be $4d5 million. 

I have conducted my awn accounting ntn, utilizing a format similar to COBRA. 
However, I utilized the data provided by Save Our Selfridge in the 19 June report. 
'I'his data is based upon the certified data presented Commissioner Cox in the 16 
May 127th Fighter Wing etudy. The italicized data entries are where my data differs 
from the Army's. I have also explained these entries with text boxes. I hope this 
format is helpful in analyzing the data. 

Please feel free to call me a t  202-224-5325 if you want to discuss this further. It has 
been a real pleasure working with you over the past three months. Thanks for all 
your help. Good luck on the deliberations, and I hope your weekend ~tays open! 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
* 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FOM PERKINS. CHAlR 
PO BOX 946 (408) 385-8333 
KING CrrY CALlFORNlA 93930 (408) 755-5063 June 21, 1995 

SIMON SALINAS 
240 CHURCH STREET. ROOM 21 1 
SAUNAS. CAUFORNIA 93901 (408) 755.501 1 

JUDY PENNYCOOK 
1000 SOUTH MAIN STREET, SUITE 213 
SALlhlAS. CALIFORNIA 93901 (408) 755-5022 

€ D m  JOHNSEN. VICE CHAIR 
1200 AGUAJITO ROAD. SUITE ooe 
MONTERM. CALIFORNIA 93940 (408) 647-7744 

SAM P. KARAS 
1200 AGUAJITO ROAD. SUITE 001 
MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 83940 (408) 647-7755 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defenee Base closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

We are writing to outline the importance of retaining the Teat and 
Experimentation Center (TEC) at Fort Hunter Liggett, California and to 
encourage you to remove Fort Hunter Liggett from the BRAC cloeure list. 

Fort Hunter Liggett's value for military testing and training cannot be 
duplicated at other locations due to its unique terrain and testing 
capabilities. The TEC Center located at Fort Hunter Liggett has the unique 
capability to provide a total testjexperimentation package. Fort Hunter 
Liggett is the best training and operational testing area in the United 
statee and should be maintained in its current status. 

We strongly believe that w e  have shown that the military value of Fort 
Hunter Liggett for operational testing is vastly superior to Fort Bliss. 
Also, the COBRA analysie reflect8 that the relocation of the Test Center 
will not show a return on investment for 100+ years. The anticipated 
savings do not even equal the one-time costs. 

Ae you move through your deliberations, we hope you will take into 
consideration the military value Fort Hunter Liggett providea to the 
military and the fact that to move TEC is not cost effective. 

Thank you for taking our point6 into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

& PL 
TOM PERKINS, Chairman 
District #3  

EDITH JOHNSEN, Supervisor 
District #4 
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703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 6. DAVIS. USAF 1RET) 

June 30, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tom Perkins 
Chairman, Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
P.O. Box 946 
King City, California 93930 

Dear Chairman Perkins: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Test and Experimentation Center (TEC) 
at Fort Hunter Liggett, California. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its fhd deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on the TEC at Fort Hunter Liggett was carefully considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military idiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)  

June 30, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
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The Honorable Edith Johnsen 
Supervisor, Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
1200 Aguajito Road, Suite 006 
Monterey, California 93940 

Dear Supervisor Johnsen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Test and Experimentation Center (TEC) 
at Fort Hunter Liggett, California. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its h d  deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that all of the information 
you provided on the TEC at Fort Hunter Liggett was carellly considered by the Commission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Joseph P. Dercoli, Jr. 
Lowellville Local Schools 
2 E. Grant Street 
Lowellville, OH 44436 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 20, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Dercoli: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information concerning the 1995 round of closure and realignments. I can assure you that your 
student's letters expressing support for Youngstown-Warren MAP Air Reserve Station, OH, will 
be carefully considered by the Commission during our review of the nation's military 
intiastructure. 

I appreciate the tremendous efforts to produce and forward these letters, which will 
become part of the official record of the Commission. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission in the hture if you have additional information on the Youngstown-Warren MAP 
Air Reserve Station. 

David S. Lyles 
'0 

StafFDirector 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Geraldine Spinella 
Trustee, Bayside Historical Society 
P.O. Box 133 
Bayside, NY 1 1 3 6 1 

Dear Ms. Spinella: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information concerning the 1995 round of closure and realignments. I can assure you that the 
letters expressing support for Ft. Totten, NY, will be carehlly considered by the Commission 
during our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the tremendous efforts to produce and forward these letters, which will 
become part of the official record of the Commission. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission in the fbture if you have additional information on Ft. Totten. 

David S. Lyles L-1 
Staff Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

2 NAVY ANNEX 
WASHINGTON, DC 20380-1 775 

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

IN REPLY REFER TO 

11011 
LFL/B-075 

2 2 JCIi 1% 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This letter is provided to expand upon my response to 
Commissioner Coxts question during the Commissionts June 14th 
hearing concerning the use of March Air Force Base and the 
disparity between the communityts analysis and that of the 
Department of the Navy. 

MajGen P.D. Williams has provided me the information that we 
believe is the basis for the communityts analysis. This 
information deals primarily with Military Construction cost 
estimates at seven bases under various assumptions, including 
being a tenant vice host. It does not quantitatively address a 
myriad of other costs associated with closures, or the equally 
important savings stemming from reduced personnel and elimination 
of excess infrastructure. Any comprehensive analysis must 
include these additional factors to reach a valid conclusion. 

When all factors are included, the Marine Corps can neither 
afford to operate an additional stand-alone air station, nor is 
it required to meet mission requirement. At present, MCAS El 
Toro and MCAS Tustin are closely located, with numerous savings 
from combined support functions, such as maintenance, and certain 
personnel support. Additional savings in this area are 
anticipated when the tenants are collocated at MCAS Miramar. To 
split these operational and supporting entities between two 
widely separated air stations would be significantly more 
expensive. For example, Air Force testified in 1993 that the 
realignment of March AFB to a Reserve facility would provide $57M 
annual savings in operating expenses. 

After thorough consideration of the March proposal, it is my 
opinion that the Marine Corps cannot assume the additional fiscal 
responsibility of operating March AFB. It is clear that Miramar 
presents the best overall solution, both operationally suitable 
and financially affordable, for supporting both rotary and fixed 
wing aircraft. with reduced budgets, we must place the emphasis 
on supporting force levels and readiness. We cannot do that 
while paying the significant additional costs necessary to 
maintain two air stations when only one will suffice. 



I appreciate this opportunity to expand on the response provided 
during the June 14, 1995, hearing and request that you not 
hesitate to ask for any additional information that you may 
require to complete your recommendations to the President. 

Sincerely, 



oc~1111ent Separator 
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Drfcnse Bhse C:losttt.e 11nd Healigr~r~lrrlt C'ornnlission 
1700 North Moore St1-cct, S ~ ~ i l e  1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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Steve Mcatls 
Mnyor. 
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C:omn~issiotbe~. Rchccca Cox 

<'onimissioner S .  Lee King 
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C'o~~inlissioncr \Yentli L. Strrle 
('ornmissioncr .lor Koblcs, .ItA. 

Cornmissioncr .Jsnles B. L ) H \ ~ s  

City o f  Champions 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Steve Means 
Mayor 
City of Gadsen 
P.O. Box 267 
Gadsden, Alabama 3 5999-0267 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Means: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution concerning the 
United States Army's Chemical Defense Training Facility at Fort McClellan, Alabama. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort McClellan was careblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
1 ITH DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE O N  BANKING A N D  
FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SUBCOMMlTrEE ON CAPITAL MARKETS, SECURITIES. 
AND GOVERNMENT SPONSORED ENTERPRISES 

coMMlmE .OVERNMENT Eongrae of the United S tatee 
A N D  OVERSIGHT 

DEMOCRATIC WnIP-AT-LARGE %Dashington, b@ 2051 5-38] 1 
June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

W A S H I N G T O N  OFFICE:  

M A I N  D I S T R I C T  OFFICE:  

Dear Chairman ~ixon: 

~uring your Boston regional hearing you had the opportunity 
to hear from Lt. General John Coburn, Deputy Commanding General 
of the U.S. Army  ater rial Command, about the importance of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Since you will undertake final deliberations this week on 
your base closure list, I wanted to remind you of some of General 
Cobern1s remarks at the hearing. Enclosed please find a copy of 
some excerpts from his Boston testimony. 

Thank you for taking into consideration General Coburnls 
comments and all of the other information you have received from 
the Army and the citizens of the Tobyhanna community. 

Sincerely, 

Paul E. ~anjorski' 
Member of Congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS 
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Congressman. 

SENATOR McDADE: Mr. ~hairma'n, with your 

permission I introduce my next witness, and we're 

very pleased to have with us today General John 

Coburn as the Deputy Commanding General of Army 

Materiel Command. During his position in the Army 

Materiel command he served in virtually every 

professional position that he could undertake. And 

he's here today to testify on behalf of the 

Tobyhanna Army Depot. General Coburn. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Very well. 

GENERAL COBURN: Thank you very much for 

that kind introduction, Congressman McDade, and good 

morning to all of you. I ' m  glad to be here. I'm 

glad to be anywhere for that matter. You know what 

I mean, Mr. Chairman. But Chairman Montoya and 

members of the staff, I ' m  particularly glad to be 

here to assist you in making what I know are some 

very important, some very difficult, some very tough 

decisions. A job that I must say that I don't envy 

you for. 

Now, my remarks today are directed at 

keeping Tobyhanna Army Depot open and realigning 

Letterkenny Army Depot. I sincerely believe that 
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both actions are in the best interest of our Army 

and in the best interest of our taxpayers as well. 

I'm very much aware that everywhere you go you are 

told the same thing about other installations, and 

that you have a tough job sorting out the facts. 

Nevertheless, I'm obligated to tell you that those 

actions are in all of our best interests, because I 

sincerely believe that they are. 

As you know, the Army has long recognized 

that excess capacity exists in our depot structure. 

And we've made hard, painful decisions to close 

depots, such as Sacramento and Lexington, to the 

point that we now only have five maintenance depots 

left in the Army, counting Tobyhanna and counting 

Letterkenny. Letts examine the Tobyhanna case for a 

moment. If one thinks of Detroit, Michigan, one 

thinks of the automobile industry. Likewise, when 

one thinks of the Tobyhanna Army Depot, throuqhout 

the Army and indeed throughout the Department of 

Defense, one thinks about excellence in 

communications electronics repair. Why is that? 

Well, it's because over the years we've consolidated 

our communications and electronics repair at 

Tobyhanna to the point that today Tobyhanna is 

i 
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indeed a center of excellence for that type of 

repair throughout DOD. 

This consolidation of communications 

electronics workload at Tobyhanna was deliberate, 

because the Army stationing strategy calls for the 

retention of an electronics-oriented maintenance 

depot to m;et the battlefield demands of the future, 

as we build our Army for the 21st century. To put 

it another way, a fully digitized Army prepared to 
I 

exploit the information-age technoloqy requires the 
4 

capability we have developed at Tobyhanna to service 

and maintain our equipment. 

Knowing that, we have invested heavily in 

Tobyhanna facilities. Specifically, we've put over 

a hundred million dollars in the past ten years into 

Tobyhanna, to the point that today Tobyhanna is a 

state-of-the-art installation with many new and 

unique facilities. And to duplicate those 

facilities anywhere would be very costly. 

Tobyhanna's focus on repair of a single commodity, 

i.e., ground communications electronics, has allowed 

Tobyhanna to become the most cost effective, . 

efficient and competitive depot that we have. For 

example, in the public-to-public competition for the 
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Sacramento Army depot workload, the depot won four 

of five competitions against the Air Forcg. 

Likewise, Tobyhanna has a winning record when 

competing against the private sector. 

And, Tobyhanna has the lowest maintenance 
. . 

cost of any ;DOD depot and the highest productivity 

Fates. Now, these are not my conclusions. Rather, 

as you already heard, these are conclusions 

supported by the private accounting firm of Coopers 

& Lybrand, and there are many other studies 

available to you that support those conclusions. 

So Tobyhanna is our newest depot, it's our 

least costly to operate, and I would suqgest to you * 

that it offers the best value to the Department of 

Defense and to our country, not only because of cost 

but because of its technical capabilities, and 

because it has a work force with the largest 

concentration of electronics skills in the 

Department of Defense. 

Now, all these things I've been talking 

about of course play into the Army's military value 

of assessment. To put it another way, how vital is 

the depot to national defense? In that regard, our 

military value assessment ranks Tobyhanna as the 
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number one Army depot in both '93 and ' 9 5 .  I say 

again, - - it's the number one Army depot in '93 and 

' 9 5 .  - 
There are many other reasons why this 

unique facility should not be considered for 

closure. These are some of the more important 

ones: Certainly it would seem to be prudent to not 

close a depot where we have a significant capital 
L 

investment, a depot that is an essential element of 

the Army stationing strategy, or a depot that is the 

most cost effective. To do so would invalidate the 

Army's military value methodology and eliminate the 

depot with the highest ranking military value, to 

preserve installations with much lower values. 

Rather than be considered for closure, 

Tobyhanna should be considered for increases in 

worfowinq a reduction in associated 

dollar savinqs in DODOs excess capacity in 

communications electronics repair. 

Now, let me shift gears just a little and 

talk about Letterkenny. The DOD recommendation is, 

as you know, to realign Letterkenny. And that 

recommendation was made for a number of reasons. 

First, a review of long-range operational 

A 
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requirements supports consolidation of ground combat 

workload as a single installation. Put another way, 

our ground maintenance capacity exceeds our program 

work requirements. 

Second, when the dust settles, I believe 

that the alternative to move missile maintenance to 

Hill Air ~ b r c e  Base will result in costs from four 

to nine times greater than DOD's recommendations, 

with fewer savings. Even then, Letterkenny's 

ammunition storage capacity is needed for DOD 

requirements. 

Third, having said all that, the importance 

of Letterkenny is such that the worst possible 

action would be to close Letterkenny, or move any 

part of its workload to Hill Air Force Base. 

Rather, the intent of the Department is to 

consolidate the tactical missile workload in the 

Pennsylvania corridor and take advantage of all the 

synergies that that offers, so the Department's 

proposal for Letterkenny achieves substantial 

savings for reasonable investment and reduces our 

capacity in ground equipment maintenance in the 

depot maintenance system. 

In closing, let me just say that the 
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Department of Defense recommendations before the 

Commission on both Tobyhanna and ~ e t t e r k e n n ~  were 

designed to eliminate excess capacity and to save 

dollars. The recommendations have earned the 

support of the Secretary of Defense. They w e r e  not 

made hastily. They are an integral part of the 

foundation for the industry base of the future. And 

they were designed to preserve and enhance the 

readiness of America's Army. 

For these reasons, I, the Army, and the 

Department of Defense strongly urge you to retain 

Tobyhanna as one of our premier installations, and 

to realign Letterkenny as recommended. The Army 

needs them both. More importantly, America needs 

them both. 

I thank you for allowing me the opportunity 

to speak with you. Hopefully, something I have said 

will help you in your most difficult task. And I 

thank you for your attention. 

(Applause) 

SENATOR McDADE: Mr. Chairman, experience 

has shown all of us that in every community across 

this land there are great citizens who volunteer 

their time and their effort to act as spark plugs to 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F5;:3;3 r:,?,y !a !hh m w  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

whm raspr~1@53&,2%6'/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 24,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Paul Kanjorski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Kanjorski: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Tobyhanna Army Depot. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its fmd deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Tobyhanna Army Depot was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military inkstructure. 

I appreciate the-time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
I 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

- 5-3 &-ic@-F$L 
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

OM\C i+ob+ OF PEP - QRcec 
INSTALLATION (s) D~SCUSSED: 'Ycc \w&,~~  C)WU A & 

GENERAL COUNSEL COMMISSIONER KLIh!G 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
/ v 

1 Prepare Reply for Chzirmao's Signature - I Prepare Reply for Comminioner's Si twe  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's %gnatwe Prepare Direct Response 
-- 

ACIION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

~ o u t i n g L h t e q L i ( 3 G > &  Date o r i g i n a t e d 9  (5- Mail Date: 



Michael G. Verich 
State Representative 
77 S. High St., 10th Floor 
Columbus. Ohio 43266-0603 

District: (2 16) 369-2537 
Columbus: (614) 466-5358 

66th House District 
Trumbull County (part) 

Qcolum&ulr Financial Institutions 
Joint Committee on Agency Rule Review 

43225 Economic Development and Small Business 
Ohio Tuition Trust Authority 
Public Utilities 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing you to state my strong opposition to the closure of the 
Youngstown Air Reserve Station Military Base. 

The closure of this base would be crippling to the economy of the 
Mahoning Valley. We already have one of the highest unemployment rates in 
the nation, and this would only make unemployment higher. In addition, the 
base is an integral part of the future development of the Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport. 

Anything you could do to ensure this base stays open and continues to 
employ the residents of the Mahoning Valley ~xloaalc! be greatly appreciated. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (614) 
466-5358.  

R e s p e c t f u l l y ,  a 

Michael G. Verich 
State Representative, 66th District 



THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Michael G. Verich 
State Representative 
Ohio House of Representatives 
77 South High Street, 10th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0603 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 29,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representatitve Verich: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Youngstown Air Reserve Station (ARS), 
Ohio. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, Chairman Dixon recused himself fiom considering any bases affkcting 
Illinois. In this case, the Chainnan did not make any decision which could have affected the 
outcome of Chicago O'Hare ARS. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
Youngstown-Warren ARS was carefilly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

David S. Lyles ' J 

Staff Director 



- 

- ocuilieint S eparator 
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DIRECTOR OF AD-TION FORCE TEAM LEADER 

m o ~ :  K ~ & N ,  T ~ Q ( $ ~ & C =  
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TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature - 1 Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature I 

TO: 5 m , T H  
mLE: E K G C L ; ~ , ~  O ~ Q J ~ : ~ T O Q  
ORGAh'IZATION: 

8 C E c  

I Prepare Reply for StafF Director's Signature 11 I ~ r e ~ ~ i r e c t ~ ~ n s e  I 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: , 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions FYI 

SubjedRemarkr: 

r 

Due Date: Routing Date: Date Originated: Mail Date: 



June 15, 1995 

Charles C. Smith, Jr. 
Executive Director and 
Special Assistant to Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Charlie, 

It was good to meet you last week. I enjoyed our brief conversation and I hope our paths cross 
in the not too distant future. I don't know whether I will get back to Washington before the 
BRAC vote next week. I certainly hope we have done our homework and made a solid 
presentation for our position. We, as you know, strongly believe that there has been less than 
accurate statements made about the so-called "promise" to Austin, but now it is in the laps of the 
gods or the commissioners as the case may be. 

Please give Senator Dixon my best and tell him I enjoyed meeting him. I will pass on his good 
wishes to C.D.Oberwortmann. I know you will be in touch with our people, such as Paul Hirsch 
and Pete Rose. If, for any reason, there is any way I can be of assistance to you, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. Again, thanks to people like you, this kind of tough, thankless job is 
being done well. 

Regards, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E x ~ c u T f i z  Co'msPoNDENcE TRACKING SYSTEM mcTs) # CI533aaq 

-C- \ - te \h~m - 
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

( A {  5 ,  COWQ~?RF~§ nlnc~c 
 INSTAL^^^^^ (s) DISCUSSED: pk6 LLC I& \ c5 CEIU\P-@- . GCcGvc-, 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA ' 

DIR.ICONGRESSIONAL LIAISON COMMISSIONER STEELE 

DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES 

Due Date: C \ ~ ( ) L ~ L \  Date Originated: Mail Date: 



ROBERT A. LlNDERWOOO 
-.b G".G 

VATIONAL SECURIN  COMMllTEE 

RESOURCES C O M M l m S  

GUAM OFFICE 

June 2 2 ,  1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Recently, the staff of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) suggested to me that the Public Works Center-Guam 
(PWC) must be realigned and its command structure moved to Hawaii 
before BRAC could consider the transfer of the Piti Power Plant to 
Guam. I am writing to state my strong opposition to such a 
connection and to any realignment of PWC-Guam. 

As you know, ,Team Guam requested t h a t  BRAC transfer the Piti 
power Plant and Officer Housing at t h e  former Naval A i r  Station 
(NAS) to Guam as part of the BRAC recommendation. As Commissioner 
Steele stated in public testimony on May 10, in order to address 
these two issues BRAC needed to place PWC-Guam on the list. A t  
that time, I was assured that a closure or realignment of PWC-Guam 
was not under consideration. 

A s  you know, I have supported the transfer of excess lands 
included in the Guam Land Use P l a n  1994 (GLUP94), in which P i t i  was 
identified as excess, but I do not support any linkage between 
excess lands issues and realignment of PwC. 

The Navy has repeatedly stated in public testimony that they 
recognized their obligation to upgrade two generators at the Piti 
Power Plant prior to transferring control over the plant to the 
Guam Power Authority (GPA). Under law, the Navy must transfer 
c o n t r o l  over the Piti Power Plant to GPA under good working 
condition. Without the upgrade of the two generators, GPA will 
have little incentive to accept t h e  transfer. Failure to meet the 
Navy's obligation will represent another lost opportunity to 
resolve this issue. 

The transfer of the P i t i  Power Plant in good working order 
should be considered separate from any realignment of PWC. If the 
commission concludes that the only way to address the Piti Power 
Plant issue is to realign PWC-Guam's command structure to Hawaii, 
t h e n  I strongly oppose any such action t h a t  will reduce employment 
at PWC-Guam. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
June 22, 1995 
Pg. 2 

Thank you for your consideration of this concern and for your 
strong interest in issues affecting Guam. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
Member of Congress 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert A Underwood 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Underwood: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Public Works Center, Guam. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information y ~ u  
provided on Public Works Center, Guam, was carefldly considered by the Commission in making 
its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infiastmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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PAUL S. SARBANES ' 
MARYLAND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510 

202-224-4524 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I am forwarding a summary and supporting data from the 
Annapolis community's final COBRA analysis of the costs for 
completing the non-CFC program through the year 2001 at the 
Annapolis site of NSWC. 

According to the community's analysis, which I believe is very 
sound and carefully documented, one-time costs will total $83.3 
million, the return on investment will take 11 years, and the 
breakeven year will be 2012. 

I appreciate your attention to these significant new findings 
and urge you to reaffirm the BRAC 1993 decision to maintain the 
vital facilities and functions of the Annapolis Detachment of the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC). 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns as you make 
your final decisions. 

With best regards, 

cc: Chairman Dixon 
Commissioner Cornella 
General Davis 
Commissioner Kling 
Admiral Montoya 
General Robles, Jr. 
Commissioner Steele 

V 
Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



CIlMMUNll'l' COBRA FOR N$WC/ANNAPOLIS 

SUMMARY PAGE 
(supporting data attached) 

Thc following facilities and 281 people relocated from Annapolis in the 1996-98 pwiod 
(staffing schedule attached) 
- Advanced Sltiphoard Auxiliary Machinery (move to  Philadelphia) 
- Electric Power Technology (move to Philadelphia) - Advanced ElccVic Propulsion (mavc to Philadelphia) - Pulsed Power (mwe to Phitaddphia) 
- Advanced Yropu lsivn Machinery (move to Philadelphia) 
- Machinery Acoustic Silencing (move to Philadelphia) 
- Magnetic Fields 1.aboramry (replicate Annapolis and White Oak capabilities in Carderock) 

Annapolis remains open to 2001, with reduced base sl~pport, for the following: 
- non-CFC Facility (complete schedule critical R&D) - Sr~brnarinc Fluid Dynamics Facility (support scheduled SSN 21 and NSSN tasks) 
- I'lcep Ocean Sim\~liitiim Tanks (support scheduled SSN 21 and related tasks) 
- Join i Specvtun Cunler (DOD Tenant) 

+ In 2001: - non-CFC R&D program completes, 15 people are relocated to Philadclpl~ia for continuing 
air conditioning RBLD, remaining people are terminated 

- Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility closes and people terminated, - Deep Occan Pressure Facility closes and people terminated, - Joint Spectrum Center people relocated to commercial space in Annapolis, - Base closes, all base operating people including guards terminated, 
- Fuel farin and water treatment plant (with five operators) transferred to Naval Academy. 

Onc Tirnc Costs: 
Recurring Savings: 
Net Present Value: 
Return on Investment: 
Brcakcvcn Year: 



ONE m E  COSTS 

UNIOUE (as per certified data) 

@ at Philadelphia 
at Alinapolis 
at Carderock 
at NHL 

m Envirorirncntal Impact Study 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Electrical Power R&D Facility 
(at Philadelphia) 
Acoustics and 171uid Dynamics Facilitw 
(at Philadelphia) 
Blirninate Plaid Jlynamics MILCON 
Advanced Machinery Systems R&D Facility 
(nt Philadelphia) 
Rcduction in Machinery Systems (CFC MILCON) 
Magnetic Field Laboratory 
(no Whitc Oak lnovc cost included, 
milcon at Carderock) 
Carderock MILCON for materids 

MOVING COSTS (note including personnel) 

Certified data for 7 facilities 
JSC, Carderock (Material Facilities) 30650K 
CPC Facilily (certified clarification 
mqucst of 22 December) 1 1200K 
Rcduction in CFC Facility move costs 
based on rctcntion in Annapolis to 2001 (200QK) 

39,85fX 

JOINTSPECTRUM CENTER 

Certified Imse costs of $lMper year after 2001 



** Water Treatment Personnel 

FY 96 FY 97 

Seven (7) 189 32 
Relocated 
Facilities 

Nm-CFC 40 40 
Facility 

S ubrnarine 10 : 10 
Fluid , 
Dynamics 

- - 

FY 95 Staff - 418 
Total Ebhalions - 118 
Total Transfers - 295 
Total Retained - 5 

FY 98 

0 

40 

10 

FY 99 

0 

40 

10 

6 

25 

10 

91 

0 

0 

Deep- 6 6 

3ase S u p ~ ~ f i  40 33 

Securjty 10 10 

Total Onboard 295 131 

Eliminations 6 15 

1 Transfers 117 149 

6 

25 

10 

9 1 

26 

14 
Non-CFC core personnel 



- -  - 

Data As Of 09:lB 03/19/1895, Report Crclated13:09~06/20/1995 

Department : NAVY . 
Optlon Package : NSWC ANHAPOLlS 
Soenarto Ff lt3 : C: \CDBRA\NSWCAC02. CBR 
Std Fctra F i  1 e : C; \COBRI\\N~~DBOF. SFF 

Star t ing Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2001 
R O I  Yesr : 2012 (11 Years) 

NPV i n  20151fKI: -18,400 
I - T f m C w t  K :  83,209 

Net Costs (EKI Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 ---- -..a- 

1998 
-""- 

H i  1Can 24,661 79 1 0 
Perran 43 -438 -1.765 
Overhd 1.203 1.072 -669 
Movl ng 2.199 33.784 59 5 
M i  salo 0 0 0 
Other 5,787 2,723 3 

TOTAL 31,894 37,932 -1,836 -3,588 4 , 3 4 1  

1996 ---- 1997 ---- 1998 ---- 1999 2000 
..""a "--" 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
CI v 6 15 26 o eo 
TOT 6 15 28 0 20 

WSI t lONS REAL. IGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
C l  v 117 149 14 0 0 
TOT 118 149 14 0 0 

Total Beyond 
."*." **---- 

26,300 0 
-12,745 -8,529 
-1,810 -1,835 
48.709 0 

0 0 
6,513 0 

Total ----- 

Surmary: -------- 
CLOSE NSVC Dot ANIAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSVC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SIIES. 



COBRA REAL~GHMEHT.SUPIMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09;18 03/13/1995, Report Croated 13:09 06/20/l!i95 

Llepartmnt : NAVY 
Option P6~ksp0 : NSVC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenarlo Ft le : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC02 .CBR 
Std fatra Ffle : C: \COBRA\N96DBOF. SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1998 ---- 1997 .-". 1998 ---- 

M I  1 Con 24,661 791 0 
Perran 210 312 106 
Overhd 1,461 2.532 2.341 
M v i  ng 2,199 33,784 595 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 3.787 2,723 3 

TOTAL 32,328 40,143 3.048 2,208 8,230 13.304 

Savl ngr (3K) Constant Do1 lara 
la96 1997 1998 
"-a" -""- -"- 1999 ---- 2000 ---- toot -".. 

M l  Icon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 176 750 1,871 2.582 3,129 5,109 
Ovarhd 258 1.460 3.010 3.211 3,442 4,289 
k v I  ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIaslo 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 D 0 0 

TOTAL 434 2,210 4,882 5.793 6,671 9,399 

Total ----- 
I t ,  300 

874 
13.861 
sa, 709 

0 
6,513 

Total ....--- 
0 

13.619 
15,071 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
--a+-- 

0 
13 

2,944 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA .us. 08) 
Data Am Of 09:18 03/13/1395, Report created 13:09 06/20/1995 

~ e ~ a r t m s n t  : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scanarl o Fl 1 s : C: \COBRA\NSWCACO~ .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l a  : C:\COBRA\N~SDBOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMTION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Modal does Tlme-Phasing o f  Construot ionlShutdm: Yes 

Base Namo Strategy: --------- *--m,T-.-. 

NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO Closes I n  FY 2001 
HSW CARDEROCK, MD Real lgnment 
NSW PHILADELPHIA. PA Reol f gnment 
NRL, DC Heal i gnment 
LEASED SPACE, MO Real 1 g m n t  

S u m r y :  -------- 
CLOSE NSWC Dot ANNAPOLIS. INCLUDING SPECIAL AREA ( N I R  SITE). CONSOLIDATE 
AT NSWC PHIADELPHIA. RELOCATE SELECTED FACILtTIES TO APPROPRIATE 
Sf fE9. 

INPUT SCREEN TWD - DISTANCE TABLE 

Frm Base: To Base: Olstanca: ---------- a*-- ... "" --------- 
NSVC ANNAPOLIS. MD NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 11 tnt 
NSM: ANNAPOLIS, MD NSUC PHILADELPHIA, PA 123 mi 
NSM: ANNAPOLIS, MD NRL. DC 34 mi 
NSK AHHAPOLI S, MU I.EASED SPACE, FID 5 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Trcnaferr fmm NSYC ANNAPOLIS, MO t o  NSWC CARDEROCK, MD 

1996 1997 1098 1080 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce r  Poslt ior~s: 1 0 0 0 
En1 l s t e d  Posl t lons: 0 0 0 0 
C l v l l l a n  Positions: 10 B 0 0 
Student Position$: 0 0 0 I) 
M I  r s n  Eqpt (tons) : 0 90 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
Hi 11 t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Specfal Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

f rsnsfers  from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MU t o  NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---* "."- 
O f f ! ~ e f  Posltions: 0 0 a 0 
E n l l t t c d  Posi Lions: 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 107 140 14 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Mlrsn Eqpt (tons): 290 910 330 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 Q 0 
M l l  l t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
bavy/Sprc la l  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Oatr Am O f  09:18 03/13/1995, RBPort Created 13:09 01/20/1995 

hprrtmcnt : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario Fi l e  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MD t o  NRL, OC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---" ---- "."- ---- 
Offlccr Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlirted Posi tions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ian  Positiono: 0 0 0 0 0 
Studer: Pool t la~$:  0 0 0 0 0 
Hlssn Eqpt ( t ow)  : 0 49 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
MI l i ta ry  l i g h t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Spoolal Vchlclea: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers fmm PfH: ANNAPOLIS, MP to  LEASED SPACE, MD 

1996 1997 1998 1009 2000 ---- ---- --- -me. -.-- 
Officer P o s i t l ~ s :  0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted  position^: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi 1 fan Port tions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Student P~ai t iona:  0 0 0 0 0 
Hi ran Eqpt (tons) : 0 10 0 0 0 
Suwt Eqpt (tons 1 : 0 0 0 0 0 
M i  l l t a r y  Llght Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
H.avy/Spacial Vahicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORHATlON 

Norm: NSWC ANNAPOLIS, tfD 

Total Officer hployeer: 2 RPHA Nan-Paydl ($Wear) : 
Total Enlisted Employees: 0 Cominicationa ($Wear): 
Total Stinlent m loyacs  : 0 803 Nun-Payroll (SK/Yoor): 
Totel C i v l l  Ian Employees: 725 BOS Payroll ($K/Y64f): 
MI1 Famllier Livlng On Base: 18.0% Family Housing (SWYoar): 
Civi l ions Not Y i l l l n ~  To Move: 6.0% Arsa Cost Factor: 
Off icer Houalng Unit3 Avail: 0 CWPUS In-Pat ($/Vlslt):  
Enllsted Housing Units Avail : 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat (X/Vlait): 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 629 CHAMPUS Shi ft t o  Hedieare: 
O f f  t ccr VHA ($/Hont h) : 328 Act iv i ty  Cade: 
Enlisted YHA ($/tlonth): 29 1 
Per Oim Rats ($/Day): 110 Hanewner Ass1 stance Program: 
Freight Cost (3/Ton/Mil e) : 0.07 Unique Act lv i ty  I n f o m t l o n :  

Name: NSWC CAROEROCK. HD 

Total Off lcer  tnployees: 
Total Lnllatad Employeas: 
Total Student Employeer: 
Total Clvi 1 tan Employees: 
MI1 F m i l i c r  Llving On Base: 
Civi l ianr  Not Wl l l ing To Move: 
Off icer Housing Unlts Avail: 
En1 is tad Housing Unlts Avoll : 
Total Bbse Fact1 i tias:KSF: : 
Offleer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ( /Month): 
Par D i m  Rate f$/OaylV 
Fralght Cost ($/~an/#i lr) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($WYear) : 
Conmunioations 1SWYoarf: 
BDS Nan-Payrol 1 ($K/har) : 
B0$ Payroll ($K/Yaar) : 
Family Housfng (SWYmr): 
Arsa Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/W n i t )  : 
ClunPUS Out-Pat ( t / V l  r i  t 1 : 
CHAHPUS Shift  t o  Hadicars: 
Actlvtty Code: 

Hamowner Aarl atanoa Program: 
Unlque Act iv i ty  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Pllge 3 
Data AS Of 09:lB 03/13/1995, Report Croatad 13:09 06/20/1995 

' ~ e ~ ~ r n n t  : NAVY 
Option Package ; NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Sosnarlo F i  lo  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrm F i l e  : C:\COBRA\N95DBDF,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Nam: NSWC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Totbl Officer Employees: 6 RPM4 Nan-Payral 1 ($ K/rcar) : 
Total En1 i stad Employacs: 11 Camnunlcatlane (K/Yaar): 
Totol Student Imployeeo: 0 BOS Nm-Pa r o l l  f$Ule#r )  : 
Total ti v i  1 i bn ~ n y l l  byeem: 1.498 BOS payro1Y ( M r e a ~ )  1 

M i lFomi l iesL iv lngOnBrse:  25.0% Fmll Housing($Wrear): 
C i v i l i m s  tiot ~ + l l i n g  TO Novc: 6.0% Area hat Foetori 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAHPUS In-Pat ($/Ylslt):  
Enllsted Housing Units Avail: 0 CWPUS Out-Pat ($/Vlalt): 
Total Basn Facl l i  tiss(KSF) : 949 CHAMPUS Shlft t a  Hadloare: 
Of f i  car VHA ($/Month) ; 281 Act lv i ty  Code: 
En1 i r tod  VHA ($/Month) : 170 
Par Diem Rate ($/Day): 123 Hammer  Assirtsnca Program: 
Frei pht Cost ($/Ton/Ml 1 c) ; 0.07 Unique Actlvlty I n famt lon :  

Name: NRL, OC 

Total O f  f lcer Einployma: 371 RPMA Non-Peyroll ($K/Yosr) : 
Total En1 l r tad Employ6es: 285 Camunitattans ( K/Yaar): 
Total Student Employeerr: 0 W NmP8 ro l  1 f$r/Ymr): 
Totol C lv l l ian  Employeerr: 3.201 MS ~ a y m l f  ( M r w r )  i 
Hi1 Fml l i os  l i v i n g  On bse:  11.0% Family Houelng ($WYoor)r 
C i v l l  lano Not Wi l l ing TO Have: 6.0% Arne Coat Factor: 
Off icer bus ing Units Avo1 1 : O CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
Enlisted Housing h i t s  Avoil: O CHAMPUSOut-Pot ($/v i r r t ) ;  
Total Base Facil i ti ss(KSF) : 3,400 CHAMPUS Shl f t  t o  M i c a r e :  
O f  f icer  VHA ($/Month) : 462 Act iv i ty  Coda: 
Enlisted VHA ($/blonth) : 316 
Per Dim Rote ($/D@y]: 151 H m a ~ n e r  A881 stonof Program: 
Frci ght Cast ($/Ton/Mi 1 a) : 0.07 h i q u e  Act iv i ty  Infonmtlon: 

Name: LEASED SPACE. MD 

Total Off icer Employees: O RPHANon-Payroll ($WYnar): 
Total En1 l stod Employees: 0 C a m n f ~ d t 1 0 ~  (tKiYaar): 
Total Student Dnployws: 0 863 Nan-Payroll (SWYmr): 
Total C i v i l  ian Employoos: 0 80s Payroll (SIVTaar) t 
Mi1 Fmi l i ea  Living On Bsse: 0.0% Famlly H o w l n ~  ([SWYaar): 
Civi 1 tan* Net M i  l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% Araa C a t  Factor: 
Off icer Houstng Units Avotl: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vlait):  
Enlisted Housing Units Avail : 0 CHAMPUSOut-Pat ($/Viait): 
Total Baee Fscll i ties(KSF) : 0 CHAMPUS Shift t o  M i o a r e :  
Off icer VW\ ($/Mahth): 32B Act lv l ty  Code: 

291 
110 Hrxnemcr A~sls t rnca Pro am: 

0.07 Unlque Act iv i ty  f n f a m t  r on: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page A 
D a t ~  Au Of W:18 03/19/1095, Report Created 13:09 06/2011995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Soenart o F i le  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOZ. CBR 
Std Fotrr Ft le  : C: \COBRA\N9SOBOF,sFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYNAMlC BASE lNFORMATlON 

Nanw: NSUC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
1998 1997 1998 1999 2000 ."-- w,.-- ---- am-. ... - .. 

1-Time Uniqu~ Cost (SKI : 15 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Sava ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost 0 30,650 0 0 0 
1-Tim Movtng Sara 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MI 1Con Raqd P 0 0 0 0 
Actlv Hission Cost $K): I 0 0 0 0 0 
Aotlv bllasfon Save $I(): 0 0 0 0 0 
Mlsc Racurring Cost $K : 0 0 0 0 0 
1i.c Recurring Save[fKj: 0 o 0 0 o 
Lbnd (+Buy/-Sale*) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Conrtruotl on Schudulc(X): 0% 0% OX OX 0% 
Shutdown Sohodule (X : 1 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 
M1 Icon Coot Avoidno( K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Hwslng Avoldnc(SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Prccursmsnt Avo1 dm(%) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat lents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Feci 1 ShutDonn(KSF) : 380 Parc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Nm: NSWC CARDERPCK, MD 
1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 
d- - ., ---- ---- ---" -"-- 

1-Tim Uniqus Cost SK : I I 0 2,400 0 0 0 
1-Time Untque Save $K : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Hovlng Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Moving Save $K : 0 0 0 0 0 1 1  IZ5 Env Nm-MiICon Rqd SK : 0 0 0 0 
Acttv Mission Cost (fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Actlv Mlosion Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 
Hisc Recurring Cost($K : 

0 
0 0 0 0 0 

I l e  R u r r l n g  San(SKl: 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-kler) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Conrt r u o t l m  Schedul e(X)  : OX OX Ox OX 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X )  : OX 0% 0% OX OX 
Ht lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoldnc( 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avo1 dnc ( 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pet isntr/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patlents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 Shuthn(KSF) : 0 Perc Fmily tbutfng S h r t h :  

Name: flWC PHILAOELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---a -"-- ---- "--- 

l-t lme U ~ I ~ U G  Cost (SKI: 3,647 223 3 0 0 
I-Tim Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Tim Moving Cost (fK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Movtng Save JK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqdl D 0 0 0 0 
Actlv Mlssion Coat ( 0 0 0 a o 
Aotlv Htrr lon k v r  (4K): 0 0 0 0 0 
M1rc Recurring Coot($K) : 0 521 521 521 52 1 
Mfsc Recurring Save JK): I 0 0 0 0 0 
lend (+Buy/-Sales] $K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construotl on Schedule(%) : 0% OX 0% 0% OX 
Shutdonn Schsduls (% : 0% OX 0% OX 
WIlCon Cont Avoldnc h : I I o o OX a o o 
Fan Houolng Avoldno $K : 0 0 0 Q 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS In-Patiants/Vr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pbtlants/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fdcl 1 Shuthn(KSF) : 0 Parc Fmnfly Hourlng Shutom: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.R) - Pagr 5 
Data A@ Of 09!18 03/13/1995. Report Created 13:OQ 08/20/1905 

hpbrimant : NAVY 
Optlon Packsgo : NSUC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenarl a F l  1 a : C: \COBRA\NSWCACOL . CBR 
Std Fctra Fi la  : C: \COBRA\N95080F. SFF 

1NPVt SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATlON 

N m :  NRL, DC 
1996 lBB? 1898 1888 2000 ---- ---* ---- "--- "-"" 

1-Tlme Untqus Cost ($K): 0 100 0 0 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tlme Moving Coat (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MI 1 Con ReqdOK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Actlv Hlasion Cost (EK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Actlv Mlaston Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Hfsc Rdeurrlng Coat K ; 0 0 0 0 0 
~1.c r c ~ r r i n g  save[&l: o o o o 0 
Lbnd (+Buy/-Salsa) ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Conatructl on ScheLl a(%) : OX 0% OX 0% OX 
S h u t h  Schedulrr ( X I :  OX 0% OX OX OK 
MilCon Cost Avoidno($IF) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Hwst ng Avoi dnc (FK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Praeursnwnt Avoldnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CWHPUS In-Patlenta/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS Out-Patlents/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Facf 1 ShutDown(KSf 1 : 0 Rrc Faml ly  Houalng ShutDown: 

Nam; LEASED SPACE, MO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- --em --*- 

I-Tlme Uniqu Coat 0 0 0 0 0 
I-ffm "n tqu ks ipjj 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Moving Cast (FK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time k i n g  Save SKI: I 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1 Con Reqd SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mlrsian Cost FK): 0 0 0 0 0 
k t i v  Minim i l w  Itr)- 0 0 0 0 0 
MI sc b!ecurring Coat (SKI I 0 0 0 o o 
Mf so Recurring Savo($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales ) (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Canatruct t an Schadul c ( X )  : OX 0% OX 0% 0% 
Shutdarn Schduls  (% : 0% 0% IIX OX 0% 
M i  lm coat Avothc( jKj :  o a o o o 
Fm Housing Avoldoc( K): f 0 0 0 0 0 
Pracurmnt Avoidnc ( K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAHPUS In-Patlanta/Yr: 0 0 0 Q 0 
C W P U S  Out-Patlants/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Facll  ShutDonn(KSF) : 0 Perc F m l l y  Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMArlON 

Name: NSWC ANNAPOLIS. HD 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
s..". *--- --..- ---- --- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 a 
En1 Force Struc Chunqe: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struo Change: -307 0 0 0 0 
Stu Forca Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Soenrrt o Change : 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Socnsrio Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
C l  v Soenrrl o Change: -6 -15 -28 0 -20 
O f f  Change(lo Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Chanpe(lo Sol Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Changs(Ho Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Carctaksra - M l l  i tary: 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Clvf l  tan: 0 0 0 0 0 



- ...... - .. . .. .... .. -- - - - - - -  - - - -  - - -  - 

InrUl UAlA NkPUKI ILUBRA V5.08) - Pa90 0 
Date An Of 08:18 03/13/1995, Report Crmteb 13:09 O6/20/1g95 

b p a P t m t  : NAVY 
Option Psokap : NS4C ANNAPOL15 
Stanarl a F i l s  : C: \COBRA\NSWCACO~ .CBR 
Std Fc t r r  F l l a  : C: \C~BRA\NBSOBOF. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

N-: NSWC CARDEROCK. MD 

Description Categ 
"."..**-.-.. -a-. . 
Matorials Process. RDTUE 
MFL 6 MSF RDT&E 

N m :  NSYC PHILADELPHIA. PA 

Damcriptibn Categ ------------ ----- 
Electr lo Paker Sya RDT&E 
A~wot1r; r  RD? llE 
Advanced Msoh Syr ROTkE 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - 

New MllCon 
-..--."-*- 

10,OOD 
8,400 

Hew M i  1 Can ---------- 
0 
0 
0 

PERSONNEL 

Rehab HilCan .-.--.-"-"-. 
0 
0 

Rehab Mi \Con ------------ 
0 
0 
0 

Total Coot($K) 

Total Cost(SK) -------------- 
5,800 
6.300 
4.900 

Percent O f f  lctta Marrled: 71.70% Clv Early Rctira Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enlisted Marrled: 60.10% Prt o r i  t y  Placsmnt Servi ce: 60.00% 
En1 f stad Housl ng M i  1 Con: 96. WX PPS Actions Involving PC$: SO.Oa% 
Officer Salar ($/Yftar) : 76,781.00 C lv i l lan  PCS Costa ($): 28.800.00 
O f f  BAQ with i;ependents($): 7.825.00 C lv l l  Ian N a  H i m  Cost($): 0.00 
En1 l r ted Sslor~($/Yoar) : 33.178.00 Not Median H a m  Prtca($) : 114,600.00 
En1 8 4  w l  th Dapandonts($): 5,251.00 Hum Sale Raimburaa Rate: 10, 00% 
Avg Ungmplby C o a t  ($/Meek) : 174.00 Max Ham Sale Relmbura($): 22,385.00 
Unanplopnt Eligibllity(Wt?oksJ : 18 Hana Puroh Relmburxs Rate: 5.00% 
Clvi l lmSalary($/Year): 54,694.00 MaxHarnrFurchRaimbura($): 11.191.00 
C f  vl 1 ion Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civ i l ian  Hnmwnnlng Rate: 64.00% 
Civ i l tan  Early Retlre Rate: 10.00% HAP Hone Yallre Relnburse Rate: 22.90% 
Civi ]!an Regular Retlre Rate: 5.00% W\P Hmowner Recelvlng Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i l tan  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Hans Valua Rofmbursa Rats: 0.00% 
SF File baa: NAVY DOOF BRACQS RSE tiumrmner Racaivlng Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THO - FACILlTlES 
R P M  Bullding SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vx. New M11Cnr Cost: 76.00% 
BOS Index (RPMA va population): 0.54 In fo  Hanagmmt Account: 0.00% 

(Indlcoo are urd as exppnenta) M11Con Daalgn Rata: 9.0M 
Program Managant Factor: 10.06% H11Con SIOH Rbta: 6.OoX 
Caratakar Adnt n(SF/Carel : 162.00 Hi1Con Contlngmy Plan Rate: S.DDX 
Mothbsll Coat ($/SF) : 1.25 M11Con S i t s  Preparatlm Rate: 39.00% 
Avg Bachelor Quartora(SF) : 294. OD Discount Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI : 2.75% 
Avg Faml l y  Quarters(SF) : 1.00 Ihflat!on R~te for NW.RPT/ROI : 0.00% 
APPDET.APT Inf lat ton Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1990: 3.00% 1999: 3.00XZOW: 3.00X2001: 3.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Matrrlal/Assigncd Person(Lb1: 710 Equfp Pack & Cratc($/Ton : 284.00 
M Par OR Fmlly (Lb): 14,500.00 Hll LlpM V o h l e l ~ ( $ / t l l l o ~ ~  0.31 
HHG Per En1 Fan( 1 y Lb) : 9,000.00 Heavy/Speo ~ lh lo la [$ / f l l l e j :  I 3.38 
HH6 Per H i 1  S !ogle Ib) : 6,400.00 WV Relmbursmnt($/flile): 0. 18 
UHG Par Ctv l l lan Lb]: 18,000.00 Avg M I 1  
Total Coat $jlOoLb) : I 35.00 Routt ne 
A i r  transport ( /Pee# Hile): 0.20 Onm-Tlma 
Mlso Exp ($/Dl root Employ) : 7U0.00 One-Tim 



rnrvl VAIA RCWKI tLuutU4 vY5.GBJ - Paga 7 
Data As O f  09:18 03/13/1995. Report Credted 13:N 06/20/1Q95 

' Dapaftmant : NAVY 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\NSWCAC02 .CBR 
Std Fctrr File : C: \COBfM\N95DBOF.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Catsgory UH O/UM Category -------- -- ---- """-.-C" 

tbriztmtal 
Wetar front 
A i r  Opratlons 
Operot i onel 
A h l n l t t r a t l v e  
School Bull dings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quartars 
Fern! 1 Y Qubrters 
Covered Storage (SF 
Dining Faci l i t fes 

C m n l  cations Faci 1 165 Opt i~nb l  C ~ ~ O B Q ~ Y  H 
Shlpyard Malntanance 129 4 t iona l  Category N 
RDT I E Facl l i t laa 16U UpttmCI Cltwory 0 
POL Storage 12 Optt~nal  Cbtmory P 
Amwnl t ion  Storage 160 Optional Category Q 
Hedlcal Fbcil i t i e r  (SF) 168 Optlonal Category R 
Envl r o n m t a l  ( 1 0 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
- -, :.-,"r 5 tY' IILI- 

703-696-0504 - ( ,  . 3 ,. ; - t - y t j : - .  . , 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 
-4&.Lzw~/ 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Paul S. S h e s  
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), 
Annapolis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can &sure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC, Annapolis was w e m y  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military bfbtmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

S i r e l y ,  

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 





. v  . THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
A 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 7 . 5 0 6 ~ 3  -2 

ORGANKCATION: ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACl 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature - 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i  

ACIION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

ON REQUIRED 
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Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 
n I 
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STATE OF MISSOURI \ I < l  1111 111 I 1 1  ~ , ~ ) \ < , I l O l  11 I\ l<l \ \ l l < l l l  I ) , , ? < [ O l  

DEPARTMENT O F  NATURAL RESOURCES 
(3FFICI3 OF THE DIRECTOR 

P 0 13ox 176 Jefferson (I~ty.  A 1 0  65102-0176 (3141751-++22 

June 22, 1995 

Mr. J. J. Gertler 
Senior Analyst, Army Team 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

TRANSMITTED BY FAX: (703) 696-0550 

Dear Mr. Gertler: 

Enclosed please find a revised matrix pertaining to the U.S. Army Environmental Action Reviews 
for the Chemical Training School at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources found serious misrepresentations in the matrix 
provided by Alabama representatives. 

Enclosed for your use, as appropriate, is a revised matrix that we believe more accurately 
represents the facts. 

If you need additional information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

David A. Shorr 
Director 

Enclosure 

c: Madelyn Creedon, General Counsel, The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 0 

RECYCLED PAPER 



U.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION REVIEWS FOR 
CHEMICAL TRAINING SCHOOL AT FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 

June 22,1995 

JURISDIC- 
TION 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

REQUIRED ACTIONS 

Air - Fog Oil Usage 

This permit allows smoke training to be 
conducted. 

Air - CDTF Construction 

This permit allows the post to build the 
CDTF, whlch includes an incinerator. 

Stormwater - Fog Oil Usage 

Thls permit allows stormwater to be 
dscharged from the base includmg smoke 
training area. 

Stormwater - CDTF Construction 

Pennit required only if more than 5 acres 
of land are cleared. 

Stormwater - Flame Training 

MO DNR 
COMMENTS 

Property right vests at 
time of issuance. 
Appeal pending. 

Property right vests at 
time of issuance. 
Appeal pending. 

Property right vests at 
time of issuance. 
Appeal pending. 

Not needed unless more 
than 5 acre disturbance. 
Regulatory authority 
may be avoided by 
keeping any clearing to 
less than 5 acres. 

Not part of application; 
not a stormwater issue 
in Missouri. 

APPLICATION 
STATUS 

Submitted 
March 1,1995. 

Submitted 
March 1,1995. 

original submitted 
January 24,1994; 
revised submitted 
March 2, 1995. 

Not required. 

Not required. 

IS PERMIT 
REQUIRED? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

PERMIT 
STATUS 

Issued 
June 7,1995. 

Issued 
April 10,1995. 

Original issued 
February 17, 
1 995; Revised 
March 2,1995; 
Final granted April 
4, 1995. 

Not necessary. 

Not necessary. 



U.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION REVIEWS FOR 
CHEMICAL TRAINING SCHOOL AT FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 

June 22,1995 

REQUIRED ACTIONS 

Stormwater - Other Construction 

Permit required only if more than 5 acres 
of land are cleared. 

Air - Opacity Rule Variance 

Air - Other Obscurant 

This permit would allow the use of other 
types of obscurant training (other than fog 
oil) whch may be necessary for the 
comprehensive training in battle 
condtions. (Alabama language) 

Air - Flame Training 

IS PERMIT 
REQUIRED? 

No 

Variance required prior 
to 611 5/95; not required 
after rule published 
611 5/95. 

No 

No 

JURISDIC- 
TION 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

APPLICATION 
STATUS 

Not necessary. 

Submitted 
April 24, 1995. 

Not necessary. 

Not necessary. 

PERMIT 
STATUS 

Not required. 

Variance granted 
June 6,1995. 

Not required. 

Not r e q d .  

MO DNR 
COMMENTS 

Not needed unless more 
than 5 acre distrubance. 
Regulatory authority 
may be avoided by 
keeping any clearing to 
less than 5 acres. 

Property right vests at 
time of issuance. Initial 
legal challenge denied. 
Rule change created 
exemption published 
611 5/95. 

Other obscurants now in 
use are grandfathered 
and hence don't need to 
be permitted. 

Exempt as combustion 
device with capacity less 
than 1 million BTU's 
per hour heat input. 10 
CSR 10-6.060. 



U.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION REVIEWS FOR 
CHEMICAL TRAINING SCHOOL AT FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 

June 22,1995 

APPLICATION 
STATUS 

Submitted 
April 6,1995. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

JURISDIC- 
TION 

MO DNR 

U. S. Nuclear 
Regulatory 
Commission 

U. S. Nuclear 
Regulatory 
Commission 

U. S. Nuclear 
Regulato~y 
Commission 

REQUIRED ACTIONS 

RCRA Hazardous Waste - CDTF 
Operation 

Thls permit would allow hazardous waste 
disposal in CDTF unit, pursuant to MO 
Hazardous Waste Management Law. 

NRC - Radioactive Isotope Training Labs 
Part 30 

%s permit is required for the radioactive 
laboratories to be constructed at the base. 
A Part 30 license is for byproduct 
materials and specific source materials. 
(Alabama language) 

NRC - Radioactive Isotope Training Labs 
Part 70. 

Ths  pennit is required for the radioactive 
laboratories to be constructed at the base. 
A Part 70 license is for Special Nuclear 
Material. (Alabama language) 

Radoactive Training-Laboratoxy Waste 

Ths  permit is required for Fort Leonard 
Wood to store all radioactive waste 
materials on-site untd a disposal site is 
available (estimated 10- 1 5 years). 
(Alabama language) 

IS PERMIT 
REQUIRED? 

No 

Not a state requirement. 

Not a state requirement. 

Not a state requirement. 

PERMIT 
STATUS 

Determined not to 
be necessary. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

Unknown. 

MO DNR 
COMMENTS 

Materials do not meet 
MO Hazardous Waste 
Management Law 
dehtions and are 
therefore not hazardous 
waste. 

Not required by 
Missouri - federal level 
determination. 

Not required by 
Missouri - federal level 
determination. 

Not required by 
Missouri - federal level 
determination. Missouri 
is a member of the 
Midwest Interstate Low- 
Level Radoactive 
Waste Compact. Ohio 
currently siting facility. 



U.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION REVIEWS FOR 
CHEMICAL TRAINING SCHOOL AT FORT LEONARD WOOD, MISSOURI 

June 22,1995 

REQUIRED ACTIONS 

Air - NESHAP's (Rad. Lab) 

Air - Process Weight Rule 

Air - Modeling for PSD for CDTF 

Wastewater - CDTF Air Scrubber Water 

Water generated to be burned in 
incinerator pursuant to air permit 
application. 

Public Water Supply 

This permit allows the base to dispense 
water from its nontransient noncornmunity 
water system to staff exceeding 25 persons. 
(Alabama language) 

IS PERMIT 
REQUIRED? 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

JURISDIC- 
TION 

U. S. EPA, Region 
VII 
MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

MO DNR 

APPLICATION 
STATUS 

Not necessary. 

Not necessary. 

Not necessary. 

Not necessary. 

Submitted in 198 1. 

PERMIT 
STATUS 

Not required. 

Not required. 

Not required. 

Not required. 

Issued in 1982. 

MO DNR 
COMMENTS 

Not needed unless 
emissions exceed de 
minimis levels. 

Not an industrial 
process. 

Not PSD because below 
de minimis level, 
therefore modeling not 
required. 

Application indicates 
destruction in 
incinerator. No 
discharge solution. 

No additional 
requirements. 
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ECONOMIC 
SECURITY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

June 20, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am responding to your letter concerning the possible conflict between the Army 
recommendation to close Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP), CT, and the final report 
of the Defense Science Board (DSB) Task Force on the Tracked Vehicle Industrial 
Base. We believe there is no conflict between the Army recommendation and the DSB 
options proposed for SAEP. 

The Army's recommendation to close SAEP came after a year of collecting 
certified data and a rigorous analysis of engine production capacity. The Army was 
aware of the DSB report, however they were also aware of a subsequent decision to 
use diesel technology/engines in the Advance Field Artillery System, a weapons system 
that had been considered for turbine engine power packs. The Army has extensive 
capacity to repair AGT 1500 tank engines at Anniston and Corpus Christi Army Depots. 
Furthermore, there is an abundance of spare tank engines located in the depot system 
that would allow the manufacturer sufficient time to relocate its critical spare part 
operation to another site. 

The DSB Task Force formulated three options related to SAEP, one of which 
recommended a downsized SAEP be pursued as a "reasonable hedge for risk 
reduction." The Army's analysis opted for the DSB1s third option which does not retain 
SAEP and obtains engineering and parts from an alternate source. The Army 
concluded in their recommendation that "reduced production requirements and the 
Army's increased capability for rebuild and repair have eliminated the need for the 
Stratford Army Engine Plant." 

I hope this information is helpful. 

Sincerely, 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

Bnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 206 10 

202-224-4524 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you very much for taking the time during the June 13th 
hearing to meet with members of our Delegation and local community. 
I am enclosing some detailed information in response to your two 
questions about the utilization of the deep submergence facility, 
and Mr. Nemfakosr June 8th response on schedule disruptions in the 
N~W~/Annapolis CFC program. 

Deep Ocean Pressure Facility 

The last time the facility was used for manned vehicle testing 
was in 1983, not in the 1960's as has been asserted by NSWC 
Philadelphia. Since then, the Navy's focus has changed toward 
testing unmanned vehicles and their subsystems such as propulsion, 
hull, electrical, and external manipulator devices. Despite this 
trend, the Navy must periodically recertify its manned vehicles and 
this facility continues to fulfill this need. 

Over the past several years, the average annual facility 
income has been approximately $500,000, generating $190,000 in user 
fees annually for facility maintenance. In FY95, Annapolis 
conducted unmanned vehicle testing in the amount of $120,000, 
significantly less than the costs the Navy would incur if this 
testing had to be done at sea ($1,200,000; excluding costs of 
support vessel). In FY96 and FY97, this facility has already been 
reserved for the following testing worth approximately $615,000: 

1) Naval Sea Systems Command, PMS 395 - DSRV I11 
certification 

2) Westinghouse Pressure Vessel 
3) SSN-21 Secondary Propulsion Unit 
4) Naval Sea Systems Command, SEA-OOC - deep diving ROV fleet 

In addition to the Navy work, the facility does a significant 
amount of work for industry. For example, testing in the amount of 
$140,000 was completed on fiber optic cabling reducing risks of 
failure of a $50 million at sea installation. More detailed 
information on this industrial work is included in the attachment. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



CFC Prosram 

Mr. Nemfakos' assertions that there will be no disruptions in 
the CFC program are simply wrong. The Navy cannot have it both 
ways, namely abandoning ~SWC/~nnapolis in the next 2-3 years to 
maximize savings while at the same time claiming R & D operations 
can continue to completion in 2001. If the Navy is indeed going to 
close Annapolis in 1997-1998, then CFC R & D personnel and the 
costs associated with them must be added to the transition plan in 
order to minimize CFC program disruption. Our analysis in fact 
indicates that this will increase one time permanent change of 
station (PCS) costs by $2 million and decrease savings by $2.2 
million per year. 

I have also enclosed some additional information on the cost 
effectiveness of the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility and the 
financial impacts the Navy would incur by closing this facility. 

We appreciate your attention to our concerns and urge you to 
contact us if we can provide and additional information regarding 
the Annapolis site of NSWC. 

With best regards, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 



14 June 1995 

Subj: DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE AND SUBMARINE FLUID DYNAMICS 
PACILtITIES; ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Deep (&?A! Pres;sure  Facilitv 

The last L ime t h e  facility was used  for manned vehic1,e testing 
was in 1983. During the interim period, the Navy's focus changed 
toward unmanned vehicles, which are a system made up of subsysletn 
comp0nent.s suc:h as propulsion, hull, electrical, and external 
mani.pitlatur devices. This facility allowa testing of tho 
aubsystom components in a complete system fashion. This 
cartif.i.es correct interaction of subsystem components. Tn 
addition, existing manned vehicles will require periodic 
xecjertj .  ficatiun in the future. 

l n  FY96 t.he facility hae commitments to test: 

(1) DSRV 111 ($198,000 encl(1) ) 
(2) Weet.i~lghouse Preesure Vessel ( 7  tests - e n c l  (2) ) 
(3 ) SSN-21 Secondary Propul~ion unit (enc!l osuse ( 3 )  ) 

In adc3i.t-don to Navy work, the facility does a aignificanl; amount 
of  work Lor i ndus t ry .  Examples are given in enc l . o su rc  ( 4 )  . 
PY95 Navy work done in the facility amounted to $120K. IL is 
e ~ ~ i r n a t e d  that  i t  would cost $1.2M if done at sea  exclude^ cost 
o f  s u p p o r t  vessel). An example of industrial work i~ a $140K 
test on fiber optic cabling,  which reduces r i s k  of failure of a 
$50M at sea installation. 

S-arine Fluid Dvnamice Facilitv - 
Enclosure (5) provides detailed information on work done in this 
faciliky and g i v e s  an example of the difference in c!o~:t 
aseociaLed with at-sea testing. 

The facility does an average of $850K worth of work per ycar. 
The cost delta for at-sea testing is 12:l. Theretorbe, stasaa 
testing would cost $ 1 0 ~  per year based on past. work load. 

?'he future New SSN Program as well as follow on SSN-21 projects 
are projecl.ed to provide work for the facility, at. least through 
2005, aL. f u l l  capacity. 

E'uture S11k)ma r:i.ne K&D Budaet e 
-.w.-..- - .- 

The F'YSG submarine R&D Program budgets making thcir way t \1rouy~1 
Congress arc currently showing an increase of $20M/year for 
aeveral years. Even at current Annapolis f urldirig Icvels,  he 
work load at Annapolis far exceede the funding rcquired fo:r 
minimum operation of ~nnapolis. 



FUTURE WORKLOAD FOR THE 

DEEP OCEAN MACHINERY AND VEHICLE PRESSURE SlMULATiON FACILITY 

Scheduling and predicting the workload for the facility is a very difficult task. The 
facility usually works with six months or less lead time for test work. Over the past 
several years the average annual facility income has been approximately 9500K. This 
has generated $1 80K In user fees annually to be used for maintenance of the facility. 

Four of the larger programs have already reserved facility time for FY96 and FY97; 

Westinghouse Electric Corporation - Electro Mechanical Div., Cheswick, PA 
Three separate Secondary Propulsion Units for the SSN 21 class d submarines; 
first unit in January 1096, second unit in April 1996 and third unit in July 1996. 
(see attached letter for details) - Estimated Cost-$63K 

9 Westinghouse Electric Corporation - Oceanic Div., Annapolis, MD 
This is a special project encompassing several tests in FY96 and FY97. (see 
attached letter for details) - Estimated Cost$250K 

@ Naval Sea Systems Command, PMS 396 - The certification of the DSRV Ill 
pressure hulls will start in FY05 and continue in FY96. (see attached work 
request far details) - Estimated Cost-$200K 

@ Naval Sea Systems Command, SEA-OOC - FY96 continued support of the 
Navy's deep diving ROV fleet of salvage vehicles. - Estimated Cost-$100K 

Note; All four projects are Navy related. 
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Cads 852 
N8WC. Annapollrs 

COSY BREAKDOWN 

FOR 

DSRV I l l  PREMUWE CAP8Ul.E PRE$$lJRE TEST 

Wtaratura Sew& orr DSRV I & I1 Teat8 
8traln Gauge Location Plan and Tost Pfclcadure8 
Unorate, Clean and lnettnlt Hatchas and FtKNrirtg 
Fabricat$ Maunting Fixtures 
Fabrl~ata Strain Gauge Psnatrators 
Install 8baln Oaug88 and Waterproof 
Conduot Ptarubure Test 
Patticlpcrts In Pressum test, Examlno Raw Taat Data 
Data Evaluatlan and Alreaaement of Hull Strw!gth 
Repaft Preparation and publication 
Admlnlstratlvg and Support Ooste 
Cleanhg, Preserving, Crating and Shipping 

Note: cast estimate b baaed on the prwent ut"ld@f~tancling of the scope of work envalued. 

Enclosure 1. 



Webtinghouse ' Electronic Systems Croup 
Electric Corporation 

March 8, 1095 
C5080 

John Sasrre 
Ileep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility 
Code 842. Annapolis Detachment 
NSWC 
3A Legyett Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21402-5067 

Subject: Summary of Initial Meeting on March 3, 1995 Between NSWC Deep Ocean 
Pressure Simulation Facility and Westinghouse 

Dear John: 

1 woufd like to thank both A1 Hartmpn and yomeif for taking time to meet with 
myself and the other Westinghouse Oceanic engineers on Friday March 3, 1995. 
Westinghouse wanted to have the meeting early ta confirin the viability of performing 
the test in your facility and to deternine what interface equipment we would need to 
desiyn so that all equipment was ready when it came time to test. The rneciiny was 
highly productive. The large high pressure tank should satisfy our test facility 
requirements and we have a concept of what special test equipment we need to interface 
with the tank. This letter is to summarize the areas discussed in the meeting. 

Attendees: 
NSWC Annapolis 
John Sasst 
GI Hartman 

Westinghouse Oceanic Division 
JefY Chu 
L e ~ A n n e  Dullea 
Ed Greenspan 

Background 
In the fall of last year Westinghouse was awarded a development job which 

started immediately and will continue through 1998. During the proposal we plarlned fbr 
7 tcsts to be conducted in the large pressure tank at NSWC Annapolis. Tht-cu of the tests 
would be pressure vessel testing (at least the first of which would bc strain gaugcd) and 
four of the tests would be assembly tests. In addition, there is an option for additional 
pressure vessel testing. The seven planned tats were quated based on actual cost of a 
recent Westinyhouse pressure vessel strain gauge test performed at your facility. 'The 
tests are currently planned for 1996 and 1997 (see the table bclow) Your facility was 



selected because it is the only facility that has a 5000 psi tank large enough for our 
equipment. In addition, Westinghouse has had very good succcss with your help on 
previous strain gauge testing. 

Area of Discussion 
Possihlc effcct of planned closure of NSWC Annapolis on our test program. . - 

Current planned date of closure is end of 1998. Our sevm planned tests are currently 
scheduled for i 996 and 1997. The current schedule is 8s follows: 

I Test I Planned bration I Current Schedule 1 .-. 

Strain Gauge P.V. Test #1 
Assembly Test # I  

P.V. Test #2 
Assembly Test #2 

2 * 3 We;eks 
3 - 4 Weeks (8 test 
cycles) 

.V. Gauge Test #3 
Assembly Tost #3 

Test durations were made fiom the following assumptions: NSWC personnel 
attached the strain gauges for the Strain Gauge Test, and the assembly test is planned as 
double shift testing. The second shift ia mainly for maintenance on the Westinghouse 
test equipment. A single test cycle turn-aroud schedule was discussed and John said it 
seemed doable but ambitious. Westinghouse discussed the possibility of performing all 
of its maintenance between test cycles in the test chamber without removing the sled. 
John said this was possible and would save 1 - 2 hours per test cycle. John said that no 
crane w a ~  available in the tank but if needed a chain-fall could be added. 

- -- 

July 1996 
July - 1st Week of Aug 1996 

iw&. " 1'' Quarter 97 

-.. - 
Assembly Test #4 

John said that three other tests are scheduled for the large pressure tank during 
1 996. Each test requires about 3 weeks with the tests spaced 3 months apart. John 
thought all the testing could be a~compliahed without interference. 

3-4Weeks(lOtest 
cycles) 
2 ~ e e b  -'. 

3-4Weeks(lOtest 

The AssembIy Testing requires a test facility appro-ately 9 feet wide by 6 feet 
high by 10 fee1 long with an irregular shape. Westinghouse should be able to configure 
the test to fit within the 10 foot diameter tank. 

Feb1997 

2"' Quarter 97 
~ ~ 1 ~ 1 9 9 7  

cycles) 
3 - 4 Weeks (10 test 

Westinghouse will need to design and build a test f ~ t u r e  to mate to the sled to 
optimize tank shape and to hold the test fixture. Westinghouse will use an AUTOCAD 
drawing of the sled to help design the tat fixture. 

September 1997 

Test presauro will be ap~roxirnately 5,000 psi. Some low pressure testing will 
also be required. 

  he assembly testing will require some cold water tests. W e  can accept a 8 to 10 
hour cooliny time in order to get the water dawn to 38°F. The entire test cycle will be 
run at ane temperature. We should try to work the schedule to allow tank water cooling 
during 3 1 ~  shift. 



Wc should have no problem fitting all of our control lines on your existing 60 pin 
penetraton far the assembly tests. The test ~ I y s i s  room adjacent to the pressure tank 
appears to be the best place for us to set up all of our monitoring equipment, 

We will need to visit your facility in the December 1995 - January 1996 time 
frame to look over the physical characteristics of the pressure tcst area. No problems arc 
expected but we will need to create formal documentation of the test and the facility. 

During our assembly testing Westinghause personnel will need to be at the 
pressure tank area around the clock. The current plan is to test five days a week and have 
testing and maintenance occurring over the first and second shifts. 

As our test dates get closer we will need to contact you for some ta t  details. We 
will also be preparing detailed test plans later this year for both of the 1996 tests. These 
plans will be made available for your review and comment prior to formal release. Upon 
releaee, you will be asked to prepare detailed quotes. If you have any questions 
regarding our twting or if you get new information on your facility that may affect nw 
test please call either myself at (4 10) 260-5 107, Jeff Chu at (4 10) 260-5 1 54, or Lec- 
Anne hl lea  at (410) 260-5153. Again I would like to thank you for the infarmatian you 
provided us last Friday. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Greenspan 
Lead Systems Engineer 
& Test Manager 

cc: Jeff Chu 
Lee-Anne Dullea 
George Junkin 



Wfistln~house ' Energy Systems 
Electrlc Corporation 

Cnhle WEDIESWIM 
44121 963 5000 

January 3. 1995 Telex 103388 

Mr. John Sase, Code 852 
Annapolis Detachment 
Navd Surface Warfare Center 
3A Leggen Circlc 
rlnnrpol is. hi D 2 1402-5067 

WEMD is presently manufacturing three units of the Seawolf Secondary Propulsion Motor similar to 
tho Icd  unit that was tested In the NSWC Deep Ocean Simulation facility in November of 1992 and 
February of 1993. Each of these follow+n production units need to be subnrergonca tested. but the 
production unit testing is not as extensive as was required for the lead unit. 

The following information is provided to enable you to prepare a cost and schedule estimate for the 
production unit testing in the NSWC facility: 

Refer to WEMD test specification 348A15, Rev D (copy attached) 

Only the 24-Hour Hydrostatic Test, Connected per paragraph 8.1.1 of 348A 15 is required for 
the production units. This  test is performed with the unit operating in simulated scawatcr. The 
tank pressure must be maintained at 800 +50/-0 psig and the water temperature must he 
maintained between 28 and #S degrees (F). The tank water shall be prepared to meet the 
salinity and pH requirements of ASTM-D-1141-86. The pH shall be maitltnined in the rangc 
from 7.9 to 8.5. The salinity shall be maintained between 32 and 37 parts-per-thousand. The 
specific codilctance shall be maintained between 38,000 and 42,000 micro rnhoslcm. 

The propulsion rnoror is a 325 horsepower unit that requires 440 Volt. 3 phase, 60 Hz power. 
The normal mnning.current is wproxirnately 500 amps and the startup current is approximately 
1 250 amps. 

As with the lead unit, WEMD will provide the water side (in tank) power cables. the tank 
electrical connectors, the air side power cables, the motor starter and the safety switch. WEMD 
will also provide the tcst fixture that was used to support the lead unit in the tank. [Note, This 
test fixturc wix5 designed and manufactured by NSWC for WEMD for thc lend unit testing.) 

WEMD will provide the personnel to perform all of the pretest and post test mo[or 
toe;rsurcmeats as well as to monitor the operation of the motor during operation in the tank 
during the 24-hour hydrostatic test. 



The units are expected to arrive at your facility for the performance of those 24-l1our 
bydrostatic rests as follows: January 18, 1996, February 7, 1996. and June 20, 1996, Please 
provide a quotation for cost and schedule (elapsed time) for perforrnirlg these tests. If you have 
any questions, you can cantact me at 412 963-5124. 

Thank you, 
\ ' 

Robert J .  Dickinson 

Attachments 

w: with out attachments 
V. Tolk 
K. Kurus 
J .  Drakc 
K. Hensler 
A, Ridley 



IMPACT OF NOT HAVING THE TESTING CAPASlLlTIES 
i 

OF THE 

DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATTON FAClLlTY 

NSWC, ANNAPOLIS, MO 

Commissioner Montoya visited the Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division located in Annapolis , MD on 01 May 1995. An 
integral part of his visit was a tour of the Machinery R & P, Directorate's facilities, The 
tour included the Deep W a n  Pressure Simulation Facility, figure 1. This facility is the 
only one of its kind in the world, capable of simulating ocean depths to 27,000 feet 
(12,000 psi) for testing of submersibles and equipment up to 10 feet in diameter and 27 
feet long while maintaining orientation in the horizontal position, figure 5. The facility is 
considerad a natianal asset and provides preasura testing services to Naval activities, 
other government agencies, private industry and foreign governments. As a cost 
center, the operational expenses for the facility are offset by fees charged for its use. 
During the visit, the following question W s  asked by Cammissioner Montoya: 

Question: Cammissianer Montoya askd for examples that would illustrate the 
impad of closing the facibty or mcn'e ~p€iCificaily, how, failure to test these items in the 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility ccruld result in the loss of a pfatform. 

Ans;wer: Most submersible platforms am designed with several backup systems to 
prevent their lass as a result of a single point failure. As an example, a failure of a 
submersible's deballasting system could be mpensated for by jettisoning the 
batteries, remote manipulator arm8 or ofher mlssibn oriented equipment (all costly 
iternrr). However, m a t i a s  can be developed in wtlich a series of failures can 
jeopardize the safety end lor performance of the platform, the system or the mission. 
The primary impact of abandoning this test facility will translate to increased risk and a 
very large cost exposure to the Navy as the fallawing examples demonstrate. 

Example #I - SSN 21 SEAWOLF SECONDMY PROPULSION UNIT - The SSN 21 
secondary propulsion unit is in essence an electric outboard motor that provides a limp 
home capability for the gubmarine should the main propulsion system become 
inoperative, If lhe need arises for the seccrndary propulsion unit to be deployed and it 
fails to fundion as required, the mission or safety of the submarine could be put in 
jeopardy. This is especially true during under ice operations. 

If testing an the secondary propulsion units could not be accomplished at the Deep 
Qco@n Pressure Sirnulatian Facility at Annapolis, their importance to the safe operation 
of tha submarine would dictate that they be tested at-sea using a research or fleet 



submarine. Either approach incfeases the cast of testing by at least an order of 
magnitude. Downsizing of the Navy also reduces the availabilily of these assets. 

The cost for testing the new secondary propulsion unit at the Annapolis facility was 
$1 30K. The cost of ataea testing of this unl i8 estimated to b e  $1.3 Million. lncluddn 
this cost io the preparation of the TEMPALT, installation of the equipment, cost 
of performing me test, restoring the ship to prior conditions and engineering support. 
This cost does not include the aGtual daily 0pet~lting cost for the submarine, 

This example refen to the first article test of the secondary propulsion unit for the 
SMWOLF program as pictured in figurer 2. Three additional production units are 
scheduled for test in the facility during 1896. There is also interest in backfitting the 
68rJ class with this secondary propulsian unit design. The UK has also shown interest 
in this design for their TRAFALGAR C l a $ ~  submarines. 

Example #2 - MANNED SUBMERSIBLE SUPPORT - The Facility has supported 
manned subrnenible operations in many ways. certification dives of complete 
submersibles including their crews have been conducted in the large A-Tank pressure 
vessel. Outing a certification dive, opemtion of all emergency systems must be 
demonstrated. A single system failure should not cause the loss of the platform, but 
failure of these emergency systems to f~ncti~fl  properly will certainly put the platform in 
further jeopardy, The facility supports the Navy's deep submersibles DSV SEA CLIFF, 
DSV TURTLE, DSRV I and DSRV 11. The mast recant test in support of the manned 
subrner$ibles was We operational test of the new manipulators or mechanical arms on 
the QSV SEA CLIFF, figure 3. Thew arrns are used to perform work at deep acean 
depths. Without them the vehide can diva and the crew can observe but no work can 
be prsrfomed. 

Priar to telsting at NSWC, these manipulatom were subjected to a non-operational 
pressure test by the manufacturer, befate being installed on the submersible. These 
tests did not duplicate actual conditkns. After instaltation an the vehicle, the arrns 
failed to work properly at depth. Repeated dives wewe unsuccessfut at determining why 
these manipulators did not work properly. The ams were then brought to the 
Annapolis facility, placed in the l a p  pressure vessel and operated at simulated deep 
ocean conditions. The crperstion was viewed from many vantage points using closed 
circ;uit television cameras. The testresults pinpointed the design faults that needed to 
be addressed. The Annapolis test facility was 8Me to collect the necessary data to 
formulate the redesign within two weeks. Testing at the facility accomplished what 
previous manufacturer's tests and operatianal tests on the submersible itself could not 
ammplish in more than a year. 

Thei cost for performing this test in the Annapolis facility was $35U Previous 
manufacturer's tests and operational vehicle time easiiy exceeds $300K. This  does not 



take into account lost ship time, the lack of work capabiiity for the submersible or 
program deldys which all add up to significant additional costs. 

Future plans for the facility include pressure testing of DSRV pressure hulls. The 
Annapolis Facility is presently funded to start preliminary work far testing the third set 
of DSRV pressure hulls. The actual pressure test will take place in FY96. 

Example #3 -. REMOTELY OPERATED VEHICLE SUPPORT - The Facility also 
supports the Navy's fleet of unmanned remotely operated vehicles (ROV). These 
vehicles perform a wide variety of functions including research, salvage and 
construction. Failure of these ~ y 8 t e m ~  to perform due to inadequate testing does not 
put human life in danger but does put expensive equipment at risk and can significantly 
increase project a s h .  

The Facllity has supported the CURV, DEEP DRONE, ORION, GEMtNl and A N  
systems to mention only a few. Testing of the DEEP DRONE vehicle is shown in figure 
4. These systems would require testing at-sea if they could not be tested in the facility, 
Facility costs run between $1 OK and $30K for 8 full system test. The cost of at-sea 
testing includes ROV technical support services (labor, per diem, travel, and lodging), 
equipment shipping, handling and installation. The cbst would be $250K if a Navy ship 
were used or $450K for a wmrnetcial ship. These costs are applicable to each system 
tested. Navy ship suppart for at-a testing be provided to the programs with little 
or no did cost, their costs having been paid far by established operating budgets. 
However, the a t e  asdated with operating these ships should be considered Wen 
making cost comparisons. 

The Annapolis Facility is now engaged ifi e program with NAVSf340C (US Navy 
Supervisor of Salvage) to evaluate and improve the new O-ROVs operational 
performance. It 1s expected that doing this work in the facility will result in similar cost 
savings. 

Example #9 - Not all systems that are im~0tt8flt to the Nrrvy can be classified as 
platforms. Surveillance arrd communications systems fall into this category. me new 
generation of undersea fiber optic cables, repeaters and clusters require testing prior to 
deployment to insure that they opemte as designed. Failure to perform these tests put 
both expensive equipment, large systems and entire programs at risk. The cost of 
testing at the Annapolis facility far the Fixed Distributive Fiber Optic Surveillance 
System was 9140K One installation of this system can run $50 Milion. The facility is 
continuing to test fiber aptic equipment and systems. The next fiber optic cable test is 
scheduled to take place in June 1995. 



SUMMARY and FUTURE PLANS - The examples cited show the relative magnitude of 
cost incress& to the various programs should the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation 
Facility not be available to perform these type of tests. The cost of the last 24 tests 
brought to the Annapolis facility because of our unique characteristics, over the last five 
years, was $0.6 Million (these are not all the tests perbrmed-oiiiy those wh~ch required 
the unique characteristics of this facility) . A table containing details on these tests is 
attached, Existing regulations would require at-sea testing for ten of these systems if 
this facility were not available. The estimated cost for these testa is $5 Million. The 
other 14 systems would probably not be tested as complete systems, due to at-sea cost 
and complexity, subjecting $200 Million of equipment and programs to increased risk. 

The facility also participates in classified tests. These tests contribute significantly to 
the overall performance and reliability of these system. The facility allows the systems 
to be exercised in a controlled and sixwe environment where unanticipated failures 
will not cause the security of the system ta be cornpmmised. 

The facility operates as a self supporting atit center. This means that the operational 
and maintenance expenses are offset by fees charged for its use. The average yearly 
work load is approximately $500K of which $120K is for teats that required the unique 
charaderigis af the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility. This work load is 
expected to continue into the foreseeable future. The facility has already received 
requests to perform tests in calendar year 1996 and 1997. Letters of intent from twa of 
our customers are attached as examples of future work commitments 

if the facility is dosed and consequently a future need arises for these type of facilities, 
the reinvestment costs will be very high. the cost to completely duplicate this facility it3 
estimated to be $55 Million. 



B-TANK PRESSURE VESSEL 

r I v \  1 



Westinghouse Cct;unic 
orientation, and pressure requid  A 

(size and orimtatian required A tmk) 

(orientation required A tank) 



(orientation required A tanic) 

6-94 Fiber Optic Cable AT&T B d  Labs Coa - At 
(~izt:  md pmsun  rquircd A tanis) S t a  Testing 

7-94 Hoiding Tank Westinghouse lnmeased Cost - At 
(ten p t m c  requited A tank). Sea Tating 

1-95 DSV Sea ClifFManipulators U.S. Navy At Sea Testing Not 
(siza required A tank, manned EEdve - Manned 
subrnersibic compancnrs) S u b m ~ b l e  at Risk ,. . ,  YY 

3 -95 ORION & ORION ROV U.S. Navy In- Cost - At 
(size and pressure required A tank) SGS Testing 



Table Conrinueo 

At Sea Testing - Cost 
Increase Estimared at 
S t  Million 

96 % Spicial Test Program Westinghouse Increased Cosr - At 
37 (Size and Pressure requires Atank) S e a  Testing 

-Several Separate Tests- 
- .  



Comments on the Proposal to Perform Testing Currently Conducted at 
the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) on Operational 

Submarines 

'I?ne Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility (SFDF) is designed to produce air. water 
~lnd hydraulic oil nuid dynamic conditions (flow rate, pressure, temperalure. etc.) similar 
to actual shipboard machinery systems. This unique facility provides a test-bed for 
mechanical and acoustic dcvcfopment of prototype Navy valves, pressw reducing 
manifolds and other air, water and hydraulic oil components intended for shipboard use, 
It is also used extensively to evaluate and qualify components that are dcsigned and 
msnufacrured in accordance with Navy specifications for shipboard applicotions. 

Although it is possible to conduct the testing performed at this FaciIity on board 
operational Navy ships, this course of action would result in significant increases in cost 
mi time ~LS well as adversely impacting crew safety. Several important rums would be 
impacted if testing is performed on an opera~ional submarine. 

COST AND TIME IMPACT - AN EXAMPLE 

The work at the SFDF supports on-going submarine design developments as wd1 
as evaluations of acoustic issues ffom current classes of submarines. A typical itcm 
which has been developed at the Annapolis site and evaluated at the SFDF is the Cascade 
Orificid Resistive Device (CORD). A CORD is a bw noise, multi-stage orificial 
pressun reducing device used in seawater and fi-eshwater piping systems to replace noisy 
conventional throttling components. Numerous CORDS have been evaluated at the 
SFDF. A typical example of  test costs and t h e  follows with a comparison to a similar 
shipboard evaluation: 

At the SFDF 

2 days setup 3,000 
2 days testing 6,000 
1 day teardawn 1,500 
Engineering support 4,300 
Total $15,000 
btimatsd ~ ~ a p s e d  Faeihty rims 1 Week 

At sea 

Preparation of TEMPALT 70,000 
(Plan, prepare extensive paperwork, obtain required approvals) 
Cenification of the device 20,000 
(Certification of material. shock and vibration tests, weld certifications) 



Install. & cert. of the system 3,000 
(System modification. weld certificaions. pressure test) 
Cost of performing the test 
('Travel. per diem. overrime. shipping j 20.000 
Removal & cert; of this system 25.000 
(Same as Installation - must renun system to original condition) 
Engineering time (10 weeks - intermittent) 22.500 
(Provide direction throughout entire process) 
Total $182,500 
Estimated Elapsed Time 52 Weeks 

Costs would bc very similar far air pressure reducing manifolds. valvcs. pumps. hydmulic 
systcms, weapons launching systems etc. 

Overdl Cost and Time Impact: Currently, the Facility has an avenge m u a l  work load 
of S850K. Since the cost would incrcasc approximately twelve times for at sea testing, 
this entire work load would then cost S10M. From the example, the increase in time to 
conduct these tests at sea would be approximately SO to 1. However, the actual time 
increase would be less than this because several efforts could be underway simultaneous. 
I t  is reasonable to expect that this work could be compressed into 12 years. This would 
yield approximately the same per year cost with a delay of up to twelve years for test 
results. 

Shipboard testing will rqufre significant time to attain specific test conditions. In 
many cases, o m  these conditions arc established, they may be maintained for relatively 
short periods of time(sometirnw aniy for aecands). Therefore a great deal of time may be 
needed to get enough run time to acquire ~ q ~ i r r d  acoustic data, On the other hand, the 
Facility can quickly adapt to a broad range of ship system conditions which can be 
maintained for long periods of time so tests can be xut~ quickly and efficiently. 

When special tests an conducted on board submarines, the approval cycle is 
lengthy due to the TEMPALT process. This i s  true even on the USS Memphis(SSN 69 1 ) 
which is a dedicated test submarine. Typical time from fleet service request to scheduling 
conference; to installation is one year. 

SAFETY IMPACT 

Arty testing on board ship will result in significant safety risks. In order to 
manage these risks, them wiIl be added expense. It must be realized that some testing 
will not be possible due to extreme high risk. A test currently planned which is unlikely 



to ever occur on nn operarionnl submarine is the electro-mechanical ilcruator for the 5-  
inch seawater valve which is designed to simulate a test depth piping failure. 

In the past. required modifications to ship svsterns to support testing have not 
been pcrmittcd because of the safety concern. & example is the installation of 
hydrophones in sea connected piping. 

Any R&D component by its nature is an unproven safety concern until it is fully 
qualified for opcmtional use. 

IMPACT ON PROGRAMS 

The SEAWOLF is scheduled for sea trials in 1996. High priority R&D taks will 
be initiated in FY 97 to develop me= af correcting lead ship noise deficiencies. 
Deficiencies are currently being identified through pre-instailation testing of noise critical 
components. Components/systems which are likely to require SEAWOLF Silencing 
lmprovcmcnt tasks in the 1997- 1999 time h e  are expected to require uninterrupted 
availability of the SFDF. 

Throughout the 1995-2005 time frame the SFDF is expected to be in constant 
demand to support the acoustic devciopmtnt and vendor qualification of quiet 
campanenu; for the NSSN. 

As a gened programatic comenu, work on specific components for future ship 
designs rnay be e m  maw difficult to do at a- because curmt submarines may not have 
systems in which components can be tested. 

Significant Technical Issues 

Tests will have to be designed to preclude the influence of other system noise 
sources on the intended acoustic measlremcnB. *Ibis wiU add time and money to any 
acoustic test program. 

Traditionally, there has not been available dedicated submarine time for 
evaluating equipment and performing tests such as those conducted at thc SFDF 

Eficient scheduling will not be possible because of the long itad time rcquircd 
for scheduling submarine time. Currently, f a t  turn-around testing as well as quick 
response to emerging sponsor, ship design agent and ship construction yard issues can be 
perfomed at the SFDF. 



THE NSWCIANWAPOLIE CF'C PROGRAM 

BO?TOM LINE: The Navy cannot abandon NSWCIAnnapalis early ('97-'98) to lnaximize 
closure "savings", and simultaneously claim Annapolis R&D operations 
can continue to completion in 2001 to justify "climinatian" of K&l3 
people. 

m: The Navy's CFC R&D program is an intensive laboratory effort 
centered at NSWCIAnnapolis. It has a succcss based schedule 
extending through 2001 (reference 1) and utilizes the specialized 
research facilities at Annapolis and an in-house technical staff of 
up to 40 (reference 2). 

SECNAV and BSW pressures and all Sccnario rcsponum required 
and documented an early closure of Annapolis. The Scenario 3SA 
(reference 3) and the rcsulhnt =EC COI3KA (rcfercncc 4) show 
all Annapolis operations terminated by 1998 wilh all NOS activities 
and personnel eliminations complctcd. 

To accommodate the Annapolis closure schcd~~lc CFC K&II must 
be rapidly transitioned to NSWCIPhiladelphia. Significant K&l) 
at Philadelphia must begin early in '96 and accelemte rapidly in 
'97. To accomplish this effectively would rcquirc the relocation 
of facilities and the experienced Annapolis CFC team. HSEC, 
however, recommended eliminating thesc pcoplc (reference 5) and 
the "savings" reflects this eliminations complctcd in 1998. 

* When asked to justify thesc "climinaticrns" of KKrD pcoplc 
(rcfercnce 61, the BSEC now says Annapolis can sfay open to 
2001, CFC R&D can be complctcd in place by that date and the 
people need not migrate (refercncc 7). 

-QN: If the Navy is indeed going to close Annapolis it1 '97-'98, ttlcn 
CFC R&D people must be added to the migration plan to avoid 
CFC program disruption. This will increase onc time ITS casts 
by $2M and decrease savings by $2.2M per year. 

If the Navy instead will keep CPC operations going in Anllapc~lis 
thmugh K&D program completion in 2001, then BOS costs tnust 
he added for the '98-'01 pcriod to proviile the significant p w c r  
(3000 KW), water (6000 gpm) and rclatcd I'acili1.y and personticl 
support. Using COBRA data algorithms (referc.ncc 8) for BQS 
and RMA, together with required ROS poplc these costs will total 
$3M/year for CFC support alone. Retention of the CFC 1'C&I3 
people for this period is also necessary for an additioni~l cost of 
$2.2M/year, These real costs,  not acknowlcclged is refcrcncc 7, 
will total more than $ISM far the '08-'01 ycriod. 



1.. Attachment DJD-023 in Scenario 3-20-1YB-035A.  

2 .  Attachm~nL DJD-021, page 11-95, in Scenario 3-20-198-035A. 

3. Scerlorio 3-20-198-035A. Table 2 A ( 1 )  page 2-3R; Tab3e 3.A-2, 
page 2-17R; Table 2A(3), page 2-19R; and Table 2-C, page 2-29K. 

4. Cobra Realignment Summary, Cobra F i l e  
l? : \CORRA\DClNE\NSWAAIR. CBR. 

5. BSAT Memo RP 0492-F9, page 4. 

6 .  Ltr. to BSEC from Rap. Gilchrest. 

' I .  L t r  to Rep. Gilchrest: from BSEC dtd 8 June 1995 

a. U s e r s  Manual - COBRA - Coat of Base R e a l i g n m e ~ ~ t .  Actions; O c t .  
1.994, 
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Scenario 3.20-01 98-035 8 -035A 
Reference: Control U DJD 023 

Received 1300 HRS 9 DEC 1994 
Oua: ' 1700 HRS 9 DEC 1994 

1. 1 understand that the  non-CFC R&D program i s  scheduled to  end In 2002. 
tdentlly the technloal milestones that the program i s  worklng toward, as well 4s 
pollcy dlrectlves and pollt lcal requirements that are drlving them, For each 
year of the R&0 program through 2002, show the technical stafflng levels lor 
contractor personnel. 

Responsa: The non-CFC R&D program is scheduled to end in 2002 as shown in attachment 1. 
The R&D program is followed by fleet implementation which continues through 
2010. It is essential that R&D facilities remain operational through the period 
of fleet implementation to solve potential problems which occur during 
implementation. Attachment 2 shows details of the RBD program as it relalee to 
specific ship classes. 

The Department of Defense Directive (No. 6050.9). attachment 3, establishes 
policy and assigns responsibilities for Research and Development programs to 
develop suitable substitutes for CFC applications. Attachment 4 (OPNAVINST 
5090.2) establishes policy br implementing the Department of Defense 
Directive within the Navy. The Naval Sea Systems Command letter of 27 July 
1990 (attachment 5) assigns execution of the CFC RBI) program to NSWC-CD. 
The staffing levels for contractdrs are shown in the following table and are our 
best estimates, assuming planned schedules can be met. 

Staffing Level lor Contractor Personnel By Fiscal Year and Site 

Fiscal year 

Annapolis on Site 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

York 4 0 4 2 4 4  4 0 3 0 20. 1 0  o 

Nmhern Research 
and Engineering 3 4 4 3 3 2 0 0 

Note: This contractor effort does not include any support for technical manuals, etc, which ere 
not included in the R&D ptogram. 

2. Is all of the program's technlcal aetlvlty canfIned to Bulldlngs 3813C13E7 
. . 

Response: Yes, except for some of the technical personnel office space located in Building 3D 
which is adjacent to the others. 

3. 1 understand that the total replacement value for the fatllltles la 
apprexlrnately $11.2M. Aosuming available funds, how long would It take to 



r e ~ l l c a t e  .(not relocate) those facllitles a t  NSWC-Philadelptlia, wlth concurrent 
aperatlon of the present facilities? 

Response: t h e  replacement cost of $1 1.2M is correct, excluding class two (buildings) and the 
air conditioning plants themselves. The savings gained from not disassomblin~ 
existing facilities and shipping lhem to Philadelphia Is equivalent to the coat of 
purchasing new materials for use in Philadelphia. Assuming available funds in 
addition to qualified engineers and technicians. it would take approximately 18 
months to replicate the facilities. This schedule could possibly be accbleratsd 
slightly by the use of extensive overtime with the associated increases in costs 
above $1 1.2M. For the facilities ta be productive. and to avoid program delays, 
additional air conditioning plants would need to be purchased at a cost of 
approximately S9M with three year contract and delivery time. Following this, 
approximately Q months of baseline operation to map the performance of the 
plant in its facility would be required before the R&D program could continue. 
Additional personnel would be required to be trained during this period to allow 
the Annapolis personnel to continue working; however, one would expect some, 
delay in schedule due to an obvious requirement for the Annapolis personnel to be 
involved in the relocation activities. As an example. construction of the current 
facility began in 1991 and will be fully operational in 1995. 

4. Where dld the major equlpmentlfacilltles of the non-CFC complex come 
f r o m ?  

Response: The CFC Facilities were designed by NSWC Annapolis. They are constructed from 
commercially aiailable materials, with the exception of the air conditioning 
plants themselves, which were purchased from York International. Cbnstructlon 
of the facilities was done on site by NSWC personnel. 







Scenarlo '3.20-01 98.035 2 -035A 
deference: Cantral Y 0J0 021 

Roceivod 1630 HRS 8 OEC ; 394 
Our: 1800 HRS 8 OEC 1996 

:. In tho non-CFG R&D program, how many of Annapalls' In-hou8e parronnml 
are psrforrnlng dlrrct d a v e l ~ p m m t  wark on tho Navy's nen-CFC coollng 
reqolrementa? Da not lnoludo cantraatc3rs. 

Respwtsrs: 
At the present time a total of 30 Annapofia in-house personnel are workln on the 
non-CFC R&D program. but to the critlcal nature of and maunitude of th 7 c effort, it 
is required to raise this total lo 40 by FY l9g6 and continue thlt lovol of manning 
for the foreseeable future a order to meet tho meelorated GFO phms aul schedule. 
This growth will be eooompllshtd through adjustment ol penonnel amrgnrnents 
and/or if poaaible, staff augmenrauen, Members of the in-house staff frquently 
split their WorK hme between development work and work rotated t c ~  
contracting c: grogtarn managomant Annapolir in-house pemnel  wlll perform 25 
warlc yekm d dlnot drvsloprnent work on Ihe Navy's nm-CFC cooling requiremen@ 
in FY9S snd 33 work years In WQ6 and beyond. In addition. an esdmatd ona man 
year pet year of bmr aperating support (whioh aasuraa the availability of coallng 
water and ether eshriaes) Is rsqulrsd. 

2. In the non-CPC R 6 D  proatam, haw many at Annopolln' in-houre perronnsl 
have $utle& In p r o g r ~ s  management, dlmcting end monltarlnv dmvelopment 
eontraato, ganeratlng perforrnancm or coat Prr8rSmrntS. or rraammondlng darlgn 
lmprovrments ar ebrractfve act(an8. ba nPt includr cohtrabtoro. 

R v :  
Annapolb in-house personnel will parform 5 work yews in tho Prom at program 
management, awarding. direoting, and rnan&ring dovaloprnont contratia: generating 
perfdrmurco of c o ~ t  a~eoaornenu: or mommending design trnproverments or 
can~otive action* in WQ5. In FY96 and beyond this number will Qrow to 7 wark 
y e m .  Only 3 to 4 personnel are devoted exclusively to those arolc. the balance of 
the work years are split among many posannel attaohad to thls program who use 
hair ' h u e  ona nil0 knowbdga 10 ensun that these fmctiona are performed 
Miently aftd to the exaetlng dtandarU8 neceseary tb meet Navy roquirement~, In 
addition, an eatlmated ano man year par year at oontraut specialkt support is 
required. 



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATLI Cti LL 
Enclosure (21 - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

Table 2-A(1): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data 

TamB: Dis~osition of Peeannel and Equirrment - Summaw. Complete the table on 
the next page to summarize the transfer of equipment and personnel. Personnd numbers 
must match summary data shown in Table 2-A. Remember Ihat, as with Table 2-A, a 
separate Table 2-8. must be corn~leted far each combination of Iosi.ne/nainine bases. The 
following explanatory infomation is provided. 

a. Disposition of Personnel. Transfer the summary relocation dara shown at the 
bottom of the comsponding Table 2-A. 

h. Dispcsilihn of Equipment. Identify the transfer of equipment and vehicles fmm 
one activity to another, Do not indude equipment which will be excessed. The following 
explanatory notcs arc provided: 

Mission and Support Equipment: The terms "Mission" artd "Suppon" are 
provided as broad general terms to distinguish between the types of equipment which will be 
shipped. In terms of the COBRA moving algorithms, whether equipment is listed under 
"Mission" ar "Suppon" is irrelevant. Consequently, more attention should be given to 
identifying the total number of tons which will need to be shipped, rather than spending too 
much time refining the breakout of mission vs. support equipmenr Note that these figurcs 
should not include administrative equipment, which is already included in COBRA algorithms 
at the rate of 710 pounds per military billet or civilian position being relocated. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198435A 

UIC 61533 
6 Dec 1994 

Enclosure (2) 



Table 2-A(2): ~ i s ~ & i l i o n  of Persotinel - Debil Data 
L_ -___CY__ -- 

Attachment a, DJI) 018. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-2041 9&-035A 



I3IUC-95 SCENARlO DEVELOPMENT DATA C..\I,L 
, Enclosure (21 - I,OSING BASE QUESTIOXS 

'I'able 2-tt(3): I3isaosidon of Personnel - Detail Data 

'see Attachment IT, DID 08,010, 025, 026. 

A~lnapolia Site 
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 

UIC 61533 
22 Dec 94 

Enclosure (2) 1 



EIRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL 
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS 

NOTE 1: Thh rscomodalu the Jdlu Spcctnrm Ckaltr. w P L ( Y  I L C P a  Lt lht NSWC h n q m l i r  Site. It is a aoa.DoN own& and 
o p m ~ e d  rcrivity. Tkua pcnonasl reflea the *km' ltvell U diir d v i t y  for thb fundha. 

Make additional copies of this table, or add ~ ~ w s  to it, as necessary, td include each 
hosdtenant activity with eliminated posidons/billets. 

Annapolis Site 
Scenario 3-20-0 198-035A 

UIC 61533 
6 net 1994 

Enclosure (2) 



COERA REALIGNMENT SUMHARY (CC5M vS.08) - Page 112 
Data Am Of  16:2l 12/14/1994, R w r t  Craatd 12:15 oi?/17/1995 

D e p a r t r e ~ t  : NAVY 
Option Package : NSUC ANNAPOLlS 
Scanarto F1 le : P: \CDBIU\WNE\NSWCAIR, CBA 
5 td Fctrs File : P:\COBRA\N~~OBOF.S FF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Yaar : 1998 
ROl Year : 1999 (1 year) 

NPV \t't 2015($K): -1T5.072 
1-Tlms Cost(SC1: 25,036 

Net Costs ($K) Comtant Dollars 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 200 1 
""W. ---- ---.. ---- ---- ---- 

M\ lcan 
person 
Overhd 
Havlng 
Hlss lo  
0 thar 

TOTAL 15,004 3,ODS -11,110 -14,527 -11,527 -14,527 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 ---- ---- --..- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIHIWTED 

O f f  0 0 1 0 0 0 
En t 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 6 98 34 0 0 0 
TOT 6 98 35 0 0 0 

POSITlONS REALIGNED 
O f f  1 0 0 0 0 0 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 a 0 0 0 
C l v  117 119 16 0 0 0 
TOT I18 149 14 0 0 0 

Total --.-- 
6,000 

-31,920 
-26,122 
6,854 

0 
6,513 

Total ----- 

smv: "-"--.-. 
CLOSE HSUC Oat A N I U W L l S ,  INCLUDING SPECIAL ARE4 (NIKE SITE). WNSOLIMTE 
AT NNwC PHI  LAOELPHIA. RELdCATE SELECTED FACILITIES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

SCENARIO 03% 



L U O M  KUILILNnCNI 3UIWVWI \bUOW V2.UUl - L I L  

Data As 01 16:21 12/1&/\9%, Rtport Created 12:15 02/17/1995 

0epertnkt . : NAVY' 
Opt \on Packaga : NWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenario F i  lr : P:\COBRA\WNE\NSUCA1R.CBR 
S td Fctrs F l  le : P:\COBRA\N9SOWF.SFF 

Costs lSK1 Constant Oollars 
I996 1997 ---- 1998 - --- 

HI lcon 8,000 0 0 
person 219 174 111 
Ovvrrhd 1,394 2,176 1,680 
Hov! ng 2,199 3,963 71 2 
Mlorio 0 0 0 
Other 3,787 2,723 3 

Tatal ----- 
8,000 

865 
8,169 
6,854 

a 
6,513 

Beyond 
" -&- - -  

TOTAL 15,599 9,316 2,506 

Savtngs (SKI Constant oollars 
1996 1997 ..-- ---- 

M i  Lton 0 0 
Prtrrwr I t 6  3,020 
Overhd 419 3,291 
Hovlng 0 0 
H i  sa to 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Tatal ----- 
0 

32,773 
34.591 

TOTAL 595 6,311 13,616 



- - - - - - - . .  . . .  . . .  . . 

.,.. -. - ..... ..-. -... .---- - 
oats AS of 16:21 i2/1411991, mt Crsated 12:15 OZllTlt995 

'Department .: NAVY. 
opt lm Package : NSWC ANNAWLIS 
Scsnaria P\Le : P:\C(WRA\WNE\NW~R.CBR 
Std FctrS F l l r  : P;\c(lBRA\M9508OF.Sff 

INPUr SCREEN WE - GENERAL SCEMARIO I N F O N T ! o N  

Hodel Ycsr One : FY 1996 

Hodel does Time-Phasing of  Construction/Shutdsunl: Yes 

Base ~ a m e  strategy: 
u*--*---- ,,-------- 
N4WC ANMWLlS, M Closes In FY 1998 
N M  CARBEROCK, HO R@aLignnant 
NSWt PHILADELPHIA, PA RuLIgmetlt  
NRL, DC R ~ a L \ g ~ t  
LWEO SPACE, W(1 M k l i g m t  

CLOSE NWC lht ANNAPOLIS, INCLWlNG SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE). WNSOLIMTE 
AT NNC PHILMELRI IA.  RELOCATE SELECTED FACIL lT I  ES TO APPROPRIATE 
SITES. 

I N W  SCREEN TWO - DtSTANCE TABLE 

Fran Bascu: 
"*ma------ 

NWC ANNAPOLIS, MO 
N W  ANNAWLIS, (13 
HSWC ANNAPOLIS, M 
NSWC ANNAWLI3, MI 

To h s l :  
-a*----- 

NSWC CAROEROCK, MD 
N M  PHILMELPHfA, PA 
NRL, OC 
LEWEO SPACE, MD 

lNPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers t m  NSWC ANNAWLIS. Ha to  #SWC WEROCK,  N13 

1996 ---- 
Off icer  Positions: 1 
Enllrted Posi lions: 0 
C i v i l l r n  Pas\ tlw: 10 
Studrnt PaS\tims: 0 
Hlssn E ~ p t  (LcmS): 0 
Suppt E w t  ttmr): 0 
HI Lltary ~ t p h t  ~ e h i t l e s :  0 
Heavylfpec\al Vbhicles: 0 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
**A- "-a- ---- ---- 

Officer Positions: 0 0 (1 a 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 
c lv t l l an  Positions: 107 110 14 0 
s tudmt Pos i tions: 0 0 0 0 
ulssn Eqpt ( t m l :  290 910 330 0 
suppt ~ q p t  (tcns): o o o a 
H I L ~ ~ A I - y  Llght Vehtclas: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/SparlhL Vchielrs: 0 0 0 0 

Distunce: --------- 
1 1  mi 

123 m i  
34 1111 

5 m i  



AIXCUI unln RLI-URI (LUDM V>.YY, - --I- - 
Data As Of 16:21 12/14/1994, Report Creatcld 12:15 02/17/1995 

Gpartmant . : NAVY . 
apt tan Package : NSUC AWWLIS 
Scenario F i  le : P: \WBRA\WNE\NSUCA~R. CBR 
5td  Fctrs Fi ls :  : P:\~MIRCI\N~SWOF.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Trans larr  tram 'NSWC ANNAPOLIS, MO to NRL, PC 

Of f icer  P o z l t l w :  
Enllstad Positions: 
C i v l l i w  Posttions: 
Studsnt Wsl t ims:  
HtIsn Eqpt (tM$): 
StJpCrt Eqpt ( tMs l :  
M i  l l t r ~ r y  Light VehicLes: 
Hrc\rylspsdal Vohiclar: 

t rmsters frcin NSWt ANNAWLIS, HO to LEMED SPACE, rib 

Of f icer  Positions: 
Enlistad Poritlons: 
c l v i  l ian Posi lions: 
Student Positions: 
Hirrn Eqpt (tone): 
Suppt  E a t  (tow : 
M I  11 tary Llghf V ~ l s l a s :  
Hcrr~/SpecirL Vehlclas: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INf'ORMTfON 

Total Of f  leer ~ L o y e s r :  
Totml Enlisted Employaar: 
Tatal S t u d m t  Ewloyeas: 
Total Clvl l i a n  Gnploysas: 
M i l  Faml Lisa LIvlng 0-1 &so: 
C f v i l l m  Not U i l l l n g  To kve:  
Officer Ho~lsing MI t s  Av6Il: 
Enlisted H a u ~ h g  Wits  AwI1: 
Total msa Faell\t!aslKSFl: 
Of f i c r r  VHA ( L l m t h l :  
D t l i r t d  VHA ($/nonthl: 
Par Diam Rate (ElOay l: 
Freight t o3  t ($/Ton/Hi la) : 

N w :  N 9 f C  CARDEROCK, HD 

Tatal o f l i c e r  Emptoyeer: 
Total Enlistad Emlayeas: 
Tatal Studant hployaas: 
Tatal Civl Lian Employees: 
Hi  1 Fan\ l les  Llvlng dn bra :  
C l v l l l a n ~  Not w i l l i n g  To m e :  
o f f i c e r  musing mi t s  Avat 1: 
Enllrted Hausing h l t s  Avail: 
Totat Base F b ~ i l l t l e ~ ( K S F ) :  
Officer VHA ($/Honth): 
Enli l tad VHA ($/Month): 
Per Qlm Rats ($/Oayl; 
F~talght cost ($ /Tm/n i l s~ :  

Rpm w - ~ w r o i  i ( S W Y ~ W ) :  
C a n v l l c a t l w  (WYwr): 
WS m-Pwmll ($K/raar); 
I N S  PayrotL (Wfmmr): 
F&nt Ly Hauslng ( W l u r ) :  
Arm mbt futor: 
CHA(IWS In-Pet ($/Visi t ) :  
ctuxws but-Pat (SlVlslt): 
CrcAnPUS S h i f t  to Wlcara:  
Actlvl ty  Code: 

Hanmmmw A s s i r t m e  Program: 
lhlqus Actlvt t y  Inform8tian: 

R P M  Non-Payrol l ($K/Ysar): 
(mmnlcattanr [$KIYoarl: 
BOS Nan-Payroll (SKIYearl: 
00s Paymll lSK/Yaurl: 
Fwrl Ly Housing t$I(/Yaarl: 
A m  Cast Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pet ($/Vls i t l  : 
CHAMPUS Wt-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shi f t  to ndicare: 
Act i v i  t y  Code: 

Hommmor Assistance Progm: 
Ihlqua Act iv i ty  Infotnurtlan: 



INruI OAI& ntww twwn v2.w-r - rage J 

Oata As O f  16:2t 12/14/1994, Report Crratd 12:15 02/17/1995 

~ e ~ a r t k n t  . : ww 
Option Package : NSWC ANNAPOLIS 
Scenarla Fl  Lo : P: \CDBRA\MX(€\NNUIR, CBR 
std fctra ~ i l a  : P:\CDBRA\H~SDBOF.SFF 

INPU7 SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Total of f icer  Employees: 
Totat Enlisted Enplwa@s: 
Total Studant hplay-$2 
Tatal C i v i l l ~ ~  Enpluyees: 
HI L Fbmilles Llvlng (In Bass: 
Clvitians Not WiLLing t o  W e :  
Officer Hausing th t t s  AvalL: 
E n l i r t d  Hwsi mitt Avo\ 1: 
Total BLs6 Fac?!lt\OJ(USf): 
Off \COP VHA ($/kblth): 
Ejr ( ls td VHA ($/Mth):  
Per OIH Rate ($/thy): 
Frelght Cast (Vton/nl Le) : 

Name: HRL, DC 

RPHA Non-Payrot 1 ( IKlYear)  ! 
Canrmnlwtiarm (IUYaar) : 
BOS Nan-Payroll (SWYsar): 
BOS P b y ~ l L  tJWYearl: 
Fml l v  H w i n p  (tWYwr); 
A m  Cast Factor: 
a m  ~n-pat ($/Vlr l  t )  : 
CHAnPUS Out-Pat t$ IV i r i  tl: 
CHAlWf Shift to Mcdicara: 
Activity Wo: 

llCmrakAvr ksistanca Prcgrm: 
miqua Activity Information: 

Tatr l  Enlisted &l&ccr: 28s ~amuntt%tl&s (SWYaul: 
Total s tudat  GmLdvcas: 0 llbS Nan-Pwmll (IWYaar): 
Total c h i  Lim ~&l&mes: 
Hi1 Faniltes ~ l v \ n g  on 8.sr: 
Ctvilians Not w1LLfrrg To nave; 
O t f i ~ e r  Housing W i t s  Avail: 
Enllstmd Hcuslng h i t s  Avmil: 
Total Base FaciLitiw(KSF): 
O f f  lcer VHA O / m t h )  : 
EnllrtaU VHA I$/Mthl:  
Per DImn Rate ($ /Day) :  
Freight m s t  ($/Ton/Mi te): 

N m :  LMSED SPACE, MO 

Total Officer Emlcwwt: 
~ o t s l  Entistud t i i p t k :  
Tatal Studmt Emloveea: 
Total Clvi t ian kplbymes: 
Hi L F~niLiw l l v l f g  On h e :  
Civ l i l v l r  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
OffiC0f H6~19)1\9 I h i t S  Avail: 
V l l i $ t d  Hruslng Units Avail: 
Total 8.ce Fl~iL l t \er(KSF):  
Officer VHA ($/mth): 
Enliated VHA ( S l M t h ) :  
Par Dim Rste ( $ / b y ) :  
Fretght Cost (SITMIMI 10) : 

ws ~ a y m t i  (WYerr): 
TumiLy Hawing (IWYear): 
Arm Cut Factor: 
W W S  10-pat ($/Vi s i t : 
CHANPUS out-Wt ($/Vl,it): 
CWPUS $hilt t o  mi lcare:  
Activtty We: 

RPW h - P k y m l l  (WYeur): 
&ammlcrrticnr I # V Y . s r ) :  
BOS kul-Pbyrol[ I$K/Ye&r): 
BOf Plrymll ($KIYsarl: 
f&bily H ~ l n g  (SK/YbdfI: 
A m  U11t Factor: 
w u 5  Irl-pat ( t l v l s i t ) :  
ctwPM Out-Pat (SIVisl t): 
CHAHWS shift to  Wadicam: 
Activity mds: 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.96 
0 
0 

0.0% 
LOCLHO 



BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS - 'TEAM 
a01 Ford A w u c  Post OOFct ilor 162C.X Alcrandm. Viqrntd I?.WZ-O26R (7031 6fl1-0(90 

m O m U M  FOR BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 12 DECEMBER 1994 

EncL: (1) Chairman, JCSG Military Treatment Facilities, Memo, 
dtd 5 DEC 1994 

(21  Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NAVHOSi? 
~orpus/Christi) 

( 3 )  Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NAVHOS? 
Beaufort 1 
Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NfSMC) 
Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NWAD Cor?nal 
Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NWADA Corona) 
Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NWADB Corona) 
Briefing Materials for WAD Corona Functional Areas 
Briefing Materials for NWAD Corona Scenario Movements 
Briefing Materials f o r  W A D  Corona Scenario 
Comparison 
Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NSWC 
Anslapol is 1 
Briefing Materials for Functions Lost in NSWC 
Baseline Scenario 
Briefing.Materia1 for COBRA Analysis (NHRC San - 

Diego) 
(14) Briefing Materials for COBRA P~la ly s i s  (WESTDIV, 

EFANW, and SOUTHDIV) 
(15) Briefing Materials far COBRA Analysis (NAS Atlanta) 
(16) Briefing Materiais for COBm Analysis (Scenarios 099 

and 103 1 
(17) Briefing Materials for COBKA Paalysis (FISC Oakland) 
(18) SUPSHIP Military Value Matrix 
(191 Briefing S ate rials for COBRA Paalysis (SUPSHIPS) 
( 2 0 )  Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysls (JCSG-DM-2- 

Norr'olk) 
(21) Briefing Materials for COBRA Analysis (NISE Norfolk1 

1.. The sixty-sixth deliberative session of the  aase Structure 
Evaiuaticn Cornmitrae (BSEC) convened at 0956 on 12 nccewber 1 9 9 4  at 
:he Cen;er f o r  Naval Analyses. The following !nczrbsrs of rhe BSZC 
were gsesent: The 2onorabl.e Robert 3 .  ?irie, Jr., Cilairman; Mr. 
Charlzr, 2 ,  Nernfakos, V i c e  Ckaiman;  Ms. Genie McSurnect; V i c e  
A h i r n !  Xichard Allen, USN; Vice A c i m i r a l  WillFm A. E;arr.cr, J r - ,  
U S N ;  Lien-ir.er?ane General Jzmes A .  zrabhm. USMC; dt~cl Es. Slsie  
Munseil. The following members o f t k e  BSAT were p r e s e n t :  :4r .  ,7chn 
Turnq-~isrz;  M r .  .;iichard Leach; Mr. David Wen!lergren: Ms. Xnze 

4P-0492-?9 
* * *  MASTSR DOCUMENT "**  
Do NOT REMOVE lEiOM F I L E S  lZ~l5 '  Iz'rh'c' 



RaLhmeIJ. Davis; cap ta in  Michael ~olembieski. MC, USN; ilnipti-iin 
Ric'na:::? (',zrnun, JAGc, USN;  and Commander Cindy niLor-crlz(.), M X ,  U S N .  

2 .  Capta in  Golembieski advised the 3SEC cancerning Military 
Treatment Facilities Joint: Crass Service Group (JCSG) revised 
alternatives. See enclosure (1). The revisions w e r e  due t o  a m i n o r  
e r ror  i n  the methodology fo r  calculating acutc bed demand. The 
revisions d i d  not affect Department of the Navy (DON) a c t i v i t i e s .  

3 .  Mr. Wennergren briefed the results of the COBRA. analysis for 
the JCSG aLcernative realigning Corpus Christi Naval ~ospital to a 
c l i n i c  (Scenario 105). See enclosure ( 2 ) .  The analysis resulted 
in the movement or elimination of 3 officer, 25 enlisted, and 21 
civilian billets/positions, The analysis took into consideration 
the reallocation of personnel (32 officers, 96 enlisted, and 14 
civilians) from Naval Hospital Corpus Christi as a result of 
programmed budget reductions (POM 9 6  - The r e a l l o c a t i o n  of 
personnel from : a 1  Hospital Corpus Christi to other naval 
hospitals would achieve significant long term savings by 
eliminating personal services contracts at the receiving s i t e s .  
The one-time costs were $2.6 million, steady-state savings were 
$1.3 million, and the return on investment was immediate. The 
military construction costs of a new medical facility at NAS 
Pensacola to accommodate moving avia t ion  personnel were $2.1 
million. Upon rev iew ,  the BSEC accepted the results of t h e  COBRA 
analysis as presented. 

4 .  Mr. Wennergren briefed the COBRA analysis of the JCSG 
alternative realigning Naval Hospital Beaufoxt t o  a c l i n i c  
(Scenario 1 0 4 ) .  See enclosure (3). The one-time costs were $1.0 
million, steady-state casts were $1.1 millicn, and the return on 
investment was never. There was no payoff because of the increase  
i n  CIiAMPUS COBES due to the loss of inpatient care at Beaufort. No 
officer or enlisted billets were eliminated since active duty 
inpatient personnel were transferred to Naval IIospital Jackso~viile 
to support inpatient workload txansfarred from Naval IIuspical 
Beaufort. In view of the poor access to local civilian care at 
-Beaufort, the increased CHAMPUS costs that would be incurxcd, clnd 
t h e  ~bsence of any personnel savings  he BSEC decided :lot to 
~ U ~ L ! I ~ L  ~ ' ~ ~ l s i d e ~  the proposed alternative redlilj11i;lg Naval Ilospical 
Beaufort t n  a clinic. 

5 .  C~mrilander DiLaxenzo departed L t ie  Gel ibts.!-ar.i,ve sessiori . u s .  
Murro l l  Coast entcged the deliberative sessicn. 

6 .  Mr. Wennergren briefed t h e  results of : he  COBRA anal!;r;i:z; ::.f :?.n 
rc l  oc:vc.ion of NISMC from leased space at Cryt;l:al C i t y  to gcvc?::m?nt 
space ~ r :  Naval D i s t r i c t  Washington ( S c e n a r i o  0 7 0 ) .  Scrr- +! . : t . : l r . s : :~e  

. . . . . .  -.. ( 4 )  . '!'he one-time costs were $132.0 c h~usane :.;;rid chi-: ' - %  - .  
invrf:;;:;ent was 2 years. The BSEC atcept+:d !.he :er;u].tt; i'.: \.r:t? :1!=,3;A 



analysis of NISMC. 

7 .  Capr .a ia  C~lcmbieski ~ n d  Ms. Ccasr. departed c h e  ; * : e l i b a r a t i . r t :  
sess i.arr . Mr. Gerald Sckiefer , . Don DcYour ic~ ,  (:ornrna!?der- "ark 
Samuels, CEC, USN,  and Major Walt: Cone, :JSMC, erit.ered tile 
deliberar!ive session. 

8 .  Mr. Schiefer reported to the BSEC c o n ~ e r n i : ~ g  the ccrrent: scatus 
of DON Technical Centers activities and the JCSG T&E in t he  ErZAC-95 
process. 

9. Msr. Wennergren and Commander Samuels briefed the COBRA analysis 
of t h e  closure of NWAD Corona, with necessary functions moving to 
the Naval Post Graduate School (NPGS) (scenario 039) . See 
enclosures (5) through (10). Commander Samuels described the four 
functional areas performed at NWAO Corona (Measurement Science, 
Performance Assessment, ~uality Assessmenr, and Systems 
Engineering). See enclosure ( 8 ) .  The data response provided two 
alternatives ( X T  A and ALT 8 ,  enclosc?'@~ ( 6 )  and (7)) to t h e  basic 
scenario. Enclosure (10) reflects the NWPD Corona Scenario 
Cornpaxison. The BSAT adjusted military construcrion costs by: 
changing the c o s t  code for kU)T&E office space t o  administrative 
vice RDT&E laboratory (lab); reducing non-lab/non-warehouse loading 
densities to 170 square feet per billet vice 2 4 3 / 5 0 0  square feet 
per billet, resulting in 29% ro 34% in reduced square footage 
requirements; and reducing by 25% the proposed square footage for 
the warehouse/precision machine shop space (25% of the  inventory i s  
for systems no longer used in the Fleet). Tho basic: scenario 
(enclosure (5)) resulted in one-cime costs of $73.9 million, 
steady-state savings of $20.6 million, and return on investment in 
3 years. The total m i l i t a r y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  cost was $47.7 million. 
M i l i t a r y  construction costs for ALT A enclosure ( 6 ) ,  and ALT 9, 
enclosure ( 7 1 ,  to ta l l ed  $ 3 1 . 7  million acd $ 4 5 . 8  million, 
fespectively. The aSEC aoted that all three scenarios required 
significant military construction costs a t  t h e  activiries receiving 
NWAD Corona functions. Upon discussion; the ES2C directed the  aSAT 
to rlln a COBXA a a l y s i s  on another a1 ternarive ( U T  C 1 . The ALT C 
scenario movTes: the MeasuremenL Science functions to NSWC Crane, 
'.eXCCpc f o r  T e s t  S e t  C e r t i f i c n t i o s r  S9T&E which moves LO ZAWC China 
Lake; t h e  3erforz~ance Assessmenc functions to NPGS; cke Uudlicy 
Assessment PDT&& to the NPGS; and t h e  Systems S!lgine.e.riny RDT&E to 
NAWC China Lake. The BSEC will consider the resulrr, of che  COBFA 
analysis f o r  ALT C when they are available. 

- cc-, . . ?  
10. X r .  Xoy-zergxen brief& the  r e s u l t s  o r  C:,-.-..-. &n; i ;~-s :~  ;or :>e 
~ l o s i l r p  CJ f NSWC Annapolis (9aseiixe. Sc:e::;lricj Z 1 5 )  1 zn 
a l te rxa t i : :~  (=TI) provided i n  e data c a l l  ~ e s 3 o n s e .  5 2 s  
enclosurer; ! 11) and (12) , respectively. The cne-tjme c:;i:zs ff:: ~ ? i e  

, .. 
i 

Baselize $c+cario were $27.3 million/ for A ~ T I  ,&ere 5": L.3 X - L I L G : ~ :  / 
steady-s;a:+ savings i h e  Bas~iinr - ...it,* . - v..;. 5 13 . 2 / 

1 



m i l l i ~ n / f  or were $ 1 4  -7 n i l l i o n ;  and the rcLIJrn on in1~escr;\ent 
was 1 year for both scenarios, The aascline Scenario cJ.in~Lnates 
228 c id~ i l , i an  positions/l officer billet and  >LT1 eliminates 138 
c i v i l i a n  positions/l officer b i l l e t .  Both scenarios e\i .minate 57 
support b i l l e t s ,  however, the ~aseline Scenario eliminates 172 
technical positions while ALTl eliminates 82 cecPinic:al positions. 
A review o f  the scenarios and COBPA analysis reflected the 
following: 

a. Both scenarios closed the Nike Site ( relocating the Site's 
fire testing, sea survivability, and materials processing 
functions), mothballed the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, 
and moved the Joint spectrum Center (JSC) t o  leased space i n  
Annapol i~ .  The BSEC directed that COBRA analysis be run on the 
Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility as closed vice mothballing. 
The I3SEC allowed reasonable moving costs of t h e  JSC, but disallowed 
recurr ing  lease costs ( the JSC personnel moving were under the 
cognizance of the Air Force through FY 1995 and under DXSA 
beginning in FY 1996, no6 t h e  DON). See enclosure (11) 

b. Eleven functions were lost in the Bascline Scenario (with 
U T 1  lasing only four functions while moving seven fupcrions. See 
enclosure (12). Included in the functions lost in both scenarios 
was the loss of the Non-CFC Laboratory. Noting tnat the loss of 
the Nan-CFC Laboratory would severely compromise the DON'S a b i l i t y  
to specify and validate combat system and crew cooling.equipment, 
the BSEC directed that the Non-CFC ~aboretory be ge lo ,  to  NSWC 
Philadelphia, but without:: c,uzrmt personnel. m o v i e i t h  the 
facility. The BSEC approved the BSAT exclusion of approximately 

facilities relocated in ALTl ( e . g . ,  disassembly of magnetic fields 
$ 3 0 .  D million i n  one-time unique moving costs f o r  the seven 

laborato-ry equipment and sensors and reassembly and calibration). 

c .  The BSEC directed the BSAT not t o  include contract 
termination costs in the analysis ($16,900 in the ~aseline and 
$7,800 in >&TI). The BSEC further directed that the Magnetic 
Fie lds  Laboratory be moved to Carderock vice White Oak. The BSEC 
a l so  directed that  the plant account f o r  the f u e l  s t a t i o n  and t h e  
water treatment facility be changed frvrrl ~ ! : a  technical c e n t c r  to 
Naval Station m a p a l j s .  

Upan review, t h e  BSEC, nor ing  the additional, sisnif i cznt  f u r l c - ~ i o ~ i u  
re ta ined  in the RLTl scenario, decided to fuztlie: co11sider only the 
ALTl Scenario, as changed above, in the base c l o s u ~ e  p r o c e s s .  __ ----- 
11. M r .  Nennergran brizfed rhe results of :he COYYd azalysis f o r  
closing t h e  Naval )Isalc:? Research C e ~ t e r  (ViFi.f), Ssn Diecjo, and 
consol ;(.:la!: isg necessary Eunc=iono w i e h  SUPEX,  Memphis ( ~ r ~ 9 a r i . o  
0 7 4  1 . 5ee snclosure ( 1 3 )  . The one-time costs wcrc $ 1 0 .  -1 nillicn. , "' scead:~ state s a v ~ z ~ s  -,4e~4 51.0 milliun, ~ t c ~ u i a  c.2 izvestrner:~ '.*Ii:s i~ 



WAYNE T. GLCHREST 
1WRmOl.llrumvq 

a 3 a l ~ ~ 9 F a e u ~ ~  
w ~ # : m l ~ t  , 

fhawbUUQ))2184311 ., 
FAR 1m 2 2 s 4 a 4  QCotrgrest$ ot  @e tMmteti fitate# 

Boat of 3bprdattathd 

Mr. Cbrrxlele Nsmf akoe 
-ir;man 
~ a s e  Skructuro Evaluatian Cmatission 
c/o C e # t ; a  for Naval Analysis 
4aox mrvs Avenue 
AZisxandxfa, vA 22302-0268 

D e w  Mr, Nedakoe : 

B h c e  X #NBIC l l ~ ~ n  finallis8 the teetimoxiy X will pmeant an June 
12 befalse the ~ase  Realignment and closure Couunisaidn regarding 
the iravy8a ~(~camemdation to  close lMWC/Anruapalfa btachment, I 
would m a t l y  appreciate the aaersrare to m y  following quoetions 
within the next faxty-eight houra if at a l l  posmible. Both 
questitma deal w i t h  tha relacration or the rtenearch & Develcrgmant 
program trargeted at; convyrthg CPC 114 AC ant8 t o  use nrrtr-CFC 
rs£r&germtw. Tpie RhD work ie deeiorr o r  l? tical became 
~hSpbamd rrombnt myutaaw r e q u i r e  chilled water, and schedu3.e 
ctlCtfic&l hcauaa the Havy muat aoro depend en its limitad ClPC 
etcK?kpila until the coaveraioa R W  i a  implementad. Tha N a v y  
ceri=ified that st forty peram RaD team fa executing this pmgratn. 

H). first que~tioa cmcarae a & a t ~ ~ t :  made at (1 D e c e r a k ) t ? ~  12, 
1994 B8BC meting. Minutes fmm the meting include a 
rsawmnanhtfan to relocate non-CK ;rEacilitAea fram Arumpalie to 
1J8lC/Phifadelphia w i t h n u t  the ir  amrmt pperecmnel. The current 
Annaypolia team rapuasenta the Navy's only AC aple with the E" requirad R&f9 ax!perfence, and the Navyqm only abaratary p6op5e 
with analytiaal undaretanding of CFC ZZ4 equipment and their 
conversion, fIow exin the telocated program Ir>e dontinued without 
severe adverse schedule impact if them position8 are not 
ratduedl 

Second, if a decrision is made t o  xetain the experfenced persorutel 
worktng in tho asmapolis CPC program in order ta prwide program 
cmtinuity, the BtlEC'e coat and eavfnga entimatea far the 
AnnagoLia closure met be changed. Current figuree assume the 
elimination rather thrn the relocation of them positions. HOW 
much would such a dacieion change tba corrt and savings? 



WAYNE T. GILCHREST 
tCTOnm.R(mrUM 

. . 
~ l m a c r ( c w m r Q m a B u l ~ ~ r n ~  

W u r r o r o r m 2 a u l ~ 1  , 
t*u*ohc~tlWJiI % 

FAX: 1m 2 s . m s 4  
' 

QCatrgre$$ of @e Wniteb &tate# 
#ou$t of 3bprtdattnmCd 

Mr* CharZes NentEakoe 
aLtPitman 
Baas Struct;ura Evaluatlen Cmuuis~ion 
cia Center for M v a l  Analyai~ 
44Ot mrd AVtrU1e 
AhxanBuia, vA 22302-0268 

&Ice X WC m u m  fltndlisa the teetimony 3 w i l l  pmeent an June 
12 befom the Bue Realignment and Closure Camiseibn regarding 
the NavyJ B raecmmdatia to  close 8899C/Annapolia Rwtacfrment, I 
would m a t l y  a reciate the euiElrear8 to my following quoetiona 
within the next: ='$ arty-eight houre i f  at; all poorible. Bath 
pueatianrr deal wLth the relocation of the Reaearch ti DevelLagrna~t 
program ta2yet;ed at; camrttng CPC 114 AC ant8 t o  use XmU-CFC 
~ f r i g m r m t o .  mie R a  work is mfaeiorr or I? tical because? 
uhigkrarur aon3wt syutdm8 mquke chilled water, and schedule 
critical becauaa the Havy met a ~ u r  depend an its lidtad CFG 
stackpila util. tha convertjiou R W  ir  %~npl-ntad. The Navy 
ceeif ied that a forty peram team is c#wcuting this program. 

e i m  guestion ccmearrae a atatament: made at rr mxembes; 13, 
1994 WBC k t i n g .  Minutes fmm thb maeting include a 
~ra-nhtfan to ~ e 1 ~ ~ ~ t . e  non-w 2aaiZitiaa fram Annivpalie to 
NSpm=/Philadelphia withnut t h e i r  current pereonnel. The current 
Annaplie team represeat5 the Bavy4s only dK! aple with the  P" mrdplimd R t b  exgmrience. and the Mavyvm only a h a t o r y  pbaple 
with analytical upderstanding of CPC 114 equipment and the i r  
conversion, How eazl the mlaeated program be continued without 
severe adverse ec4aduLe impact if thees positiona are nac 
ratdnadrl 

Secsnd, if a deoi~ton is made to  rerain the experienced personnel 
working in the mmapolis cPC program in order to provide program 
contilluity, the M E C t 8  coet and 8avings e~tiraatee far the 
Amagoli~ closure m a t  be changed, Cumat: figures assume the 
elimination rather thrn the relaeation of them positions. How 
much would such a dacieion c h g a  the cost; and savinge? 



1 w l d  your reapnee to eheee questions as sacan as 
poetsiblo withkr tha next forty-eight hours. Thank you for your 
assistance on thio matter. 
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RICHARD A. GEPHAROT 
MISSOURI 

OEMOCRAM: LEAOER 

Congtea'e' of @e Wniteb States 
f)ouet of %qrtamtatlbts 

Bffirt of at Btmocratit Ztabtt 
w i n g t o n .  E)& 20515-6537 

It104 U.S. c#rloL 
2 0 2 - ~ 1 0 0  

June 22,1995 

The Honorable Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Attached are a few questions that I hope you will ask the Commission's stagduring the final 
deliberations on the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) and the Space and Strategic Defense 
Command (SSDC). 

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter. 

Yours very truly, 

Richard A. Gephardt 



QUESTIONS FOR FINAL DELIBERATIONS 
ON ATCOM 

1. The Commission has received a memorandum signed by ATCOM's Commander stating that 
all ATCOM employees will be offered a position at bases receiving ATCOM functions. 
Wouldn't this action eliminate virtually all savings the Army claims to achieve by closing 
ATCOM? When Commission staff followed up with the Army on this memorandum, did the 
Army unequivocally deny the statement by ATCOM's Commander? 

2. The Commission has received Army documentation indicating that planning for the 
implementation of the ATCOM closure proposal is already underway. Have the proposed 
recipients of ATCOM's functions indicated whether they can perform these new functions 
with the number of personnel indicated in the Army's proposal to the Commission? 

3. In its proposal to close ATCOM, the Army used data from its Installation and Stationing Plan 
to estimate the personnel eliminations that will be achieved. The Commission has obtained 
Army documents indicating that for the purposes of implementing this closure, ATCOM has , 
been directed to use data from Program Budget Guidance personnel authorizations to estimate 
eliminations. In order to obtain the most accurate estimate of the personnel cuts to be achieved 
by this closure, has the Commission staff also used the Program Budget Guidance personnel 
numbers? 

4. The Secretary of the Army has testified that the - m y  based its recommendation to close 
ATCOM on the military value criteria, as required by the base closure law. However, the 
General Accounting Office has informed the Commission that it found no Army documentation 
showing that an analysis based on the military value criteria had been conducted. Did the 
Commission staff find any documentation demonstrating that the Army did in fact base its 
recommendation to close ATCOM on the military value criteria, as required by law? 

5. The Commission on Roles and Missions recently recommended that the Defense Department 
collocate all of the Services' aviation management and support organizations at a single site. If 
we close ATCOM now and all of the Defense Department's aviation functions are moved to 
a new site in the future, how much money would have been wasted in moving ATCOM's 
functions to Redstone Arsenal? 

6. The 1993 Base Closure Commission recommended that the Services establish a separate 
category for leases based on its finding that many leases exist in the immediate vicinity of bases 
owned by the Army. The Commission has received data on the annual cost of leases in the 
vicinity of bases that are supposed to receive ATCOM's functions. What is the aggregate 
annual cost of these leases? What is the annual cost of the ATCOM lease? Doesn't the cost 
to move ATCOM's functions far outweigh the cost to move out of leases in the vicinity of 
these bases? 



QUESTIONS FOR FINAL DELIBERATIONS ON THE 
SPACE AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND (SSDC) 

1. Mr. Kennedy, I understand that in your visit to Redstone Arsenal, you found that the Space 
and Strategic Defense Command's 900 personnel can be accommodated in two vacant buildings 
for a cost of $1.6 million. If this cost estimate were incorporated into your COBRA analysis 
of moving SSDC onto Redstone, what would be the Return on Investment and Net Present 
Value? 

2. The Commission has obtained Army documents indicating that synergy would result fiom the 
relocation of SSDC onto Redstone Arsenal. However, the Army's COBRA report does not 
include any personnel reductions that would result from this synergy (it actually 42 
personnel for unspecified base operations activities). What is the Commission staffs estimate 
of the number of personnel that could be eliminated by moving SSDC onto Redstone 
Arsenal, and what would be the resulting Return on Investment and Net Present Value? 

3. If the Commission were to use the Commission staffs military construction estimate of 
$1.6 million and appropriate personnel eliminations due to the synergy resulting from this 
move, what would be the resulting Return on Investment and Net Present Value? 

4. Last week, Secretary West testified that the Army intends to move SSDC onto Redstone 
Arsenal in the future. The Commission has obtained a memorandum from the office of the 
Army's Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management stating that the requirement to 
move SSDC onto Redstone Arsenal predates any base closure-related efforts. Would it not 
therefore be advisable for the Commission to approve this action prior to considering the 
transfer of ATCOM functions to Redstone? 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard A Gephardt 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6537 

Dear Representative Gephardt : 

Thank you for your recent letter of June 22 concerning Aviation Troop Command 
(ATCOM), Missouri and Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC), Alabama. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ATCOM and SSDC was w e M y  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi.astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 





JUN-22-95 THU 15: 07 LA CHAM OF COMMERCE FAX NO. 21 35807575 

I O S  A N G E L E S  - 
Area Chamber ot Commerce 

The Honorable Alan J. Dison, Chairman 
Defense Bahe Closure and Realignment C o m n ~ u i o n  
1700 Norrh Moore Street. Sulte 1425 . . 
Arlington, Vi rg~n~a  22209 

Dear h4r. Chalr~nan: 

I am writing in  response to the news that McCIcllan Air Force Ease in northern 
California has k e n  suggested by your Coninlission for closure. Assurning that 
this decisio~l will stand. we klieve that the stare of California cannot afford thz  
irnpacr of yet another base closure. 

On behdlf of the Board of Directors of rhc Los Angcles Area Chandx.r of 
Conxnerce, nre urge you  to vote to keep rhc Long Beach Naval Slliyyard open. 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNS) should not be closed for several reasons. 
First. wc believe that it will be impossible for t-he Department of Defense to evcr 
realize a s av i~~gs  in closing LBNS. LBNS is the most profitabIz operation for the 
Na\,y. Closing LRNS would indeed eliminate certain costs, but i t  would also 
result in eliminating rzvenue which is generated by the escellent efficic-noes 
availablz only at LBNS. 

Second. we believe that the Depulrnent of the Navy underestimated the  tohl cost 
of closing the shipyard. Thc one tirnz. closing costs associated with relocating 
approximately 40'5, of the sailors stationed at San Diego to either Seattle or 
Hawaii while their ship is being repaired a t  eitl~sr port was not considered. 

Finally, if the goal of z.losing shipyards is to eliminate excess capacity. then LBNS 
should rlut be closzd. It is estimared that closure of LBNS wfill actually result in 
a deficit of conventional shipyards. while there is a 34%. to 37% excess of nuclear 
capacity. If escsxs capacity is a concern. then rhe Commission and the. Navy 
.shol~ld direct their attention to esccss nuclear facilities. 

' ~ i r : r . ~ ~  lrr8 e < , c " f l e b  of L J :  A P l ) r l a :  Ararrga I..ivar;i3e S o n  6 9 r n . ? f * ( ~ r  LCnIt:re 



JUN-22-95 THU 15: 08 Lft  CHAM OF COMMERCE F A X  NO, 21 35807575 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure md Rcalignnlcnt Commission 
June 22, 1995 

The Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce recommends that the Commission 
take into serious consideration the "regional maintenance" concept aclvucatcd by 
the Save our Shipyard coalition. This would allow LBNS and Pearl Harbor to 
operate as satellite shipyards for Puget Sound. thereby reducing duplicative 
overhead. 

Aga~n, b a w i  on the McClellan dectsion, the state of Cdlifornla cannot afford the 
loss of allother military facilrty. We urge you  to vote to keep the LBNS open i n  
the irlterest o i  the Southern California economy ; ~ n d  our national st.curiry. 

'['hank you for your interest in our thoughts. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 32 / 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E V  

July 7, 1995 9. LEE KLlNG 
. RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Ray Remy 
President 
Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 36% 
Los Angeles, CA 9005 1 - 16% 

Dear Mr. Remy: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning McClellan AFB, California. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on McClellan AFB was carefhlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military hhstmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THJ3 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (lZCTS) # 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
ALEXANDRIA. VIRGINIA 22304. 61 00 

IN R C M Y  

...,a to C M J  ( BRAC 1 26 June 1995 

Mr. Robert Cook 
Defense Base Closure and Realignent Commi8sion 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 v b A e  . .:! f,,$;.:t 23 kc4 i ~ b @ M f  

..Arlington, VA 22209 yh-rn (TZ. + 0 6 1 f f l a % e -  \ 
Bob : 

Subject: O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois 

Per our telecon this morning: DLA is the biggest 
tenant on subject space. It has 225 employees located 
in Building # 4 .  Of note, Building # 4  was recently 
renovated by DLA so that it is a "firat-class" 
building. 

If the station were to be closed and we cannot occupy 
Building X I ,  cost of moving DLA employees would need to 
be part of BRAC. DCMAO Chicago would need to be 
relocated in the vicinity. They are an operational 
unit which performs contract administration services 
and their contractors are in the immediate area. 

Although the "published" motion (Encl 1) Is specific as 
to what should happen to named tenants, it does not 
mention our DLA tenant. A 

1 Encl LUCY M. DARIS 
DCMC BRAC PROGRAM MANAGER 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM @cTs) # CZ 506  26-a 
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ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

5 C(3 v\)64&55 
INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 

D B c K  
A ~ \ ~ & N w ~  @&wq OEPm 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Sigaature - Prepare Reply for Corixnkioner's 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments andor Suggestions FYI 



PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
1 ~ T H  DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMllTEE ON BANKING AND 
FINANCIAL SERVICES 

RANKING M E M ~ E R  

SUBCOMMllTEE 0'4 CAPITAL MARKETS SECURITIES. 
AND GOVERNMENT SPONSORED ENTERPRISES 

COMMITEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM Congress of the ted 3tatts 
AND OVERSIGHT 

DEMOCRATIC WHIP-AT-LARGE .ZDashington, a& ? o j l  ?-is1 1 
June 23, 1995 

WASHINGTON O F F I C E :  

2429 RAVEURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515-381 1 

(202) 22-51 1 

MAIN D I S T R I C T  O F F I C E :  

The President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

The Base Closure and Realignment Commission is making final 
decisions on base closings and soon will be forwarding to you its 
formal base closure list for your consideration and approval. 

Yesterday, the Commission decided to recommend that 
Tobyhanna Army Depot in Northeastern Pennsylvania be kept open 
and the work load from other depots around the country be 
consolidated at the facility. This was an important victory not 
just for Tobyhanna and Pennsylvania, but for our national 
defense. It is important because Tobyhanna is our best military 
depot, and our Armed Forces simply should have the best. Both 
Secretary Perry and the Commission have now shown that they want 
to take greater advantage of Tobyhanna's many attributes. I urge 
you to support the Cornmissionls recommendations regarding 
Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

All of the final recommendations forwarded to you will 
likely reflect the difficult and tough decisions faced by the 
Commission. Many will have a harsh effect on the State and local 
economies where base closings occur. Like you, I am concerned 
about the thousands of dedicated workers who will lose jobs as a 
result cf this cl~sure round. 

Nevertheless, I believe you must support the Commissionls 
recommendations. We reverted to the commission process for base 
~losin~s'because both the Executive and Legislative branch 
understand the great importance of placing national interest 
ahead of parochial concern. The base closing process should be 
adequately insulated from the political process so as to ensure 
that only the most effective, efficient, and needed military 
facilities are kept in operation. A rejection of the 
Commissionls recommendations, however, would signal that this 
process is driven by factors other than military readiness and 
cost effectiveness. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBEaS 



The President 
June 23, 1995 
Page 2 

Mr. President, I would therefore urge you to reject calls 
for disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. I 
understand the concerns being expressed by affected communities, 
but believe that we have no other choice but to accept the 
decisions of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Paul E. ~anjorski' 
Member of Congress 



H O U S E  OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C . 2 0 5 1 5  

June 23 ,  1995 
PAUL E. KANJORSKI 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St.! Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginla 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your vote of confidence in 
Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Keeping Tobyhanna open and consolidating 
missile electronics and ground communication 
repair work at the facility was an excellent 
decision. Your recommendations will no doubt help 
to greatly improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of our depot system. 

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter I sent 
to the President in support of your 
recommendations. 

I also want to thank you for your hard work and 
dedication to this process. Your outstanding 
efforts will help Congress and the President 
downsize our Armed Forces without risking military 
readiness. 

Sinc 

&P&A 
Paul E. Kanjorski 
Member of Congress 
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THOMAS M.  DAVIS 
1 ~ T H  DISTRICT, VIRGINIA 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 

CHAIRMAN, 
SUBCOMM~EE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SUBCOMMI~EE ON GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT, 
INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY 

SUBCOMMl7TEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND 
~NTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
SUBCOMMI~EE ON ENERGY AND 

ENVlRONMENT 

Su9COMMlVEE ON SPACE AND AERONAUTICS 

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

June 2 1, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I am concerned, based on the testimony before the Commission on June 14, that the 
Commission may be considering reversing the Department of Defense's recommendation to close 
White Oak and move the Naval Sea Systems Command to the Washington Naval Yard. I urge 
you to support DoD's decision. I believe there are compelling reasons to do so. 

As you are aware, the Navy argues persuasively that the rationale for redirecting 
NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is due to continued force level reductions and drastically 
increased construction cost estimates for space at White Oak. Moving NAVSEA to the Navy 
Yard can cut the Navy's construction and renovation costs while reducing excess administrative 
space by one million square feet. The one time costs for the closure of White Oak were estimated 
at $159.7 million with 20 year savings of $144 million. By renovating space at the Navy Yard 
rather than constructing new space at White Oak, DoD will greatly mitigate the cost risk 
associated with major new construction. For example, the moving and construction costs 
associated with the original White Oak move have grown by more than 17 percent in less than 
two years. 

We would like to see the NAVSEA remain in Virginia. However, I understand the Navy's 
desire to cut its leased space overhead. Moving NAVSEA to the Navy Yard will accomplish this 
goal while providing the minimum disruption to the daily routine of the employees, over 50 
percent of whom live in Virginia. A relocation to White Oak would increase average daily 
commute times for these employees by over an hour each way. In addition, White Oak is not 
served by Metro, likely resulting in additional commuters being forced onto the already 
overcrowded beltway. The Washington Navy Yard has immediate access to public transportation 
and does not disrupt commuting times for any of the employees. 

An additional bonus for the National Capitol Region, associated with a NAVSEA move to 
the Navy Yard, would be renewal of a seriously depressed area of the District of Columbia. 
While not a BRAC issue, as a resident of the area I am sure that you recognize the positive affect 
on the neighborhoods surrounding the Navy Yard that NAVSEA and its associated commands 
would have. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Page 2 

I believe that this DoD proposal to move NAVSEA to the Washington Navy Yard is a 
sound. It reduces costs, is less disruptive to employees, and retains the national security value of 
co-location with NAVSEA's primary customers. I would urge you to support that move. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Davis 
Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
" - .  *-*:3;p,'? -..-- --,- 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 a- - - 9 us-* 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J .  B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 6, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
. RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tom Davis 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Davis: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), 
White Oak, Maryland. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its M deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NAVSEA was carearellly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infkastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 

RC : cmc 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E x ~ c w m  CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (Ems)  # q5 O G 2.L -S 

r x  TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
[1/) PrepareRepIyforLF' 'sSipature - . . Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i t u r e  

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature PrrpareDiredResporw 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions / F Y I  

Subjdemarks: 



ARLEN SPECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEES: 

AGING 
JUDICIARY 

APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

5 3 0  HART SENATE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3802 
202-224-4254 

'United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  1 0 - 3 8 0 2  

June 20, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
ATTN.: Mr. David L. Lyles 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

STATE OFFICES: 

600  ARCH STREET. SUITE 9400 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19 106 
215-597-7200 

SUITE 2031, FEDERAL BUILDING 
PITTSBURGH, PA 15222 
4 12-644-3400 

ROOM 1 16, FEDERAL BUILDING 
ERIE, PA 16501 
814-453-3010 

ROOM 1 159, FEDERAL BUILDING 
HARRISBURG. PA 17 101 
717-782-3951 

ROOM 102, POST OFFICE BLDG. 
ALLENTOWN, PA 18 10 1 
215-434-1444 

SUITE 503, PARK PLAZA 
v S c ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ ,  PA 18503 

717-346-2006 

ROOM 306. 116 S. MAIN ST. 
WILKES-BARRE. PA 18701 
7 17-626-6265 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

I am writing to you on behalf of my constituent, Mrs. 
Blodwyn Wilson, of Scranton, Pennsylvania. Mrs. Wilson is 
concerned of the proposed closure of United States Navy Housing 
on the island of Guam. Her son, Joseph, is currently serving 
with the United States Navy in Guam and will be adversely 
affected by this closure, along with approximately 160 officers 
and 400 enlisted personnel. 

Enclosed is pertinent information on the proposed closure 
and its possible effects. These housing units are necessary, 
mainly because of the difficulty in obtaining affordable housing 
for U.S. Navy personnel and their families. 

Thank you for your review of this situation. Any replies 
you have relevant to this matter can be forwarded to Martin 
Kearney, my Staff Assistant at my Scranton, Pennsylvania office. 
Again, thank you for your time and attention on this matter. 

si& 
Arlen Specter 

AS /mak 
Enclosure. 
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Subj: NAS* Guam Family Housing Closure by Sept. '96 

This discussion is about an issue impacted by this scheduled closure 
and gives reasons why the housing there should be preserved 

TO SUPPORT THE NAVAL HOSPITAL GUAM 

Wlth due respect, this quick counting job is based mostly on officers. There are less of them and hence 
easier to count, If the housing remaining on NAS is preserved it can benefit both Officers and Enlisted as it is 
open to both now1 

The USNH Guam presently has roughly 160 officers and 400 enlisted personnel. 
The officer breakdown is: 

Medical Officers - about 55 
Nursing Officers - about 75 A large part of these officers (approx 9096) have 
M S C Officers - about 25 dependents and live in military housing. 
Dental Officers - 2 
Other Officers - a b u t  3 
CO & XO - 2 

TOTAL about 160 

A quick look a t  available officer hausin9 reveals the following: 
Hospital grounds about 25 units 
Nimltz Hill: (about a 2.5 mile trip) 

Turner road about 50 units (including 0-4 and above units and Clark Ln) 
Sherman circle ? ? 10 units (Sr. Os, may not be available to Hospital personnel) 

TOTAL only 85 units (daft foraet CfgnNavMar staff also uses these) 

Without NAS housing ALL OTHER MILITARY HOUSING IS 8 t o  10 MILES AWAY (NCTAMS or Big Navy). 
(don't forget these are not CONUS expressways to and from the Hospital 
this is on roads with Guam traffic, limitations and hazards) 

If NAS housing was separated from the Airport (the fence is already in place and the housing is fairly 
isolated from the other business there) and a sekrate access is made out of the corridor -to 
route 8 the distance to the Hospital gate would be a l i t t l e  more than 2 miles (similar to the distance from 
Nimitz Hill). 

This would preserve roughly 130 family dwellings that can easily be designated for Officers or Enlisted 
much as it is now. It would also limit the driving hazard by cutting the driving distance 75 to  80% for 
individuals that would otherwise be displaced to NCTAhlS or Big Navy. A small number of personnel currently 
do thls now. These numbers could be eventually be relocated to NAS as new folks PCS in, 

THIS SUPPORT OF THE NAVAL HOSPITAL AND IT'S MISSION IS CRITICAL 

As an aside there am over 300 housing units that have been turned over from the separate Enlisted housing 
section a t  NAS. In addition there are about 6 much larger structures within that same area and the BOQ complex 
available. It is hard to believe that the Family Housing will fill any,real need for more Gov Guam space. 

*NAS is used to denote the physical spaces in question. 
WI? felllze NAS nn IAIylAf A~ists as a Naval Command 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , , ,, ,,3r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 ; - .-.-. , . ,&*6zS_2/z / 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
' RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Suite 503, Park Plaza 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1 8503 
Attn: Mr. Martin Kearney 

Dear Senator Spector: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a letter fiom Mrs. Blodwyn Wilson, concerning 
Department of the Navy housing on Guam. I appreciate her interest in the base closure process 
and welcome her comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the information you 
and Ms. Wilson provided on the naval housing facilities in Guam was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this di;8ticult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
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WILLIAM S. COHEN 
MAINE 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-1 901 

150 Capitol Street 
Post Office Box 347 
Augusta, Maine 04332 
June 22, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Senator Cohen was contacted recently by a constituent, Ms. 
Betty Robinson of Thomaston, regarding a recent news report that 
the Base Closure & Realignment Commission had decided to relocate 
a naval training facility from Florida to South Carolina. 

Enclosed for your reference is a copy of the correspondence 
received by Senator Cohen. At your earliest convenience, please 
review this letter and advise Senator Cohen about how best to 
respond to this constituent inquiry. 

On behalf of Senator Cohen, thank you in advance for your 
attention to this matter. 

With best regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Cliff G. Garvey 
State Office Representative for 
William S. Cohen 
United States Senator 







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

v ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

-$?s%B- 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 7,1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
. RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wfiam S. Cohen 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0 

Dear Bid: 

Thank you for forward'ig to me the letter from Ms. Betty Robinson, concerning the 
Secretary of Defense's 1995 recommendation to relocate the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion 
Training Center from Orlando, Florida to Charleston, South Carolina. I appreciate Ms. 
Robinson's interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome her comments. 

I have taken the liberty of responding directly to Ms. Robinson concerning her inquiry. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ,. '--,- -.-' - -. :--..* y 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 v;;- * 7, -- e - - - 
703-696-0504 -.; > - -  .. .. -. . =fk&%=- - 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN , 

Ms. Betty R o b i n  
63 Main Street 
Thomaston, Maine 0486 1 

Dear Ms. Robinson: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

July 7,1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 

. RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE , 

Senator William S. Cohen forwarded to me your letter concerning the Secretary of 
Defense's 1995 recommendation to relocate the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center 
fiom Orlando, Florida to Charleston, South Carolina. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. AU available i n f o d o n  regarding 
the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center was careMy considered by the 
Commissioners and the Commission staff during our sixteen week review and analysis process. 
The Commission's final deliberations resulted in recommendations to close or realign 132 military 
f d t i e s .  Each one of the Commission's decisions, including the decision on the Navy Nuclear 
Power Propulsion Training Center, was a difficult but necessary step to reduce the size of our 
nation's military infrastructure in a care11 and deliberate manner. 

Again, I appreciate your interest in the base closure process. 

Sincerely, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 2 0 5 1 5  

June 24, 1995 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your untiring work on the 
Commission over the last few months. I know 
that it was a thankless task, 

Your leadership in making certain that 
all the pertinent facts were developed and 
considered before the final votes were taken 
is to be commended. 

Best of luck to you in the future and 
thanks again for your service to our nation 
and Armed Forces. 

Sincerely, 

k,x:NTGoMERY GILL S 
Member of cyhgress 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 



Document Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (EcTs) # Y 9Ga~-8  

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature - I Prepare Reply for Commisioner's 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i &  Prepare Direct Response 

I ACTION: Offer Comments and/or suggestions H / I m  

R O U ~  h t e w x  b t e  0-td Mail Date: 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS 
LOCAL F-57 

McCLELLAN FIRE DEPARTMENT 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Allan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

Just a few short weeks ago, I received a personal response from you regarding my letter to you on 
behalf of McClellan AFB. I took the letter to be somewhat encouraging. I posted your letter on 
our Union bulletin board for all to see. Obviously we were all blind-sided by the commission last 
Thursday. 

I take great exception to the way in which McClellan was brought up for a vote. It was painfblly 
obvious to all that watched, that the decision to offer McClellan up for closure had been agreed 
upon long before the questioning of the staff was concluded. Your effort to speed up the 
questioning process and bring it to a quick close, even before the commissioners had a grasp of 
the data they were reviewing was obvious to all of those watching. Having attended hearings at 
various local, state and federal levels and seeing how they operate, the manner in which that vote 
was taken was nothing short of inexcusable. 

Most disturbing was what I can only characterize as the arrogant, self-serving grandstanding done 
by Commissioner Robles. For the American federal worker waiting for the fate of their htures, 
Mr. Robles offered more redundant self-indulging dialogue on his accomplishments as a 
commander than any words for those men, women and children whose lives would be devastated 
and whose communities would be decimated. In fact, I don't believe he made one comment of 
concern for those people across the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also disturbed about your comments indicating that "no one wants to increase 
defense spending but everyone wants to keep their base open." The recently passed HR 1530, 
Defense Authorization Bill, authorizes an increase in defense spending of $4.9 Billion dollars. As 
recently as December of 1994, then future Senate Majority leader Dole wrote the President 
expressing concerns with this base closure round. In fact he stated " we haven't realized any 
savings so far from the very first round of base closures." Last session, Rep. Spence, now the 
National Defense Committee chairman, offered legislation to eliminate the '95 round. 

Most importantly Mr. Chairman is my failure to understand how this commission could find 
"substantial deviation" by the DoD when in fact they were being consistent with the 
recommendation of the '93 commission to keep McClellan open. As you may recall, the '93 
commission voted 6-1 to keep McClellan open. What on earth has changed in just two years 

P.O. Box 1441, North Highlands, CA 95660-1441 . (916) 643-0476 . FAX (91 6 )  927-8905 
603 



which would dictate that the '95 commission would in essence overturn the '93 commission and 
vote to close the facility. You have in essence deemed that the '93 commission also committed 
substantial deviation. The excess capacity existed in '93 as it does now. The only Air Logistics 
Center that looked to the hture over the past two years was McClellan. 

Mr. Chairman, by the admission of your own commissioners, their staffs data was not certifiable. 
It was very evident in watching the hearings that even after all these months, the commissioners 
still did not have a grasp of the data they were reviewing. With all due respect, it is paidblly 
evident that the slash & burn mentality exists within the '95 commission. 

I respect the unenviable position you and your commissioners have been presented with. 
However, I truly believe the manner in which McClellan was offered up and the decision to close 
is not only wrong, but makes absolutely no sense whatsoever. 

Respecthlly, 

Cas L 2 ~  y dd 
president IAFF Local F-57 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Casey Judd 
President, Local F-57 
International Association of Fie Fighters 
McClellan Fire Department 
P.O. Box 1441 
North Highlands, California 95660- 144 1 

Dear Mr. Judd: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning McClellan Air Force Base. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information regard'ig 
McClellan AFB was carellly considered by the Commissioners and the Commission sta£Fduring 
our sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations resulted in 
178 recommendations to close or realign military facilities. Each one of the Commission's 
decisions, including the decision on McClellan Air Force Base, was a difficult but necessary step 
to reduce the size of our nation's military inhstructure in a carehl and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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CITY of HERMITAGE 
800 NORTH HERMITAGE ROAD 
HERMITAGE, PENNSYLVANIA 

16148 
Phone 412-981-0800 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It is our understanding that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission has added the 
Youngstown Air Reserve Station to the list of military bases to be considered for 
realignment/closure. At their regular monthly meeting on June 15, 1995 the Hermitage Board of 
Commissioners unanimously passed the enclosed resolution objecting to the consideration for 
realignment/closure of the Youngstown Air Reserve Station. 

The Board of Commissioners of the City of Hermitage believe that the Air Reserve 
Station is an integral part of the future development of the adjacent Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport; which is important to the future economic development of the Shenango Valley 
area. Anything that would weaken or negatively impact the status of the regional airport would 
have a similar effect on our community, which has been struggling to recover from the closing of 
many of our steel mills in recent years. 

We trust that you will make every effort to see that our objections are passed on to all 
who are involved in making this critical decision. 

Sincerely, 

OF HERMITAGE 

GPWdm 
Enclosure 



CITY OF HERMITAGE 
MERCER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 30-95 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE CITY OF HERMITAGE, MERCER COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA, HEREBY EXPRESSING THEIR OBJECTIONS 
TO THE REALIGNMENT OR CLOSURE OF THE YOUNGSTOWN 
AIR RESERVE STATION. 

I WHEREAS, the Base Realignment and Closure commission has added the Youngstown 
Air Reserve Station to the list of military bases to be considered for realignrnent/closure during 
the current round; and 

I 
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of the City of Hermitage believe that the Air 

Reserve Station is an integral part of the future development of the adjacent Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of the City of Hermitage believe that the 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport is important to the future economic development of the 
Shenango Valley area and anything that would weaken or negatively impact the status of the 
regional airport would have a similar effect on our community; and 

WHEREAS, the Youngstown Air Reserve Station has become one of the area's largest 
employers with spinoff jobs and spending in the way of locally supplied materials and labor, 
construction jobs, and service related jobs brought about by the more than 1,500 people on the 

t payroll at the Air Reserve Station provide a boost to our local economy which has yet to fblly 
9 

recover from the devastation of the 1980's when so much heavy industry and accompanying jobs 
were lost; and 

WHEREAS, the Youngstown Air Reserve Station provides important service to the 
surrounding communities by responding during tornado damage recovery, fuel fires, automobile 
accidents and local aircraft crashes. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE CITY OF HERMITAGE, MERCER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA AND HERMITAGE 
HEREBY RESOLVES BY AUTHORITY OF THE SAME: 

Section 1. That the City of Hermitage by passage of this Resolution and in accordance 
with the above cited benefits does hereby direct their strong objections to 
the realignment or closure to the Commission as being destructive to the 
local economy and health and safety of area residents. 



Section 2. That the Board of Commissioners of the City of Hermitage hereby directs 
that a copy of this Resolution be sent to all federal elected officials serving 
this area, the Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission requesting intervention in this 
important matter. 

Section 3 .  That the Board of Commissioners of the City of Hermitage voice their 
support for the continued operation of this important facility and urge the 
BRAC Commission to reconsider their position in this matter. 

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY OF 
HERMITAGE, MERCER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, THIS 15TH DAY OF JUNE 1995. 

ATTEST: 

A 

f inkson,  City Secretary 

CITY OF HERMITAGE 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
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MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
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Mr. Gary P. Hinkson 
City Manager 
City of Hennitage 
800 North Hermitage Road 
Hermitage, Pennsylvania 1 6 148 

Dear Mr. Hinkson: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Youngstown-Warren Air Reserve Station 
(ARS), Ohio. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, Chairman Dixon recused himselffiom considering any bases affecting 
Illinois. In this case, the Chairman did not make any decision which could have affected the 
outcome of Chicago O'Hare ARS. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
Youngstown-Warren ARS was caremy considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d8icult and challenging 
process. 
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COMMITTEES: SACRAMENTO OFFICE 
STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAMENTO. CA 94249-0001 
(916) 445-3134 

FAX: (91 6) 322-0655 

CARSON DISTRICT OFFICE 
1 CIVIC PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE 320 

CARSON. CA 90745 
31 0) 51 8-3324 

FAk: (31 0) 518-3508 

LONG BEACH OFFICE 
245 WEST BROADWAY. SUITE 300 

LONG BEACH. CA 90802 
(31 0) 590-5009 

June 21, 1995 

$eeemblg 
Malifnrnia pegielnf ure 

JUANITA M. McDONALD 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN, FIFTY-FIFTH DISTRICT 

CHAIR, REVENUE AND TAXATION COMMITTEE 

REVENUE AND TAXATION 
BANKING AND FINANCE 
INSURANCE 
UTILITIES AND COMMERCE 

VICE CHAIR NCSL COMMIITEE 
ON COMMERCE AND COMMUNICATIONS 

MEMBER STEERING COMMITTEE 
EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES 

MEMBER, NATIONAL COMMISSION 
ON TEACHING AND AMERICA'S FUTURE 

Mr. Allan Dixon 
Chair, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As the Commission concludes deliberations to determine the bases 
slated for closure, I ask once again that you keep the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard off the list. Military necessity dictates that the 
United States possess facilities on the West Coast that can provide 
depot level maintenance and accommodate the ship repairs and design 
alterations required by the U.S. Navy as economically as possible. 

Southern California, and especially the region adjacent to the 
Naval Shipyard, boasts a well trained, ethnically diverse and 
experienced workforce, including hundreds of recently laid-off 
workers formerly associated with the Todd Shipyard. The region 
also boasts good weather and meets the demand for efficient 
maintenance of a post Cold War navy. 

Finally, the Long Beach area and broader Southern California region 
can ill afford additional military-related reductions. Loss of the 
$344 million payroll and estimated $1 billion impact on the local 
economy will cause additional economic distress on an already 
depressed community. 

I strongly urge you to retain the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Respectfully, 

#&£ornia State ~ebislature 
Fifty-fifth Assembly District 

Representing the Cities of Carson, Compton and Long Beach, and the Wilmington, 
Harbor City and Harbor Gateway districts of Los Angeles. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Juanita M. McDonald 
Assemblywoman 
California State Legislature 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 942849 
Sacramento, California 94249-000 1 

June 28, 1995 

l%xm ro?o& U m  number -. 
v&fl&*l a - \ O  

Dear Assemblywoman McDonald: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Long Beach Naval Shipyard was c a r a y  considered by the Commission in making 
its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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105950 Overseas Highway 
Key Largo, Florida 33037 

Fax (305) 451-4726 
Tel. (305) 451-1414 

1-800-822-1088 

Chamber of Commerce 

Pb2to ai;r b ti& -u;&g 

when r%-~i:xm%ryl \ 
June 20, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

While the island of Key Largo is actually in Monroe County, it is the first of the Florida 
Keys and maintains strong ties to Homestead and South Dade. 

Consideration of our geographical location and (just as importantly) for our neighbors in 
South Dade, we sincerely urge you to carefully weigh all the facts and the long term 
outcome of your decision regarding the future of Homestead Air Reserve Base. 

Never will the Air Force experience the community support for a military base as exists in 
Homestead as well as outreaching areas. You will find money, time, effort and a wide 
spread spirit of cooperation from the citizenry. 

The Key Largo Chamber of Commerce sincerely urges you to take the positive actions 
necessary to ensure the future of Homestead Air Reserve Base and thereby, hlfilling the 
needs of the military and South Florida simultaneously. 

Truly Yours, 

Ginna Thomas Drake \ 

President 

cc: Carrie P. Meek, Member of Congress 
Kim Sovia, Homestead Chamber of Commerce 

The First of the Fabulous Florida Keys 
Diving Capital of the World 
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Ms. Ginna Thomas Drake 
President 
Key Largo Chamber of Commerce 
105950 Overseas Highway 
Key Largo, Florida 33037 

Dear Ms. Drake: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Homestead Air Reserve Base (ARB), 
Florida. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Homestead ARB was carefdly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infiastmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



ocu111ent Separator 
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Office of The Town Clerk 
Richard M .  Moleski 
Town Clerk 
686-3434 

Mary F .  Holtz 
1st Deputy 
686-3433 

Vickie L. Dnnkowski 
2 nd Depuy 
696-3430 

Growfng In A New D/mct/on 

71DW OF CHEEK713 WAGA 
Erie Countj New Yorlc 

June 6, 1995 
f@!Z&f k@ rq&, - 

~ \ f m ~ ~ r n : . ~ . - ~  q$~<k- - \>  
--,- .-- 

Defense Base and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 2030 1 

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed please find a certified copy of the 
resolution(s) adopted by the Cheektowaga Town Board 
on June 5, 1995 regarding: 

1. Opposition to Closing of the Niagara Falls Air Force 
Reserve Base and Calspan's R.E.D.C.A.P. Facility 

Thank you. 

BY ORDER OF THE TOWN BOARD 
OF THE TOWN OF CHEEKTOWAGA, 
ERIE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

~ichard  M. ~ o l e s k i ~ ~ o w n  Clerk 

Town Hall, 3301 Broadway Street + Cheektowaga, New York 14227-1088 



EXTRACTS FROM MINUTES OF CHEEKTOWAGA TOWN BOARD 

Dennis H. ~ a b r y ' z a k  
P a t r i c i a  A. jaw&-owicz 

Couhcilman R ichard  B. Solec i 
Councilman W i l l i a m  P. Rogbvjk i  
Councilman Jacque l ine  A .,.'dlhchowski 
Councilman Thomas M. ~ o h n g n ,  J r  . 
Councilman W i l l i a m  L .  Wi61 insk i  

. . 

seconded by Unanimous 

PC a r e g u l a r  meeting of tne  Town Board of the  Town of Cheektowaga, F r i e  
County, New York h e l d  a t  the Town H a l l ,  co ine r  o f  Elroadway and Union Roads, i r l  

s a i d  Town on the  5+h day o f  Jun_e_----- , 1995 a t  
7:OO o ' c l o c k  p.m. Eas te rn  Dayliqht ~avinq Time the re  were 

WHEREAS, the Federal government's Defense Base and Closure 
Commissior. recently announced a list of prcposed base closings, which 
list includes the Niagara Falls Air Force Reserve Base and the R.E.D.C.A.P. 
facility at Calspan in Cheektowaga, and 

WHEREAS, the Niagara Falls Air Force Reserve Base is the only 
base of its kind in New York State and its closing would be detrimental 
to the Western New York area for the following reasons: 

1. There would be a loss of 2,500 reservists from across Western 
New York who are not in commuting distance to another C-130 
base. 

2. 60% of the reservists are from Erie County. 
3. The Federal government has invested $70 million in this 

base over the last ten years (including $25 million in the 
last five years) to upgrade this facility and its equipment 
in order to maintain operational readiness. 

4. The base also supports 800 civilian employees, with an annual 
payroll of $56 million. 

5. The closing of this base would impact greatly ($125 million 
per year) on the economy of Niagara County, Erie County 
and the other six counties in the Western New York region. 

6. The C-130 Rpserve Unit served our country admirably as the 
only rese&eb'e.unit to serve directly in the Persian Gulf 
with 100% mission effectiveness. 

7. The Reserve Unit based here supported all other major world- 
wide operations, including Hurricane Andrew, Bosnia, Haiti 
and the no-fly zone in Northern Iraq. 

and 

WHEREAS, Calspan's R.E.D.C.A.P. facility in Cheektowaga is the 
only simulated electronic warfare and missile defense system facility 
of its kind in the country that is equipped to allow our Air Force pilots 
to test themselves and their equipment against soviet-style missile defense 
systems, and 

WHEREAS, Calspan's R.E.D.C.A.P. facility, with 50 permanent 
employees, 25 support employees and a budget of $900,000, has a great 
strategic defense impact on Western New York because of the program's 1 
unique nature and advanced technological capabilities, and 

' 

WHEREAS, this Town Board recognizes the importance of maintaining I 
a successful, respected Reserve Base and R.E.D.C.A.P. facility here in 
Western New York, and stands ready to offer support for the continued 
operation of such Base and facility, NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Richard M. Moleski 
Town Clerk 
Cheektowaga Town Hall 
330 1 Broadway Street 
Cheektowaga, New York 14227-1088 

Dear Mr. Moleski: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution concerning Niagara 
Falls Air Force Reserve Base, New York and the Real-Tie Digitally Controlled Analyzer 
Processor Activity (REDCAP), New York. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Nagara Falls Air Force Reserve Base and REDCAP was carefully considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

' J  
David S. Lyles 
Staff Direct or 
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June 22, 1995 

Mr. J. J. Gertler 
Senior Analyst. Army Team 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

TRANSMITTED BY F A X  (703) 696-0550 

Dear Mr. Gerrler-: 

Enclosed please find a revised matrix pertaining to the U S. Army Environmental Action Reviews 
for the Cherrlical Training School at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri 

'The lvhssouri Department of Natural Resources found serious misrepresentations in the rnatriv 
provided by Alabama representatives. 

Enclosed for your. use, as appropriate, is a revised matrix that we believe more accurately 
represents the facts. 

If you need additional information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAI, RESOURCES 

David A. Shorr 
1)irector 

Enclosure 

c: Madelyn Creedon, General Counsel, The Defense Base Closure and Real iment  
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June 27, 1995 

&JJjJIQRA!%DCWl 
To: Commissioner Cox 
From: Steve Hyjek 
Subject: Ft Greely 

First. let me expression my appreciation for your time and consideration of the Delta 
Junctior~ Community's concerns resarding the realignment of Ft Greely as well as the other 
issues we discussed during the course of the Commission's proceedings. You] efforts tn 
comrnuniccrtlng the economic Impact of the Army's proposed realigrunent on the local 
comnunity were greatly appreciated 

The purpose of this memo is to request your consideration of the inclusion of language 
In the Comm~ssion's report whlcll would encourage the Army to f~ci l ibre  the orderly 
transfcr/lease of fdcilities which will become non-essent~al to the A m y .  but would he of grent 
utility to the local community This would apply to facil~tles such as the post I-screatlon 
ccnter. mokiz theater, and pobs~bly the airfield. 

I understand that a draft has heen provided for the review of Com.missioners, wirh the 
inrent of finalizing the repo1-t by COB Wednesciay. With that in mind, 1 have drafted some 
suzgested languaye for your consideration and copied the appropriate staff members. Wc 
would appreciate favorahie consideration of the draft language which reinforces the 
Commission's intent on rnii~imizing the economic impact on Delu Junction. 

Please feel Cree to contact me with any questions. 

The Convllisrion has clearly shted its concern regarding the econonlic impact of this 
realig~mlent up011 the local community and has taken measures to allow the conlnlunity 
addi[ional time to make appropriatt adjustrnenrs. The A m y  leadersllip is also strongly 
encouraged to ensure that buildings and facilities at Ft Greely which becon~e non-essential to 
the A m y  as the result of the realigru~~ent (to i~lclude the airfield. recreation center, etc. ); shall 
be made available in good working ccndilion as expedit~ously as possible. ror lease or transfer 
to the local re-use authority on behalf of the conunuruty of Delta Junction 

cc. LTC Stevc Bailey 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Steve Hyjek 
Hyjek & Fix, Inc. 
Suite 560 
2 100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Dear Steve: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Ft. Greely, Alaska. I appreciate your interest 
in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assue you that the information you 
provided on Ft. Greely was carefidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
commissioner 

RC : cmc 
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- 
The Ohio Senate 

32nd District 

Senator 

ANTHONY A. LATELL, JR. 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Understanding that you are undoubtedly a very busy man, I will attempt to keep my appeal 
brief. 

It is my understanding that the Youngstown Air Reserve Station, located in Vienna, Ohio, 
is currently being considered for closure. I would like to voice my opposition to such a 
closure. 

The Youngstown Air Reserve Station has long played an integral role in the area which I 
represent in the Ohio Senate. The station continues to be one of our area's largest single 
employers, as well as contributing to much of the surrounding economic development. I 
firmly believe that closing the station would have devastating consequences for our 
community. 

Beyond it's importance to our local community, I also believe the Youngstown Air Reserve 
Station plays a significant military role. Although I do not profess to be a military tactician, 
the centrality of the station's location and it's unique insectldisease control spraying 
mission are important assets to the United States Military. 

I trust that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission will examine each proposed 
closure with the greatest care and consideration. Thank you for your time. Zlr  Bcebipb: 
Senator Antho y A. Latell, Jr. 
Ohio Senate 

Ohio Senate Committees 
Statehouse Economlc Development 
Columbu~ OH 4321 5-4276 Technology 8 Aerospace, 
614-466-71 82 Ranking Mlnor~ty Member 
614-466-41 20 Fax Highways 8 Transportation 
1-800-262-0253 Toll Free State 8 Local Government 

8 Veterans Affalrs 
Flnanclal Inst~tut~ons, 

Insurance 8 Commerce 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 29,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Anthony A. Latell Jr. 
State Senator 
The Ohio State Senate 
Statehouse 
C O ~ U ~ ~ U S ,  Ohio 432 1 5-4276 

Dear Senator Latell: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Youngstown Air Reserve Station (ARS), 
Ohio. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, Chairman Dixon recused himself fiom considering any bases affecting 
Illinois. In this case, the Chairman did not make any decision which could have affected the 
outcome of Chicago 07Hare ARS. I can assure you that the information you provided on 
Youngstown-Warren ARS was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military Mastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

David S. Lyles 
(J 

S taE Director 
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JAMES V. HANSEN 
I S T  DISTRICT. UTAH 

COMMITTEES 

ARMED SERVICES 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

ROOM 2 4 6 6  
RAYBURN HOUSE OFF!CE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205  15-4401 
1202) 225-0453 

Eongros of the United gitato 

;mDashington, BE 2onr-++0~ 

June 27, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DISTRICT OFFICES 

1 0  17 FEDERAL BUILDING 
3 2 4  25TH STREET 
OGOEN. UT 8 4 4 0 1  

1801) 393-8362  
(801) 625-5677  
1801) 451-5822 

4 3 5  EAST TABERNACLE 
SUITE 3 0 1  

ST GEORGE. UT 8 4 7 7 0  
1801) 628-1071 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I wanted to take a minute to commend you and your staff on 
your hard work and dedication throughout this difficult process. 
I believe you, and your fellow Commissioners, have done this 
nation a tremendous, though painful, service. 

I also wanted to bring your attention to a few issues 
surrounding the implementation of BRAC recommendations concerning 
Hill AFB and Defense Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) . 

First, I am concernedthat the language of the motions 
regarding Air Logistics Centers leaves the redistributionof 
workload decisions to ,the DDMC instead of the Air Force. I, like 
you, believe there is significant excess capacity in the depot 
system. To vlright-sizevl the remaining three depots, it is 
important that the Air Force retain maximum control and 
flexibility in the redistribution of these workloads. I urge you 
to consider this in your final report. 

Second, I am s t i l l  concerned over the f u t u r e  of tactical 
missile maintenance. Without the benefits of single-site 
consolidation, I do not believe it makes fiscal sense to move the 
existing airborne workloads from Hill. I believe a better option 
would be to turn the current workload, on the Maverick and 
Sidewinder systems, into a GOCO operation that would stay right 
where it is. I understand that much of this work is already under 
private contract and that this option would be a less-expensive 
one for the Department of Defense. 

Finally, while I still believe DLA's recommendation 
concerning DDOU was flawed, I understand the Commission's decision 
and personally appreciate the Commission's careful attention and 
honest deliberations in this matter. I also understand the 
Commission's intention is to leave the workload and positions 
associatedwith the deployable medical units (DEPMEDS) and the 
computer design center in the Ogden area. I would hope that these 



intentions will be specifically addressed in the Commission's 
final report. I believe this clarificationwill help all 
concernedparties, as they move forward with efforts to continue 
this important work while also moving to reuse DDOU facilities at 
the earliest possible time. 

Again, I appreciate the dedication and integrity you and your 
colleagues have displayed throughout this process. I also wish to 
commend your staff for their tireless efforts and unquestioned 
professionalism. Overall, I believe this BRAC list is the right 
thing to do. I look forward to continuing to work with the 
Commission, the Department, and the people in Utah to smoothly 
implement your recommendationsand to begin saving money for the 
American people. 

/ Member of condress 
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June 27, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

OISTHICI OFFICCS 
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3 2 4  Z5TH SIHFFT 

OGDFN U T  L14401 

1 8 0  11 393-8362 
(8011 6 7 4  561 l 
(61'11 451 5827  

4 3 5  LAST IAHEHNACIL 

SUITE 3 0  i 
ST G 1 0 9 b l  Ul H4710 

1 8 0 ' 1  61U . I 0 7 7  

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I wanted to take a minute to commend you and your staff on 
your hard work and dedication throughout this difficult process. 
I believe you, and your fellow Commissioners, have done this 
nation a tremendous, though painful, service. 

I also wanted to bring your attention to a few issues 
surrounding the implementationof BRAC recommendations concerning 
Hill AFB and Defense Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) . 

First, I am concerned that the language of the motions 
regarding Air Logistics Centers leaves the redistributionof 
workload decisions to the DDMC instead of the Air Force. I, like 
you, believe there is significant excess capacity in the depot 
system. To "right-size" the remaining three depots, it is 
important that the Air Force retain maximum control and 
flexibility in the redistributionof these workloads. I urge you 
to consider this in your final report. 

Second, I am still concerned over the future of tactical 
missile maintenance. Without the benefits of single-site 
consolidation, I do not believe it makes fiscal sense to move the 
existing airborne workloads from Hill. I believe a better option 
would be to turn the current workload, on the Maverick and 
Sidewinder systems, into a GOCO operation that would stay right 
where it is. I understand that much of this work is already under 
private contract and that this option would be a less-expensive 
one for the Department of Defense . 

Finally, while I still believe DLAts recommendation 
concerning DDOU was flawed, I understand the Commissionfs decision 
and personally appreciate the Commission's careful attention and 
honest deliberations in this matter. I also understand the 
Commission's intention is to leave the workload and positions 
associated with the deployable medical units (DEPMEDS) and the 
computer design center in the Ogden area. I would hope that these 



intentions will be specifically addressed in the Commission's 
final report. I believe this clarificationwill help all 
concerned parties, as they move forward with efforts to continue 
this important work while also moving to reuse DDOU facilities at 
the earliest possible time. 

Again, I appreciate the dedication and integrity you and your 
colleagues have displayedthroughout this process. I also wish to 
commend your staff for their tireless efforts and unquestioned 
professionalism. Overall, I believe this BRAC list is the right 
thing to do. I look forward to continuing to work with the 
Commission, the Department, and the people in Utah to smoothly 
implement your recommendationsand to begin saving money for the 
American people. 

/ Member of CAndress 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 7, 1995 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

Dear Representative Hansen: 

Thank you for your June 27, 1995 letter concerning Hill Air Force Base and 
Defense Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU). I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and 
objective decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available 
information regarding Hill AFB and DDOU was carefully considered by the 
Commissioners and the Commission staff during our sixteen week review and analysis 
process. Each one of the Commission's decisions was a difficult but necessary step to 
reduce the size of our nation's military infrastructure in a careful and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE REALIGNMENT ADVISORS 
THE HOMER BUILDING 

SUITE 410 SOUTH 
GO1 THIRTEENTH STREET, N W 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005June 26, 1995 

Mr. Charles C. Smith, Jr. (202) 879-9460 

Executive Director and 
Special Assistant to Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Firbt~ r~riw to ijd f w w  
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 whm r - \ 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Charlie: 

Last week, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) completed voting on the 
fate of military bases around the country. As in past BRAC rounds, less than twenty percent of targeted bases 
survived. We are delighted to report that Defense Realignment Advisors represented thirteen of those facilities, 
ten survived and several actually gained new mission. Unfortunately, two will close and one lost mission. 
That 10-2-1 record compares with our 1993 record of successfully assisting five bases and losing none. 

/" The 1995 BRAC round was the most challenging of the three authorized by Congress in 1990. 
Commissioners were forced to make tough, politically controversial choices between many excellent facilities. 
The Commission made great progress in fulfilling its responsibility to reduce military infrastructure in line with 
dramatically reduced force structure and defense funding. Just as net savings from base closures are essential 
to pay for military training and readiness, it is important that a fair and open process like BRAC exists to 
ensure that the full range of military value, cost and impact data is available before an installation is closed. 

BRAC savings are essential to both military readiness and deficit reduction. Thus, we predict that 
despite many politically difficult closure decisions, the 1995 Commission's base closure and realignment 
recommendations will become law. We also believe that Congress will authorize another series of base 
closures to further reduce base structure in line with future force structure projections. 

It is critical that communities affected by base closure immediately begin to implement base reuse and 
defense conversion plans. Likewise, communities with bases that were spared are wise to invest now in 
enhancing their installation's military value and helping to further reduce operating costs, as well as addressing 
infrastructure and environmental concerns. 

Defense Realignment Advisors consultants are committed to providing highly effective assistance to 
military communities and other clients concerned with long term military enhancement, economic development, 
environmental issues and base reuse. We are committed to providing the same personalized client semi@ and 
experience which earned our clients the highest overall success ratio in both the 1993 4 1995 b%sq 
rounds. 

We would welcome an opportunity to discuss new re@ 
military enhancement and defense environmental remediati 
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District Office 
2917 Schubert Drive 

Silver Spring, Maryland 20904-6893 
Telephone: (301) 890-0225 

FAX to same number 

Chairman 
County Affairs Committee 
Montgomery Delegation 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES 

Dana Lee Dembrow 

State House Offie  
2 19-A Lowe House Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991 

Telephone: (410) 841-3052 
Toll Free from Washington Area 858-3052 

Chairman 
Civil Law Subcommittee 

House Judiciary Committee 

June 26,1995 

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

Re: Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), White Oak, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Thank you for your additional correspondence of earlier this month in reply to our latest 
recommendations to the Commission concerning the propriety of retaining the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center in White Oak. 

Of course, we are very disappointed at last week's 5 to 3 vote of the Commission for 
NSWC closure and transfer of its function to less desirable locations. The entire community will 
miss the presence of this facility as our neighbor. 

This letter is to request your assistance to this office in determining the future disposition 
of the NSWC property at White Oak. As you know, this is a large, valuable parcel of ground 
with an intact security perimeter, improved by substantial buildings and an assortment of high- 
tech military testing apparatus, but said to be also slightly contaminated by buried radioactive 
debris and related spent military hardware. 

NSWC has an operating nine-hole golf course adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue as 
well as park areas which have long been made available for public use at modest cost. We 
certainly wish to see those amenities remain well-groomed and hopefully opened to the general 
public. The Montgomery County Government is willing to participate in the management of the 
golf course. Short term plans must be made regarding the use of the NSWC property and long 
range policy intentions need to be established with the input of the surrounding residents and 
their elected officials. 



Page Two June 26,1995 

Would you please advise this office where we go from here with respect to the future 
disposition of this facility, assuming that the President and Congress approve your Commission's 
closure recommendation? We thank you in advance for your initial guidance to insure that the 
transition of NSWC moves in an intelligent, deliberate and acceptable fashion and offer our 
advice and support whenever we may be of m assistance to NS WC representatives. 

Dana Lee Dembrow 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515 

June 23, 1995 

The Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

While I am deeply disappointed by the Commissionls 
decision regarding Naval Surface Warfare's 
Annapolis Detachment, I would be remiss if I 
failed to compliment you and thank you for your 
arguments in support of keeping that facility. 

It was clear that you spent a significant amount 
of time learning about the facility and studying 
the issues involved. More than just Annapolis, 
the military and the taxpayers are fortunate to 
have you on the commission. 

Once again, thank you for your arguments for 
Annapolis, and your service on the commission. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne T. Gilchrest 
Member of Congress 
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THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

JUDGE'S CHAMBERS 
SUITE 2703 GRANT BUILDING 

PITTSBURGH,PENNSYLVANIA 15219 

(412)565-3509 

JOHN G .  B R O S K Y  
SENIOR JUDGE 

June 26, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In viewing a very serious Board giving much to in-depth 
consideration, the proceedings of the BRAC Commission on TV 
deserve the commendation of all Americans. Comments by your 
fellow Commissioners were very genuine and sincere. 

Tough decisions had to be made. As a Judge there were 
moments when I, too, could share with you the personal heartaches 
in making those decisions. 

Fortunately, in our area, your Commissioners voted to 
remove the 911th Airlift Wing at Greater Pitt from the closure 
list and also preserve the Kelly Support Facility, with 
modifications. 

On behalf of the members of the Western Pennsylvania 
Coalition and for the people of Western Pennsylvania, please 
accept our thanks and deep gratitude of appreciation. 

Thank you, again, and best wishes. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
to Save the 911th Airlift Wing 
and the Kelly Support Facility 

JGB : bk 
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U NlTED STATES SENATE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 0 5 1 0  

June 26, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I wanted to relay my gratitude to you 
for all of your hard work on the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I 
appreciate the fact that the commission 
took the time to study all of the 
intricate details involved in this issue. 
Not only did you have to think about what 
was good for our defense and country, but 
when deliberating each base you had to 
consider the people involved. 

I want you to know that the long 
hours you spent away from your family and 
friends while working on this commission 
did not go unnoticed. Thank you again. I 
remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Trent Lott 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON 

JUN 2 1 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Air Force approach to the depots is prudent because it saves money for the taxpayers and 
protects military readiness. It is also the product of exhaustive analysis by military professionals and senior 
leadership who have been working the proposal for over a year. 

O u r  depot proposal is simple. Building on the personnel reductions that have already been taken 
from the Air Logistic Centers and depots during the last five years (over 26,000 people), the pending Air 
Force proposal would reduce and realign the depots by an additional 1,987 jobs (with a net p r ~ s e n t  value of 
$975 million). While there would be some disruption, the business of the Air Force -- flying combat and 
transport aircraft, and maintaining our command and control and space network -- would continue 
unimpeded. This total Air Force depot reduction of 28,000 jobs is almost two and a half times the total depot 
reduction achieved by all other DoD components in all four BRAC rounds combined. 

On  the other hand, the staff generated BRAC proposal described to us will cost the Air Force 
hundreds of millions of additional dollars (in excess of $1 billion in environmental and military construction 
costs) during the nest five years; disrupt military readiness because of the total restructuring of the Air Force 
logistics and depot system; preclude the Air Force from carrying through on vital readiness and 
modernization programs; and have a devastating impact on as many as 25,000 DoD employees in Texas and 
California who would lose their jobs o r  have to relocate to other Air Force installations a t  great personal and 
public expense. 

Most importantly, the essential business of the Air Force -- operations, logistics, and budget dollars 
that  a re  critical to future modernization -- would. be greatly disrupted. Since the end of the cold war, the Air 
Force has reduced its budget by more than $20 billion and reduced personnel by over 200,000 people. Some 
further reductions and savings a re  necessary; however, they must be taken in a way that  permits the Air 
Force to continue to carry out its essential mission. The Department of Defense proposal does that; the 
Commission staff alternative does not. 

Sincerely, 

Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
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BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

.c\ct~vitv 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRLBUTION DEPOT MCCL 
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BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 
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Net Job Change : 



Arc€ 12:45 28Jax 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 
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AcCivitv 

Jobs Out : 
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DEFENSE DISTRIBWION DEPOT RED R 
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NRF LAREDO 
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D ired 

Total Jobs Out : (16,754) 
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FORT BLLSS 
FORT SAM HOUSTON 
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J RB FT WORTH 

%of State Jobs 

i l l  

. . 

Total Jobs In : 
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Lieutenant Colonel Gary McElvain 
Executive Officer, Marine Air Control Group 48 
Hangar 126 
Naval Air Station 
Glenview, Il. 60026 

Dear LTCOL McElvain: 

In response to LTCOL Myer's request for clarifying information regarding the 
disposition of MACG-48, attached as lnclosure #1, I would like to provide the 
following summary. 

The Village of Glenview has been supportive of processes that guarantee ultimate 
Village control of Naval Air Station Glenview property (whether immediate or by 
reversionary interest) and which also allows MACG-48 to utilize the former Army 
Reserve compound (buildings 122, 123, and 124). 

Unfort-unately, there are no current, legal processes that allow our organizations to 
enter into an agreement to achieve this end. On February 8, 1995, the Generdl 
Services Administration (GSA) sent a letter, attached as Inclosure #2, to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security) declaring tha t  such an 
arrangement is illegal. ~dditionally, real property regulations currently prohibit a 
reversionary clause to the Village of Glenview shuuld the Marine X ~ s e r v e  receive 
direct ownership of the property. 

The Village is absolutely opposed to the transfer of the Class I and Class II property 
cards and other process in which control of the property is not assured. 
Therefore, my communication to the BRAC '95 Commission representatives 
indicated that while the Village of Glenview originally desired a "win-win" 
solution for the  dispositioi~ of MACG-48, current regulations prohibit us from 
achieving this goal. 



1:16.'29.'9.5 THL; 117: 4 0  F.41 j1.1.4 7 2 4  151.4 31.AS.AC;ER ' 5  (dFt'l(:E 

LTCOL Gary McElvain 
June 28,1995 
Page - 2 - 

Please try to understand our community's position. While we were willing to 
make an accommodation in our Reuse Plan for certain tenant commands, there is a 
hierarchy to our priorities. Our top priority remains successful post closure 
economic redevelopment of the base. The Village of Glenview. will be putting 
$60,000,000 of our residents' tax dollars into the area around, and immediately, 
adjacent to, the site originally envisioned for MACG-48. For a village of less than 
40,000 people that is a huge investment. We should not have to face the 
downstream possibility that, in the event your reserve unit is relocated or dissolved, 
the site will be thrown into the aln~ost whimsical vagarities of the 1949 Property 
Disposal Act as administered by GSA. A careful reading of Inclosurr #Z tells us the 
kind of consideration we can expect to get from that agency! Furthermore, we are 
convinced that such uncertainty regarding future uses will have a chilling effect on 
any investors we try to attract. It wlll seriously impair our efforts at economic 
development and job creation. We simply can't live with that shadow hanging 
over our Reuse Plan. 

Therefore, given the legislative and regulatory realities that now exist, we are forced 
to the conclusion that your need for a site and our need for ultimate control of the 
property are mutually exclusive. While we did not create these circumstances, 
neither can we responsibly ignore them. In this context, any continuing or future 
efforts by the Marine Reserve to acquire this site shall be viewed as a threat a n 3  
would be vigorously opposed. 

Sincerely, 
/I @@*% Paul T. McCarthy 

Village ~ a n a ~ e ;  

1 n 
hclosures 
C' The Honorable Senator Simnn 

The Honorable Senator Moselcy-Braun 
The Honorable Con essman Purter 
Mr. Charles C. 5 m t R ~ r . .  Exec. Dk. 8.1 sp. Asst. to Chrmn. 
Oetense Base Closure & ReaLgnment Cornmi~ston 
Vd~lnpe nf Glenview President and Board of Trustces 
Village Attorney Je the  R a ~ d s l l  
Arsrstant k r r t d r y  of & h s e  (Reicwe Affalm 

Commandant of g e  Manne Co s 
d Asslbtdnt Secrets of the Navy (Conversion 311 Redevelopment) 

;P C o m a n d m g  General, MJNW orces Reserve 
Cornmandmg Officr:i, Naval Air Stahnn Glenv~ew 
Commnnrl~ng Officer, Marine Ail Conhot Group 38 



To: Mr. Paul McCarthy 

From: Kenneth P. MYERS 

Date: Tuesday, June 27, 1 995 

Subject: BRAC 

Paul, 

Could you please FAX me a note confirming (or revoking) the Village's offer as stated 
in your letter of June 9th. 

Your comments to the BRAC Commission Rep have been interpreted as a withdrawal 
of that offer. I believe you were simply expressing the amcem hat leasing is not 
permitted based an the GSA letter, but as discussed in the 3rd paragraph of your letter, 
that any other arrangement which provides for underlying Village ownership or certain 
and immediate ownership should the Marines vacate would be acceptable. 

Thanks, 

Ken 

FAX 657-2758 

116 2 9  9 5  THr 117:4 .3  F,ix 7118 7 2 4  1518  JI.-\h.-\(..tH 'J l ( .k  

___- _ _ -  _ _ - - -  q. l l l l ~  

=urn-27-95 1 0 : 1 2  Lag- is t ics  Officer MACG-48 708-657-2764 P .  0 1  



V ~ l l o g e  Munngcr's O f i c r  
(708) '724 1700 extension 200 
(708) 724-1518 fax 

June 28,1995 

Rear Admiral Louis Smith 
Director, Shore Activities Division (N44) 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Pentagon, Room 4C440 
Washington, D. C. 20350-2000 

Dear Rear Admiral Smith: 

As  part of the BRAC'93 process to close the Glenview Naval Air Station (GNAS), 
the Village of Glenview (Village) has been designated by the Department of Defense 
as the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) responsible for the planning the 
conversion of GNAS. As such, the Village had envisioned a creative reuse option 
whereby the Village would obtain deeds to the base, and then would enter into "one 
dollar" leases within a smaller enclave with certain military units, including 
Marine Air Control Group 49 (MACG-48). This option, however, was subsequently 
declared illegal by the General Services Administration in a February 8, 1995 letter to 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security). 

I have been informed by the Commanding Officer of the MACG-48 unit, currently 
based at Naval Air Station Glei-\view, that you are in receipt of a May 23, 1995 letter 
from the Commandant of the Marine Corps that addresses the dispositiorl of the 
unit. This letter correctly delineated the Village's support for what would have been 
an equally acceptable alternative arrangement whereby the MACG-48 unit would 
receive final ownership of the property with a reversionary clause that required 
transfer of the property to the Village should any future decisions force MACG-48 to 
vacate the property. This option has to date also been declared illegal. 

Unfortunately, the letter incorrectly addresses the Village's support for interim 
transfer c ~ f  the Class 1 and IT property accounts (e.g., "property cards") to MACG-48. 
In fact, the Village vigorously opposes this option, as it only complicates and delays 
the final disposition of the property for which the Village, as the LRA, has assumed 
full responsibility. 

1325 Waukegan Road 4 Clenview, Illxnoia 60025 + (7081 724-1700 4 (7081 723-4232 T D D  

LyJ " I , . ,  



Rear Admiral Louis Smith 
June 23,1995 
Page - 2 - 

Since the Marines have asked us for a written clarification of the Village's position 
in regard ro this very issue. I have taken the l iberv of inclosing a copy of our 
response. 

Thank you for your consideration of this complex issue. A swift decision will assist 
greatly in the execution of related GNAS base closure decisions. 

Sincerely, ~7 

Paul T. McCarthy 
Village Manager 

In 
Inclosure 

c: The Honorable Senator Simon 
The Honorable Senator Moseley-Braun 
T l ~ e  Honorable Congressman Porter 
Mr. Cl~arles C. Smith, Jr. , Exec. Dir. & Sp. Asst. to Chrmn. 
Defense Base C ~ O S U ~ E  & Realignment Commission 
Village of Glenview President and Board of Trustees 
Village Attorney Jeffrey Randall 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Conversion and Redevelopment) 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Commanding General, Marine Forces Reserve 
Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Glenview 
Commanding Officer, Marine Air Control Group 48 
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To: Mr. Paul McCarthy 

From: Kenneth P. MYERS 

Date: Tuesday, June 27,1995 

Subject: BRAG 

Paul, 

Could you please FAX me a note confining (or revoking) the Village's offer as stated 
in your letter of June 9th. 

Your comments to the BRAC Commission Rep have been interpreted as a withdrawal 
of that offer. f believe you were simply expressing the concern that leasing is not 
permitted based on the GSA letter, but as discussed in the 3rd paragraph of your letter, 
that any other arrangement which provides for undertying Village ownership or certain 
and immediate ownership should the Marines vacate would be acceptable. 

Thanks, 

Ken 

FAX 657-2758 
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Village Manager's Office 
(708) 724-1700 extension 200 
(708) 724-1518 fax 

June 28,1995 

Lieutenant Colonel Gary McElvain 
Executive Officer, Marine Air Control Group 48 
Hangar 126 
Naval Air Station 
Glenview, 11. 60026 

Dear LTCOL McElvain: 

In response to LTCOL Myer's request for clarifying information regarding the 
disposition of MACG-48, attached as Inclosure #I, I would like to provide the 
following summary. 

The Village of Glenview has been supportive of processes that guarantee ultimate 
Village control of Naval Air Station Glenview property (whether immediate or by 
reversionary interest) and which also allows MACG-48 to utilize the former Army 
Reserve compound (buildings 122,123, and 124). 

Unfortunately, there are no current, legal processes that allow our organizations to 
enter into an agreement to achieve this end. On February 8, 1995, the General 
Services Administration (GSA) sent a letter, attached as Inclosure #2, to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security) declaring that such an 
arrangement is illegal. Additionally, real property regulations currently prohibit a 
reversionary clause to the Village of Glenview should the Marine Reserve receive 
direct ownership of the property. 

The Village is absolutely opposed to the transfer of the Class I and Class I1 property 
cards and anv other process in which control of the property is not assured. 
Therefore, my communication to the BRAC '95 Commission representatives 
indicated that while the Village of Glenview originally desired a "win-win" 
solution for the disposition of MACG-48, current regulations prohibit us from 
achieving this goal. 

1225 Waukegan Road + Glenview, Illinois 60025 + (708) 724-1700 + (708) 724-4232 TDD 



LTCOL Gary McElvain 
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Please try to understand our community's position. While we were willing to 
make an accommodation in our Reuse Plan for certain tenant commands, there is a 
hierarchy to our priorities. Our top priority remains successful post closure 
economic redevelopment of the base. The Village of Glenview will be putting 
$60,000,000 of our residents' tax dollars into the area around, and immediately, 
adjacent to, the site originally envisioned for MACG-48. For a village of less than 
40,000 people that is a huge investment. We should not have to face the 
downstream possibility that, in the event your reserve unit is relocated or dissolved, 
the site will be thrown into the almost whimsical vagarities of the 1949 Property 
Disposal Act as administered by GSA. A careful reading of Inclosure #2 tells us the 
kind of consideration we can expect to get from that agency! Furthermore, we are 
convinced that such uncertainty regarding future uses will have a chilling effect on 
any investors we try to attract. It will seriously impair our efforts at economic 
development and job creation. We simply can't live with that shadow hanging 
over our Reuse Plan. 

Therefore, given the legislative and regulatory realities that now exist, we are forced 
to the conclusion that your need for a site and our need for ultimate control of the 
property are mutually exclusive. While we did not create these circumstances, 
neither can we responsibly ignore them. In this context, any continuing or future 
efforts by the Marine Reserve to acquire this site shall be viewed as a threat and 
would be vigorously opposed. 

Sincerelv, 

Village ~ a n a ~ e r  

In 
Inclosures 
c: The Honorable Senator Simon 

The Honorable Senator Moseley-Braun 
The Honorable Con essman Porter 
Mr. Charles C. s m i g ~ r .  , Exec. Dir. 6. Sp. Asst. to Chnnn. 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
Village of Glenview President and Board of Trustees 
Village Attorney Jeffre Randall 
Assistant Secretary of gefense (Reserve Affairs) 
Assistant k r e t a ; ~  of the Navy (Conversion and Redevelopment) 
Commandant of e Marine Co s 
Commanding General, Marine 2' orces Reserve 
Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station Glenview 
Commanding Officer, Marine Air Control Group 48 
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MA R TIN MA RlE TTA 

June 3,1993 

GM HUGHES Lockheed Corporation LORAL 
ELECTRONICS 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Deputy Seae tary of Defense 
Room 3E944 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1000 

Dear Dr. Perry: 

As you know, the defense indushy is consolidating in reaction to defense budget 
reductions. Consolidation is necessary to avoid long-term over capacity, inefficiency, 
and lugh resulting prices for defense supplies. As it offers an opportunity to take 
advantages of economies of  scale, consolidation will result in very significant cost 
savings and lower prices to the Department of Defense (Doll). In some cases, 
consolidation is being accomplished through an  acquisition and the subsequent 
restructuring of combined assets. 

We beIieve it is in the best interests of DoD to encourage indushy to consolidate and  
reskucture. The alternative of an ove'r built and underutilized defense industry will 
benefit no one. However, we have come across are administrative roadblock that, if 
not removed, will frustrate the process of industry consolidation. The roadblock is 
the policy interpretation taken by the DEtfense Contract Management Command 
(DCMC) that restructuring costs occurring after an acquisition are unallowable (but 
that benefits resulting from such invesbnents accrue to the DoD). 

Normally, costs incurred as part of a corporate restructuring are allowable. 
Restructuring costs incIude such  items as incentives to eliminate jobs and  costs 
involved with closing or consolidating facilities. DCMC is taking the position, 
however, that such restructuring costs should be disallowed i f  they affect contracts 
subject to novation after an acquisition. We d o  not believe this is sound policy or a 
correct interpretation of applicable law or regulation. 

Novation is the process of transferring the contracts from the seller to the buyer. 
Novation policy is written with the intent of leaving the DoD in  the same position 
regarding contractual rights, costs, and obligations that i t  would have been in if the 
contracts M1ere not transferred. We believe the novation policy permits the buying 
contractor to charge restructuring costs to novated contracts, as long as the savings 
resulting from restructuring more than offset the restructuring costs. 
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Each of the contractors represented below can demonstrate real and continuing 
savings to the Government as a consequence of restructuring. Savings begin with 
those generated on nova ted cost reimbursable or fixed price incentive contracts, but 
the greater benefit will be realized over many years of lower acquisition c t s  on 
new cunhacts. 

Restructuring deasions made after and apart  from an acquisitioa should be subject to 
the wual  FAR rules on allowable costs and not to any speaal rules as muld apply to - 

nova ted con tracts. 

We have all made major acquisitions and have contracts that have not been novated. 
While each company does not face an identical set of problems, we all have a common 
interest in assuring that DoD policy is implemented to encourage consolidation and 
cost savings. The current policy position taken by DCMC sends a very negative 
message to industry, will discourage needed restructuring, will result in higher 
contract costs, and will undermine the defense industrial base and the ability to 
compete in international markets. We believe policy level guidance is needed to 
facilitate negotiation of appropriate and fair administrative agreements with 
cognizant DCMC administrative authority. 

We request a meeting with you as soon as possible to discuss this matter 

Sincerely, 

Norman R. ~ u g u s t i n e  
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer 
Martin Marietta Corpora tion 

2 .  
C. M~chael Arrnshong 
Chairman a n d  Chief Executive Officer 
GM Hughes Electronics 

Daniel M. T e l l e ~  
1 

L 

Chairman and Chief Execv tive Officer 
Lockheed Corpora tion 

Bernard L. Schwartz 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer 
b r a 1  Corpora tion 

Copy To: 
The Honorable John Deu tch 
Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition 



THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

W A S H I N G T O N .  DC 2030 1-3000 

JUL 2 1 1993 

ACQUISITION 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER, DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COIJ[MN\ID 

SUBJECT: A l l o w a b i l i ~ y  o f  R e s t r u c t u r i n g  C o s t s  on Novated C o n t r a c t s  

T h i s  i s  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  your  memorandum of A p r i l  9 ,  1993 ,  requesting a 
review of  DoD p o l i c y  on t h e  a l l o w a b i l i t y  of r e s t r u c t u r i n g  c o s t s  on novated 
c o n t r a c E s .  

Defense c o n t r a c t o r s  a r e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  and c o n s o l i d a t i n g  t o  become more 
cost e f f i c i e n t  and  cornpet i f ive  a s  d e f e n s e  b u s i n e s s  d e c l i n e s .  T h i s  i n v o l v e s  
ac t iv i t ies  such as c l o s i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  and  d i s p o s i n g  o f  a s s e t s ;  e l l m i n a r i n g  
jobs; and r e l o c a t i n g  and combining employees,  equipment ,  a n d  facilirles. 
I n  some c a s e s ,  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  m a y  c o i n c i d e  with a c q u i s i t i o n s /  
m e r g e r s .  However, many d e f e n s e  c o n t r a c t o r s  would have r o  c o n s o l i d a t e  and 
downsize  whether  o r  n o t  Chey were i n v o l v e d  i n  an a c q u l s i t i o n / m e r q e r .  

I t  i s  i n  the government 's  besL interest co encourage  c o n t r a c t o r s  t o  
c o n s o l i d a t e  and restructure t o  reduce  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  and t h e r e b y  reduce 
c o n t r a c t  cos ts .  R e s u l t i n g  c o s t s  are  a l l o w a b l e  t o  t h e  e x t e n f  p e r m i t t e d  by 
P a r t  31. o f  the F e d e r a l  A c q u i s i t i o n  R e g u l a t i o n  (FAR) . A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  when 
restructuring o c c u r s  c o i n c i d e n r  t o  an a c q u i s i t ~ o n / m e r g e r ,  t h e  c o s t s  shou ld  
be a l l o w e d  i f  the c o g n i z a n t  administrative c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r  (ACO) 
d e t e r m i n e s  t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n / m e r g e r  i s  expected t o  result i n  o v e r a l l  
reduced c o s t s  f o r  DoD, or i f  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n / m e r g e r  would r e s u l t  I n  t h e  
p r e s e r v a t i o n  of a c r i t i c a l  capab i l i ty  t h a t  might o t h e r w i s e  be losC t o  t h e  
Depar tment .  

When an ACO d e t e r m i n e s  that restruccurinq costs wlll be a l lowed,  
c l a u s e  (b) ( 7 )  of t h e  sCandard nova t lon  agreement  format se t  f o r t h  a t  FA9 
4 2 . 1 2 0 4  ( e ;  s h o u l d  be revised t o  s p e c i f y   he types o f  r e s t r u c ~ u r i n g  Cost5 
t h a c  w i l l  be a l lowed  on f l e x i b l y  p r i c e d  n o v a t e d  c o n t r a c t s .  However, co5iS 

t h a t  a re  normal ly  una l lowable  a s  a r e s u l t  of acquisitions/mergers ( s u c h  as 
chose addressed i n  FAR 31 .205-52 ,  Asse t  Va1,uations R e s u l c l n a  From Business  
Combinations) s h a l l  c o n t l n u e  t o  be u n a l l o w a b l e .  To  e n s u r e  riovatlon 
agreements  a r e  handled  consistently and e q u i t a b l y ,  1 r e q u e s t  t h a t  y o u  
e n s u r e  these  agreements  a r e  revlewed by y o u r  D i s t r i c t  Boards of Review 
Prlor t o  their execution. 



I n  reply refer to 
D F N U  Case:  94-D316 

L- 94-020 

m m r m  FOR D I ~ T O R S  or D-S~ AGWCSES 
DEPUTY FOR ACQUISITIm WLICY, I N T E W T Y ,  ANL, 

ACCCJUNZUfLIlTr ASN(mG) /MIm 
DEPUTY ASSISTArPT S E r n A R Y  OF TBlE AIR FORCE 

(CO-GI. SAF/AQC 
DISCTOR. P R ~  POLICY, ASA (RD&A) /SAW-PP 
DEPUTY DIRECToR ( A c Q U T S X ~ O N ) ,  DEFENSE LCGTSTICS 
AGENCY 

SWJECT: Restructuring Costs  U n d e  Defense Contracts 

Section 018 of the National Defense Authorization A c t  f o r  
~ i s c 4 1  Year  1995 (public Law 103-337) restricts the Department 
of  bcfenba from reimbursing rcstruccuring costs associacad with 
a business combination undertaka by a defense contractor mlese 
c e r t a i n  conditions ara m e t .  We have -dud the Dafense Federa l  
Acquisition ~egulbt J.on Supplement ( D F W  I to imp lenen t  chc 
requircmenta of Section 818. 

?he attached interim DEARS rule provides policies and 
procedures f o r  allowing appropriate contrtacLor costs Ghich 
involve external r e s t ruc tu ing  activities. A proposed DFARS 
r u l e  a d m a s i n g  rhe ellowabillty ~f~contfautor costs associated 
with i n t e r n a l  zestructuriag a c k i v i t l e s  wlll be published 
3eparntely. 

The interim r u l u  is *ffectLva hmi&iately a d  will be 
published i n  u future Defense Acquisition Ci rcu l a r .  

Eleanor R -  S ~ e c t o x  
Director, Def enst Pxocurement 



Statement of 
John M, Deutch 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Defense Industry Restructuring: 

Achieving Savings for DoD 

Before the 

Committee on Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Oversight and Lnvestigations 

United States House of Representatives 

July 27, 1994 

Not for publication 
until released by 
the Subcommittee 
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POINT PAPgR #I  
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EIUBJECT: ~estructuring Costs Regulations 

BACKGROUND: 

On December 29, 1994, an interim DFARS rule (which is effective 
immediately) was published to implement Section 818 of the FY95 
Defense Authorization Act (PL 103-337) and comply with the 
legislative deadline to prescribe regulations on the allowability of 
restructuring costs by January 1, 1995. 

The interim rule (DFARS 231.205-70 "Restructuring costs"), 
which was published in the Federal Register on January 5, 1995, 
provides policies and procedures for allowing appropriate 
contractor costs which involve external restructuring 
activities. 

On January 12, 1995, a separate proposed DFARB rule was 
published in the Federal Register to address the allowability of 
costs associated with internal restructuring activities. 

DISCUBSION: 

I- 

/ • Definition: "External restructuring activities" means 
<. ' restructuring activities occurring after a business combination that 

involve facilities or workforce from both of the previously separate 
companies. 

The interim DFARS rule implements Section 818. 

Cost allowabilitv limitations: Restructuring costs associated 
with external restructuring activities shall not be allowed u n l e s s :  

Such costs are allowable in accordance with FAR Part 31 and 
DFARS Part 231 (Contract Cost Principles and Procedures); 

a An audit of projected restructuring costs and savings is 
performed; 

Cognizant ACO reviews audit report a n d  projected costs and 
savings, determines that overall reduced costs should result for 
DoD, and negotiates a n  advance agreement; and 

A certification is made by USD(A&T) or PDUSD(A&T) that 
projections of future restructuring savings resulting for DoD 
from the business combination are based on audited cost data and 
should result in overall reduced costs for DoD. 

The interim rule provides examples of various costs that may be 
incurred after a business combination b u t  are not allowed in 

- accordance with FAR/DFARS. 



@: ?,. The interim rule provides detailed procedures and ACO 

\.,-- responsibilities associated with external restructuring activities, 
including the requirement to: 

a Segregate restructuring costs and suspend these amounts 
from any billings, final contract price settlements, and 
overhead settlements until the certifications -obtained, and - 
a ~mmediately adjust forward pricing rates to reflect the 
impact of the projected restructuring savings. (Restructuring 
costs may be included in FPRs if a repricing clause is included, 
with a downward price adjustment provision, in each fixed-price 
action. ) 

INTERNAL RESTRUCTURING COSTS 

a Definition: "Internal restructuring activities" means 
restructuring activities occurring after a business combination that 
involve facilities or workforce from only one of the previously 
separate companies, or when there has been no business combination, 
restructuring activities undertaken within one company. 

a section 818 is silent on the issue of internal restructurings. 

a The proposed DFARS rule has the same cost allowability 
limitations as external restructuring activities, except: 

a Certification is not required, and 

Suspension of payments is not required. 

a certification and suspension of payments is limited to external 
restructuring costs because the statutory concept is based on 
restructuring as a result of a business combination, not internal 
restructuring. 

a Under current practice, internal restructuring costs are 
allowable costs under FAR/DFARS if they are reasonable and allocable. 

Under the proposed DFARS rule, the net savings test that is 
incorporated into the interim DFARS rule on external restructuring 
(as required by Section 818), will be extended to internal 
restructurings because: 

a It will ensure consistency regardless whether the 
restructuring results from a merger or not, and 

a Mr. Deutch testified before the HASC Oversight and 
Investigations ~ubcommittee on July 27, 1994, that DoD should 
treat internal and external restructurings the same. 

a The detailed procedures and ACO responsibilities associated with 

I.. external restructuring activities will not apply to internal 
restructurings. 



EXTRA QUESTIONS FROM INDUSTRY 
FEBRUARY 14, 1995 

SUBJECT: Restructuring Cost Regulations 

~uestion 1: What will be the certification process at DCMC and OSD 
(e.g., to what extent will the documentation provided by the ACO be 
reviewed, etc.) and how long will it take to obtain certification 
after the ACO recommends certification? Please describe the 
procedure to be used (who will do what). 

Response: DCMC will review recommendations for certification made by 
its ACOs to ensure all necessary and pertinent information is 
provided, and forward the package to DDP. DDP will r ev i ew the 
package and recommend USD(A&T) certify or not certify. DDP will 
coordinate her recommendation with General Counsel and Economic 
Security. The OSD review and certification process will receive high 
priority attention and be executed promptly. However, until at least 
one of these requests is processed, it is difficult to forecast how 
long it will take. 

guestion 2: How long after a business combination occurs will 
subsequent restructuring be considered to be external? The rule does 
not specify a time limit. conceivably, a restructuring 10 years 
after a business combination could be considered as external. 

Response: We expect that most restructuring activity would occur 
within 3 years of the business combination. We also expect that once 
a restructuring has occurred, any future restructuring activities 
would be considered as internal (not external) restructuring. We 
would be interested in public comments on this issue. 

pueption 3: How will DoD differentiate between ordinary streamlining 
and restructuring? What remedy will a contractor have if DoD decides 
a streamlining activity is restructuring? What is the contractor's 
risk of penalties being assessed for the inclusion of costs consi- 
dered to be streamlining by the contractor and restructuring by DoD? 

Re9POnSe: By definition, restructuring activities are nonroutine, 
nonrecurring, or extraordinary activities. clearly, judgment may be 
required to determine if a particular situation represents stream- 
lining or restructuring. If a contractor h a s  any doubt about a 
particular situation, I would recommend an advance agreement be 
considered. The usual remedies would be available to a contractor if 
there is a dispute. 

guestion 4 :  If a contractor spends $1 million on restructuring cost 
and DCAA concludes that the savings will be $990,000, how much of the 
restructuring cost is allowable? We believe the reg should specify 
that costs are allowable up to the amount o f t h e  savinus, but the reg 
can be interpreted to disallow all restructuring costs because the 

( project does not "result overall reduced costs for DoD. O t  



c- , 

/ - .  Response: Reasonable restructuring costs up to the amount of 
-.-u2, restructuring savings are allowable. In the above example, up to 

$990,000 would be allowable. We will consider this comment when 
formulating the final rule. 

~uestion 5 :  The reg is written to require evaluation of projects on 
a project-by-project basis rather than on a "pooled basis." Why not 
clarify the reg to make it clear that OSD will evaluate the sum of 
costs and savings for projects (including internal)? 

Response: Our intent is to impose the net benefit test on a 
cumulative cost/cumulative savings basis. We will consider this 
comment when formulating the final DFARS rule. 

Question 6 :  Does DoD intend to impose the administrative procedures 
of restructuring projects on all projects without regard to the cost 
of the project? The administrative cost is significant and is likely 
to outweigh any possible benefit on small projects. How about 
defining restructuring projects to exclude small projects where the 
impact is immaterial? 

Response: We will consider this comment when formulating the final 
DFELRS rule. 

Question 7: The reg requires evaluations to be made on a present 
value basis, but there is no guidance. 

Response: We will consider this comment when formulating the final 
DFARS rule. 

Questipn 8: It is not clear that amortized costs would be treated 
when amortized rather than when incurred. What discount rate should 
be used? Could a contractor propose a discount rate equal to the 
inflation included in forward pricing rates? If the CASB does not 
issue an interpretation that addresses amortization, will the reg be 
changed to address it? 

Response: We expect the CAS Board to i s s u e  an interim interpretation 
addressing the amortization/expensing of restructnring costs shortly. 
However, if the CAS Board does not issue the interpretation, DoD will 
revise the regulation. For the purpose of performing a present value 
analysis, costs will be included in the period they are assigned to, 
not in the period they are incurred. DoD will probably use a 
standard discount rate based on the length of the period being 
examined rather than permitting contractors to propose rates. 

guestion 9: since cost of money is inherent in any present value 
calculation, why not make cost of money allowable on unamortized 
costs? 

Resppnse: CAS 414, "Cost of Money as an Element of the Cost of 
Facilities Capital,I1 applies to tangible capital assets only. 
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June 29,  1995 

The President 
The White House 
l b U u  Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear M r .  President: 

We have reviewed the recommendationv of the 1995 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commiseion f o r  the closure and 
realignment of military installations i n  the  United States. We 
believe chat t h e  Comrnlssion's recommendations are in the best 
interests of o u r  national security and should be a p p r o v e d .  

There is no question t h a t  the implementation of the 1995 
Commission's recommendations will be difficult and painful for 
many comrnunitiea. A t  the  s a m e  t i r ~ ~ e ,  i t  i s  c lear  t h a t  savings 
generated by closing bases today is essential to t he  future 
readiness and force modernization of the military service3 
while che 1YY5 Cornrnissldh made some changes to the l is t  of 
c l o s u r e s  and r ea l i gnmen t s  proposed by t h e  Sacretary of Defense, 
t h e  anticipated savings from it.s rocnmmendations are 3lightly 
more t h a n  t h e  level proposed by the Department of Defense. The 
Commission's rzcornmendation~ will reduce excess infrastructure in 
t h e  Department in a balanced and deliberate manner and, at the 
same time, preserve critical defense capabilities for the f u t u r e .  
A s i g n i f i c a n t  source of the planned funds f o r  future 
rnode~~r~ization comes from the expected savings from base closures. 
There i s  agreement by Defense Secretary Perry and all the 
military services that the defense modernization accounts are 
underfunded. 

M r .  President, ae two of the principal authors of Ehe 
Defenee Base Closure  and Realignment A c t  of 1990 which set up the 
base closure process, and the Senators responsible for guiding 
the C o r r ~ r n i u i j i o n ' s  recommendations through the United States 
Senate, we be l i eve  the base closure procesa. should be judged on 
the merits. The Commission was creared to provide  an independcnt 
revlew of the Defense Department'B recommendations, and it has 
done s o .  We know that you agree with us that base closure 
decisions must be based on what is bes t  f o r  our national securlty 
and look forward to working with you in t h a t  r e spec t .  

rl Sincerely, -- Strorn Thurmond 
Ranking Minority Member Chairman 
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T H E  D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 30, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Ben Lusby 
Deputy Associate Administrator for Publications 

and Distribution 
B-225 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Mr. Lusby: 

As a service to the Members of Congress, I would like you to distribute The 1995 Defense 
Base Closure and Realiment Commission Report to the President to all House offices on your 
next mail distribution round. 

In addition, I request that you deliver a copy of the report to the following offices: the 
Honorable Floyd Spence, Chairman, House National Security Committee, 21 20 Rayburn; the 
Honorable Ron Dellums, Ranking Member, House National Security Committee, 2 1 1 5 Rayburn; 
the Honorable Robert Livingston, Chairman, House Appropriations Committee, H 218, The 
Capitol; the Honorable David Obey, Ranking Member, House Appropriations Committee, 10 16 
Longworth. 

Thank you in advance for your c~operation. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

June 30, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Joanne Soults 
Senate Post Office 
B-23 Dirksen Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Ms. Soults: 

As a service to the Members of the Senate, I would like you to distribute The 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realiment Commission Report to the President to all Senate offices 
on your next mail distribution round. 

In addition, I request that you deliver a copy of the report to the following offices: the 
Honorable Mark Hatfield, Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, S 128, The Capitol; the 
Honorable Robert Byrd, Ranking Member, Senate Appropriations Committee, Dirksen 135; the 
Honorable Strom Thurmond, Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, Russell 228; the 
Honorable Sam Nunn, Ranking Member, Senate Armed Services Committee, Russell 228. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
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June 26, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Alan Dickson, Chairman 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dickson: 

Enclosed please find City of Arlington, Texas, 
Resolution No. 95-383, regarding the Naval Air 
Station, Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
1 

Cindy ** K p 
City Secretary 

encl 

101 West Abram Street Box 231 . Arlington, Texas 76004-0231 (817) 275-3271 (Metro 817) 265-331 1 



RESOLUTION NO. 95-383 

A RESOLUTION URGING THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES AND THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION TO OPPOSE ANY PROPOSED RE- 
ALIGNMENT AND/OR UNIT REDUCTIONS AT THE 
NAVAL AIR STATION, FORT WORTH, JOINT 
RESERVE BASE LOCATED AT CARSWELL AIR 
RESERVE STATION IN FORT WORTH 

WHEREAS, the Naval Air Station, Fort Worth, Joint Reserve 
Base ("NAS Ft. Worth JRB") was established through 
action of the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission and the Defense Department; 
and 

WHEREAS, location of such Joint Reserve Base in Arlington- 
Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area is an effective 
use of tax dollars by providing a superior recruit- 
ing area for joint National GuardIReserve activi- 
ties and by utilizing existing military facilities 
and infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, NAS Ft. Worth JRB is a joint Department of Defense 
facility that provides significant operational 
economics for units of the Air Force Reserve, 
Marine Corps, Naval Reserve and Texas Air National 
Guard; and 

WHEREAS, the existence of a Joint Reserve Base at the former 
location of the Carswell Air Force Base is vital to 
the continued economic stability of the City of 
Arlington, and other communities of Tarrant County, 
employing many nonmilitary employees, many of whom 
reside in the City of Arlington; and 

WHEREAS, the Arlington-Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex area has 
a population in excess of four million and provides 
excellent economic and cultural opportunities for 
all military personnel and their families; and 

WHEREAS, Arlington and the Metroplex have an impressive 
selection of private contractors, ancillary servic- 
es, industrial and military manufacturing companies 
and numerous procurement opportunities; and 



WHEREAS, Carswell is strategically located in the United 
States to serve as an important hub of military 
operations, able to defend against possible 
threats; and 

WHEREAS, Carswell's F.A.A. designated air space has no 
significant conflict with commercial traffic from 
the Dallas/Fort Worth Regional Airport or any other 
commercial airports in North Texas; and 

WHEREAS, Carswe11 has the size, configuration, expansion 
areas and flexibility to accommodate composite 
wings and multiple missions; and 

WHEREAS, the Arlington area is recognized for its excellent 
labor force, particularly in the aviation-related 
industry, and provides a ready-made work force for 
current NAS-Ft.Worth-JRB operations; and 

WHEREAS, the joint nature and cost savings of the Joint 
Reserve Base are threatened by proposals to re- 
locate units such as the 301st Tactical Fighter 
Wing to another location, since moving this Wing 
from Tarrant County and North Texas would only 
increase Department of Defense costs while having 
an adverse effect on overall training and readi- 
ness; and 

WHEREAS, considering all the advantages of the Joint Reserve 
Base and its impact on the social and economic 
development of Arlington and Tarrant County, it 
seems unwise to realign and/or reduce existing 
military reserve units assigned 'to the Base; and 

WHEREAS, realignment of this military installation would 
contradict previous decisions reached under Depart- 
ment of Defense Force Structure and Base Closure 
Selection Criteria and would diminish the concept 
of joint reserve operations; NOW THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF TRE CITY OF ARLINGTON, 
TEXAS: 



That the City council of the city of Arlington, Texas, 
urges President Bill Clinton and Commission Chairman Alan 
Dickson of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion to oppose any proposed realignment and/or unit reduc- 
tions at the Naval Air Station, P o r t  Worth, Joint. Reserve 
Base located at the Carswell Air Reserve Station in Fort 
Worth. 

11. 

Further, as an expression of the city of ~rlirxgton's 
strong sentiment concerning this issue, copies of' this 
resolution shall be provided to President Bill Cl.inton, 
Secretary of Defense William J. Perry,  omm mission chairman 
Alan Dickson and members of the Texas delegation to the 
United States Congress. 

PRESENTED AND PASSED on this the 20th day of June 
1995, by a vote of 

I 

7 ayes and 0 nays at a regular 
meeting of the City council of the City of Arlington, Texas. 

A 

- .  
RICHARD E. GREENE, Mayor 

ATTEST : 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
JAY DOEGEY, City Attorney 
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- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
. . -, .\7 . , 1;. . -. .. . . 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 1: ';., . ..., ,- _ , . ,  . . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -: : ;--‘ . * r : . - 5 d ~ ~ ~ & - $ Q z ~ ~  / 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. D IXON.  CHAIRMAN 

July 6, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. M(>NTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Cindy Kemp 
City Secretary, City of Arlington 
101 West Abram Street 
Box 23 1 
Arlington, Texas 76004-023 1 

Dear Ms. Kemp: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of Resolution Number 95-383 
concerning the Naval Air Station, Joint Reserve Base, Fort Worth, Texas. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Fort Worth was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 30, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Ted: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will be delivering copies of its 
1995 base closure report to the Senate Post Office at Dirksen SDB-26 on Saturday, July 1, 1995 
at 9:00 AM. Please allow Mi-. Paul Stilp, DOB 2/7/58, Social Security # 391-54-4426 and Mr. 
David Fuchs, DOB 6/5/58, Social Security # 3 19-58-6605 to access the Hart building loading 
dock and the Dirksen building post office. They will be driving a 1994 Ford Explorer, red, license 
plate IL EN 3 5 .  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 30, 1995 

Inspector Marsha E. Krug 
B-220 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Inspector Krug: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will be delivering copies of its 
1995 base closure report to the House Post Office at B-233 Longworth House Office Building on 
Saturday, July 1, 1995 at 9:00 AM. Please allow Mr. Paul Stilp, DOB 2/7/58, Social Security 
# 391-54-4426 and Mr. David Fuchs, DOB 6/5/58, Social Security # 3 19-58-6605 to access the 
Longworth building loading dock and post office. They will be driving a 1994 Ford Explorer, 
red, license plate TL EN 3 5. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

SAVANNA, ILLINOIS 6 1 074-9636 

June 26, 1995 

SDSLE-VC 

SUBJECT: Request for Documents 

Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
ATTN: Executive Secretariat 
1700 N. Moore Street, #I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

I would like to obtain any and all documents pertaining to the 1995 DBRC 
Commission's Final Report to the President as they pertain to Savanna Army 
Depot Activity. 

Respectfully, 

( James E. Sisk 
Majwr, U.S. Army 
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June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Sherry L. Deaver+* 
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S. Colin Dowling+ 
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Henry Flares+* 
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#Admitted in Hawaii 
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'Non-Attornev 

Dear Alan: 

I would like to take this opportunity to both applaud your 
efforts in performing a most difficult and largely unpopular task 
and to express my opinions on behalf of Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I was fortunate to have represented Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard during BRAC 93 deliberations. Based on my understanding 
of the data, there continues to be sound justification for 
retaining Portsmouth Naval Shipyard as a vital Naval industrial 
facility in support of this country's SSN 688 class attack 
submarines. I r'inci it' somewllac discol~cer.~iily co note ~ n a ~  p i 1  

have added Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to your BRAC 95 list, 
especially in light of having closed two predominantly submarine 
shipyards during BRAC 93. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard performs a critical role in our 
nation's defense, the Navy's fleet support infrastructure, and 
the U.S. submarine maintenance industrial base. Its importance 
was validated during the 1993 base closure process when the Navy, 
the Defense Department and the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission all recommended that the shipyard be 
retained. These recommendations were based on a thorough 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 28, 1995 
Page 2 

analysis that ensured the Navy's operational requirements would 
continue to be fulfilled. I understand that the requirements to 
refuel SSN 688 class submarines, for which Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard is the only shipyard with this first hand experience, 
makes an even stronger case to still support retention of 
Portsmouth. 

As I stated in June of 1993, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
offers a skilled and dedicated work force, state of the art 
facilities, unparalleled experience, and the confidence of the 
Navy in its ability to serve the fleet in the future. It remains 
the most effective and efficient shipyard in meeting Navy's 
current and future needs especially as it applies to SSN 688 
class refueling, maintenance and modernization work. Their 
capabilities persuaded the Navy, they persuaded the Defense 
Department, and they cannot fail to persuade you. I believe you 
must and you will agree with the Navy and the Defense Department 
that Portsmouth Naval Shipyard must be kept open. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

July 6, 1995 S. LEE KLING . RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable George J. Mitchell 
Special Counsel 
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson & Hand 
90 1 1 5th Street, N. W. 
W&.bgton, D.C. 20005-2301 

Dear George: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Maine. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. The Commission took no action to close 
or realign the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard during our final deliberations. 

I appreciate the additional information you provided to the Commission concerning the 
Porstmouth Naval Shipyard. Thank you for providing your thoughts in this important issue. 

Sincerely, 



Document S eparator 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
7 0 3 - 6 9 6 - 0 5 0 4  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 30, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Lt. General Ralph E. Eberhardt 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

DCS Plans and Operations 
Hq USAF/XO 
1630 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1630 

Dear General Eberhardt, 

As the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission completes its Report to 
the President, I wish to express my appreciation to the Air Force for detailing Mr. Richard A. 
DiCamillo to our staff His position on the staff was no mere accident. Mr. DiCarnillo was 
personally requested by the Director of Review and Analysis and the Air Force Team Chief 
because of his previous superb work on the 1993 Commission and his superior background in Air 
Force basing, force structure, and programming. He has such an outstanding knowledge of the 
Air Force infrastructure and policies that his advice and counsel was often sought by senior staff 
members, as well as Commissioners. 

Rick's work ethic was a model to the entire staff. His tireless efforts extended to 
extremely long hours, always with superior results. His work with the individual commissioners, 
senior military and local community representatives, and Members of Congress was carried out 
with the highest degree of professionalism. Mr. DiCamillo's superior analysis, skills, and 
knowledge made a major contribution to the successfbl completion of the 1995 Commission 
p r o c e e d i n g s .  

Thanks again for your help in detailing this talented and dedicated professional to work on 
the staff of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

David S. ~ ~ l e s  (J 
Staff Director 
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ARLEN SEECTER 
PENNSYLVANIA 

United Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3802 

July 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

COMMllTES: 

INTELLIGENCE 
JUDICIARY 

APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have noted in the news reports of July 4, 1995 that consideration is being given by the 
Department of Defense and the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to revising BRAC's 
decision on sending additional work from McClellan Air Force Base in California to the Tobyhanna 
Army Depot in Pennsylvania. 

I find this surprising when it is compared to the Pennsylvania delegation's efforts in 1991 to 
get a hearing to consider the failure of the Department of Defense to make available to me and 
others on the Pennsylvania delegation the reports from two Navy Admirals, which stated that the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard should stay open. 

I would very much appreciate your informing me of (1) what authority is there in the 
law to revise the BRAC findings which were formerly submitted to the President in complete form, 
as required by law, on or before July 15; and (2) to what extent will Tobyhanna Army Depot be 
affected by any revision contemplated by DoD and BRAC. 

This letter is intended to constitute a formal request for an opportunity to be heard on this 
issue before any decisions are made affecting Pennsylvania. 

As you know, Pennsylvania has been very hard hit by the 1995 DoD and BRAC decisions, 
in addition to the significant losses sustained in the 1991 and 1993 base closure rounds. This year, 
Pennsylvania sustained considerable losses at Letterkenny Army Deport, Fort Indiantown Gap, the 
Naval Air Technical Service Facility, the Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit and the Defense 
Industrial Support Center. 

Your prompt reply would be appreciated 

Sincerely 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

July 5, 1995 

IMELLIGENcE 
:': JUDICIARY 

APPROPRIATIONS 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have noted in the news reports of July 4, 1995 that consideration is being given by the 
Department of Defense and the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to revising BRAC's 
decision on sending additional work From McClellan h r  Force Base in California to the Tobyhanna 
Army Depot in Pennsylvania. 

I find this surprising when it  is compared to the Pennsylvania delegation's efforts in 1991 to 
get a hearing to consider the failure of the Department of Defense to make available to me and 
others on the Pennsylvania delegation the reports From two Navy Admirals, which stated that the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard should stay open. 

I would very much appreciate your informing me of (1)  what authority is there in the 
law to revise the BRAC findings which were formerly submitted to the President in complete form, 
as required by law, on or before July 15; and (2) to what extent will Tobyhanna Army Depot be 
affected by any revision contemplated by DoD and BRAC 

Ths  letter is intended to constitute a formal request for an opportunity to be heard on this 
issue before any decisions are made affecting Pennsylvania. 

As you know, Pennsylvania has been very hard hit by the 1995 Don and BKAC decisions, 
in addition to the significant losses sustained in the 1991 and 1993 base closure rounds This year, 
Pennsylvania sustained considerable losses at Lettcrkenny A m y  Deport, Fort Indiantown Gap, thc 
Naval Air Technical Service Facility, the Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit and the Defense 
Industrial Support Center. 

Your prompt reply would be appreciated 

Sincerely 

&& 
Arlen specter 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 i . .  - . . .. . - -  
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 4F.W #-:.--*::?: .?7qsag--/ 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 6, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF tRET) 

Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10-3802 

. - 

S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST EELE 

Dear Arlen: 

This is in response to your recent letter raising two questions about the work of the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

You first asked what authority there is in the law to revise the BRAC findings. The 
Commission submitted its report containing findings and recommendations to the President on 
July 1 as required by law. Once the Commission has submitted its report to the President, the 
Commission cannot revise or amend its recommendations unless the President, pursuant to 
section 2903(eX3) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, . 
disapproves the recommendations of the Commission and returns the Commission's report to the 
Commission by July 15. If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission 
and returns them to the Commission, he must transmit his reasons for his disapproval to the 
Commission and the Congress. Under those circumstances, the Commission must send a revised 
list of recommendations for the closure and realignment of military installations to the President 
by August 1 5. 

You also asked to what extent Tobyhanna Army Depot will be affected by any revision 
contemplated by DoD and BRAC. If the President approves the Commission's recommendations 
and transmits them to the Congress, there will not be any revisions to the Commission's 
recommendations. If the President disapproves the Commission's recommendations, the 
President must transmit to the Commission the reasons for his disapproval. If the President takes 
this step, the Commission will care111y review and consider his reasons for disapproving the 
recommendations. Although I hope the President approves the Commission's recommendations 
and transmits them to the Congress, I do not know what action the President will take at this 
time, and it is impossible to predict whether there will be any impact on Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

I hope this information has been helpll. I appreciate your continued interest in the work 
of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
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1995 DBCRC FINAL REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICIAL RECEIPT 

The undersigned certify 5 0 copies of the 1995 Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission Final Report were delivered to the National 

Security Council, Old Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C. at 

00 @M. (circle appropriate) on uy , 1995. This delivery 

constitutes official transmission of the 1995 Commission's recommendations to 

the President for domestic defense base closures and realignments, as specified 

in P.L. 101-510, as amended. 

S T ~ N  R JONES! Colonel, USAF 
- 

Director of ~efense '~o1ic~  
National Security Council 

Director of Staff 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 

Copy 2 (DBCRC) of 2 
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June 29, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you probably know by now, we stopped by the Commission 
offices on June 26, 1995 to try and determine why your staff 
auditors failed to accurately reflect our community proposal 
in their chart, H-17, which addressed the DoD recommendation 
to close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF) in 
Philadelphia and consolidate it with the Naval Aviation Depot, 
North Island, California. We met with auditors Alex Yellin 
and David Epstein as well as counsel Elizabeth King for over 
an hour at that time. 

Our interest was in discussing the inaccuracies and 
omissions found in the H-17 chart attached as enclosure (1) 
and comparing it with our summary slides attached as 
enclosure (2). These slides were the ones presented at the 
hearings conducted in Baltimore on May 4th where we formally 
presented our proposal. A formal copy of the proposal was 
delivered to you later in May. We were unsure if the 
inaccuracies were caused by a failure to understand our 
proposal, a mix-up by an undermanned staff rushed for time, 
or by some other factor unknown to us. Whatever the reason, 
we felt that their failure to accurately address the salient 
points raised in our proposal may have resulted in 
misleading you as to the true costs and military value we 
highlighted. Such a failure on their part could have 
resulted in the misconception that your vote in support of 
the DoD recommendation on June 23rd would result in a three 
year return on investment and an increase in military value. 
In reality, there will be a net cost for such a move, 
increasing annually, that will never realize any savings. 
Further, the dramatic decrease in military value of such a 
move would, in and of itself, dictate a rejection of the 
DoD recommendation. 

The H-17 findings chart reflects inconsistencies 
which, we feel, you would have noticed if there had not been 
such a rush to conclude the final voting. On the first line 
under "Staff Findings" the summary should have reflected 
"AS0 is the largest single customer. NADEPs are not 
responsible for any of NATSF's data." This is because the 
Aviation Supply Office (ASO) utilizes over 40% of NATSF 
resources versus less than 5% for NADEP, North Island. 
NATSF is the Technical Manual Management Activity for their 
Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) headquarters and, as such, 
provides centralized technical manual management for all - 



NADEPs as well as being the centralized engineering drawing 
repository for NAVAIR, responsible for providing all NADEPs 
with required duplicate drawings. On the third line the 
"Community Position" should have pointed out that the DoD 
estimate of a reduction of 50 civilian positions was 
overstated due to the fact that at least eight positions 
could not be eliminated since those functions are not 
presently performed by NADEP personnel. The "Staff Findings" 
for this line are curious since a direct questioning of 
NATSF and NADEP management would have confirmed this fact. 
The fourth line purports to address recurring costs. The 
statement under "DoD PositionI1 is faulty since no one at 
NADEP headquarters presently performs the same technical 
manual and engineering drawing logistics functions that are 
performed by NATSF personnel and could not represent them 
in meetings with NAVAIR. Under "Community Position" the 
block should have at least reflected the DoD oversights 
cited on page 1 of enclosure (2) which total $2,624,000 in 
costs omitted in the DoD COBRA model. If those figures 
had been included, the I1R&A Staff Findings" would have been 
recognized-as illogical by anyone viewing them. The fifth 
line again fails to reflect the Community Position. Page 1 
of enclosure (2) documents DoD oversights in one time costs 
totalling $3,711,000. In summary, page 3 of enclosure (2) 
provides our summary of the DoD position, our analysis of 
the DoD position (indicating a NATSF in Philadelphia makes 
the most sense), and an alternative proposal that would 
have produced an annual savings of almost $18 million. As 
you will notice, the summaries in enclosures (1) and (2) 
look nothing alike. 

In our discussions with your auditors, we asked if 
they had found any errors in fact or logic with our proposal 
or had any alternative figures which they felt were more 
accurate. They replied that they could offer no arguements 
to the figures in our proposal and said they felt H-17 was 
an accurate summary based on their discussions with the 
Commission as a whole. They stated that they had no idea 
what was in your mind(s), individually or collectively, 
when they discussed their findings with you and when you 
voted. Their recommendation was to contact you directly, 
as we are doing here, to query you directly as to your 
thoughts as to whether you had been mislead by their chart. 

Having been through this same process during the 1993 
Base Closure round chaired by Commissioner James Courter, 
we had found the Commission and its staff to be fair, 
objective, thorough, and straightforward. We had been 
commended for the detail of our proposal and the originality 
of our alternative proposal. We entered this round confident 
that, if we could document weaknesses in the DoD proposal, 
we would at least be given a fair hearing. We found out on 



June 23rd and again on the 26th that that confidence was 
misplaced. Despite the fact that our figures were not found 
faulty by your staff, they were not reflected on the staff 
summary chart presented to you on June 23rd. We feel we are 
entitled to be judged on the facts of our case alone if you 
are abiding by the letter and intent of the Commission 
charter. 

We are requesting a reply indicating any information 
you can provide on your understanding of our proposal, the 
completeness and accuracy of the H-17 chart, and what was 
in your mind when you voted on NATSF. ?Any information you 
can provide would be appreciated. 

Glenn H. Weder 
3032 Robbins Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19149 
(215) 535-2462 

r hank C. Maimone 
23 Elmgate Road 
Marlton, NJ 08053 
(609) 983-1525 

Enclosures: 
(1) Commission Staff Slide H-17 
(2) Community Hearing Slides from May 4, 1995 

Copy t o :  
Senator  Arlen Spec tor  
Congressman Robert A.  Borski  
Congressman James Saxton 





DOD RECOJ!MBDATION OVERSIGHTS 

ONE-TIME COSTS 

JEDMICS ADP CONSTRUCTION AT NORTH ISLAND 

1 JEDMICS HARDWARE PURCHASE FOR AS0 

100 MEGABYTE HIGH-SPEED COMMUNICATIONS 
1 LINKS AT NORTH ISLAND AND AS0 

ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS 

100 MEGABYTE HIGH-SPEED COMMUNICATIONS 
LINKS AT (NORTH ISLAND AND ASO) 

NORTH ISLAND AND AS0 LINK MAINTENANCE 

AS0 JEDMICS SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS 

NORTH ISLAND-PATUXENT RIVER TRAVEL 

CONTRACTING OUT OF DRAWING DUPLICATES 

EXISTING SYNERGIES WITH ASO, NAVILCO AND DPS 

RELOCATION SITES AT NORTH ISLAND NEVER IDENTIFIED FOR 
NATSF & NAESU 

Enclosure ( 2 )  Page 1 of 3 



ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION 

CONSOLIDATE NATSF, NAESU, AND NAVAIRSYSCOM FIELD ACTIVITY 
TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION PERSONNEL AT AS0 

NO CONSTRUCTION OR HARDwARE/EQuIPMENT REQUIRED 

EXTENSIVE PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS: 
250 NAVAIRSYSCOM FIELD ACTIVITIES (DUPLICATIVE FUNCTIONS) 
50 NATSF (DUPLICATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES) 
32 NAESU (DUPLICATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES) 

INCREASE SYNERGY AMONG ASO, NATSF, AND NAESU 

CONTINUE CONSOLIDATION OF NAVAIRSYSCOM LOGISTICS FUNCTIONS 
AT AS0 

Enclosure ( 2 )  Page 2 of 3 



IMPACT SUMMARY 

CATEGORY DOD'S\NATSF DOD'S\NATSF ALTERNATIVE 
PROPOSAL PROPOSAL PROPOSAL PROPOSAL 

THE TRUE COST 

1-TIME COST 
I 

$ 5,660K 

PERSONNEL 
REDUCTIONS 

RETURN ON 
INVESTMENT 

ANNUAL 
IMPACT 

MILCON 

SYNERGIES 

3 YEARS 

$ 2,183K 
SAVINGS 

OVERLOOKED 

IGNORED 

NEVER 

$ 450K 
COST 

REDUCED 

Enclosure ( 2 )  Page 3 of 3 

1 YEAR 

SAVINGS 

NONE REQUIRED 

ENHANCED 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 6, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Frank C. Maimone 
23 Elmgate Road 
Marlton, New Jersey 08053 

Dear Mr. Maimone: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
(NATSF), Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and objective . 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information 
regarding NATSF was carellly considered by the Commissioners and the Commission staff 
during our sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations 
resulted in 176 recommendations to close or realign military facilities. Each one of the 
Commission's decisions, including the decision on NASTF, was a dficult but necessary step to 
reduce the size of our nation's military ~as tmc tu re  in a careful and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425. , . . % ,  - ... , .> 1- - * 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . -.I)s~?ar-R/ 
--- 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 6, 1995 

Mr. Glenn H. Weder 
3032 Robbins Avenue 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19 149 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Weder: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
(NATSF), Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your 
comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information 
regarding NATSF was caremy considered by the Commissioners and the Commission staff  
during our sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations 
resulted in 176 recommendations to close or realign military facilities. Each one of the 
Commission's decisions, including the decision on NASTF, was a diilicult but necessary step to 
reduce the size of our nation's military infrastructure in a careful and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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RANDY/DUKE" CUNNINGHAM 
51ST DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

NATIONAL SECURITY COMMITTEE 

ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
COMMITTEE 

CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON EARLY 
CHILDHOOD, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES 

PLEASE RESPOND TO 

227 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 2051%0551 

(2021 225-5452 
12021 225-2558 FAX 

613 WEST VALLEY PARKWAY 
SUITE 320 

ESCONDIDO. CA 92025 
16191 737-8438 

1619) 737-9132 FAX 
ASSISTANT MAJORITY WHIP Congress of the Wnited States 

June 30, 1995 

Rouee of Repreeentstiuee 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N Moore Street #I425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I thought you might be interested in the enclosed press release I issued regarding the BRAC 
process. 

I believe it is unfortunate that these rumors are circulating and that it would be a tragedy if the 
President rejects the list. I recognize how much work you and your colleagues put into this 
process and wanted you to know that I appreciate your impartial efforts. 

Enclosure 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Cn/fi)rrzin 51st District 
Cortgr~ssuttrrz 1 \ r---- Randy "Duke" 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
June 28, 1995 

CONTACT: Patrick McSwain 
202-225-5452 

CLINTON BRAC BALKS COULD COS'I BILLIONS IN DEFENSE 
Cunningham calls on the President to accept the Commission's closure recommendations. 

WASHINGTON, DC -- Congressman Randy "Duke" Cunningham (R - San Diego) today 
called on President'Clinton to abandon any attempts to overturn the recent military base 
closure recommendations of the 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC). 
To do so, the Congressman asserts, could cost the Pentagon billions of dollars in an already 
slim budget. 

Recent press accounts, and White I-Iouse staff comments, have indicated that the 
President is "leaning against" accepting the latest base closing list because of its effect on 
California, and its 54 Presidential electoral votes. California's senators have argued that, 
because the state has taken a disproportionate hit in this base closure round, President Clinton 
should reject the list altogether. 

Cunningham, joined by House Majority Leader Richard Armey (R - Texas), wants to 
maintain the integrity of a closure process that has, thus far, been unaffected by electoral 
politics. "It would be a huge mistake for the President to make the decision based on 54 
electoral votes," he said. "Our Commander-in-Chief has a responsibility to put a priority on 
doing the right thing for the country. Tampering with the BRAC process would only further 
draw-down our defense budget, and put our national security at risk." 

This BRAC list, like those approved in the past, is designed to save the funding 
necessary to maintain full military readiness into the future. Estimates project that rejecting 
the list would put over $19 billion in savings at risk. 

The law that created the BRAC commission, which was authored by Rep. Armey, was 
carefully crafted to shield the politically charged process from political tampering. 
Presidential tampering in that process would wreck its intent. For this, the final round of base 
closures, the independent BRAC commission has spent four months carehlly studying all of 
the issues surrounding the closure of bases and the trimming of our excess military capacity. 

"My district and my state have been hit by this process at least as hard as the rest of the 
country," added Cunningham, "but I realize that it is a necessary process and it must remain 
above political meddling. " 

The 1995 BRAC commission recommendations concurred with the Pentagon and the 
Administration on over 85% of their suggestions -- a greater percentage than in either the 1991 . 
or 1993 closure lists. Each of those lists were accepted by both the President and Congress. 
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June 29, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing regarding the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, 
RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania. 

As you know, the functions of this detachment are scheduled to be relocated to the 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division, San Diego, 
California, and the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi. 

I have been informed that it might be possible to re-locate the air systems work of 
this detachment to NAWC-Lakehurst. There is a great demand for skilled workers who can 
perform these tasks in the northeast corridor. 

I would appreciate your advising me of the feasibility of this option. Thank you for 
your consideration of my request, within law and regulation. 

Member of Congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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United Ststee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2101 

June 26, 1995 

Mr. David S. Lyles, Staff Director 
Defense Base closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

I am writing on behalf of my constituent, Mr. John 0. Curran, in 
further reply to your letter from March. Mr Curran has again written to 
my office expressing his interest in employment opportunities at the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

I am enclosing information which is self explanatory. 

Any information you could provide Mr. Curran regarding any 
openings now or in the future would be appreciated. 

With best wishes, 

2400 JFK Federal Building 
Government Center 
Boston, Massachusetts 02203 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 28, 1995 

Mr. John 0. Curran 
12 Hanson Street 
Wakefield, MA 0 1 880 

Dear Mr. Curran: 

Thank you for expressing an interest in joining the staff of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. We appreciated receiving your inquiry, particularly because of your 
strong qualifications. 

At the present time the Commission is hlly staffed, and I do not anticipate any openings 
in the near hture. However, I will keep your resume on file in the event that we have an opening 
for someone with your particular skills and background. 

Again, thank you for your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



TO: 

April 28, 1995 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
Attn: David S. Lyles, Staff Director 

FROM: John 0. Curran 
12 Hanson Street 
Wakefield, MA 0 1880 

SUBJECT: Reference your letter 94 1 1 0 1 -6R1 

I wish to acknowledge receipt of the subject letter. Thank you for advising me of the 
present personnel situation. I appreciate my resume being kept on active file. 

If an opening develops, I would like to be considered. It is my firm belief that I 
have much to offer the Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission. The decisions 
to close, relocate or diminish the size of U.S. bases is of high interest to me. My 
appointment to this commission is the best way for me to continue to serve in the 
government. 

Sincerely, 

John 0 .  Curran 
/j c 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

July 7, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John 0. Curran 
12 Hans~n Street 
Wakefield, Massachusetts, 0 1880 

Dear Mr. Curran: 

Senator Kennedy recently forwarded to me your letter concerning employment 
opportunities on the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. As you may know, 
the Commission concluded its final deliberations in late June and delivered its final report to the 
President on July 1, 1995. The Commission will be disbanded under Public Law 10 1-5 10 on 
December 3 1, 1995. 

At the present time the Commission is fully staffed, and I do not anticipate any openings 
in the future. Again, thank you for your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Sincerely, 

David S. ~ ~ l k s l  
Staff Director 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

July 7, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy 
2400 JFK Federal Building 
Government Center 
Boston, Massachusetts, 02203 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a letter from your constituent, Mr. John 0. Curran, 
concerning employment opportunities on the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. As you know, the Commission concluded its final deliberations in late June and 
delivered its final report to the President on July 1, 1995. The Commission will be disbanded 
under Public Law 101 -5 10 on December 3 1,1995. 

At the present time the Commission is fully staffed, and I do not anticipate any openings 
in the future. I have taken the liberty of responding directly to Mr. Curran concerning this 
matter. Please feel to free to contact me in the future if I can provide additional assistance. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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FRANK H. MURKOWSKI 
'ALASKA 

COMMITTEES: 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS (RANKING) 
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

FOREIGN RELATIONS 
INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Wnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 1 0 - 0 2 0 2  

(202) 224-6665 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
Rosslyn Metro Center Building 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

P.O. Box 2 1647 
JUNEAU. AK 99802-1647 

(907) 586-7400 

June 26, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to you on behalf of a constituent of mine 
who is concerned over the lack of information regarding the 
closure of Fort Greely, Alaska. 

The letter is enclosed for your use. I would very much 
appreciate it if you would have someone on your staff contact 
Leland Clune and forward him the information he has 
requested. 

Thank you in advance for your help in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Frank H. Murkowski 
United States Senator 

Enclosure 
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March 7, 1995 

Honorable Fzank Murkowski 
United States Senate 
706 Hart Building 
Washington D,C 20510-0203 

Dear  ena at or Murkowski, , 

I am writing to request your assistance in providing the Delta 
Junction Community with accurate and timely information 
concerning the announcement of the proposed realignment of Fort 
Greely Military Reerervation. As a cesldent of the Interior of 
Alaska, I an sure-you are awareaf the tremendous Lmnpact this 
realignment will have on the Delta/Greely School District, as 
well as our Community, as a whole. 

Our immediate con-cern is the lack of communication and 
information exchange from Fort Wainwright and Fort Richardson 
with the residents of Delta Junction, As Fort Greely is destined 
for scavenging by these two larger Army Installations, the need 
fox accurate information, is imperative to our survival, We, as 
residents of Delta Junction, are forced t o  stand by, uninformed, 
while our Communftyvs demise is planned and implemented with no 
public input, 

I am requesting that you utilize your position, and your ability 
to have your "finger on the pulseff, so to speak, to ageist the 
Delta Junction Community in, at the very least, an open line of . 

communication and information during this extremely unsettling 
time for US, your Interior constituency, I would also take this 
opportunity to request any influence you might be able to 
leverage, to see that any BRAC hearings scheduled to discuss the 
future of Fort Greely Military Regemation, be held in Delta 
Junc~ion, rather -than Anchorage or Fairbanks. 

Thank you far your time and consideration of these requeste, The 
Delta/Greely School District stands to be devastated by the j 

decisions that are being considered. I would appreciate any 
influence you might be in a position to provide, to at least have 
have tlmely information, as well ae have the proposed realignment 
of Fort Greely placed in a review sta tus .  

Sincerely, 

/ & / -  
celand'~. Clune 
Superintendent of Schools 

LAC/ tap 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 7, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States Senate ..>. 

Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Murkowski: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a letter from Mr. Leland Clune concerning Fort Greely, 
Alaska. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information 
regarding Fort Greely was carehlly considered by the Commissioners and the Commission staff 
during our sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations 
resulted in recommendations to close or realign 132 military facilities. Each one of the 
Commission's decisions, including the decision on Fort Greely, was a difficult but necessary step 
to reduce the size of our nation's military infrastructure in a careful and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 7, 1995 

Mr. Leland A. Clune 
Superintendent of Schools 
DeltaIGreely School District 
P.O. Box 527 
Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Clune: 

Senator Mikulski recently forwarded to me a copy of your letter concerning Fort Greely, 
Alaska. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to amve at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information regarding 
Fort Greely was carefilly considered by the Commissioners and the Commission staff during our 
sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations resulted in 
recommendations to close or realign 132 military facilities. Each one of the Commission's 
decisions, including the decision on Fort Greely, was a difficult but necessary step to reduce the 
size of our nation's military infrastructure in a carefil and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please feel free to contact the Commission if you have additional questions concerning 
the Commission's recommendation on Fort Greely, Alaska. 

Sincerely, 
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MARK 0 .  HATFIELD, OREGON, CHAIRMAN . 6 

TED STEVENS, ALASKA ROBERT C. BYRD, WEST VIRGINIA 
THAD COCHRAN. MISSISSIPPI DANIEL K. INOUYE. HAWAII 
ARLf N SPECTER. PENNSYLVANIA ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, SOUTH CAROLINA 
PETE V. DOMENICI, NEW MEXICO J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, LOUISIANA 
PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS PATRICK J. LEAHY, VERMONT 
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, MISSOURI DALE BUMPERS. ARKANSAS 
SLAOE GORTON, WASHINGTON FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, NEW JERSEY 
MITCH McCONNELL. KENTUCKY TOM HARKIN, IOWA 
CONNIE MACK, FLORIDA BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, MARYLAND 
CONRAD BURNS, MONTANA HARRY REID. NEVADA 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, ALABAMA J. ROBERT KERREY, NEBRASKA 
JAMES M. JEFFORDS, VERMONT HERB KOHL. WISCONSIN 
JUDO GREGG, NEW HAMPSHIRE PATTY MURRAY, WASHINGTON 
ROBERT F. BENNETT. UTAH 

J. KEITH KENNEDY, STAFF DIRECTOR 
JAMES H. ENGLISH. MlNORlTV STAFF DIRECTOR 

Wnited State5 Senate 
COMMIITEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6025 

June 26, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chai m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
178C North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Now that the base closure and realignment process is in its 
final stages, I want to express my appreciation for your support 
and consideration during these last five months. 

I particularly want to commend you for having several 
Commissioners and staff members travel to Alaska to hold a 
regional hearing in Delta Junction. This was most appreciated by 
the Delta Junction community and afforded them an opportunity to 
be heard as part of the Commission~s review. 

Even though this process is, by definition very difficult 
and challenging, the Commission personnel were most helpful and 
extended every courtesy to my staff. 

Again thanks for your personal assistance. I look forward 
to working with you again in the future. 

With best wishes, 

ED ST VENS Ayt 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 O S l S  

June 27,1995 

The Hon Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

With the ending of the 1995 round or base closure, and the 
decision of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
keep the 178th Fighter Group at the Springfield (Ohio) Air National 
Guard Base, I write to express my thanks. 

It is difficult enough to get a base taken off the base closure list 
once, let alone a second time. However, you let us do it by the numbers 
and the entire Springfield community appreciates your thoughtfulness and 
support. 

Renewed thanks and appreciation for what is now a happy ending. 

DAV~D L. HOBSON 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
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CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 
790 N. HOMESTEAD BOULEVARD/HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 33030/TELEPHONE: (305) 247-1 801 

J.W. DEMILLY 111, M~yor CouNCILMfh! ELIZA D. PERRY 
R o a c o ~  WARREN, Vce-Mayor RUTH L. CAMPBELL STEVE SHIVER 
WILLI~M T. RUDD, Ciy M~nagef JEFF KIRK NICHOLA~ R. SINCORE 

June 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman: 

On behalf of the entire South Florida Community and particularly Homestead, thank you for the 
compassion for our area that was shown by the recent vote of the Commission to remove the 
Homestead Air Reserve Base from the list of bases recommended for closure that was forwarded 
to President Bill Clinton. We recognize that the work of the Commission has been difficult to 
achieve as you have had to make decisions affecting the livelihoods of untold hundreds of 
thousands of U.S. citizens who live and work on or near various military installations. 

The residents of this area are very appreciative of the Commission's decision and will strive to 
make this a model community for the 21st century. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor 
Will Rudd 
City Manager 
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J. J. "JAKE" PICKLE 
June 26, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner: 

We are all disappointed that the BRAC Commission voted to 
terminate our reserve unit. I had learned earlier that you had 
raised a question with the DOD officials that was hopeful. My call 
was simply to thank you. 

Factually speaking, I think your government would have saved 
some 30-40 million dollars if the unit had been kept here. 
However, I also know that you BRAC Commissioners have a difficult 
job. 

Maybe something still can be made of the Bergstrom contonement 
of the area space. As you know, we are building a new airfield 
that will have two separate parallel runways of 12,000 and 9,000 
feet respectively. 

Many thanks for your inquiry. 

Best personal regards, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

July 7, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable J. J. Pickle 
2702 Hillview Green 
Austin, Texas 78703 

Dear Representative Pickle: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Bergstrom Air Reserve Base (ARB). I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to anive at fair and objective 
decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available information 
regarding Bergstrom ARB was carefidly considered by the Commissioners and the Commission 
&during ow sixteen week review and analysis process. The Commission's final deliberations 
resulted in recommendations to close or realign 132 military facilities. Each one of the 
Commission's decisions, including the decision on Bergstrom ARB, was a difficult but necessary 
step to reduce the size of our nation's military inhstmcture in a carefid and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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CHARTERED BY: American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations 

I 

I 
2130 WEST NINTH STREET 

Los Angeles County FEDEKATION of LABOR, AFCCIO 
P.O. BOX 20630 

LOS A NGELES, CALIFORNIA 90006 
Telephone: (213) 381-561 1 

FAX: (213) 383-0772 

JIM WOOD 
SECRETARY-TREASURER 

June 27, 1995 

Honorable Allan C. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon & Members of the Commission: 

The enclosed resolution was passed unanimously by the 
delegates of the Los Angeles County Federation of Labor at 
the June 19, 1995 membership meeting. 

Sincerely, 

W P N ~  
Wood 

Secretary Treasurer 

db 
opeiu: 537 afl-cio clc 



Resolution 

In Support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

Submitted on behalf of the Federal Employees Metal Trades 
Council, Long Beach-AFL-CIO. 

Whereas, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been placed on the 
federal base closure list; and 

Whereas, the Long Beach-Los Angeles region has suffered 
devastating job losses due to defense cuts and the 
continuing economic decline; and 

Whereas, closing the shipyard will cause further loss of jobs 
in our already afflicted region; and 

Whereas, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard has won national 
recognition for excellence and efficiency of 
operations; and 

Whereas, The Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
will vote on the fate of the shipyard beginning June 
22; therefore 

Be It Resolved, that the Los Angeles County Federation of 
Labor, AFL-CIO strongly urges the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) to prevent the 
infliction of further economic punishment on this 
region, which already bears a disproportionate share 
of the nation's economic burden; and 

Be It Further Resolved, that the Los Angeles County 
Federation of Labor communicate this resolution to 
President Clinton, the members of BRAC and to the 
delegates of this Federation. 

Adopted in regular session of the 
Los Angeles County Federation of Labor AFL-CIO 
June 19,  1995  

im Wood 
executive Secretary -Treasurer 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

July 7, 1995 

Mr. rim wood 
Secretary Treasurer, Los Angeles County 

Federation of Labor, AFL-CIO 
2 130 West Ninth Street 
P.O. Box 20630 
Los Angeles, California 90006 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Wood: 

Thank you for your June 27, 1995 letter providing the Commission with a copy of 
a resolution adopted by the Los Angeles County Federation of Labor regarding the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome 
your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission worked diligently to arrive at fair and 
objective decisions on the bases considered for closure and realignment. All available 
information regarding the Long Beach Naval Shipyard was carefully considered by the 
Commissioners and the Commission staff during our sixteen week review and analysis 
process. The Commission's fhal deliberations resulted in recommendations to close or 
realignment 132 military facilities. Each one of the Commission's decisions, including the 
decision on Long Beach Naval Shipyard, was a diflicult but necessary step to reduce the 
size of our nation's military infrastructure in a carell and deliberate manner. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and 
challenging process. 

Sincerely, 


