
mE W I ~ H E S T E R  INSTlTUTE FOR 
N Y S I S  AND ACTION 

1022 Ravencrest R o d  
Smnm ku CA 92705 

(714) 544-1433 

DCN 1526



THE WINCHESTER INSTITUTE FOR 
ANALYSIS AND ACTION 
1022 RAVENCREST ROAD 
SANTA ANA, CA 92705 

( 7 1 4 )  5 4 4 - 1 4 3 3  
F A X  ( 7 1 4 )  032-7062 

25 June 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
BRAC ~ommieaion 
1700 N. Moore Street, Ste 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

If there was ever a prayer for a last minute stay of 
execution, this is it. And, indeed it will be worth way 
over a billion dollars to the Defense Establishment and to 
the tax payers. And I pray, Mr. Chairman, that you will 
take the time to take a real good look at the urgent 
information that we have enclosed for your edification, and 
hoped for action. 

The individual scheduled to die is Marine Corpe Air Station, 
El Toro. And at this moment and before you read any 
further, please read the encloeure, a brilliant and factual 
article written by General J. W. Hubbard, USMC(Ret), 
titled "BRAC 95 Should Revisit El Toro ~ecision". He telle 
it like it is in a direct and knowledgeable manner. It will 
indeed give you some powerful thoughta, and some real honest 
reasons to make some corrective decisions, and be glad you 
had a chance to do it. 

But, before we get into the pros and cons, what really 
happened in the El Toro charade could only confuse your 
people who are trying desperately to make some of the most 
meaningful and important decieions, ever. Everything that 
the BRAC Commission has declared over and again to be its 
objectivee, "Military Preparednese and Safety". It is aleo 
our objective for ite preservation in thie urgent message. 

~t is our underatandinq that in the early initial stages of 
what to close and what to realign in military baeee, NAS 
Lemoore and NAS ~iramar were on a tentative closure list and 
MCAS El Toro was not. However, somewhere between Navy and 
Marine Corps representatives, Miramar and Lemoore were to be 
spared, and MCAS El Toro closed, and the Marines to go to 
Miramar- All this decided by people who should have known 
better. General Richard Hearney, assistant Marine Corps 
Commandant was reportedly involved in that decision. And 
eince that time, the Commandant has stated many times that 



he wanted Miramar. One news report as to why, he stated 
"that Miramar was nearer to the training areas" for what 
ever that means; Gerietal Hearney, when we pinned him down 
at a 1993 MCAA convention in California, ae to why he caused 
this terrible thing to happen to West Coast Marine Aviation, 
hie only single comment wae " w e  muat take care of our ground 
marines". The Commandant was asked to personally come out to 
eee what he was asking hie Weet Coast Aviation Marines to 
give up. He never bothered to come. He either didn't care, 
or he had a real thorough brainwashing, or someone above him 
told him not to rock the boat; who knows. Our local Senate 
and Congressional Representatives hardly uttered more than a 
faint peep. 

There we have what "The Two Key Marine Decision Makera" have 
uttered ae to why. It appears that all the pros and cons of 
the El Toro/Miramar situation have always been over shadowed 
by the Commandant of the ~arine Corps saying " w e  want 
Miramar", all the time. All Marine Aviator8 have known for 
a long time that Ground Marines, known as "Grunts", know 
very little about the needs of Aviation, and eome could care 
less. Some even believe that the troops should not be 
married, and that dependants are a pain in the neck. The 
Commandant even stated that when the families get to 
Miramar, they should live in the community because of 
insufficient housing on the baee. Thank God this guy will 
be out of a job 30 June 1995. He haa never heard of World 
War I1 conditions, where troops and wives had to drive 40 to 
50 milea each way to get the baee from where they had to 
live. This destroyed the wives' willingness to put up with 
such living arrangementa; thie drove good men out of the 
Corps, particularly young pilots, who took off for the 
airlines. 

BRAC in its desire to do a fair and equitable job has had to 
cope with uninformed people with poor judgement, aelfieh 
motives, thoughtless objectives on the part of the military, 
and with a lot of gutlesa political hedging by profeaeional 
politicians and special interest people with no interest in 
the well being of our national defense and the Military 
establishment. The people in the San Diego area don't 
particularly want the Marinea, only the 350 to 500 million 
dollars a year impact on t h e  community involved with the 
Marine8 moving to Miramar. The Mayor of San Diego and 
Congressman Randy Cunningham won't admit the latter however. 

Now lets emphasize a few of the points that General Hubbard 
made in his brilliant writing on b e h a l f  sanity and taxes. 
Compared to El Toro, Miramar ie the pitte. Due to El Toro's 
multiple and parallel runways, it can handle the helicopter8 
from MCAS, Tustin. I am advised that Miramar will be 
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operationally inadequate for safely mixing jets and 
helicopters without mega-dollars in expenditures. It has 
been eetimated that $300,000. will cover the helicopter 
relocation coate to El Toro at thia time. 

In our letter of 18 May 1993 to the Defense Cloeure and 
Realignment Commission, which should be in your filea, we 
emphasized that El Toro had what you people looked for with 
in your analysie program. A base's mission in the defense 
of our country is to achieve operational readiness, and to 
provide adequate and proper facilities for the troops and 
their families. When all is in order, you have what we call 
"good order and discipline" which promotee high morale; and 
If you don't have that, you will have a rotten attitude 
among the troops. with no retention rate what eo ever. 

The papers are full of military articles about the great 
need for troop and family support facilities, particularly 
the impelling need for family houaing. We are advised that 
the family housing at MCAS, Tustin can still be retained for 
uae by El Toro when Tustin cloaes. Over the past 52 years, 
El Toro has evolved into one of the finest and beat equipped 
bases in troop and operational eupport facilities in the 
entire Navy and Marine Corp establishment after the 
expenditure of hundreds of millFons of dollars. That 
includes the finest in food eervice facilities, new 
barracks, clubs for relaxation, recreational facilities, 
and other eervices for the benefit of the military families. 

Also, many millions of dollars invested at El Toro were from 
non-appropriated funds, ie., non tax-dollars, which were 
profits earned by the Marine Exchanges (PXrs) and the Clubs, 
which included a very fine 18 hole golf course and a very 
large and beautiful new child day care center. 

NOW, after more than 50 years in reaching approximately 2900 
family houaing units, someone wants to push Weet Coast 
Marine  viat ti on back to the tough WW I1 years of yesterday 
in the area where troop support is concerned; even 
operational facilities will be hurt badly. Does Congress 
really want to bulldoze all of 52 years and hundreds of 
millions of dollars of these baee improvements juet to humor 
a bunch of apecial interests, and then turn around an be 
faced with another billion or so to bring Miramar up to par. 
And we all know that such funds will never be made available 
to re-do at Miramar what has already been done at El Toro. 

And Sir, we do have a key sound and vital recommendation 
which will help you in reaching the right final decision. 
Since at this late date, you are t h e  only man in the United 
State8 that can put this run-a-way train back on its track. 
And since this may take a few more days than the advertised 
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conclueion schedule of July lat, you can pull it off, since 
at this moment, you have more power than the president or 
congrese; eo pleaee go for it. It will leave your prize of 
accomplishments on "cloud nine". It is recommend that you 
personally cause a select small group to come out and make 
a fast thoroughly objective inspection and analyaia of MCAS 
131 Tor0 and NAS Miramar. It ie suggested that no one from 
the Navy or Marine Corpa be used, military or civilian, or 
anyone that may have been politically involved. Therefore, 
it ia recommended that you quietly call on the U.S. Air 
Force, who will be glad to provide your office with such a 
team; personnel with the knowledge and full capability in 
all aspects of a military base as it relates to operational 
statue involving jets and helicopters jointly, and troop and 
family support, including recreational facilities. This Air 
Force Group can fly out to El Toro, make their inspection, 
and hop down to Miramar. This can be accompliahed in 3 or 4 
daya at the moat. When they return, the findings and 
analysis report should be placed on your desk ASAP. 

1t is recommended that this inspection be pulled off as 
quietly as possible until the team actually reaches the 
baaes, and then kept within the Base Commander's guide group 
for the team. And no publicity until the facte are back on 
your desk. There ie absolutely no doubt in our minds that 
El Toro will come out the overwhelming winner. 

It is also recommended that Mrs. Cox abstain from expreeeing 
any opinion on the El Toro/Miramar agenda, eince her husband 
Congreeeman Cox has done literally nothing to save El Toro, 
and by this inaction, we can preeume that he ie not against 
the closure. 

We have no comments on NAS Lemoore except that after El Toro 
ie saved from execution, perhaps the navy can anewer one 
question: "Which base do you wish to keep, Miramar or 
Lemore?" At this point, the one not chosen will bounce to 
the closure list, replacing MCAS, El Toro. 

Mr. Dixon, aince you alone are the only man in the united 
States that can cause thie last minute stay of execution for 
El Toro, you will indeed contribute the greatest service to 
Weat Coast ~arine Aviation and the operational readiness of 
the Aviation unite involved, including troop and family well 
being. You will be putting the train back on the right 
track. You will also save over a billion from being plowed 
under. If Congrese really wants to save money, they along 
with DOD will praise your ingenuity and unparalleled unique 
actione after all the facts are put on the table in full 
view. There are a lot of us Three War Marines in thie area, 

The winchester ~nstitute Ltr of 25 June 1995----- Page 4----- 



many 
the 
do, 
top 

, in this Institute, who are real thinkers and know what 
real score is, the importance of what you are asked to 
and realize the overall aviation picture. The current 
Marine Leadership does not. What a shame. 

Sir, we are crying out to you alone to make t h i s  l a e t  minute 
on site comparison and decision. The whole country will be 
proud of your actions. God bleaa you in your efforte, 

Sincerely Yours, 

Lieutenant ~olonkl, USMC (Ret. ) 
Chairman 

Enclosure: Brigadier General Jay W. HUBBARD'S article: 
"BRAC-95 Should Revisit E l  Toro D e c i s i o n "  
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a/n Y broke, why "jlra It? - ' ' 

I visit El Toro Decision! 
I by B.pdicr G s ~ d  Jay W. Hubbard. USMCWt) 

. I  

me pmposad closurc of MCAS EI Toro and ~ t s  f\rWc pas- 
siblc uses is perhaps the hones issue facing Orange County 
in tba waka of its financial wllapre and bankruptcy of Do& 
a e r  1994. This piact, by foundation C ~ W  Jay 
HuWard. cannot and docs not purpOn to nprucnt either 
the opinion of,hc Manno Corps or the base commander. 

, 

-"tor2 , The 1995 Base Rcalignmrnt And Closvn (BRA ) 
Comm~ss/on has now commsnccd ths Jnal round of the 
cunrnt serfes of blcnnial (1988-91-93-95) arrcumsnt o/ 
mlljlary barrs for consolidations or clomre. Under the' 

rrrlss. once a set ofrscommendatfons have been blesscd by 
fha Pmsldent and Congress, only a subsequent commlsslon 
has fhr rtght to challenge flndings of a predecessor. n l s  

m e w  that BRAC-95 can rccommsnd R E W  L of the 
BRAC-93 proposal to close MCAS El Toro - a powsrfil 
option whlch sun& should not bs allowad to pass 

iLt sister ssrvlces In aC&l psrcantage of muscle cut - all 
for good reason. As a weapon whlch must stay cocked. 
m u n d  the clock, It ir our prlmary "kick the door down" 
emergency rsaction /orcq whlch provldes about 20% oj 
U. S. combat reodyforcss for under 6% of the Dsfsnrs Bud- 
gat. 27tw. It har almost zen, -in to give up much of 
ANYTHING and should bm sparcdjvm dlsuprlvs bumau- 
crufIc llnkurtng. 71rr l au  of Tustln. of Itsel/; wlll be am- 
JOR conMbuHon lo t h  b a u  culr and It should stop right 
then for West CO& A4arine;Avlatlon basing. If BRAC.93 
put &l Tom on the block Just to s n w .  hat EYERYONE 
shams In the p l n ,  It war mlsguldad - the Corps under- 
stands p l n  and doesn't need to havs I1 In~llcted/or demon- 
stratlon purposes/ 
1(\ To those Marines ~d 010 members of our Amy, 
Navy m d  Alr Form specla1 capablllry elements who an- 
swer Requsnr Inrsmatlonal 9-1-1 calls and who am al- 
no+ oprallng at unprecedentrd pacellms daploymsnt 
temms, 

< 

Y 

It s~amr only natonablr that we should --  oJer somrth/ng 
mok than Jiak /&tt for thrfr prrronal protectton: I l k  

urvroticsd 
7Xe EI  om closurs /sue has drawn sxtsnsivi ' 

n w s  coverage m Orange Cow@ und thls piece WIN Jog' 
f iat horu  man fitrther b e c w e  It j u t  mlghr not bs &ad : 
yst. ' a c e  m d  of the cun~ntpvbl lc  debate f ~ ~ l l s e ~  dls- 1 
pojltion of the carcass, the Intent here Is to p s s n r  per- 
spsctfves on ths Impact upon indlvrdual Mwlnes, the 

combat ruudlneu oftheir uniLr and the disruptions and ob- 
scans costs which that unnecsvnry and sxpsnslw move 
portends - conrtdsratlonr whrch seem to have bssn 
hampled In the stampede to dlvry up thls prlma place of 
ma1 estate for "rw-use. " n r r s  are so many vultures orblt- 
Ing ths base lhat *m'mldarr~" haw to be a thrcaf. 

As many Orangs Counttans how. El Tom re- 
malned a basic WW I1 temporary alrbass until a/igr Clrr 
Koraan War (1950-53) during whlch It served us well ar a 
sou- of squadmns bound for that cof lc t  -just as It did 
agaln In the sIxtles and ssvsntles for Vlsham and/or such 
natlonal emergency. fomard presence and human/tar/aA 
mlsston slnce. lncludlng FULL deploymenr ofthe powerfil 
3d Marins Alrcrajl Ij'lng lo help Ilberak Kuwait In 
1990-91. 

- 77re hlgh-tech ageJor Manne Rvlarron rook o g l n  
the - - "jl/flssR wlth quantum leaps In the tschnolog~es of 
alrcraj?, maintenance. command. control and communlca- 
Honr qstems. In order to keep pace and malntain combat, 
readlnsrr - the hallmark of  the Corps - thls demanded 
/hot 11 attruct. troln and RETAIN bright, motlvatsd young ' 
man and womert to match ths sscalatlng sMN requrrsmmls. 
One mqjor fwtor In that all-lmporlanl retsntlon Is decent 
Nvlng condlrlons for lndlvldual mllltary members and thrlr 
f d l l s s .  

Wilh the firtun O/ E l  Tom seernlngly assured 
long sncceulon of b m  commandsrs fought Jsne findln' ;I 
battlrs for occsptable howlng. I t  has t a b n  nearly the en- 
tire 52-ycor I f i  span of Ilia bass to /Inally bring both 
bachslor and f i l l y  quarters up to s~andnrdt. Over ths 
same Ilmsllne. f a r - p w l n g  Orange Counly bscams dsvas- 
r - .,.- -1.. -- .- -1..- r-- -1. - -. -.-. . I I-..,- -- .. L - L -. - L - 2  . 

PE4CE OF MND on where the$ can 1,ah thelr jhmlllc~ 
a d  belongings as key  go o g  to do whatsvsr we ark o j  

,rlhsm. THAT is aact ly what El Tom has been dolng for 
more thm 40% ofths combd power of M d n e  Corp  A vl- 
atlon. OII a mailer scale, SO hot Mlramarjiw i l t  pl C h e r  Avfation. Why murl ws tamper wlth lh6 - all at 
such cod 1tt twbulencr for the hoops and dollars to ths 
t m p u p r ~ ?  Slnce thd latter p u p  Includes rhos Sailors 
and Marines. THEY WIN t a h  a double hltl 

The standard rsbuttal to rwerslng u prior BRAC 
decision seem to br that It would o&n Pandora's Box f i r  
ALL base-Impacted communlt~es lo sack mconslderatlon, 
whlch would generate tan unmunagsable precedent and 
vlolals the polltlcally nsutral Intent of the BRAC p m c e ~ .  

- Our polltlclans, h m  county sype~isors to U.S. senators, 
oppar to be f i l l  of that "neutral' sptrlt, 
refishing r/jw ons of them Ignored 
stood up to declare the obvious: n o t  the curnulat/ve /n- 
vestment and provgn p a t  pcr/onnancs of El Toro MORE 
than mast ths BRRCL OW drlvlng crlterton of Y u ~ r c  
,mllltary value." Perhaps BR4 C- 9S WIN recognrrr this, 

Have BRAC jlndlngs ever basn overfumed 
and should OW Marines and "f~lect" sister servlcs spgciol 

mlsslon u n I ~  A U  be h a t s d  US a spc/a l  cue? The an- 
mer to both parts of lhat pestlon Is YETI 

Ons sorly afn/n,ptlffn of the 8-8 Rcollgnmrnt 
Arrd Cfosrrrr pmcwzs wad that jome share o f co~ t ,~  Involved 
In shufllng units would bs'ogser by ~ald"of ihr pro rtlcs - p n t e  much M IllwIon whlch Is dls~olvlng Into r c rca. F 
Iltles of pn-nunovrr clsonup costs and the rnobrliry of 
mod wmmunltie~ to rat= jmdr anywhsru close to match- 
ing h8 nol -d V& of these capital lntenrlvr In- 
stai1atIon.z ' ; ' no r '  l*-Pa;l' of the mason fhd  thv & 
someitmu mloa&~fir  ONE D O L U R  So much /or that 
arprct oftha ban c lo jun rwnornic rationals. 

Long tstm sovlngs must be consldsred. bw in 
mrh, much of the relocatlon andshutdown costs will f i k l y  
come out $the s m s  pot whlch has been rulded r.pntcd- 
I C ,I . .. r . "  - 



itmsrrns, Jart.growrn(y wrangs Lounty os-6 ~~~- come out OJ M U  -6 pOr WNtCN har been raldcd. reputed- 
tatt/rgIy rrpmrlw f i r  the many Marlnex who have had no ly. for d1sPcl.r nllef and "popup" contfngenc~& - name- 
&lee but to/lnd o f - b a ~  a c c z m a o h f l o ~ .  ly. the dry* I.M D.finw OpratIons a d  Maintcnancc 

Now. jud  QI thfngs bfgdn ro -fltt." BRAC-93 IIt.r- accoun&. ,. '? . 
*You Marines haw done o gnat job wlth t h l ~  BMC-9S olw. hat the powr  to * w t ~ / n ~ '  

bas* but w y ' u  &cl&d to sea It1 SO. you'll have to glw up the T" bell, t h  alrould rlgbPovrly rrrhlnk El Tor0 
 yo^ 3,000 ~s& o/ /Ml ly  quarters /Or the SO0 at Mlrtunnr b e f m  ~111tlpI8 @cur bsgln to be pold u they want 10 
Md ~ O U C  bach~lor digs fw much oldae one3 d m  ham. s a w  blg llma buck$ ! then mow tha TLsiln hcM~optcrs to 

Go lhw on the SM Dlego economy md st&  OW^/* &l Tom l w a d  of~%niw, Md let the b a w  contlnue I& 
A& to that happy thought: the need for UIVOtWWUJ dlslfngulsh~d sewlu to vltal national Interests at home 

/ m m r n t  In new or rv1ocat.d opamtlng f ~ c l l l N s ~  and In and abroad. 
~ r c o d n g  0th.r &flcimcies at MIrMtar and the total fial(y, Jbt fhaw who might be conccmcd owr 

1 carr of &IS s-gr ewlutlon cotnrs to mil over a 8lL- pvpdII).  vuluer In South County, we should remember 
LION dollur. Momover, rka Novy requlnment fo v4~4f8 thls: uu1.y you%* lived he? fir mon thnn 52 yews. rht 
trr master f i t  aid- m CIOSU to IU SM DIego me- b a ~ ,  h e  ~ o e r  ~ t p t r w w e t h ~ n g  I I ~  350 
/or cavirr battle p u p  deJles understmdlng. Somr of us Mllllon annuoily lr;;a,th,'&unty ecanomlc stream and u p  
must be mrsnng the "big plctw. '  eatf to &'w~8< w I ~ ~ o u ~  lmparlng any s.rlow drug 

ma/ q m a n t  against thls l l l~dvlsud b u d  on , d . C l / 6 ~ ~ r ~ ~ + + t ~ 4  Ce*er r u f l d . ~ ~ ~ ~ I  md buineJf 
swap i.s not just doout quarters and fml?. mpport. 7%. ~ o t ~ ~ ~ ~ i @ ~ " @ r t h ~ r ,  It V b u t e a  a range o/human re- 
clsar. owrridlng maron to raconslder b nodhrcss. reudl- sourcu and backup rkgcncy and dlsasfrr service, ro 
ngu, ~ D I N E S Y I  v a  key installation is up lo speed wd Orang8 Counfy which cannot be msasurrd. In conpat, 

pcrkap pv8n &dl ccu('t~/omtell what the 're-use' grab- 
bag cantlval kghtbr inf l  nflWw ~ ,. . . 

I 
Wirr, prmisswn reprinted fmm "a Log b k "  ~uwslc t l t r  of the v~E.l H*&d Foundqbn 

I - , J ,  , , 

Rebecca Cor ri/c of R~prcsmtot iv~ Chrb C0.q is the role ~ a l ~ o m f a r t ' ~ ~ % ~ ~  Committbn. ~v&onc who 
beluve~ the Marinu should remain or El Toro ir invircd to  tqrcs.~ hw,.Wrire or call Rebecca Car 
C/O Rep. Chris C41; 4000 M d n h u r  Blvd., Sfe. 434 N r n p o r ~  
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Mrs. Re'becca Cox 
Base Re-alignment & Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

26 May 1995 

Dear Mrs. Cox: 

This letter is in request for reconsideration of taking El Toro Marine Corps. 
Air Base off the closure list for the following reasons: 

1. Safety of the lives of our Marine Pilots. Miramar is not safe for 
high speed fighter aircraft and helicopters flying and landing on the small 
area. The result may only be deaths and injuries. 

2. There is not sufficient housing for the Marine active duty personnel 
and their dependents on the base or the surrounding area. 

3 .  As of this date there are more deaths of Marine personnel because they 
have been forced to use the cheapest transportation, motorcycles to coimute 
fifty or more miles to and from their homes to the base because of the high 
cost of houses surrounding the base. There have been more deaths of these 
boys in a year than the men we lost in the "Desert Storm" war. 

4. ??ne more than one billion dollars is not justified when we are trying to 
get a balanced budget. 

5. The personnel at El Toro Marine Corps Air Base are called to help in 
emergencies of all types. Should we have a major earthquake we would need 
every marine along with other organizations to help. 

Trusting the Committee will give reconsideration totaking El Toro off 
the list. 

Thank you for your consideration of this letter. 

Sincerely, 
/ - f  

9452 Alderbury St. 
Cypress, Ca. 90630 
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A Chance to Rethink El , Tom's F 

bound for that conflict. It did th'at again , I n* Ann~lra T i m r ~  

for Vietnam and for each national emer- 
gency and humanitarian relief mission 
since-including full deployment of the 
powerful 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing to 
help liberate Kuwait in 1990-91. 

The high-tech jet age for Marine Avia- 
tion really took off in the '50s with. 
quantum leaps in technology. In order to 
keep pace and maintain combat readiness, 
the hallmark of the corps, this demanded 
that it attract, train and retajn bright, 
motivated young men and women to 
match the escalating skiil requirements. 
One major factor in that all-important 
retention is decent living conditions for 
military members and their families. 

With the future of El Toro once 
seemingly assured, a long succession of 
base commanders fought funding battles 
for acceptable housing. It has taken 
nearly the entire 52-year life span of the 
base to finally bring both bachelor and 
family quarters up to acceptable stand- 
ards. .. 



,- z % L " e . - -  - ...-- 
West Coast Marine Aviation. tiona. That must be part of the reason that 

To those Marines and the members of they are sometimes unloaderl for $1. Sc 
our Army, Navy and Air Force special much for that aspect of the base closure 
capability elements who answer fre- economic dividend rationale. 
quent international 911 calls and who are Long-term savings must be consid- 

peacetime deployment tempos, it seems and shutdown costs will likely come ~ u t  
,$already operating at unprecedented ered, but in truth some of the relocation I 

+ only reasonable that we should offer of the same pot which has been raided 
something more than flak jackets for repeatedly for disaster relief and "pop- 
their personal protection. Like, peace of up" contingencies-namely, the already 
mind on where they can leave their lean Defense Operations and Mainte- 
families and belongings as they go off to nance accounts. 
do whatever we ask of them. Since BRAC-95 alone has the power to 

That is exactly what El Toro has been "un-ring" the El Toro bell, it shoold 
doing for more than 40% of the combat vigorously rethink El Toro before multi- 
power of Marine Corps Aviation. On a ple prices begin to be paid. If they want 
smaller scale, so has Miramar for its to save bucks, big time, then move the 
share of carrier aviation. Why must we Tustin helicopters to ~1 Tor0 perina- 
tamper with this-all at such cost in nently instead of Miramar and allow this 
turbulence for the troops and dollars to time-proven facility to continue serving 
taxpayers? the national interest-both at home and 

The standard rebuttal to reversing a abroad. 
prior BRAC decision Seems to be that it As for those concerned over property 
would open Pandora's box for base- values in south county, we shou~d l.low, lust as things began to "fit." impacted communities to seek reconsid- thie; Unless you.ve lived here BRAC-93 said: "You Marines have done eration, 'which would generate an un- for more than 52 years, the base was a great lob with this base* but we've manageable precedent and violate the here Moreover, it someUling dec~ded to sell it! So, you'll have to give neutral objectivity of the BRAC process. 

up your 3,000 sets of family quarters for OW politicians, from county supervi- Q- 

S500 the 
the 500 at Miramar and your bachelor sors to u.S, senators, appear to be full of stream and appears t9 

digs for much less down there." that spirit. it be have coexisted without imposing u n d x  
Add to that happy thought the need refreshing if just one of them ignored dragondevelopment. contribute bank- 

for enormous investment in new or outside special interests and stood up to Our El Tor0 Marines 
relocated operating facilities and Over- declare the obvious: That the cumulative UP emergency and disaster 
coming other deficiencies at Miramar investment and proven past performance along with their family members, partic- 
and the total cost of this strange evolu- ipate in virtually every sector of com- 
tion comes to well over $1 billion. 

Of MCAS more than meet rnercial, professional, educational and BRAC's own driving criterion of "future volunteer activity in the county-the The argument against this m i l i y  value." Perhaps BRAC-95 will to,tal value of which cannot be measured, vised base swap is not just about quarters recognize this. 'In contrast, perhaps even God cannot support. The clear* 0veMding Have any BRAC findings ever been foretell what the ,,reuse.. c;mival ralfle I'f%lSOn to reconsider is readiness, readi- overturned and should our Marines and 
ness, readiness! "select" sister service special mission might It would bring! seem reasonable to expect a weapon 'Iat must stay cocked units all be treated as a special case? The that Orange County would actually Uke around the the Marine Corps is our awwer to both is a resounding yes! primary "kick the door down" emergency pride in hosting such a hlstoric and 
reaction and entry force, providing about One assumption of the Base valuable resource. As for that vain hcpe, 
20% of combat ready U.S. forces for less Realignment and Closure process was it'e been more like: "In your dreams 
than 6% of the defense budget. Thus, it that Some share of costs involved in Marines, you're outta here!" This re- 
has almost zero margin to give up any- shuffling units would be offset by sale of nowned "God, family and flag" county 
thing and should be spared from disrup- the properties. That is a n  illusion which is should be embarrassed over its numb 
tive bureaucratic tinkering. dissolving into the realities of pre-turn- silence on losing such a dynamic asset! 

The loss of Tustin Marine Corps Helj- over cleanup costs and the inability of Brig. Gen. Jay W.  Hubbard is a retired 
copter Air Station (due to close in 1997) most communities to raise funds any- Marine Corps aviator and past chairmun 
will be a major contribution to the base where close to matching the real assessed of the MCAS EI Tor0 HistOriccl Foz:oz:lt&- 
cuts and it should stop right there for value of these capital-intensive installa- twn. 



Document Separator 





Docu~l~ent Separator 



George B. Parker p I 

Professor Emeritus, University of Southern California 
3407 Seabreeze Lane K ,  

C 

Corona del Mar, California 92625-1644 
(7 14) 6440318 

27 April 1995 

Mrs. Rebecca Cox, Member 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mrs. Cox: 

As a member of the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission, you have an 
opportunity to right a terrible wrong imposed upon the U. S. Marine Corps and the people 
of Orange County. 

I assume that you are familiar with the Los Angeles Times OpEd article written by 
Marine General Jay Hubbard. (a copy is enclosed). General Hubbard clearly expresses the 
concern of Marine veterans, like myself, about the absurdity of closing MCAS El Toro. 

For whatever reason this base was first put on the BRAC list, it has become clear that it 
was a mistake that must be corrected. The disruption of Marine Aviation is tragic and 
punitive and will seriously degrade our national defense. The move is also so enormously 
wasteful of taxpayer money --over $3 billion--that it is a travesty. MCAS El Toro is the least 
expensive of all Western military bases to operate. The only benefit that can come from the 
closure would be to a few wealthy developers--an unpatriotic rip off at  everyone else's 
expense. 

The premise that El Toro is an ideal site for a commercial airport was a hoax perpetrated 
upon the citizens of Orange County. For civilian airlines cannot operate out of El Toro. The 
only useable runway that will not cause severe unacceptable noise pollution to 
surrounding cities is unsafe because of its severe upslope (the height of a 12 story building 
at the departure end) that flies directly into hazardous mountain terrain. As a professor 
emeritus from USC, I have been an expert in aircraft accident investigation for over 33 
years. I agree wholeheartedly with the many airline captains I know (I can supply their 
names) that El Toro cannot be converted into a safe, practical airline airport. This fact, 
was purposely ignored by the promoters of Measure A. And, now, the bankruptcy of 
Orange County makes funding of such a foolhardy project impossible. (God works in 
strange but effective ways.) 

Another critical concern is the welfare and public safety of Orange County, relative to the 
loss of emergency assistance available from the Marine Corps helicopters. In the event of 
an earthquake or another disastrous brush fire, helicopters based at El Toro would be in 
close proximity to the heavy population effected by such disasters. Their fire fighting and 
rescue capability would be invaluable. These helicopters could have extinguished the 
Laguna Beach fire in minutes, rather than hours resulting in a huge, costly, and tragic 
loss of over 400 homes. The rains of this past winter will induce the very same fire hazard 
that precipitated the fires in 1993. Without the Marine helicopters, repeat fires would, 
again, be uncontrollable. Only the change in the wind direction stopped the 1993 fires. 



Keeping MCAS El Toro open with the helicopters is more than justification to  rescind the 
closure. The Marine Corps needs the base. Orange County needs the base. A closure will 
force dispersion of Marine helicopters all over Southern California--at another huge cost. 
It will induce most difficult command control and management problems. 

Picking on the Marine Corps is inexcusable and foolish. The Marine Corps, our  most 
efficient, ready military service, the first to fight and die, deserves better. The USMC 
tradition, of taking care of its enlisted men first, will be trampled by the closing. It took the 
Marines 25 years and $500 million to build 3,000 housing units and important operational 
facilities a t  MCAS El Toro. The move to NAS Mirimar will punish USMC enlisted men the 
most, as Mirimar has less than 300 housing units and inadequate BOQ and barracks 
space. Equally serious is the loss of operationaVtraining requirements. 

The closing of MCAS El Toro will penalize our national defense, the Marine Corps, its 
enlisted men, the U.S. taxpayers, and Orange County. It was a serious mistake by BRAC 
that needs to be reversed. Your cooperation to right this wrong is respectfdly requested. 
Please help to keep MCAS El Toro open. 

Lt. Colonel, USMC (disability retired) 

P. S. Be assured that my interest is that of a Marine with no personal advantage in the 
outcome. As a lifelong pilot, I would much rather see El Toro remain an airport than a 
prison, ever more crippling development, or worse. However, it is my honest opinion as a 
pilot and aviation safety expert that a commercial airport will not work in that location. 

cc: Senator Dixon 
Congressmen Cox 



George B. Parker 
Professor Emeritus, University of Southern California 

3407 Seabreeze Lane 
Corona del Mar, California 92625-1644 

(714) 644-0318 
27 April 1995 

Mrs. Rebecca Cox, Member 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mrs. Cox: 

As a member of the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission, you have an 
opportunity to right a terrible wrong imposed upon the U. S. Marine Corps and the people 
of Orange County. 

I assume that you are familiar with the Los Angeles Times OpEd article written by 
Marine General Jay Hnbbard. (a copy is enclosed). General Hubbard clearly expresses the 
concern of Marine veterans, like myself, about the absurdity of closing MCAS El Toro. 

For whatever reason this base was first put on the BRAC list, it has become clear that it 
was a mistake that must be corrected. The disruption of Marine Aviation is tragic and 
punitive and will seriously degrade our national defense. The move is also so enormously 
wasteful of taxpayer money --over $3 billion--that it is a travesty. MCAS El Toro is the least 
expensive of all Western military bases to operate. The only benefit that can come from the 
closure would be to a few wealthy developers--an unpatriotic rip off at everyone else's 
expense. 

The premise that El Toro is an ideal site for a commercial airport was a hoax perpetrated 
upon the citizens of Orange County. For civilian airlines cannot operate out of El Toro. The 
only useable runway that will not cause severe unacceptable noise pollution to 
surrounding cities is unsafe because of its severe upslope (the height of a 12 story building 
at  the departure end) that flies directly into hazardous mountain terrain. As a professor 
emeritus from USC, I have been an expert in aircraft accident investigation for over 33 
years. I agree wholeheartedly with the many airline captains J know (I can supply their 
names) that El Toro cannot be converted into a safe, practical airline airport. This fact, 
was purposely ignored by the promoters of Measure A. And, now, the bankruptcy of 
Orange County makes funding of such a foolhardy project impossible. (God works in 
strange but effective ways.) 

Another critical concern is the welfare and public safety of Orange County, relative to the 
loss of emergency assistance available from the Marine Corps helicopters. In the event of 
an earthquake or another disastrous brush fire, helicopters based at El Toro would be in 
close proximity to the heavy population effected by such disasters. Their fire fighting and 
rescue capability would be invaluable. These helicopters could have extinguished the 
Laguna Beach fire in minutes, rather than hours resulting in a huge, costly, and tragic 
loss of over 400 homes. The rains of this past winter will induce the very same fire hazard 
#@ precipitated the fires in 1993. Without the Marine helicopters, repeat fires would, 
again, be uncontrollable. Only the change in the wind direction stopped the 1993 &m. 



Keeping MCAS El Toro open with the helicopters is more than justification to rescind the 
closure. The Marine Corps needs the base. Orange County needs the base. A closure will 
force dispersion of Marine helicopters all over Southern California--at another huge cost. 
It will induce most difficult command control and management problems. 

Picking on the Marine Corps is inexcusable and foolish. The Marine Corps, our most 
efficient, ready military service, the first to fight and die, deserves better. The USMC 
tradition, of taking care of its enlisted men first, will be trampled by the closing. It took the 
Marines 25 years and $500 million to build 3,000 housing units and important operational 
facilities at  MCAS El Toro. The move to NAS Mirimar will punish USMC enlisted men the 
most, as Mirimar has less than 300 housing units and inadequate BOQ and barracks 
space. Equally serious is the loss of operationaVtraining requirements. 

The closing of MCAS El Toro will penalize our national defense, the Marine Corps, its 
enlisted men, the U.S. taxpayers, and Orange County. It was a serious mistake by BRAC 
that needs to be reversed. Your cooperation to right this wrong is respectfully requested. 
Please help to  keep MCAS El Toro open. 

Very truly yours, 

G. B. Parker 
Lt. Colonel, USMC (disability retired) 

P. S. Be assured that my interest is that of a Marine with no personal advantage in the 
outcome. As a lifelong pilot, I would much rather see El Toro remain an airport than a 
prison, ever more crippling development, or worse. However, it is my honest opinion as a 
pilot and aviation safety expert that a commercial airport will not work in that location. 

cc: 
Congressmen Cox 
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Rob Robinson 
4 16 1 Alcazar Ave. 
Riverside Ca. 92503 
909-689-4 190 

March 20,1995 

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, D.C., 20500 

Subject: Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, Ca. Closure. 

Mr. President: 

The estimated cost to move MCAS El Toro to NAS Miramar is over one billion dollars. 
The County of Orange wants the land when the Marines move. They want to sell the land 
and use the money to help themselves get out of the bankruptcy they are in. I do not think 
any of this is fair to the American taxpayer. Congress and the President are trying to lower 
the Federal deficit and that is very good. You are both trying to bring the welfare system 
under control and that is very good. If over one billion dollars is spent to move a well equipped 
base to a base that is not as well equipped, money is being wasted. If the land is given away, 
money is being wasted. As a matter of fact, giving the land to the county to help defiay a 
bankruptcy amounts to a massive welfare handout. 

I urge you to ask the Secretary of Defense to have the new BRAC commission reconsider 
the closure of MCAS El Toro. A change to the last BRAC commission decision is not a sign 
of anything negative. It is a sign of reconsidering new information that was not previously 
available. 

Thank you for your time. I wish you and your family well. 

Rob Robinson 
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A Chance to Rethink El Toro's Fate 
JAY W. HUBBARD 

The El Toro base closure issue just 
might not be dead yet. 

The 1995 Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure (BRAC) Commission is in the final 
round of the current series of biennial 
assessments (starting in 1989) of mili- 
tary bases for consolidation or closure. 
Under the rules, once a set of recommen- 
dations has been blessed by the Presi- 
dent and Congress, only a subsequent 
commission has the right to challenge 
findings of a predecessor. This means 
that BRAC-95 can recommend revmsal 
of the BRAC-93 proposal to close the El 
Toro Marine Corps Air Station. That is a 
powerful option which surely should not 
,be allowed to pass unnoticed. 

Most of the public debate focuses on 
disposition of the base, not on the impact 
upon individual Marines, the combat 
readiness of their units and the disrup- 
tions and obscene costs which that ' 

unnecessary and expensive move por- 
tends-considerations which seem to 
have been trampled in the stampede to 
divvy up the base for other uses. The 
vultures are orbiting with claws extend- 
ed! 

As many Orange County residents 
know, El Toro remained a basic World 
War I1 temporary air base until after the 
Korean War (1950-531, during which it 
served us well as a source of squadrons 
bound for that conflict. It did that again 
for Vietnam and for each national emer- 
gency and humanitarian relief mission 
since-including full deployment of the 
powerful 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing to 
help liberate Kuwait in 1990-91. 

The high-tech jet age for Marine Avia- 
tion really todk off in the '50s with 
quantum leaps in technology. In order to 
keep pace and maintain combat readiness, 
the hallmark of the corps, this demanded 
that it attract, train and retain bright, 
motivated young men and women to 
match the escalating skill requirements. 
One rrlajor factor in that all-important 
retention is decent living conditions for 
military members and their families. 

With the future of El Toro once 
seemingly assured, a long succession of ' 
base commanders fought funding battles 
for acceptable housing. It has taken 
nearly the entire 52-year life span of the 
base to finally bring both bachelor and 
family quarters up to acceptable stand- 
ards. 

Now, just as things began to "fit," 
BRAC-93 said: "You Marines have done 
a great job with this base, but we've 
decided to sell it! So, you'll have to give 
up your 3,000 sets of family quarters for 
the 500 at Miramar and your bachelor 
digs for much less down there." 

Add to that happy thought the need 
for enormous investment in new or 
relocated operating facilities and over- 
coming other deficiencies at Miramar 
and the total cost of this strange evolu- 
tion comes to well over $1 billion. 

The real argument against this ill-ad- ' 
vised base swap is not just about quarters 
and family support. The clear, overriding 
reason to reconsider is readiness, readi- 
ness, readiness! 

As a weapon that must stay cocked 
around the clock, the Marine Corps is our 
primary "kick the door down" emergency 
reaction and entry force, providing about 
20% of combat ready U.S. forces for less 
than 6% of the defense budget. Thus, it 
has almost zero margin to give up any- 
thing and should be spared3from disrup- 
tive bureaucratic tinkering. 

The loss of Tustin Marine Corps Heli- 
copter Air Station (due to close in 1997) 
will be a major contribution to the base 
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West Coast Marine Aviation. 
To those Marines and the members of 

our Army, Navy and Air Force special 
capability elements who answer fre- 
quent international 911 calls and who are 

,already operating at unprecedented 
peacetime deployment tempos, it seems 
only reasonable that we should offer 
something more than flak jackets for 
their personal protection. Like, peace of 
mind on where they can leave their 
families and belongings as they go off to, 
do whatever we ask of them. 

That is exactly what El Toro has been 
doing for more than 40% of the combat 
power of Marine Corps Aviation. On a 
smaller scale, so has Miramar for its 
share of carrier aviation. Why must we 
tamper with this-all at such cost in 
turbulence for the troops and dollars to 
taxpayers? 

The standard rebuttaI to reversing a 
prior BRAC decision seems to be that it 
would open Pandora's box for aU base- 
impacted communities to seek reconsid- 
eration, which would generate an un- 
manageable precedent and violate the 
neutral objectivity of the BRAC process. 

Our politicians, from county supervi- 
sors to U.S. senators, appear to be full of 
that "neutral" spirit. Wouldn't' it be 
refreshing if just one of them ignored 
outside special interests and stood up to 
declare the obvious: That the cumulative 
investment and proven past performance 
of MCAS El Toro more than meet 
BRAC's own driving criterion of "future 
military value." Perhaps BRAC-95 will 
recognize this. 

Have any BRAC findings ever been 
overturned and should our Marines and 
"select" sister service special mission 
units all be treated as a special case? The 
answer to both is a resounding yes! 

One early assumption of the Base 
Realignment and Closure process was 
that some share of costs involved in 
shuffling units would be offset by sale of 
the properties. That is an illusion which is 
dissolving into the realities of pre-turn- 
over cleanup costs and the inability of 
most communities to raise funds any- 
where close to matching the real assessed 
v*l*le nf th- mnitnliintendve installa. 
.M pu. 

tion$. That must be part of the reason that 
they are sometimesunloaded for $1. So 
much for that aspect of the base closure 
economic dividend rationale. 

Long-term savings must be consid- 
ered, but in truth some of the relocation 
and shutdown costs will likely come out 
of the same pot which has been raided 
repeatedly for disaster relief and "pop- 
up" contingencies-namely, the already 
lean Defense Operations and Mainte- 
nance accounts. 

Since BRAC-95 alone has the power to 
"un-ring" the El Toro bell, it should 
vigorously rethink El Tom before multi- 
ple prices begin to be paid. If they want 
to save bucks, big time, then move the 
Tustin helicopters to El Toro perma- 
nently instead of Miramar and allow this 
time-proven facility to cdntinue serving 
the national interest-both at home and 
abroad. 

As for those concerned over property 
values in South County, we should 
remember this: Unless you've lived here 
for more than 52 years, the base was 
here first. Moreover, it puts something 
close to $500 million annually into the 
county economic stream and appears to 
have coexisted without imposing undue 
drag on deveiopment. 

Our El Toro Marines contribute back- 
up emergency and disaster services and, 
along with their family members, partic- 
ipate in virtually every sector of com- 
mercial, professional, educational and 
volunteer activity in the county-the 
total value of which cannot be measured. 
'In contrast, perhaps even God cannot 
foretell what the "reuse" carnival raffle 
might bring! 

It would seem reasonable to expect 
that Orange County would actually take 
pride in hosting such a historic and 
valuable resource. As for that vain hope, 
it's been more like: "In your dreams 
Marines, you're outta here!" This re- 
nowned "God, family and ,flagw county 
should be embarrassed over its numb 
silence on losing such a dynamic asset! 

Brig. Gen. Jay W. Hubbard b a retired 
Marine Corps aviator and past chairman 
of the MCAS El Tota Hfstotfwl Foundcr- 
t h .  
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Lieutenant General William F. Pitts, USAF Ret b '  

6125 Clarendon Court - Riverside, CA 92506 

April 17, 1995 

Maj Gen Josue Robles, Jr. 
Commissioner 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Robles: 

I am writing to you as a concerned citizen/taxpayer and a career Air Force officer with 36 years in uniform. My 
concern has to do with the BRAC '93 decision to relocate United Stated Marine Corps air units from Marine Corps 
Air Station El Toro and Marine Corps Air Station Tustin to Naval Air Stations Miramar, Fallon, Lemoore and Oceana 
and to Marine Corps Camp Pendleton. Of specific concern is the proposed relocation of Marine Corps rotary wing 
aircraft and command elements from USMC Air Stations El Toro and Tustin to Naval Air Station Miramar near San 
Diego, California. Serious financial and operational shortfalls will accrue if this planned relocation is allowed to 
happen. A far better solution is to move these organizations to March AFB, California, halfway between Camp 
Pendleton and Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twenty-nine Palms, California. The following benefits will 
derive from such a solution: 

1. Greatly enhanced USMC rapid response capability to meet national defense emergency Time Phased 
Force Deployment List requirements. (March AFB is the Port of Embarkation/Debarkation for the First Marine Corp 
Expeditionary Force - one of the two rapid deployment forces for the United States.) 

2. Improved USMC training capabilities (March AFB is nearer USMC training ranges than NAS 
Miramar). This translates to an annual savings of $50 million in operating expenses. 

3. $326 million in immediate saving in relocation movement and facility renovation costs (see attached 
chart "BRAC '93 Actions vs March AFB BRAC '95 Scenario). - 

4. $29 million 10 year cumulative savings in housing and quarters allowance (see attached chart 
"Cumulative BAQ/VHA Comparison Miramar vs March for ten years"). 

5. Future cost avoidance of another move if and/or when NAS Miramar becomes San Diego 
International Airport (to my knowledge no one has done a cost study on this contingency, but it would be BIG. 

The above facts can be verified by reviewing BRAC data and a very recently updated U.S. Marine Corps study. 
Sir, I earnestly request that your commission solicit detailed inputs from the United States Marine Corps in 
preparation for the scheduled hearing in San Francisco on April 28, 1995. In point of fact, due to the operational 
and budgetary implications voiced above, it would seem to me to be most prudent to have the Marine Corps appear 
before your commission and lay out their concerns regarding the NAS Miramar vs March AFB relocation. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. 1 u-7 t en 1 'am F. Pitts, USAF Ret t 6 e  



Cumulative BAQNHA Comparison 
Miramar vs. March 

for ten years 
Cost ($Millions) 

Year9 Year 

Miramar 
BAQNHA 

March 
BAQNHA 

I I 
Cumulative ten year savings of March scenario: $29.OM 

Note: Savings assume 10% of eligible occupants live in military family housing 

As of: 3/24/95 
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JESUS A. MADALENA' 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 1995 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Hoping this finds you in great health and spirits I write on behalf of an old friend, Doyle 
Selden and his neighbors in Laguna Hills, California. As you can see from the enclosures he 
wrote you himself back in February. You were kind enough to respond to his February letters 
by your own of February 25. 

He wanted me to ask if you could assign at least one BRAC Commissioner and a staff 
member to visit Marine Corps Air Station El Toro before reaching a final decision on the re- 
assignment of helicopters this spring. His rationale is attached hereto., 

I am sure you are inundated with "good ideas" concerning base closures and 
realignments, and can only hope that Doyle's might commend itself to you. I understand that 
there will be a BRAC 95 Commission hearing in San Francisco on the California closures, and 
that a formal request for an on-site evaluation will be made on that occasion. 

In any event, I do thank you for any consideration you can give the Laguna Hills group 
request. 

With kind regards. 

And all best wishes, 

2 

-_ --- 
James W. Symington 



RPR-17-1995 12:01 PCM 

Doyle W. Selden 
3139-A Via Vista bguna Hilk. Califomla 92653 (714) 855-9859 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realigrcment Comnission 1995 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 February 16, 1995 

Dear Conmissioner Dixon: 

This letter is a follow-up to my letter of December 15, 1994. We want 
to submit more cost data relating to the closure of MCS El Toro and also offer 
some specific suggestions. 

Our suggestions are mde with the full realization that your BPAC 95 
workload will be enomus. Our hope tb- avoid wasting over one biliion dollars 
of defense funds. We also hope to 2revent integrating squadrons of helicopters 
and squadrons of combat jet planes on Qne air starion. We hope also ~ - . n  prevent 
a deterioration in the operational readiness of rapid deployment Marin2 forces. 

With deep humility, we are making the following suggestions: 
I. Continue plans to close MCAS Tustin but transfer its helicopkers to 

~l Taro, not Mimmar. 

2. Continue planning to transfer the Marine fighter squadrons .;ram ~l Toro 
and Kaneohe to Miramar. 

3. Continue planning to transfer the Navy. fighter squadrons from 
:Mirarmr to Lemoore and Fallon. 

4. Retain the C-130 aircraft and the Marine Control and Marine Support 
Group at El Toro. 

5. Retain the headquarters Commander Marine Corps Air Bases, Western 
AREA AT El TO~O. 

The advantages of these suggest ions are a sizeable cost avoid.\;lce of 
about $650,000,000 in mwing and building facilities for h=.licopters at Miramar. 

A cost avoidance of an additional $430,000,000 would be achievsd by not 
building housing at Miramar to duplicate that amilable  at E l  Toro. (3,000 family 
units.) mtil housing is built at Miramar, there would be an additioiral $40,000,000 
annual supplemental wst (RAQ/VHA] to maintain personnel in off-base housing. 
Each off-base Marine family xould also have to pay additionally for r:<vilian 
housing. The mutual support that Marine families can give to each ot ler at times 
of deployment would not be easily amilable in civilian housing locat~ons. This is 
a serious morale factor. 

Contrast these extra -rises with the $60,000,000 annual mpnse of 
maintaining El Toro. 

In the BRAC 91 ordered closure of MCAS Wtin, it was predicted that the 
1600 acres of Tustin could be sold for $1,0001000 an acre, located as 'rustin 
&$ irr tha crentef of Orange County, It was decided Wrat $600,000,000 t rom the funds 
realizrid from the land sale would be used to pay for the cost of builiing 
facilities for the 'heli!.copters at Twenty-Nine Palms. In the four pers  
since 1991, no purchase offers for the land of Tustin have been received. 
The lack of funds for building at ?tr~ty-Nine Palms caused the BRAC-93 decision 
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to mk the helicopters to Miramar , along with the El Toro squadrons. r4hing 
helicopters and jet planes at one air station presents problems. N ~ K  funds 
for these transfers are not available. It is becoming evident that the 
costs of moving and of duplicating facilities at Miramar is very great and must be 
paid with funds from operating forces, while the excellent facilities at 
El Toro are abandoned. 

Please have your staff research the enclosed El Toro data. We hope 
that after your e ~ l u a t i o n ,  BRAC 95 can prevent a significant waste of 
public funds and prevent a deterioration in military readiness. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Doyle-W. Selden 
Cdr, E N .  (Ret.) 

encl.Portions of 1993 responses to MCAS EL Toro closure. 
cc: John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy. 
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, JAY W. HUBBARI) ' . , " I  :,Brgumt?nt .&-afns-mm- - 
m :, ', . , swap ia ~t juetabout  quarters 

The El T'om base cbsure issue, -bd  f d y  mpport The clear, overriding 
might not be dead yet. . . 

' '. reason u, reconsider is readiness, readi- 
The 1995 &se Realignment and C10- I r&&! 

sure (BRAC) Commission is in the final 1 n, weapan mt must cocked 
round of the current aeries of biennial ' mm the el&, h e . m e  corps is om 
asiessments (starring in 1988) of. miii - primary "kick a e  door downn emergency 
tw bases for consolidation .or chute. r e d o n  a d  entry Ion ,  providing about 
Under the rules, once a set of recammen- '20% or &t US. forcer fm less 
&tion8 h a  been bb-sd  by m- ' than 696 of the defense budget Thu, it 
dent and Congress, only a subsequent boo m t  zero margt, to gtve up any- 
commission has the right to challeqge ;- and should be spared - dimp- 
.findings. of a.  predccsssor.. .This : means ,:.We bureaucratic tllzlwkrg. 
that BRAC-95 cao ,recommend r w d  The h a  of Tustin M e  Corps Hd- 
of the'BRAC-93 proposal, to dose rhe.El, ,coprer rn Station (due to close in 1W) 
Toro Marine Qrps Air Station Wt'b r. $will be a W r  contributton to the b e  
powerful option which surely ahould not 'cub and it hould em right thed for I .be allowed lo p u  unnoticed. 

Most of the public debate focuses on 
disposition of the base. not on the impact 
upon, individual Marines, the cornbar 
readinese of their units and the diorup-, 
Lions and obscene 'coats which that 
unnecessary and expensive move pore 
Lends-considerations which? seem ~o 
have been trampled in the stampede to 
diwy up the base for other uses. The 
vultures are orbiting with claws extend- 
ed! 
As many Orange County residents 

know, ,a Toro remained a basic World 
War I1 temporary air bae until after the 
Korean War (1950-531, during whlch it 
served us well as a source of squadrons 
bound for that conflict. i t  did that again 
for Vietnam and for each national emer-. 
gency and humanitarian relIef mission 

. since-including full  .deployment of the 
powerful 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing to 
help Liberate Kuwait in 1990-91. 
The lugh-tech jet age for Marine Avia- 

tion really taok off in the '50s wlh 
quantum leaps in mhnology. In order ro 
keep pace and main* combat mdheos, 
the hallmark of b e  corps thh demanded 
that it aUract, train and reLirin bright, 
motivated young men and women to 
match the escalrvting skill requhnlenu. 
One major factor in that all-impmant 
retention is decent living condilIons for: 
military members and their families. -': ,' 
Wilh the future of El Tom once 

seemingly assured. a long succession of 
base commanders fought funding batUea 
for acceptable housing. It has M e n  
nearly Lhe entire 52-year llfe span of the 
base to finally bring both bachelor and 
family quarters up u, acceptable stand- 
--A" 

Nu*, at gd &I beem LQ "fit,'; me-BQ uid ~ o u r i a f t ~ a  cw 
a great job with this bane, but we've 
dGided io sell it! So, you1 have to glve 
up your 3,000 sets of fomily quarters for 
the 500 at Mirarnar and your bachelor 
digs for much less down there." , . 

Add to that happy thoughl the need , 
for enormow inveaunent in new! or : 
relocated operating facilities and over- I 

coming other deficienciw ar M h u  
and the total coat of this atrange evolu-, 
tion comes to well over 21 billion. ' 

- . ... . . 

- - 
'-w&t&it Marine-AXZEK . a" 

.- 
' ." '  To Lime Marinea.and the rnembera of 

our Army, Navy and Air Force special 

families and belongings as bey go off to 
do whatever we ask of them. 

That ir exacuy what El Toro haa been i doing ior more ~ u n  40% of &e cornbat 
power of Marine Corps Aviallan. On a 
rmaller scale, so has Miramar for its 
ahare d carrier ayiation. Why muat we 

, tamper with this-aU.at 8uc.h cost in 
! ..turbulence for the troopd qqd.,doIIaa to , :,, , g '. ,,, .',, ' .  

t=wY-. . ,. 
i;-,d':* The standard rebuttal to reversing a 

prlor BRAC decision seems to be .that it 
'would open Pandora's box for al2 base- 
impacted communities to seek rec0~id-  
eraan, which would generate an un- 

, .m;m;rgeoble, piecedent and violate the 
neueal objectivity of tbe BRAC process. 

Our ~liricians; from county supervi- 
mrs to U.S. oenatom, appear to be full of 
&at "neurrai" eplrlt. Wouldn't It be 

,I refreshing if jut one of them Ignored 
, j  outside special interests and stood up to 
': declm the obvlous: That the cumulative . 
' investment and proven paat performance 

. of MCAS 'El Toro w e  than meet 
.: BRAC's own driving criterion of "future 
' military value." Perhaps BRAC-Q5 wlll 
recognize this. 

Have any BRAC findings ever been 
.overturned and rhordd our Marines and 
"aelecLa' 8btw *;Vice special mission 
untu&bsmbdurrgreoldour?The 

: answer to both is a resounding yeo! , .; . 
; One early pssumpdon of ' the Ease. 

..:Realignment and Closure proceoo was 
;-.that s o q  share of costs, involved In . . 

.:',shuffling units would be offset by sale of 
je!the pcopeniee. That le an illusion which I8 
;i:. W v i n g  into the realitiee of pre-turn- 
:";* cleanup m u  and Lhe hbii ty  of 
,-.'Dlosl comrnunicies to r u e  fun& any- 

~hereclmetomatchlngthereal~d 
value.of these capital-intaxwive iwtalla- 

1ul.u s race 

Urn. That muat h part of the reamn that 
hey are Mmetim tr, unloaded for 51. So 
much for that up : ;t of the base dosure 
economic dividend rationale. 

Long-term aav ~ g e  must be w i d -  
ered, but in truth some of the relocation 
and shutdown costa will likely come out 
of the same pot which bas been raided 
repeatedly for. dlzaster relief and 'pop- 
up" contingencie.? -namely, Lhe already 
lean Defenae Operations and Mainte- 
nance accounta. 

Since BRAC-95 alone has the power to 
"un-ring" the El Toro bell, i t  ahould 
vigorously rethink El Toro before multi- 
ple prices begin to be pald. If they want 
to save bucks, big * b e ,  then move the 
Tush helicoptem to El Tom penna- 
nently instead of Er&amar and allow this 
Uznpproven facili:y to continue serving 
the national interc 3:-both af home and 
abroad 

a An fcu h e  cor cwned over property 
values in South County, we should 
remember this: Urdess you've lived here 
for more than 52 yeare, the base war 
here firsf Moreo~w, it puu something 
close to 8500 milLon annually into the 
county economic r ~ t w  and appears to 
have coerdsted dihout hipasing undue 
drag on developmeat 

Our El Toro Matines contribute back. 
up emergency and &aster services and, 
along with their family memberrr. partic- 
ipate in virtually every seem of com- 
mercial, professior.;rl, educational and 
volunteer activity in Lhe county-the 
total value of whic? I*-t be measured. 
'In contrast, perhapa even' Cod cannot 
foretell what the "anuse" carnival raffle 
mlght bri 

I t  WOUlT- ~ ~ . b l e  to e!w'xt 
that Orange County would actually take 
pride in hosting such a historic and 
valuable resource. M- for that vain hope. 
it'a been more lib* "In your dreams 
Marines; you're C! Y ~ O  here!" This re- 
nowned "Cod, f w i y  and flag" caunly 
should be embarrrgeed over ip numb 
uilence on l o w  surh a dynamic assel! 

Bsig. Om. Jau W. flubbord io a vetired 
Marine Corps ov(otm and mt choimn 
of the M U  T m  Ii- Fwnda- 
tbh 
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By H.G. REZA i ' I / nMu r n r r  w w y  3 / I Z k  . - ! ,TUSTM-The &nes and 
; hellcopters aC -tin Marine 
i Corps Helicopter Air StatJon will 

move to El Toro inslead of San 
Diego in h e  summer of 1997, a 
Marine Corps opokesman said 
Tuesday. 
The Tuslin Marines will move 

to the El Toro Marine Corps Air 
Shtion until there are hangam 
available at Mlramar Naval Air 
Slrrtion in San Mego ro accommo-. 
date the helicopters, El Tom 
spokesman LL Brad m e l t  said 

Bartelr said thaf moving the 
Tustin Marines Lo El TOM will. 
enable the Marine Corps to close 
the Tustin base two years ahead 
of schedule. About 2,700 Marines 
and 118 hellcopLen currently 
assigned Lo TustIn will be trans- , 
ferred b EL Toro. Barttlt sald. 

' 

When El Toro closes in 1999. 
the hellcopters and Marines 
from Tustin wlll beatransferred 
again, to San Wego. he added 

He described the planned move 
from Tuslin a "a concepf" but 
said &at Marine officials are not 
prccisc about when the move will 
begin and how long IL will take. 
The move will save between 

. , - .---- .. , . 
Slmillion and $6 mllllon In the ferred from El Toro to unils at 
long run. Bartell said. Miramar. Bur because here  is 

Alaough aircraft and equip- not enough rnililary housing. 
rnent will be moved ro El Tom. available in San Diego. many 
~a r t e l t  d d  ~arineo wu stiu Marines are commuting between 
conlinue robe howed a1 T u b .  El Toro and Mlramar. 

. The ~ o u n c e m e n f  h a t  the ..:- 1 Four Tuslin officials vislred 
b d n  base will dose in 1997 .W- earlier Lhis month to 
m e  as no surprise to l b L i n  city help expedite the closure of Tus- 
officials, who have been planning by the summer of 1997. The 
the rcdevclopmcnt of the h delegarion. led by Mayor Thomas 
mund a 1997 closure dare. R Sal~arerU; met w i h  Depart- 

ment 01 Defense olficials, Sens. 
ajor Cen, Drax Willmu, Dianne F-tein and Elartma 

air bases in the West and Hawaii. (R-Garden Gmve) and QlrisW- 
said the Inrerim move u El Tom , pher cox (R-Nevrpofl Beach). 
Is a money-saving m e w e .  *. ' Washington officlals "are 

"lr boils down to n o L .  having really looking at Tustin as being 
enough money to operate m the model base closure." COun- 
addiriond air sbrlon when we ellwornan Tracy Worley said 
inhedt M i  from the Navy * ' mm&y. "And so rhey're very 

, In h e  eprlw of 1987," Willlama iupporLive of our'plana Lo keep 
said ir\a prepared statement. things on track and make Lhia an 

Meanwhile. the mlgmuon of economically viable redevelop-, 
Marine units to hfhmar contin- menLprojecL8* 
ues. BarLelt said h e  last FA-18 Worley said she wu enc0t.u- 
squadron b expected to leave for aged by rhe recent series of 
Miramar next March. leaving meetings in Washington. which 
only an FA-18 Mining squad- were held at TustjnVs requesL 
ron a1 El Toro and a few squad- Tusrl? officiab YO S L U ~ Y ~ ~ O  
rons of air tankers, C-130P and several redevelopmerit options 
h e l i c o p r ~  . for h e  base, including a mixture 

Bartell said Lhal so far abour of commercial and light lndus- 
900 Marines have been bans- trid'development and housing. A 

to El Toro 
BASE CLOSURE: The 
118 uircrvlt will be 
moved to El Toro until 
the Mirczmm Naval Air 
Station. in San Diego is 
ready for the transfer. 
By.MARY ANN MILBOURN 
The Orange Courrty Register 

TUSTIN '- Tusdn Marine 
Corps Air Station wil l  close in the 
summer of 1997 and its 118 heir- 
copters will be moved to nearby 
El TOro Marlni: Corps Air Station 
until new facilit<es are available 
in Sari Diego,. the Marines an- 
nounced Tuesday. 

The Tustin base originally was 
sched~iled to close in 1997 but got 

- a  two-pear extension when om- 
~cials ,decided operations should- 
be moved to Uiramar Naval Air 
Station in San Dicgo rather than 
to Twentynine Palms. 

New hanears, barraclcq -and 
parking nfirons, however, -can1( 
be, built at Miramar 4 tiine to 
make the move direcdy to'San 
Diego, so Tustiri's Marine Air- 
craft Group 16, with its 10 h'di- 
crrpter squndn.cs and 2,700 Ma- 
rines, will ten porarily belreas- 
signed to El T ro.. 

M4j. Gen. Srax .Williams, 
commander oc both Tustin. an$ 
El T O ~ O ,  said Le decided to stick 
with the 1997 fistin closurc date 
to save money and for operation- 
al effectiveness. 

"It boils.down to not hiving 
enough money to operate an  md- 
ditional air station when we in- 
herit Miranlur from the Nuyy in 
the spring of 'Y7," Williams said. 

The 1997 'l'urtin closure is ex- 
pected to save 54 million to $6 
million, said Lt. Brad Barfelt, Cl 
Toro spokesman. 

Bartelt said the Tist Tustin 
units will begir, making the move 
to El Toro late this year. El Toro 
ynits began thc. transfer to Mira- 
mar last Augut. El Toro is to 
dose  by the summer of 1999. 
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Let El Toro's Jets Go and 
The Choppers Stay-And 
We'll All Save Money mu& mate -O IO nu&y , 

.. 0 8 8  

COASTLINE NEWS 

canrnunllIu. L id@ a*m dl& 
vPIt Ihc inmndnc wndm 
bd- \hc noslh md wuUI port 
rlonrdOnngoC~htyowIhc 
u~oZElTwrsrcunmucln l  
rLpal. Wlrh dl chd fundlng 
fLooo newr, whae do Uey W i  
W M  gong b ge4 rhslth~wy for 
a m l h w T  ml@nv? ,Not out 
oT.my m h Clhpck'a 

In smmuy, out villi :& red 
pcnciliPndinvilbLbebbckor# 
Tdl wathingm to-)Edep.kl Taro 
apnfa~htllcopwrandrwe 
a #  buncb,oldoOm.kslhcy 

k L  ma g c r a v h  a n k b l ~ u ~ o f  
all h. o l h  L m have 
cloosdmlnr?Samrbm:,mou 
maln unbld and unman1 d 

ptcua-Y--dryr 
' 0 t c o u n s . r r h o ~ n w h s r  
c b m p  the fathoomlng clactlon 
y s r n ~ l d d 7  

Blbabeth Howr.QJlter Is a ton 
Ilme &gwu Beach ruldcrpt w b 
hns d,scnkd ak march oj cvenrs 
here for o w  30 yatvs. 8~ also 
drecred her pail 1- the east to 
cdlrcr /he idormarlon feal.u-cd in 
hu wrlnm hisrwy o/ Bmerald 
eY. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA -09 
703-896-0504 

P W O  fda b fhrk umr 
whm rmpmdnU~ qO=.-?ea - 

February 25,1995 

Cdr. Doyle W. Selden, USN (Ret.) 
3 139-A Via Vista 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Dear Cdr. Selden: 
I 

Thank you for your follow-up letter regarding Marine Corps Air Station El Taro. 1: 
certainly understand y d ~  interest in this important issue. 

As I mentioned, the Commission will begin its deliberations in March 1195 on 
the Secretw of Defense's recommended list of closures and realignments. Should the decision 
to close MCAS El Tono come before the Commission again, I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be utilized in our review and analysis process. 

Thank you for your input. 



Memorandum For Chairman Dixon 

From: Doyle W. Selden 

There are two reasons for our concern. (1) More than one billion dollars of non- 
existent Defense funds must be wastefully spent on moving the helicopter squadrons 
from Tustin Marine Corps Air Station to the Naval Air Station at Miramar, as mandated 
by BRAC-93. (2) The move mandated risks a serious deterioration in the readiness 
and capability of the U.S. Marine Corps West Coast deployment forces. We believe 
that BRAC-95 must recognize this serious mistake and must take leadership in an o- 
site evaluation in order to determine the real facts concerning this problem. 

The solution, we believe is to designate MCAS El Toro as a helicopter air station 
and to support the helicopter squadrons, the Marine Control and Support Groups, 
logistics aircraft, and COM AIR BASE Western Area El Toro and Kaneohe to NAS, 
Miramar, and retain Miramar as both a Navy and Marin combat jet air station. Thirdly, 
continue to house the 3,000 military families at Tustin and El Toro instead of putting 
them out on the economy in San Diego. Fourthly, retain the El Toro facilities for 
potential future use in case of a major Pacific Area or global crisis. 
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16 April 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon: 

My wife and I believe that your office should direct the Department 
of the Navy, to relocate the active duty El Toro/Tustin Marine 
Helicopter Organization to March Air Force Base instead of Miramar 
Naval Air Station. 

Your motivation would be as follows: 

The significant reduction in the Department of Defense funds 
necessary to make the change from Miramar to March. Estimated 
savings of three hundred million dollars are anticipated to be 
deducted from the 1.3 billion dollars forecasted expense of 
the move. 

The rapid deployment, strategic and logistic advantage for 
the Marine Global Rapid Response units staged from southern 
California, to deploy from March Air Force Base versus 
Travis Air Force Base. March Marine Air Station is eighteen 
convoy hours closer than Travis Air Force Base, thus meeting 
the Time Phased Force Deployment List requirements. 

The cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley and our other 
communities offer welcome and affordable housing to military 
personnel. We have a long memory and tradition of support 
for our armed forces members. 

Please, a response to this letter would be appreciated. 

&&A" 
Willard W Erbeck and Betty L 
17050 Arnold Drive, F317 
Riverside, CA 92518-2856 
909.697.2514 
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Mrs. Elana M. Cravey 
PO BX 11492 
Santa h a ,  CA 9271 1-1492 

17 Apr 1995 

Chairman 
Base Closure Commission 
Ste 1425 
1700 N Moore St 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Gentlepersons, 

With this being "Tax Day '95", with the constant barrage of tax cut plans we are being subjected 
to, and after going over the "Annual Report on the United States Government 1994" which I 
received in the mail last week from Congressman Cox, I felt compelled to submit the following 
correspondence regarding an issue which continues to get more costly and which I perceive as a 
total waste of several billions of dollars. 

Due to your honored positions and my perception that you usually try to do what is good and 
correct when you are provided with all the facts, the following information and listing of facts is . 
being provided to you regarding the planned squandering of over 3 BILLION dollars under the 
present military base closure and realignment scheme. 

This information will provide you with facts (no personal, political or financial gains made or lost 
on my part by providing this information) surrounding the planned closure of Marine Corps Air 
Station El Toro, Santa h a ,  Ca. and the subsequent relocation of the 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing to 
Naval Air Station Mirarnar in San Diego, Ca. and the resulting severe degradation to the 
military readiness involving over 50,000 military troops. 

These are facts. No buts, no footnotes, no explanations needed. Each issue will speak for itself. 
My concerns with the closure of Marine Corps Air Station El Toro with the resulting transfer of 
the Commander, Marine Corps Air Bases Western Area United States (COMCAB WEST) 
Headquarters and the Third Marine AircraR Wing in its entirety to the facility in San Diego, 
California currently known as Naval Air Station Mirarnar and the tremendous wasting of billions 
of dollars in the process are as follows: 

Issue #l .  

The hnction of the Third Marine Aircraft Wing and COMCABWEST at MCAS El Toro 
is to provide air support for both the First Marine Division located at Marine Corps Base Camp 
Pendleton and the military forces (both Marine and Army) located at the Desert Training 
Command located at Marine Corps Base Twenty Nine Palms; both of which are located in 
southern California. This fbnction not only includes fighter and air to ground close air support, 



but also includes providing facilities for the airlifting of these same forces both to hostile areas as 
required by the President and the Congress of the United States and for routine scheduled 
deployments and training exercises. 

These airlifts require the utilization of both the Air Force C-5 Galaxy aircraft and 
Department of Defense chartered commercial 747-400C cargo aircraft. This is due to the 
requirement for moving large volumes of equipment and numbers of personnel in a short period of 
time. For example, each of the above identified bases average approximately 20,000 military 
personnel (primarily Marines but also includes Army and Navy personnel conducting joint training 
with the Marines as well as utilizing the training facilities especially at the 29 Palms desert training 
command, for a total of approximately 40,000 ground forces plus the 8,000 to 10,000 air support 
personnel located at MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin which also deploy to the warning areas to 
complete the required close air support of these ground forces. 

Previously, this airlift was completed from the combination of facilities at Norton Air 
Force Base, March Air Force Base and El Toro Marine Corps Air Station all in southern 
California as occurred during the operations conducted in Desert Shield and Desert Storm, 
supporting operations in Somalia, as well as regularly scheduled operational deployments to the 
Far East and Middle East (Korea, Japan, Philippines, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, etc.) all which occur 
on a regular basis. To provide you with the importance of this capability, on one occasion during 
the airlift operations from MCAS El Toro to Saudi Arabia in support of Desert Storm and due to 
military necessity, a 747-400C departed El Toro fbeled for a non-stop trip to Bahrain with a take 
off weight approaching one million pounds. If we had been operating fiom Mirarnar, that flight 
would have never occurred and the equipment on board which was so important would not have 
arrived when it was needed most. 

Concern: 

Norton Air Force Base has been closed. March Air Force Base is being downsized to a 
reserve facility. El Toro Marine Corps Air Station is slated for closure. These closures will leave 
NO AIR BASE FACILITIES IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA with an in place garrison 
support structure and the runway stress capabilities from which these forces can be air 
lifted, leaving approximately 50,000 military troops in southern California unable to 
RAPID DEPLOY in defense and support of the policies of the President of the United 
States. This problem is DUE TO THE WEIGHT OF THE AIRCRAFT identified above and 
the fact that the runway facilities at NAS MIRAMAR will not support the loaded 
operational weight of the Air Force C-5 Galaxy or the 747-400C each ofwhich have a weight 
rating in excess of 825,000 pounds with the runways at NAS Miramar being rated for 
aircraft only up to 313,000 pounds. The runway system at NAS Mirarnar was designed and 
constructed to support aircraft up to the weight and runway length requirements of the C-9 which 
the Navy and Marine Corps utilize for administrative support flights. Just as its nickname implies, 
"Fighter Town" is exactly that. Designed to handle the relatively lite fighter type aircraft. 

The stress factor of a runway is based not only on the surface construction but also on the 
way in which the subsurface is prepared just as the way streets and highways are designed. 
Intra-state and Interstate highways have their subsurfaces prepared to handle the heavy loads 



generated by the large semi-trucks, whereas your residential streets do not require this same 
preparation due to the primary usage being light automobiles. Therefore, to bring these runways 
up to weight bearing standards for certification to handle the above identified aircraft will require 
the complete destruction and rebuilding of the current runways at NAS Miramar in the 
amount of SEVERAL HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF DOLLARS which have not been 
identified in any cost estimates you have been provided. It is my belief that only after the 
relocation of the forces at Marine Corps Air Station El Toro has occurred and El Toro is closed, 
this requirement will then be identified and the additional hundreds of millions of dollars will be 
requested to reconstruct these runways. In the meantime and until this runway rebuild is 
completed, the above identified 50,000 combat forces will remain incapable of being deployed by 
heavy airlift. 

Solution: 

Close NAS Mirarnar and remove MCAS El Toro fiom the base closure list leaving the one 
remaining air facility in southern California with the runway structure and the gamson support 
network already in place to support both the fighter and air to ground support hnctions of the 
Third Marine Aircraft Wing as well as providing the facilities fiom which all currently 
operational aircraft regardless of size or weight can operate from in providing for the rapid 
airlift capabilities for the First Marine Division, Army Forces training with the Marines and the 
Naval personnel co-located with the Marines. All of these capabilities already exists at MCAS El 
Toro and require NO ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES. 

Issue #2. 

As indicated above, the Department of Defense regularly utilizes contract commercial 
aircraft to subsidize the aircraft in the Military Airlift Command inventory to move large numbers 
of military personnel and equipment's due to cost effectiveness. It is obviously cheaper to charter 
the short term services fiom commercial sources for emergency operations or for the deployment 
of large numbers of forces than it would be to try to procure, equip, maintain and provide air 
crews to operate a DOD inventory of aircraft adequate in numbers to provide these same 
capabilities. Just as occurred with Desert Shield and Desert Storm, the operations in Somalia and 
the routine deployment of large numbers of troops and equipment in support of training exercises, 
these military air bases can take on the appearance of a commercial airport with the large number 
of United, Delta, Northwest, Tower Air, American, etc. Airlines aircraft landing and departing, 
transporting these troops and/or their equipment to locations all over the world. 

Concern: 

Obviously these required deployments must occur regardless of weather conditions at the 
air station. The structure of operations at MCAS El Toro allows for around the clock "all 
weather" flight operations (both arriving and departing) for all aircraft types operating in support 
of these deployments. These local capabilities include both VOR Navigational Aids (which both 
the commercial aircraft and the Air Force C-5 Galaxy utilize for navigating to your specific air 
station) and which does not exist at Miramar but does at El Toro, and a Radar Ground Control 



Approach (GCA) capability for landing aircraft during inclement weather conditions (i.e. rain, fog, 
etc.). Part of this capability involves the facility "glide path" rating. "Glide path" is the angle of 
descent of the aircraft to its touch down point during the "final approach" proceedings which 
occur over approximately the last 12 miles of flight. A three degree glide slope is considered the 
maximum angle of descent which a commercial aircraft can safely approach a runway under an 
instrument (i.e. GCA) approach. This is a safety issue. Should the pilot become concerned or 
observe a problem with his landing, his angle of descent is not so steep that he cannot safely pull 
the aircraft back up diverting his landing and either going around for another approach or 
transiting to his backup landing facility. The facility at NAS Miramar, due to the required final 
approach pattern of arriving aircraft, has a three and one half degree glide slope and is therefore 
"not certified for commercial aircraft types operating under instrument flight @FR) rules 
(i.e. utilizing the GCA under rain or fog conditions). With this condition, even if the runways are 
dug up and reconstructed to support the weight of these aircraft, operations will be restricted to 
"fair weather" operations. We can only hope situations requiring military forces to respond from 
the west coast occur when southern California is not in a "fogged in" condition. Otherwise, we 
will have to wait for fair weather for transportation to respond to an emergency. 

Solution: 

MCAS El Toro is certified for all types of operations under all weather conditions for all 
types of aircraft to include commercially contracted aircraft. Leave El Toro open and once the 
Navy units scheduled for transfer or decommissioning are gone, close NAS Miramar. This leaves 
an "all weather" capable air facility for "all types of aircraft" operational in southern California 
with all the advantages that capability provides. 

Issue #3. 

Congress recently approved a ConUS COLA for military personnel living in certain high 
cost areas of the United States of which obviously southern California was one of those locations. 
Currently, the combined military housing at MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin is approximately 
3,000 housing units. These are 3,000 families who reside on board the facility and which the 
Congress does not have to concern themselves with the cost of their housing due to this being 
both a known and controlled cost item 

Concern: 

The facilities at NAS Miramar contain only approximately 500 housing units. This 
results in the immediate relocation of two thousand five hundred families from government 
owned military housing into the San Diego community. With the announcement of the closure 
of MCAS El Toro and the relocation of these forces to San Diego, local reports have already 
announced the increase of rents in the areas of San Diego near the Miramar facility by as much 
as one third. Realtors pick up copies of the various military news publications and follow the 
BAQ, BAS, VHA, and COLA rates even closer than do some military personnel. They know all 
they have to do is raise the rents to whatever they want to and eventually the Congress will find 



the additional housing moneys for the military personnel affected by the BRAC, to support these 
increased rents. 

Solution: 

Remove MCAS El Toro from the base closure list and leave the Third Marine Aircraft 
Wing and COMCABWEST personnel at El Toro. With a combination of the 3,000 housing 
units available and the current housing surplus in Orange County, rents for those personnel 
living in the local community have remained fairly constant for the last two or three years and all 
indications are that they will remain so for the foreseeable fiture. Housing, as everyone knows, 
can take as much as 40% of ones take home pay. Currently, the Commanding General of 
COMCABWEST at El Toro has provided for a very stable housing environment especially for the 
more junior military personnel assigned to this area. That stability will disappear and these same 
junior troops will be thrust into the local housing arena which already has shown a planned attack 
on those incomes. Leave these troops and their families in the safe and adequate housing already 
available at El Toro and do not support the obvious rip off of the military community and 
ultimately the Congress, by these landlords. 

Issue #4. 

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro is the multiple recipient of the Presidents Award of 
Excellence for Military Installations. These awards were presented to MCAS El Toro in part due 
to the facility modernization plan which had been put into place whereby existing structures were 
rehabbed to include the removal of asbestos, installing additional insulation and double paned 
windows, etc., to bring existing structures up to modern standards without the high cost 
associated with tear down and rebuild policies which had been recommended. As such, with the 
exception of only a very few structures, all of the facilities on board MCAS El Toro have been 
rehabbed and are by design, structured to carry the facility well into the 21st century. In contrast, 
the Navy's policy to place the vast majority of their finds into their ships and ships support with 
little of those finds being ear marked for shore based facilities, has resulted in the majority of the 
facilities on NAS Mirarnar continuing to be the old wooden structures which were put in place in 
World War I1 and which will require large sums of money in tear down and rebuild contracts just 
to bring NAS Miramar facilities up to what already exists at MCAS El Toro. To quote two 
Marine Corps Generals in a memo to their boss after they toured the NAS Miramar facility shortly 
after the announcement to move COMCABWEST and the Third Marine Aircraft Wing to 
Miramar was made. In comparing the two facilities they stated, "we will be moving out of the 
penthouse and into a fixer-upper". 

Concern: 

With the modernized facilities in place at MCAS El Toro which have already been paid 
for, why is it considered fiscally prudent to move the operations in its entirety from El Toro, 85 
miles down the road to a facility that the ultimate cost to duplicate what already exists at El Toro 
will exceed THREE BILLION DOLLARS! ! We consistently hear the numbers 850 million, 1.7 
billion, 3.2 billion and it all depends on who you asking and even more so, exactly how the 



question is worded. Each figure will have a footnote indicating this does not include something 
thereby assuring that individual of an escape route should they be questioned on the numbers later 
when the real truth and the true costs come out. 

Solution: 

The Navy is standing down or transferring all of their existing squadrons fiom NAS 
Miramar on schedule as planned for in the military down sizing scheme. The Third Marine 
Aircraft Wing at El Toro has not downsized but rather was the recipient of some of the aircraft 
squadrons which were relocated fiom MCAS Kaneohe in Hawaii due to downsizing and 
realignment. The question is; rather than moving this command which is not downsizing at all and 
is currently at a facility that klly supports 100% of all operational requirements under all weather 
conditions, why not just close Mirarnar once the last of the Navy squadrons have departed at a 
minimal cost and leave MCAS El Toro open. This !eaves 3 BILLION DOLLARS as a positive 
to go toward the federal deficit. Just write the check and deposit it. These are not dollars being 
taken from one federal pocket and placed in another, but rather these are dollars which will be 
paid out to contractors who will be building structures and facilities required at Mirarnar which 
already exist at El Toro. Regardless of the outcome of the Miramar situation, the Navy will 
continue to have air facilities both at North Island and on San Clemente Island (both in the San 
Diego area) to support their carrier training requirements. Why the big push to also move the 
Marine Corps Air Station operations at El Toro to San Diego when this move will cost such an 
exorbitant amount of money to accomplish? Why does the Navy need three air stations in San 
Diego, and why was it confirmed just last week in the press that the city of San Diego had 
hired a lobbyist in Washington to campaign for the closure of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard? Tell me again, just why is El Toro closing? Why was it announced a couple of 
weeks past that these acres of property on which MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin sit worth 
billions of dollars, was being "turned over" (given) to the local governments. Something is 
dreadfully wrong here and it's costing the taxpayers BILLIONS OF DOLLARS!! 

Conclusions: 

I believe that neither yourself or the board members making the recommendations on this 
particular closure have been told the truth in its entirety. Secondly, the tax payer is being hmded 
a bill for over 3 BILLION DOLLARS which is being spent to line the pockets of individuals 
who will turn that money back into campaign contributions to the politicians who pulled it off. 

Governor Wilson appeared before the BRAC commission when it was originally 
considering the question of closing either NAS Miramar or MCAS El Toro. At that appearance, 
he stated that the office of the Governor supported closing the facility at MCAS El Toro and 
leaving the facility at Miramar open. The Commission listened to the Governor and ultimately 
went along with him. Now let us take a look at why that recommendation was made by the 
Governor and why his office campaigned so hard for that decision. 

Governor Wilson is the former Mayor of San Diego. His financial base for his campaigns 
is in San Diego. He was at that time looking for support for his upcoming campaign for 



reelection as Governor during which time he repeatedly stated he "would not run for President". 
That was just 6 months ago. Well here he is, a declared candidate for President. Now he will 
once again be looking to the San Diego area for his financial support on this Presidential 
campaign. 

Additionally, the majority of the Congressmen from Orange County, California live in or 
near to, or have their political financial bases in and around the financial hub of Newport Beach 
which wants the Orange County commercial airport currently located in Costa Mesa relocated to 
the facility at MCAS El Toro. 

These Congressmen have either come out in support of the closure or have taken the "no 
comment" political cop out route. Newport Beach is both the financial base for these 
Congressmen as well as the financial base for the Republican Party in its financing of candidates 
campaigning for President. It is known by both major parties nationwide that Orange County 
California is the financial hub for the Republican Party and the center of that hub is Newport 
Beach where these Congressmen live. Incidentally I see that the wife of one of these congressmen 
sits on your committee. I wonder on which closure issues she is trading her votes with the other 
BRAC committee members to support the El Toro closure, regardless of the wasted tax dollars? 

By moving El Toro with the resulting 3 BILLION plus DOLLARS expenditure in 
construction costs going into the pockets of San Diego area contractors and realtors, these 
politicians can assure themselves of "generous contributions" to fund their various campaigns; and 
by making the El Toro facility available for the relocation of the commercial airport fiom its 
current location in Costa Mesa, these same officials can assure themselves of additional 
"campaign contributions" fiom the Newport Beach community. 

The original BRAC Bill as passed by the United States Congress stated that the costs 
associated with the relocation of the forces and subsequent base closures would be recovered 
through the sale of these base properties. Once again it appears the voters were lied to. 
Regardless of which facilities close, the expensive real estate currently occupied by the military is 
being turned over to the local communities at no cost; again for the local developers to fill their 
pockets and the politicians who remained suspiciously quiet, to get their campaigns funded. As a 
matter of fact, the local politicians here in Orange County are already discussing how they can sell 
off some of the El Toro facility to pull Orange County out of its bankruptcy once this property is 
GIVEN TO THEM. Again bailing out criminals and criminal activities at the tax payers expense. 

Closing Comments: 

As noted in the "copy to" section of this letter, I am not sending this information to any 
press representatives today. (Obviously Sadam Hussein does not need to be told at this time, that 
those same desert trained forces who rolled into Kuwait routing his forces fiom their strong hold, 
are about to be "stranded in the desert" by our own governmental actions). At present, I am 
making this information available only to the identified recipients due to the fact that you are the 
"movers and shakers" associated with this issue and this was not drafted with the intent of making 
threats or having the press begin "beating on you" regarding information you may not have even 



had at your disposal. Rather it is being made directly to you in order that you can do your own 
fact findings and prove for yourself that all the above information regarding the lack of adequacy 
of facilities at NAS Miramar is in fact correct and that it is in fact going to cost BILLIONS to 
move COMCABWEST and the Third Marine Aircraft Wing to Miramar and to bring it up 
to operationally required standards; standards and conditions which already exist at MCAS El 
Toro. This project in its entirety has "political fix" written all over it even though we (the tax 
payers) have repeatedly been told politics would have nothing to do with the BRAC decisions. 

If the decision is made not to address the above identified issues in a manner which will 
insure the continued readiness of the military forces located in southern California and their ability 
to rapidly deploy to areas of concern as well as providing for a "true money savings to the 
taxpayer" then this information in its entirety will be provided to every reporter of every U.S. 
News Agency I can get the address of My suspicion is that MCAS El Toro may in fact not be 
the only facility where the tax payers money is in fact being laundered back into the pockets of 
local, state and national politicians through the BRAC process. That could make for an 
interesting investigation don't you think? Every year I am asked to pay more in taxes and to trust 
the "new leaders" who are in charge, and yet on a daily basis I continue to see a tremendous waste 
of those moneys in varying amounts going to special interests groups because no one has the 
backbone to stand up and say "enough"! 

Even though I have never written to any political or public official regarding any area in 
which I had a concern, I cannot sit by and watch more than 3 BILLION TAXPAYER 
DOLLARS THROWN AWAY all while 50,000 combat troops are stranded and unable to 
respond rapidly to a national or international emergency. (Note: Just to give you a real 
world insight into just what this number in troops really means; 50,000 is the approximate number 
of American troops killed in 12 years of fighting in Vietnam). Both the military leaders and a 
number of our political leaders are questioning if we have not drawn down the US Military too 
rapidly to a number which is too small; and now we take another 50,000 combat troops out of the 
equation with the single sweep of a pen. This is criminal. 

It seems that everyone associated with a political office today is on a soap box preaching 
cutbacks, tax cuts, discontinuance of benefits, belt tightening, etc., and yet in just this one 
incidence any casual observer can see this is a total waste of over THREE BILLION 
DOLLARS which the US Government does not have to waste and even more so when it is most 
obvious that it is being aimed at a specific group and community for political gain. 
(Congressman Cox, according to the mailer I received fiom you last week containing the "Annual 
Report on the United States Government 1994", and using your own figures, this is more than 
it costs to run both the United States Judiciary and the Office of the President of the 
United States for a full year). Come on people, we have an opportunity to do this thing right, 
save the taxpayers a ton of money and continue to provide a strong military readiness at little or 
no additional cost to the taxpayers! "Washington" is continually being beat upon regarding the 
wasting of money in appropriating fbnds for "important issues" such as studying the breeding 
habits of South American frogs, etc. This is right up there in that category only it is on a MUCH, 
MUCH larger scale. Don't let a boondoggle this big slip past you this time. 



In closing, should any of the Republican Representatives who received this letter be angry 
over "that Democrat" who dared make those accusations about us, note that I am one of those 
Orange County Republicans and "was" a regular supporter of the various Republican goals and 
platforms via the many mailings I constantly receive. For now, lets just say that that and any 
hture support (no matter how small it may have been) as well as any votes I can muster are 
currently on hold until I see who steps up to the plate, uses that political mouth for something 
more than making hollow promises and says "stop"! 

Each and every one of you (both Democrat and Republican) have at one time or another 
in a speech preached a big line as to how you were going to fix all those wastehl habits in 
Washington and that you "supported a strong military". Well people its now time to put up or 
shut up. This is a 3 BILLION PLUS DOLLAR BALL, the coin has been tossed and its game 
time. Anyone going to play? Yes, we have found the enemy and he is us. We are either 
prostitutes for sale to the highest bidder or we ;ire people of moral charzcter who can't be bought 
and when given all the facts will endeavor with all our might to do what is best for this country. 
Are you for sale or even worse, have you already been bought? 

IT'S ONLY IN EXCESS OF THREE BILLION DOLLARS IN WASTED 
EXPENDITURES PLUS THE LOSS OF BILLIONS MORE BY NOT SELLING THE 
PROPERTY! ! 

THAT'S OVER $3,O 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 ! !, and that people, are a lot of zero's. 

Even to the Government of the United States of America, that is a large sum of money to be 
blatantly thrown away. 

Respecthlly A Submitted, 

Elana M. Cravey / 

cc: 
The Honorable Vice President of the United States 
The Honorable Senator Bob Dole, Senate Majority Leader 
The Honorable Congressman Newt Gingrich, Speaker of the House of Representatives 
The Honorable Senator Barbara Boxer, United States Senator &om California 
The Honorable Senator Diane Feinstein, United States Senator from California 
The Honorable Congressman Robert Dornan, 38th Congressional District 
The Honorable Congressman Christopher Cox, 47th Congressional District 
The Honorable Congressman Ron Packard, 43rd Congressional District 
The Honorable Senator Strom Thurmond, Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee 
The Honorable Senator Sam Nunn, Ranking Minority Member, Armed Services Committee 
The Honorable Congressman Floyd Spence, Chairman, House National Security Committee 
The Honorable Governor Pete Wilson, State of California 
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March 9, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20350-1 000 

Dear Secretary Dalton, 

I wrote to you recently concerning the scheduled closing of MCAS El Toro in Orange 
County, California and its possible conversion into a commercial airport. At that time, I focused 
on the battle between the County's northern and southern sections over the conversion, 
particularly South County's overwhelming opposition to the base becoming an airport. 

In this letter I'd like to discuss the economic reasons for my belief that the closing of the 
base should be reconsidered. In 1993 the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission decided to close MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin which is located just a few 
miles away. It decided to transfer El Toro's Marine Air Wing 3 and its fighter jet squadrons 
along with most of Tustin's helicopter squadrons to the Miramar Naval Air Station, which would 
be converted to a Marine Corps Air Station. Yet El Toro was built to handle a Marine aviation, 
training and support operation, and the latest estimates of the cost to relocate to Miramar, 
which has inadequate facilities for a Marine aviation operation, is over $1 billion. This certainly 
does not represent the cost savings that BFWC was expecting. And integrating large numbers 
of jet planes and helicopters at a single air station would be operationally difficult. 

Instead, MCAS Tustin should remain on the closure list but its helicopters should be 
moved to El Toro while El Toro Marine fighter squadrons should transfer to Miramar. The 
Marine Control and Marine Support Group and the headquarters of the Commander of the 
Marine Corps Air Bases, Western Area should remain at El Toro. 

Military housing at Miramar, which is inadequate, is another concern. Savings in the 
hundreds of millions would be achieved by deciding not to build the housing at Miramar which 
is already available at El Toro (3,000 family units). And there would be a supplemental 
housing cost of about $40,000,000 a year to maintain Miramar personnel in off-base housing 
until on-base units could be completed. 

It makes little sense to abandon the superior facilities at El Toro when money is 
unavailable for transferring Marine helicopters and planes to Miramar and duplicating facilities 
there. These operations would instead have to be paid for with funds from operating forces. 

I hope these economic issues will be seriously considered before BRAC-95 makes its 
final decision. 

Sincerely, 

&"av +a, 
23Zt 7 ~wa- &AB&, 

@ % - 6 f l ~ [ ! . ~ 3 ~  
cc: William Perry, Secretary of efense 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman - BFWC-95 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16, 1995 

Mr. and Mrs. Lindsay Lloyd 
430 C. Av Sevilla 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the hture of MCAS El Toro. 

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

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

David S. ~ ~ i e s  
Staff Director 
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STANLEY T HOVERSTEN 
a / -23 

21062 George Brown Ave Riverside, Ca 92518 > - 

March 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, chairman 
Base closure & Realignment commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 2 0  

Dear sir : 

I am concerned about plans to move ~arine units at Tustin 
and El Toro to Miramar Naval ~ i r  station in San Diego. As I 
understand facilities at Miramar are not adequate and will 
require an estimated 1.7 billion to accommodate them. 

An alternative would be to move the ~arines to March ~ i r  
Force Base, Such a move appears to offer the following 
advantages: 

1.There would be an additional exit point on the West Coast 
for the military. 

2.March has the capability of servicing large transport 
aircraft. 

3.March would provide an easily accessible staging area for 
forces at Camp Pendleton and Twenty Nine Palms, 

4.March has many empty "quartersqa to accomodate both single 
and married personnel as well as affordable housing in the 
community. 

S.The communities around March are among the most supportive 
of the military in the country. 

6.An estimated savings of 1 billion could be realized. 

I am a member of the Military Order of the World Wars. 

sincerely 

~ - m & ~ ~ ~  Stanley T Hoversten 
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NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES 
5' 

N E W P O R T  BEACH C O U N C I L  

P. 0. Box 3205 Newport Beach, CA 92663 

February 27, 1995 

DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT & CLOSURE COMMISSION 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington.Virginia 22209 

Dear Members: 

I am writing to ask your review of the closing of the Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro for the 
following reasons: 

1. The Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin is scheduled to be closed and the rotary winged craft 
are to be sent to  Twenty Nine Palms. It is a known fact that the cost of moving this base is far 
more than the savings There is no housing for the personnel and their families, and the 
hardships will be great. There would be a great advantage, as well as savings, by moving the 
rotary aircraft to El Toro. Tustin could be closed at an earlier date, saving millions of dollars. 
Existing housing could be used. 

2. This would mean that the present squadrons at El Toro could still be transferred to Miramar 
as scheduled. 

3. The third and very important consideration is the situation in Orange County. The whole 
country is aware of the bankrupcty and the shortfall of funds a t  the present time. If El Toro 
were to remain as a rotary aircraft station, this would help greatly in terms of dollars 
remaining in the county. There is also a very serious civil war between cities in the county in 
regard to the use of El Toro as a commercial airport. If El Toro were to remain open, this would 
resolve the problem. There is almost a daily new plan by someone on how to use the land. The 
latest is a farfetched plan by the Secretary of the Interior to trade part of the base for land 
elsewhere in the county. 

4. This would also greatly reduce the noise level at El Toro, since we all know that the F18 jet 
is not the quietest aircraft. The citizens surrounding the area are dreading the possibility of El 
Toro becoming a twenty four hour INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT. 

I, THEREFORE, STRONGLY URGE YOU AS A GROUP TO RESCIND THE CLOSING OF MARINE CORPS 
AIR STATION, EL TOR0 AND CONSIDER IT AS A PERMANENT BASE FOR ROTARY WINGED 
AIRCRAFT 

cc: President of the United States 
Secretary of Defense 
Senator Diane Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Repr. Dana Rohrabacher 

Y 

E. Vance Roberts, President 
Newport Beach Council 
Navy League of the United States 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 6, 1995 

Mr. E. Vance Roberts 
president 
Newport Beach Council 
Navy League of the United States 
P.O. Box 3205 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Dear Mr. Roberts: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of MCAS El Toro. 

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

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

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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Taxpayers 
for 

Responsible 
Planning 

NO N Toro Airporf! 
P. 0. Box 943 
N Toro, CA 92630 
Tel: (714) 770-40 14 
Fa: (71 4) 770-2805 
ID # 941614 

February 28, 1995 

The Honorable Aian J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1995 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon, 

On the eve of the Secretary of Defense's base closure realignment recommendation, I 
wish to take this late opportunity to enjoin you once again to review the issue of the 1993 
BRACC recommendation to close MCAS El Toro. I fully appreciate that such a review 
would be akin to opening Pandora's Box, but in the interest of all taxpayers in the United 
States, the MCAS El Toro closure issue must be revisited. 

As you may recall in my briefing paper entitled Closina MCAS El Toro -- Good Intentions, 
Bad Idea, I provided background data concerning the closure of MCAS El Toro and a 
summary of operational and fiscal issues that mandate against such a decision. Indeed, 
all savings optimistically contemplated from the proposed closure and relocation of U. S. 
Marine Corps and U. S. Navy units have long since vanished as relocation costs have 
been realistically re-examined. My early estimate of $1.3 billion in relocation expenses 
has grown in excess of $1.6 billion when all the necessary military construction has been 
considered. These higher estimates have also been confirmed by the GAO and the U. 
S. Marine Corps. Compared to the original DOD relocation estimated of less than $400 
million, the true costs are staggering -- notwithstanding the fact that these new estimates 
represent solely the U. S. Marine Corps anticipated expenses. The related U. S. Navy 
expenses could exceed an additional $1.3 billion dollars. 

It is anticipated that in excess of $430 million in Mil-Con will be required to duplicate 
MCAS El Toro's Marine family housing at NAS Miramar. Until the congressional will and 
wherewithal provides for such an expenditure, an annual supplement to the subject 
Marine families housing allowance could exceed $40 million per year. When we balance 
the annual operating budget for MCAS El Toro at approximately $60 million against a ten 
year requisite build-out at NAS Miramar, it becomes painfully obvious that the proposed 
closure of MCAS El Toro would not become economically viable for more than thirty-five 
(35) years -- if ever! 



The Honorable Alan, J. Dixon, Chairman 
February 28, 1995 
Page 2 of 2 

Financially, MCAS El Toro is one of the most viable and efficiently utilized air bases in the 
DOD inventory. There is no logical measure of economics that-supports the BRACC 
1 993 decision. Operationally, MCAS El Toro was lauded by BRACC 1 993 for its land use 
planning and encroachment cooperation with the local communities. Local opinion polls 
show that if given a choice, the voters of Orange County overwhelmingly prefer to retain 
the U. S. Marine Corps at MCAS El Toro. Relatedly, we have yet to resolve the issue of 
relocating the U. S. Marine Corps rotary wing assets from MCAS Tustin, a decision of 
BRACC 1991. 

When there is no substantiated economic nor operational rational for the closure of MCAS 
El Toro, the electorate of this county needs more than a reluctance to lift the lid on 
Pandora's Box to shape the course of national events -- instead we need your resolute 
leadership. I sincerely implore you and your commission to go where others have feared 
to tread. Congress has given your commission the greatest latitude to act in the best 
interest of the citizens of this nation in finding an economic balance between national 
defense requirements and the expense of maintaining readiness. The proposed closure 
of MCAS El Toro is inconsistent with any empirical measurement of economy and 
operational readiness requirements and deserves to be reviewed by your commission. 

Thank you for your public contribution and service to our country and I wish you well in 
the difficult deliberations ahead. 

Sincerely, , 

Bill Kogerman 
Lt. Col. USMC (Ret.) 
Chairman, Taxpayers for Responsible Planning 

c. Mr. John Dalton, Secretary of the Navy 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 6, 1995 

Lt. Col. Bill Kogerman, USMC (Ret.) 
Chairman 
Taxpayers for Responsible Planning 
P.O. Box 943 
El Toro, CA 92630 

Dear Lt. Col. Kogerman: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of MCAS El Toro. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

David S. L ~ I ~ S  
Staff Director 



Docui~lent Separator 



U 
5486 Paseo Del Lago West, Apartment A 
Laguna Hills, California 92653-2680 

Telephone: (714) 770 0116 

22 February 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 1995 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon, 

I was involved in the 1993 Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) decision to close MCAS El Toro. I argued 
against the closure. Lt. Col. Bill Kogerman, (USMC, Ret.), 
articulated these arguments in the enclosed position paper enti- 
tled CLOSING MCAS EL TOR0 - GOOD INTENTIONS, BAD IDEA. As indi- 
cated in the enclosure Bill and I visited NAS Miramar on 
12 April 1993 just before his writing this paper that reflects 
our position. Although I still believe the entire move is going 
to cost the government more money than it hopes to make on it, I 
am particularly concerned about the helicopter situation. I 
suggest the following as a compromise: 

1. Continue to close MCAS Tustin but transfer its 
helicopters to MCAS El Toro, not NAS Miramar. 

2. Continue to transfer Marine fighter squadrons from MCAS 
El Toro and MCAS Kaneohe to NAS Miramar. 

3. Continue to implement the plan to transfer Navy fighter 
squadrons from NAS Miramar to Lemoore and Fallon. 

4. Keep the C-130 aircraft and the Marine Control and Marine 
Support Group at El Toro. 

5. Retain the Headquarters Command Marine Corps Bases, 
Western Area, at MCAS El Toro. 

Why the above suggestion? 

1. It is a bad idea to mix fighter jets on the same base 
with helicopters, mostly because the helicopters stir up 
miscellaneous debris that is injected into jet engines. This 
is dangerous which cost lives and a maintenance problem which 
costs money. 

2. The cost of building facilities for helicopters at NAS 
Miramar plus that of building the required housing that is 
already available at El Toro would be over a billion dollars. 

3. The government would have to spend $40,000,000 each year 
in housing allowances until housing was built at NAS Miramar. 



4. The annual expense of maintaining MCAS El Toro is 
$60,000,000. 

When the 1991 BRAC directed the closure of MCAS Tustin, it 
envisioned that the station would sell for $1,600,000,000 and 
that $600,000,000 of this would be used to build helicopter 
facilities at Twenty-Nine Palms. To date no purchase offers have 
been received for the station. This and the dawning realization 
that $600,000,000 would not do the job at Twenty-Nine Palms is 
what caused the 1993 BRAC to recommend moving the MCAS Tustin 
helicopters to Miramar along with the MCAS El Toro F-18's. It 
looks like the costs of moving and building facilities at NAS 
Miramar are going to have to be paid out of funds earmarked for 
training and operational expenses while excellent facilities at 
MCAS El Toro are abandoned. 

I suggest you have your staff look into this. I believe that 
implementing these suggestions would likely result in saving 
government funds and enhancing military readiness. 

I appreciate the job you are doing. Its a tough one and you are 
probably going to make more enemies than friends. God be with 
you in this endeavor. 

Sincerely, Enclosure: 
r 

1. Closing MCAS El Toro 

\ '  -1 Colonel, USAF (Ret.) 
SSN 575-14-1708 

Copy: The Honorable John H. Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
Department of the Navy 
Washington, DC 20350-1000 



CLOSING MCAS EL TOR0 

GOOD INTENTIONS. BAD IDEA 

by Lt. Col. Bill Kogerman (USMC, Ret.) 

We've all differed at one time or another with decisions made by leaders of 

organizations held near and dear. Most of the time, we simply accept the wisdom of the 

chosen few and press on with our lives. However, sometimes such differences just can't 

be allowed to go unchallenged. The decision to recommend placement of the Marine 

Corps Air Station, El Toro on the base closure list is one of those cases where the 

interest of the country outweighs any service protocol loyalties -- and clearly deserves to 

be challenged. 

For those who are on the periphery of this crucial closure proposal, a little 

background information is most appropriate. On February 22, 1993, Attachment 1-3 to 

the "Department of the Navy Analysis and Recommendations to the DOD Base Closure 

and Realignment Report" was signed by no less than six flag rank Naval and Marine 

Corps officers. In this document, which precipitated the March, 1993 announcement of 

the proposed closing of MCAS El Toro, certain assumptions were made which lead to the 

development of the official justification for the closure. The logical construct upon which 

the closing of MCAS El Toro was founded requires that base facilities at NAS Miramar 

provide the physical, financial, environmental, and operational benefits and wherewithal 

to resolve the fixed and rotary wing requirements of the Third Marine Aircraft Wing. Also 

inherent in that premise is the requirement that the NAS Miramar Naval assets can be 

effectively relocated to other bases; that there would be no reduction in the combat 

readiness of any of the forces; and, that there would be a financial reward stemming from 
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the "consolidation" resultant. It was assumed by the Committee staffers that a total of 

121 F-18 aircraft would require relocation from MCAS El Toro and MCAS Kaneohe Bay 

due to the total base realignment package. Furthermore, it was assumed that 48 CH-46 
" 

medium lift and 68 CH-53 heavy lift helicopters from MCAS Tustin would be relocated. 

along with the F-18 fighterlattack aircraft to NAS Miramar. It was assumed that in 

addition to the foregoing aircraft and operational units, 12 KC-130 tanker aircraft would 

also be "accommodated by existing facilities and operations at NAS Miramat". It was 

estimated that no major environmental impacts would result " . . . however, some minor 

military construction mav be required" (emphasis added). It was also assumed that the 

remaining 24 CH-46 helicopters would be relocated at Camp Pendleton, a move that 

would require new military construction, primarily for helicopter hangars and parking. It 

was assumed that the proposed realignment would not have significant environmental 

impacts and that the addition of the helicopter assets at Miramar would not expand the 

noise contours currently in place at NAS Miramar. In a continuing litany of assumptions, 

it was offered that the relocated helicopters would have dedicated flight corridors to 

ingresslegress the airfield and that low level egress departures would be available to the 

helicopter air crews. 

I provide the reader with the foregoing committee assumptions since it is against 

these very assumptions that I present my case. I personally toured NAS Miramar on April 

12, 1993, along with one of my fellow Coalition for a Responsible Airport Solution (CRAS) 

directors, Colonel Sherwood Heiser, USAF (Ret.). We met with key facilities Officers, 

planners, and air operations personnel. We wanted to know firsthand whether the 

questionable co-location of Marine fixed and rotary wing aircraft at NAS Miramar, 
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envisioned by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee made any real sense. Rumors 

were running rampant that this relocation scheme had serious flaws, sky-rocketing costs, 

and projected operational degradation in combat readiness as a result of a host of 

physical, environmental, and geographic concerns. Since the compatibility of NAS 

Miramar to receive, accommodate, and provide an enhanced operational benefit -- 
4 

justifying the closure of MCAS El Toro and the canceling of the approved construction of 

an air station at 29 Palms -- was at the crux of the recommendation, we felt that it was 

imperative to talk with the those personnel at NAS Miramar charged with the bases' 

upkeep and operational functioning. 

We addressed certain basic questions to our hosts. Could NAS Miramar support 

the proposed force structure and, if not, what measures would be required? Were there 

any major constraints to developing the relocation plan? Did the benefits of such a plan 

justify the costs, upheaval, and realignment effort? It was reasoned that since the co- 

location of fixed and rotary wing aircraft at NAS Miramar was essential to justify the 

closure of MCAS El Toro, that any constraining factor which diminished combat readiness 

as a result of such co-location would render the decision to close MCAS El Toro to be 

insupportable. 

Here's what we saw and what we were told. Currently, there are insufficient 

facilities to house and maintain both the fixed wing aircraft and helicopters. It is assumed 

that no rational operational commander would optionally choose to intermingle such 

assets on the same parking ramp for fear of the degraded safety and potential increased 

maintenance requirements caused by foreign objects whipped up by the vortex of rapidly 

rotating helicopter blades. Planners are faced with maintaining the fixed wing aircraft in 
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the six available hangars, and providing newly constructed facilities for the helicopter 

assets. The required new construction would necessitate, amongst other items, the 

construction of 2 to 3 new hangars and ramp space for 116 medium and heavy 

helicopters. Needless to say, this construction effort would also necessitate requisite 

support facilities including an apprbpnate fuel supply source. This construction, which 

was assumed to be "minor" by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee, takes on major 

proportions in terms of costs and limited site selection. Two construction sites were 

identified as "potentially feasible" -- the eastern end of the existing ramp and the south 

side of the airfield. East ramp construction would probably be limited to a single hangar 

which would still present a close and undesirable parking ramp interface between the 

fixed wing aircraft and the helicopters. South side construction would be met with an 

environmentally sensitive wet lands and habitat immediately adjacent to this construction 

site, potentially complicating or completely thwarting any such construction plans. 

Even if we assume that the appropriate helicopter facilities could be completed (an 

assumption our NAS Miramar host considered remote) it was still determined that NAS 

Miramar would most probably not "accommodate" both fixed and rotary wing aircraft as 

proposed by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee due to a myriad of other 

operational and facilities related issues. 

Colonel Heiser and I were introduced to an antiquated above-ground steam heating 

system which was identified as the " . . . most inefficient and costly utilities system 

around . . ." The wooden structural capital improvements, for the most part, displayed 

a weathered obsolescence consistent with an extremely low annual maintenance budget. 

Some enlisted barracks were throwbacks to the "open bays" of yesteryear. Most of the 
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wooden support structures were in a low state of repair, with numerous heating and utility 

repairs required. The fuel farm tanks displayed their rusty exteriors. Roads were in need 

of crater repair and top slurry. We were told that the engine shops and hush houses 

most probably would require complete dismantling and replacement to accommodate the 

Marines F-18. The F-14 simulator building would probably not be suitable for a retrofit 

for the F-18 simulator because of its unique construction and the utilities package inherent 

therein. 

Perhaps as critical as the condition of the on-base enlisted billeting facilities is the 

overall shortage of housing at Miramar. With approximately 300 base housing units 

available and an additional 180 units budgeted for construction in the summer of 1993, 

NAS Miramar will present the Marines with the problem of providing for almost 3,000 

families who will have to vacate MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin housing and take their 

chances in San Diego County. The NAS Miramar personnel told me that nearby housing 

was not readily available in sufficient quantities -- and where it was available, the 

incoming enlisted personnel would could expected to pay between $1 50.00 and $200.00 

per month above any allowance provided by the government for off-base quarters. In 

essence, the young enlisted Marines from MCAS El Toro slated to move to Miramar 

would be asked to partially finance this base closure scheme out of their regular pay. 

This is certainly not reflective of how the Marine Corps provided for the welfare of junior 

Marines during my active career. 

Colonel Heiser and I were shown the environmentally sensitive wetlands and 

habitats. We were introduced to the land fill leased by the City of San Diego and the 
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Stone Quarry -- within the NAS Miramar fence line. After careful examination of the 

NAS Miramar general plan documents, our fears of a "shrinking base" were confirmed. 

While the 23,000 (+) acres contained within the NAS Miramar sphere seems 
-' 

overwhelming when compared to the 4,700 (+) acres at MCAS El Toro, when these two 

facilities are specifically compared for "further development", NAS Miramar shrinks to 

approximately 2,602 acres vis a vis approximately 3,600 acres at MCAS El Toro. NAS 

Miramar, by its own documentation, is a huge environmentally sensitive land space with 

a severely limited expansion or developable capability. In this air base shell game, it's 

a case of " . . . now you see it, now you don't". For the U. S. Marine forces that would 

be asked to maintain and operate almost 260 fixed and rotary wing aircraft at NAS 

Miramar, the illusion of a large facility that solves the 3rd MAW helicopter relocation 

problem will slip through their fingers as quickly as a handful of Pensacola Beach sand. 

We continued to look for the "pony" in this proposal. We were given a thorough 

tour of the airfield operations center complete with air controller briefings on air operations 

matters. These air operations professionals advised us that, in spite the Committee' 

assumption to the contrary, NAS Miramar does not have authorized Visual Flight Rule 

(VFR) military departures for the high intensity helicopter training and operational missions 

and that the establishment of such routes would require an environmental impact study 

(EIS) replete with acceptance by the local community. Western departures along the 

Seawolf corridor at low altitude by helicopters, despite the Navy's ownership of 

encroachment rights, would be severely contested by the local citizenry. Eastern 

departures for helicopters would not be permitted by FAA regulation as long as aircraft 

arrivals to runway 24 were in progress. The declaration of "Special VFR Rules" condition 
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by the airfield operations control has the negative effect of shutting down VFR operations 

at the three locally adjacent civilian airfields and would not be tolerated for extended 

periods of time. 
d 

The local air control and facilities personal assured us that combined fixed wing 

and rotary wing Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) operations would cause unacceptable 

delays in departure and arriva!~. While ?here was a. sense of greater flexibility in handling 

such a mix of dissimilar performing aircraft by the Civilian Air Controllers (FAA), even they 

admitted that significant delays in airfield departures and arrivals would be evident. 

So now what? MCAS El Toro was justified to be on the closure list because it was 

deemed to have _" . . . the lowest military value (of any jet base in the Pacific Fleet) 

. . . no expansion possibilities; is the subject of serious encroachment . . . and the 

base realignment scenario obtains an immediate return on investment" (emphasis 

added). I'd like to know to whom the Committee staff personnel talked. MCAS El Toro 

does not have a serious encroachment problem and I can assure the Committee that no 

immediate return on investment should be anticipated with their realignment scheme. In 

fact, there is a serious question whether there will ever be actual savings with the 

proposed realignment. Active duty military planners tasked with understanding the 

projected costs involved with this proposed move were fully activated no earlier than the 

beginning of April, 1993 (April Fools Day). In fact, the NAS Miramar personnel said Col. 

Heiser and I represented the first of any group to look at the operational flight issues in 

this matter. The April 30, 1993 Los Angeles Times reported that the West Coast Marine 

planners estimate that the Committee erred by almost one billion dollars (that's BILLION, 
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folks!)!! 

There is ample evidence to indicate that the local operational Marine Commanders 

were blind-sided by the proposed closure decision. There is absolutely no evidence that 

the opinions of the local field commanders were sought nor received. Indeed, the 

"justification statement" in the cited reference reads as though it was prepared after the 

decision to close MCAS E! Toro was directed and not as culmination of the research 

process. 

An analysis of the proposed realignment proposal as a result of our visit to NAS 

Miramar may be summarized as follows: 

1. NAS Miramar cannot physically accommodate the proposed realignment 

without a major construction effort. 

2. Environmental constraints will most probably restrict the required new 

construction. 

3. The costs of the proposed realignment are grossly understated. 

(Approaching $1 -3 billion as compared to the Committee's estimate of $340 

million). 

4. Environmental and procedural constraints will severely limit helicopter 

operations. 

5. Training, safety, and operational combat readiness of the Third Marine 

Aircraft Wing will be degraded. 

6. Civilian encroachment to the north, west, and south of NAS Miramar more 

severely impacts NAS Miramar than similar factors effect MCAS El Toro, 

and this issue will be compounded by the arrival of helicopters. 
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7. The preponderance of the acreage under NAS Miramar control, east of the 

1-5 Freeway, is essentially unusable for any purpose other than as a vacant 

approach corridor to runway 24 and the remaining acreage shrinks to 

approximately 2,600 usableldevelopable acres. 

8. Authorized military ingresslegress helicopter routes are not currently 

available and may not be approved if requested. 

9. The Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee grossly overstates the 

negative aspects of maintaining MCAS El Toro as an operational air base. 

10. It is inconceivable that the Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee 

reached the conclusion that MCAS El Toro -- as a modern jet facility with 

a flexible operations environment and updated infrastructure -- was the sole 

jet base serving the Pac~fic Fleet with the - lowest military value. 

11. NAS Miramar, with approximately 213 of its vast acreage rendered 

undevelopable, is an aging facility with definable functional obsolescence 

in many of its capital improvements. 

12. The entire network of support facilities, housing, and infrastructure directed 

toward the welfare of the Marines, Sailors, and civilian employees at MCAS 

El Toro would be abandoned by the U. S. Marine Corps and exchanged for 

inadequate assets of questionable state of repair -- notwithstanding the 

single advantage of acquiring one of the largest Naval Exchanges and 

Defense Commissaries. 

13. No knowledgeable active duty nor civilian personnel from NAS Miramar or 

MCAS El Toro, with whom I have spoken -- (not a single one) -- has 
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uttered one word of support for this plan. 

So I ask you -- why in the world is the proposal still being considered? I haven't 

the slightest idea -- unless one of the U. S. Marine Corps' goals is to own one of the 
* 

largest Naval Exchanges and Defense Commissaries, I found no redeeming value in the 

closure scheme. The Marine aviation assets don't fit; the new construction costs are 

expected to be excessive; and the oparational readiness of the flying forces can be 

expected to decline. The retention of the enlisted Marines should be expected to suffer 

as their standard of living decreases, and there is no legitimate expectation for anv 
foreseeable savings in such a musical chair realignment scheme. Somebody thought it 

was a good idea based on faulty assumptions and an incorrect conclusion was drawn. 

As they have for over. fifty years, our active duty MCAS El Toro Marines will take their 

orders and carry them out with skill and imagination. I can only hope that they are not 

directed to "make the realignment work at any cost". 

Moving the 3rd MAW to NAS Miramar serves no good intention since the fixed 

wing assets at MCAS El Toro can operate more effectively, efficiently, and less costly 

where they are currently based. If the decision to close MCAS Tustin cannot be 

rescinded, then the most appropriate use of the shelved 29 Palms MilCon dollars to solve 

the 3rd MAW helicopter relocation problem would better be used developing a modern 

helicopter facility at Camp Pendleton. Let's do what Marine aviation commanders have 

been saying for years -- put the medium and heavy lift assets where they belong -- in 

close proximity to the ground forces they support. I would recommend either delaying the 

closure of MCAS Tustin, or relocating these rotary wing assets to MCAS El Toro and 

March AFB until such perman lnt facilities at Camp Pendleton can be completed. If you 
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think I've made too much of an issue of the incomparability of fixed and rotary wing 

aircraft in close proximity on the same airfield, ask the Air Force how they feel about 

Marine helicopters being collocated with Air Force transports at March AFB. Their answer 
"' 

should put the Base Realignment Committee's closure proposal in proper perspective. 

Every taxpayer must stand firm in the resolve to prevent this faulty decision to 

reaching gestation. I enjoin each of yoit to take up the banner and do what ever you can 

to prevent this waste of our tax dollars. Write your elected representatives and the 

commission on realignment demanding a better decision. 

AUTHPR: Lt. Col. Bill Kogerman is a retired Marine aviator. He has an extensive 

background in both fixed wing jet aircraft as well as helicopters. He has served as a 

squadron commander and Air Combat Element Commander directing the operations of 

a wide variety of aircraft in combat and military exercises. A graduate of Chapman 

University and the U. S. Marine Corps Command and Staff College, Bill serves on the 

Coalition for Responsible Airport Solution (CRAS) Board of Directors and the City of 

Laguna Hills Planning Committee. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 27, 1995 

Colonel Sherwood W. Heiser, USAF (Ret.) 
5486 Paseo Del Lago West, Apt. A 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653-2680 

Dear Colonel Heiser: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MCAS El Toro to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpkl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

'2&!!b 
David S. L$les 
Staff Director 



Document S eparator 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 10, 1995 

Ms. Yvonne Houssels 
13 07 Outrigger Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Dear Ms. Houssels: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MCAS El Toro to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely. 

J 
David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



Yvonne Houssels 
C) 

1307 Outrisuer Drive 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 

Januarv 31, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
and Commission Members 
Defense Base Realisnment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlinston, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon and Commission Members: 

I have been a resident of Oranse County for over 20 years. As 
President of my homeowners association, com~risinq 449 homes, 
I have been actively involved in matters affecting our community. 
I am writing to you individually as a concerned citizen. 

It was a terrible mistake when the Defense Department implemented 
the closure of MCAS El Toro. 

I understand from many Marine experts that this closure will - 
penalize our national defense. ~dditionall~, there is 
insufficient housing for our Marines at Miramar Naval Air Station 
in San Diego and no funds available to move them. 

Representative Christopher Cox estimates that it will cost $1.7 
billion to move the Marines to Miramar and an additional $1.6 
billion to move the Navy out. This is an unnecessary expenditure 
of our defense funds at a tine when our taxpayers are already 
over extended! 

The closure of El Toro will hurt and does not benefit the 
surroundins communitv. The Marines are sood neishbors and ~roduce 
much needed income. 

The potential closure has already bitterly divided North and 
South Oranse Countv with a few develo~ers s~endins over $800,000 
of their own personal wealth to force its reuse as an 
International Airport. This was done without concern or adequate 
information available to the public about its impact on the 
surrounding cities. Now the County Board of Supervisors has 
dismantled the original reuse committee completely eliminating 
any input from the immediate surrounding cities! 

It is time to put our national defense above special political 
interest groups. MCAS El Toro must be preserved. 

Sincerely, 

Aonne Houssels 
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. . . , ElToro: Voices ofAllMust BeHeard I: 

I It should come as no surpriselhat 
as a'condition for federal recognition 
of the Board of Supervisors as the 
new planning agency for El Toro 
Marine Corps Air Station, the Penta- 
gon is pressuring Orange County to 
include Irvine and Lake Forest in the 
planning process. 

Despite the fervent hopes of advo- 
cates for a new airport, federal au- 
thorities are unlikely to go for any 
plan that arises from a procedure that 
does not include participation of sur- 
rounding cities. And most important, 
any suggested reuse plan must repre- 
sent some kind of consensus that 
reflects the \\dl of the overall com- 
munity. 

The advocates of a new airport 
have made no secret of their hope to 
short-circuit 'this process and ad- 
vance their singular reuse idea as the 
one representing community inten- 
tion. But whatever they may say, 
there was not much clarity in the 
outcome of the ballot measure last 

November that called for an airport 
at El Toro. Measure A passed by the 
narrowest of margins, reflecting little 
more than the already apparent split 
between northern and southern com- 
munities over the future of the base. ' 

Now the Defense Department sug- 
gests that the county may have to 
delay plans to dismantle the Orange 
County Reuse Planning Authority. 
The Pentagon is right to insist that 
Irvine and Lake Forest be included in 
the pmess ,  for these two communi- 
ties will bear the most immediate 
effects of whatever happens at El 
Toro. : 

Backers of Measure A have been 
saying that the supervisors had no 
choice but to dismantle the reuse 
authority and to plan for the future of 
El Torn-as a commercial airpork But 
nothing has changed in a larger 
picture that cries out for wider com- 
munity input on the future of the 
base. The failure to demonstrate it 
could promDt the Defens~ nnn--* 

ment to decide to unilaterally draft a : 
reuse plan for the base. 

Although considered a remote pos- 
sibility, that would be a bitter pill t?-: 
swallow. Orange County would be' 
forfeiting the Sacred principle of local -' 
control because it botched a simple : 
federal instruction: Give us a plan 
that reflects the intent of the affected 
community. The message Washing- . 
ton has been getting, sonectly, is that 
Orange County does not have its act ' 

together. The federal government 
won't wait forever. given its eupecta- 
tion of closing the facility by 1999. 

Whatever Neasure A may have 
required the super\isors to do about 
planning for an airport that may or . 
may not ever be built. Orange County 
also had better find some way to plan 

'-for other-alternatives. If it wishes to * 

get a serious hearing in Washington 
for any proposal that claims to repre- 
sent the intention of the community ' 

at large, it needs to show that it has ' 
I *  . - -  
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U.S. Senator Barbara Boxe, CAr 
U.S. Representative Ron Packard, CA 
U.S. Representative Christopher Cox, CA 
U.S. Representative Robert K. Dornan, CA 
U,S. Representative Dana Rohrabacher, CA 
U . S ,  Representative Jay C. Kim, CA 







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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 8, 1995 

Ms. Dolores M. Jones 
345 Roberge Avenue 
Banning, CA 92220-4039 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Thank you for sending information concerning El Toro Marine Base and March AFB to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in 
this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfill to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. Lyles C' 
Staff Director 
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THOMAS M. WHALING 
Attorney a t  Law 

One Technology, Suite B-105 
Irvine, California 92718 
Telephone: (714) 453-8000 

Fax: (714) 453-8000 

February 3, 1995 

THE HONORABLE ALAN J. DIXON 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 1995 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Honorable Alan Dixon: 

I hope that in BRAC '95 you will consider the major problem created 
with the relocation and downsizing of the Marine Corps here in El 
Toro. 

First, it is my understanding that we need to spend over one 
billion dollars to transfer the Marines to Miramar in San Diego 
county. With the entire infrastructure in place here it does not 
seem to be economically feasible. It is hoped that BRAC '95 will 
revisit the decision on BRAC '93 concerning El Toro and let us keep 
the Marine Corps here. 

As this base is very integrally related to Camp Pendleton and its 
mission, another problem that is now going to occur is the 
immediate proposed joint use of the El Toro Marine Corps Air 
Station. What that does is pit the developer/business/power broker 
interests against the homeowners groups; and, frankly, in this 
nation we need synergy not anarchy. When the military/industrial 
complex looks as if it is uniting against the people it begins the 
"Vietnam syndromel1. That is very unproductive in these economic 
times. Especially, since this county is in Bankruptcy because of 
the negligent and possibly fraudulent actions of its elected 
officials. We need the Marine Corps to exist in this County 
because they provide a stability of tradition and remind us of why 
we are the great Nation we are. 



I would ask you to consider testimony from the citizens here in the 
local area about their desire to keep the Marine Corps here. I 
fully realize that your commission decisions cannot be in the 
vacuum, so I do believe you will need live testimony. 

/ 

Respectfully, 

ii \\ Tfiomas M. Whal ng 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 7, 1995 

Mr. Thomas M. Whaling 
One Technology, Suite B-105 
Irvine, CA 9271 8 

Dear Mr. Whaling: 

Thank you for sending information concerning El Toro Marine Base to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpful to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. ~~u 
Staff Director 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
-1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 7, 1995 

Mr. Thomas M. Whaling 
One Technology, Suite B- 105 
Irvine, CA 92718 

Dear Mr. Whaling: 

Thank you for sending information concerning El Tor0 Marine Base to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpful to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. ~ i &  
Staff Director 
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Foothill Ranch Homeowners Association 
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman Dec 19, 1994 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 1995 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

This letter is a request that the closure of the Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) at El Toro, California be reconsidered by the Base 
Selection Committee for 1995. 

As you know, the 1993 BRAC Commission decided to close MCAS El Toro 
and move Marine Air Wing 3 and its fighter jet squadrons to Naval 
Air Station at Miramar along with the majority of the helicopter 
squadrons from Tustin. The Navy squadrons presently stationed at 
Miramar are scheduled to be moved to NAS Lemoore and to Fallon, 
Nevada. Miramar will now be designated a Marine Corps Air 
Station. It was originally on the closure list in 1991, which the 
Commission in 1993 reversed. Reason for closure was lack of 
affordable housing for personnel, especially the enlisted. This 
same condition still exist, housing in San Diego is very critically 
short and expensive. Also, the unemployment level in San Diego 
County is 10% or higher. The is not good for enlisted wives that 
must work to help the family survive. Base housing is nonexistent 
at Miramar. There are many base housing units at El Toro. I know 
how valuable this is to personnel. My husband spent 27 years as 
a C - 1 4 1  aircrew person. It meant the world to him to know his 
family had a roof over their heads and the support of the base 
community during long, long days and hours from home. Mr Dixon, 
I met you when we were stationed at Scott AFB, Illinois and know 
you know how important base housing is to the enlisted personnel. 

Our request is not motivated by selfishness to retain the faci- 
lities at El Toro for the local economy, of course now with our 
County Financial Crisis i t  would help to retain our Marines. The 
facilities at El Torn are tailor-made for the needs of Marine 
aviation, training and support. The facilities at Miramar are no 
way comparable. Current estimates are a billion dollars to bring 
Miramar up to standards, with no base housing. The current cost 
of relocation is now in the range of $1.3 to $1.7 billion, does not 
include environmental cleanups that are not known. Certainly not 
a cost savings envisioned by the BRAC 1993. This decision should 
be reconsidered in light of the cost to our already burdened 
Federal government. We feel a true cost savings will occur with 
continued operation of the Marines at El Toro Marine Corps Air 
Station. See copy of letter Sep 94 (atch) Air Force Magazine. 

FO@-TI-IILL, RANCK HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
, 'b -&+a L i 4-1 

rY t Le na A. Lis 

2674 1 Portola Parkway Suite 1E-401 Foothill Ranch, CA 926 10- 17 13 
(7 14) 253-0334 



.. 
---- ---.--.-. _" 

Bricks for BRAG 
"More Base Closures Coming Up" 

[June 1994, p. 62]called the process 
"wrenching." Right on! Consider the 
following stupidity. 

The Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure (BRAC) Commission closed NAS 
Miramar near San Diego, Calif., and 
relocated aircraft to existing bases. 
Good decision. The cost of housing 
in San Diego was too high for sailors. 
The city of San Diego was happy. 
Miramar is desperately needed as a 
civilian airport for San Diego. 

So far so good, but wait. The BRAC 
'93 Commission then decided to close 
MCAS El Toro, Calif. El Toro has on- 
base housing for 3,000 and better 
runways as a result of a $1 billion 
upgrade program over the past eight 
years. 

El Toro's mission will now move to 
NAS Miramar, which has no on-base 
housing, and it will require another 
$1 billion to bring it up to El Toro's 
standards. El Toro is not needed by 
civilians. 

Not many clear thinkers on the 
BRAC '93 Commission. 

David Chigos 
Point Loma, Calif. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

December 29,1994 

Mr. Mark Whaling 
President, Foothill Ranch Homeowners Association 
2674 1 Portola Parkway, Suite 1E-40 1 
Foothill Ranch, CA 926 10- 17 13 

Dear Mr. Whaling: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MCAS El Toro to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary of 
Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will be helpful 
to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the commission. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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1960 Temple Hills Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
November 25, 1 994 

Hon. James Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

The United States Marine Corp Air Station at El Toro, California is vital to our 
national defense. We urge you to do everything in your power to remove this 
installation from the closure list. 

It is not economically feasible to close this base. The cost of cleanup has been 
estimated far too low. I refer you to a study by the Hon. Chris Cox, U. S. 
Representative from the 47th District, California wherein more accurate costs of 
the many parameters associated with closing El Toro may be obtained. 

Moreover, in these troubled times around the world, it doesn't make sense to 
further reduce our military. Even the Secretary of Defense admits that our level 
of readiness is marginal at best. Although Clinton loathes the military, he 
doesn't hesitate to send troops to any perceived hot spot at the whim of the 
United Nations. He is a loose cannon who will sacrifice our military for his 
personal agenda of power. When we get into a situation when we really need 
the military, it will be gone. 

Linked to base closures is the loss in military manpower and their acquired 
skills. It is a vicious cycle of flawed reasoning. If we don't have bases, we don't 
need the manpower. If we don't have the manpower, we don7 need the bases, 
It is like a dog chasing his tail. The reduction'in military strength is reaching 
absurb lows. The trained people, equipment and structure will not be available 
when needed. 

Again, we urge you to do whatever it takes to keep USMCAS, El Toro 
OPEN. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Armstrong 4 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

December 29,1994 

Ed and Marilyn Armstrong 
' 1960 Temple Hills Drive 

Laguna Beach, CA 9265 1 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Armstrong: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MCAS El Toro to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary of 
Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will be helpful 
to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the commission. 

w 
David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Bernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable Benjamin F. Montoya, Member 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commissionts willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the Southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% A .a r .  

@Prin[cd on  Recycled Paper. . . . To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, waters, wildlife, and wilderness . . 



Honorable Benjamin F. Montoya 
May 1, 1995 

Page 2 

the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chiefsf plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when you meet to vote oq 
base realignments later this month. we urae vou to make or su~port 
an appro~riate motion and to vote in favor of wssible realignment 
of the Moiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal ~rudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Res ectfully yours, IP 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 
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Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 

By TEYA VITU 6 Force Base - a facility that previ- 
Dispatch Staff Writer ously had claimed incompatibility 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- with Army training. 
FORT IRWIN - The National "The experiences with NASA and 

Training Center, Immune from the barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the now Edwards suggest to many desert 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
mission in the past six years, may be should be fully evaluated by independent experts. successful deconfliction of mission 
examined for realignment in the One column quote here. incompatibilities is very possible," 
coming months, sources said. -carol sebastian, sierra club Sebastian said in a prepared 

Realignment is a matter of adding statement. 
or removing functions and personnel, 9 The Army is examining a 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
case, realignment would involve the Valley. Mock battles would not be 
proposed expansion that has been fought there. The area would be used 
under consideration since 1988. million land acquisition project east sideration for closure or realignment. for logistics and assembling batta- 

The Army has looked toward to of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint The Pentagon's list was submitted in lions before they head out for train- 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- use of the adjoining Navy lands February. BRAC additions typically ing. About half of the acreage is 
east for the past four years. Before should be fully evaluated by indepen- serve as comparisons. suitable for combat vehicles. 
that the Army had proposed expand- dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, The Sierra Club maintains the The Army recently removed 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. chair of the club's San Gorgonio Navy has always resisted efforts to 20,000acres at the southeastextreme 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the Chapter. share the China Lake facility with of  the p ro j ec t  a r ea  f rom 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a In March the Sierra Club formally Fort Irwin, claiming Army training consideration. 
threatened species. approached BRAC with a request for would be incompatible, Sebastian The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

The Sierra Club in recent months evaluation of the China Lake option. said. a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
has suggested the Army look at the BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said Sebastian said the compatibility biological opinion on the Silurian 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center the commission would consider the issue has no merit since the Army Valley land, meaning no threatened 
range that touches on Fon Irwin, idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, regularly moves through Goldstone or endangered species would be 
rather than setting aside more public BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. and the operations at the Deep Space affected by Army training. 
land for military use. On May 10 the commission will Communications Complex are not A draft environmental impact re- 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that announce additions to the Pentagon's affected. port should be ready for public 
before the Army embarks on a $50 list of bases recommended for con- Additionally, troops rotating to inspection later this year. 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Isernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable J. B. Davis, Member 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear General Davis: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Armyfs need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commissionfs willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the Southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive, 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments, We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at china Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% of 
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Honorable J. B. Davis 
May 1, 1995 

Page 2 

the total China Lake acreage can be' accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chiefst plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction cantt 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore., when vou meet to vote on 
base realianments later this month. we urae vou to make or supwrt 
an a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  motion and to vote in favor of ~ossible realianment 
of the Moiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal Drudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 



Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
- 

Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 
By TEYA VITU L Force Base - a facility that previ- 
Dispatch Staff Writer ously had claimed incomuatibilitv 

FORT IRWIN - The National (The Sierm Club) believes that before the Army em- 
Training Center, Immune from the barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
mission in the past six years, may be should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
examined for realignment in the One column auote here. 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

or remo;ing functions and 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 

Y 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. million land acquisition project east sideration for closure or realignment. 

The Army has looked toward to of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint The Pentagon's list was submitted in 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- use of the adjoining Navy lands February. BRAC additions typically 
east for the past four years. Before should be fully evaluated by indepen- serve as comparisons. 
that the Army had proposed expand- dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, The Sierra Club maintains the 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. chair of the club's San Gorgonio Navy has always resisted efforts to 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the Chapter. share the China Lake facility with 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a In March the Sierra Club formally Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
threatened species. approached BRAC with a request for would be incompatible, Sebastian 

The Sierra Club in recent months evaluation of the China Lake option. said. 
has suggested the Army look at the BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said Sebastian said the compatibility 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center the commission would consider the issue has no merit since the h y  
range that touches on Fort Irwin, idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, regularly moves through Goldstone 
rather than setting aside more public BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. and the operations at the Deep Space 
land for military use. On May 10 the commission will Communications Complex are not 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that announce additions to the Pentagon's affected. 
before the Army embarks on a $50 list of bases recommended for con- Additionally, troops rotating to 

with Army training. 
"The experiences with NASA and 

now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, nor just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for uain- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of t h e  pro jec t  a r ea  - f r o m  
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 



Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Bernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable Josue Robles, Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear General Robles: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commission's willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the Southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30%% .a  ,-- 
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the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the ~oint Chiefs' plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore, when vou meet to vote on 
base realignments later this month. we urue vou to make or s u ~ m r t  
an a~nro~riate motion and to vote in favor of mssible realicmment 
of the Moiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Security and fiscal Prudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, n 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 
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Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 

By TEYA VITU 6 Force Base - a facility that previ- 
Dispatch Staff Writer ously had claimed incompatibility 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- with Army training. 
FORT IRWIN - The National "The experiences with NASA and 

Training Center, Immune from the barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the now Edwards suggest to many desert 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
mission in the past six years, may be should be fully evaluated by independent experts. successful deconfliction of mission 
examined for realignment in the One column quote here. incompatibilities is very possible," 
coming months, sources said. - Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club Sebastian said in a prepared 

Realignment is a matter of adding statement. 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 

Y 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. million land acquisition project east sideration for closure or realignment. 

The Army has looked toward to of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint Thz Pentagon's list was submitted in 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- use of the adjoining Navy lands February. BRAC additions typically 
east for the past four years. Before should be fully evaluated by indepen- serve as comparisons. 
that the Army had proposed expand- dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, The Sierra Club maintains the 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. chair of the club's San Gorgonio Navy has always resisted efforts to 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the Chapter. share the China Lake facility with 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a In March the Sierra Club formally Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
threatened species. approached BRAC with a request for would be incompatible, Sebastian 

The Sierra Club in recent months evaluation of the China Lake option. said. 
has suggested the Army look at the BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said Sebastian said the compatibility 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center the commission would consider the issue has no merit since the Army 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, regularly moves through Goldstone 
rather than setting aside more public BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. and the operations at the Deep Space 
land for military use. On May 10 the commission will Communications Complex are not 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that announce additions to the Pentagon's affected. 
before the Army embarks on a $50 list of bases recommended for con- Additionally, troops rotating to 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of t h e  p ro j ec t  a r ea  - f r o m  
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San 13ernardin0, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your letter of April 9,1995. The San Gorgonio 
Chapter of the Sierra Club very much appreciates your willingness 
to consider what the majority of our members believe to be a 
significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need for 
additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army, the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% of 
the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake l a w  . 
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(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chief's plan. We 
find further that the sharing of 12.7% of Navy China Lake real 
estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to be some 
sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't resolve 
in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA examples 
(enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such use by both your Commission and the DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when vou meet to vote on 
base realiunments later this month. we urae vou to make or su~port 
an an~ronriate motion and to vote in favor of mssible realignment 
of the Moiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal ~rudence, 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 

~ewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosures) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 



Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
By TEYA VITU 
Dispatch Staff Writer 

FORT IRWIN - The National 
Training Center, Immune from the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission in the past six years, may be 
examined for realignment in the 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. 

The Army has looked toward to 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- 
east for the past four years. Before 
that the Amy had proposed expand- 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a 
threatened species. 

The Sierra Club in recent months 
has suggested the Army look at the 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, 
rather than setting aside more public 
land for military use. 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that 
before the Army embarks on a $50 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- 
barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
One column quote here. 

- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

million land acquisition project east 
of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint 
use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by indepen- 
dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, 
chair of the club's San Gorgonio 
Chapter. 

In March the Sierra Club formally 
approached BRAC with a request for 
evaluation of the China Lake option. 

BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said 
the commission would consider the 
idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, 
BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. 

On May 10 the commission will 
announce additions to the Pentagon's 
list of bases recommended for con- 

sideration for closure or realignment. 
The Pentagon's list was submitted in 
February. BRAC additions typically 
serve as comparisons. 

The Sierra Club maintains the 
Navy has always resisted efforts to 
share the China Lake facility with 
Fon Irwin, claiming Army naining 
would be incompatible, Sebastian 
said. 

Sebastian said the compatibility 
issue has no merit since the Army 
regularly moves through Goldstone 
and the operations at the Deep Space 
Communications Complex are not 
affected. 

Additionally, troops rotating t 

Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 
Force Base - a facility that previ- 
ously had claimed incompatibility 
with Army training. 

"The experiences with NASA and 
now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought therc. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recent1 y removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of the p ro j ec t  a r e a  f r o m  
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 
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San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Bernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable A1 Cornella, Member 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Chairman Cornella: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commissionfs willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the Southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30%% < a  ,-- 
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the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chiefsf plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction canft 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when vou meet to vote on 
base realignments later this month. we urae vou to make or su~port 
an a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  - motion and to vote in favor of possible realiqent 
of the Woiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal Drudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Res ectfully yours, R 

~ewls W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 Pi. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Flernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5016 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable S. Lee Kling, Member 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commissionfs willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% 
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the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chief's plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when vou meet to vote on 
base realicmments later this month. we urae vou to make or s u ~ w r t  
an an~ro~riate motion and to vote in favor of mssible realicmment 
w n  
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal Drudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 
A 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 



Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
- 

Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 
By TEYA VITU c Force Base - a facility that previ- 
Dispatch Staff Writer ously had claimed incompatibility 

FORT IRWIN - The National 
Training Center, Immune from the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission in the past six years, may be 
examined for realignment in the 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 
case, realignment, would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. 

The Army has looked toward to 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- 
east for the past four years. Before 
that the Army had proposed expand- 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a 
threatened species. 

The Sierra Club in recent months 
has suggested the Army look at the 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, 
rather than setting aside more public 
land for military use. 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that 
before the Army embarks on a $50 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- 
barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
One column quote here. 

- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

million land acquisition project east 
of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint 
use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by indepen- 
dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, 
chair of the club's San Gorgonio 
Chapter. 

In March the Sierra Club formally 
approached BRAC with a request for 
evaluation of the China Lake option. 

BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said 
the commission would consider the 
idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, 
BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. 

On May 10 the commission will 
announce additions to the Pentagon's 
list of bases recommended for con- 

sideration for closure or realignment. 
Thz Pentagon's list was submitted in 
February. BRAC additions typically 
serve as comparisons. 

The Sierra Club maintains the 
Navy has always resisted efforts to 
share the China Lake facility with 
Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
would be incompatible, Sebastian 
said. 

Sebastian said the compatibility 
issue has no merit since the Army 
regularly moves through Goldstone 
and the operations at the Deep Space 
Communications Complex are not 
affected. 

Additionally, troops rotating to 

wlth Army training. 
"The experiences with NASA and 

now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of the  pro jec t  a r ea  f r o m  
consideration. 

TheU.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmenlal impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 
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Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable Rebecca Cox, Member 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commission's willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resultinq from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% 
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the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chief's plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when vou meet to vote on 
m s e  realicmments later this month. we urae vou to make or s u ~ ~ o r t  
an a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  motion and to vote in favor of mssible realicmment 
of the Bfoiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Statioq 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal ~rudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 
n 

~ewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 
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Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
By TEYA VITU 
Dispatch Staff Writer 

FORT IRWIN - The National 
Training Center, unmune from the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission in the past six years, may be 
examined for realignment in the 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. 

The Army has looked toward to 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- 
east for the past four years. Before 
that the Army had proposed expand- 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a 
threatened species. 

The Sierra Club in recent months 
has suggested the Army look at the 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, 
rather than setting aside more public 
land for military use. 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that 
before the Army embarks on a $50 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- 
barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
One column quote here. 

- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

million land acquisition project east 
of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint 
use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by indepen- 
dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, 
chair of the club's San Gorgonio 
Chapter. 

In March the Sierra Club formally 
approached BRAC with a request for 
evaluation of the China Lake option. 

BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said 
the commission would consider the 
idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, 
BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. 

On May 10 the commission will 
announce additions to the Pentagon's 
list of bases recommended for con- 

sideration for closure or realignment. 
The Pentagon's list was submitted in 
February. BRAC additions typically 
serve as comparisons. 

The Sierra Club maintains the 
Navy has always resisted efforts to 
share the China Lake facility with 
Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
would be incompatible, Sebastian 
said. 

Sebastian said the compatibility 
issue has no merit since the Army 
regularly moves through Goldstone 
and the operations at the Deep Space 
Communications Complex are not 
affected. 

Additionally, troops rotating to 

Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 
Force Base - a facility that previ- 
ously had claimed incompatibility 
with Army training. 

"The experiences with NASA and 
now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of the pro jec t  a r e a  f rom 
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspeclion later this year. 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Bernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

May 1, 1995 

Honorable Wendi Louise Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: File Number 950407-ZR (Sierra Club Request for Review 
and Possible Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare 
Station, China Lake, California) 

Dear Ms. Steele: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club very much 
appreciates the willingness of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider what the majority of our members believe to 
be a significantly preferable alternative to meet the Army's need 
for additional training land while minimizing taxpayer costs. We 
were informed of the Commissionfs willingness to review and analyze 
our request and proposal in a letter from Chairman Dixon dated 
April 9, 1995. 

In opposition to the Sierra Club position, the Navy contends 
that changes in the China Lake testing and evaluation program will 
compromise the National Security of the United States. We find 
this position to be wanting. Several Senators from the Southeast 
have argued that all of the testing done at China Lake could be 
handled at the Eglin Air Force Base electronic range in Florida. 
While it does appear that ranges in Florida, Arizona, and Pacific 
rim could accommodate the China Lake mission, the cost of closure 
and total transfer of the China Lake activities is prohibitive. 
Further, we believe that the coordinated Southwest Training Complex 
concept put forth by the Joint Chiefs would be weakened by the 
total termination of the testing and evaluation mission performed 
by China Lake. 

As you already know, rather than acquiring new lands for the 
Army the Sierra Club would prefer to see better coordination of 
existing DoD assets to meet the needs of all of the Military 
Departments. We believe that any disruption of DoD testing and 
evaluation activities at China Lake resulting from coordinated Army 
training lasting approximately 12 days per month on about 30% 
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Honorable Wendi Louise Steele 
May 1, 1995 

Page 2 

the total China Lake acreage can be accommodated through better 
coordinating and scheduling among all of the DoD ranges. The Navy 
would still retain 100% exclusive use of 68.2% of China Lake lands 
(750,000 acres) and approximately 60% exclusive use of 31.8% 
(350,000 acres). This means that on an annualized basis, the Navy 
would still retain exclusive use of 87.3% of its real estate 
assets. We find this sufficient to permit a significant Navy 
testing and evaluation contribution to the Joint Chiefsg plan. We 
find further that the sharing of only 12.7% of total Navy China 
Lake real estate assets annually with the Army does not appear to 
be some sort of horrendous burden that mission deconfliction can't 
resolve in the same manner as the Edwards Air Force Base and NASA 
examples (enclosure). 

It must not be overlooked that in this era of constrained 
budgets that avoidance of unnecessary costs must be a high priority 
of all Federal Departments and Agencies. If the estimated cost of 
$50 million for land acquisition by the Army in the Silurian Valley 
can be sharply reduced or avoided by shared use of existing DoD 
assets on China Lake, we believe that full and complete evaluation 
of such potential use by both your Commission and DoD is not only 
appropriate but essential. Therefore. when vou meet to vote on 
base realignments later this month, we urae vou to make or su~~0r-t 
an a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  motion and to vote in favor of wssible realignment 
of the Moiave Ranae B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station 
in the best interests of National Securitv and fiscal ~rudence. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Re pectfully yours, a 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
The Sierra Club 

cc: (with enclosure) 
Dr. Jack Bath 
Mr. Peter Burk 
Mr. Jon Miller 
Mr. David Schnabel 
Ms. Carol Sebastian 



Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
By TEYA VITU 
Dispatch Staff Writer 

FORT IRWIN - The National 
Training Center, Immune from the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission in the past six years, may be 
examined for realignment in the 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. 

The Army has looked toward to 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- 
east for the past four years. Before 
that the Army had proposed expand- 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a 
threatened species. 

The Sierra Club in recent months 
has suggested the Army look at the 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, 
rather than setting aside more public 
land for military use. 

"Uhe Sierra Club) believes that 
before the Army embarks on a $50 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- 
barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
One column quote here. 

- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

million land acquisition project east 
of Fort k i n ,  the alternative of joint 
use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by indepen- 
dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, 
chair of the club's San Gorgonio 
Chapter. 

In March the Sierra Club formally 
approached BRAC with a request for 
evaluation of the China Lake option. 

BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said 
the commission would consider the 
idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, 
BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. 

On May 10 the commission will 
announce additions to the Pentagon's 
list of bases recommended for con- 

sideration for closure or realignment. 
The Pentagon's list was submitted in 
February. BRAC additions typically 
serve as comparisons. 

The Sierra Club maintains the 
Navy has always resisted efforts to 
share the China Lake facility with 
Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
would be incompatible, Sebastian 
said. 

Sebastian said the compatibility 
issue has no merit since the Army 
regularly moves through Goldstone 
and the operations at the Deep Space 
Communications Complex are not 
affected. 

Additionally, troops rotating to 

Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 
Force Base - a facility that previ- 
ously had claimed incompatibility 
with Army training. 

"The experiences with NASA and 
now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling bam- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
o f  t he  pro jec t  a r ea  f r o m  
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 
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Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

April 6, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: Sierra Club Request for BRACC Review and Possible 
Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare Station, China Lake, 
California 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club requests that your 
Commission add the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) to 
your list of installations to be considered for possible 
realignment. The formal call for such action is included under 
item number four (4) of the policy resolution adopted by the 
Chapter's Executive Committee at its March 25, 1995 meeting. 

The basis for the request is discussed at length in the 
accompanying background reports submitted to the members of the San 
Gorgonio Chapter's Conservation and Executive Committees. In 
summary, the San Gorgonio Chapter questions the Navy's repeated 
assertions of mission incompatibility as the reason that not one 
square inch of the 1,100,000 acres comprising China Lake NAWS can 
be made available for joint maneuver training use with the adjacent 
Army National Training Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin. 

The Navy claims that contractor demand for use of test 
facilities on the Mojave Range B of NAWS on only three days notice 
precludes coordinated use for up to 14 days monthly by the Army. 
As a result, the Army now proposes to spend nearly $50,000,000 for 
acquisition of land east of Fort Irwin to meet a shortfall in 
training acreage validated by GAO in 1991. Unlike the Army, to the 
best of the Sierra Club's knowledge, the Navy has never submitted 
its mission incompatibility assertions to independent review by GAO 
or appropriate Congressional Committees. Personally, it seems to 
me that the Navy has surrendered its responsibility for management 
of its land and ranges if we have a situation in which contractors 
tell Naval personnel when Department of Defense (DoD) assets will 
be used. The Navy and DoD need to tell contractors when DoD 
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resources will be available for contractor use, not the other way 
around. 

We in the Sierra Club do not believe that you should allow to 
go unchallenged what may be parochial views dating from the 1940's 
regarding exclusivity and opposition to sharing assets with other 
military departments when joint use is in the best interests of the 
nation. Your present round of hearings provides an opportunity to 
independently confirm or refute the Navy's currently unvalidated 
claims. Certainly your review of the validity of the Navy's 
position is appropriate before the Army embarks on a land 
acquisition program projected to cost the taxpayers nearly 
$50,000,000. If you independently conclude that the Navy's 
position is justifiable, so be it. At least the issue will have 
been finally evaluated and analyzed once and for all by fiduciaries 
representing the best interests of the taxpayers, not special 
interests. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 

Lew'is W. Trout, Member 
Conservation committee 

cc: (with enclosures) 
Mr. A1 Cornella 
Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Mr. J. B. Davis 
Mr. S. Lee Kling 
Mr. Benjamin F. Montoya 
Mr. Josue Robles, Jr. 
Ms. Wendi Steele 
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Sierra Club 
San Gorgonio Chapter 

Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group Los Serranos Group San Hernardino, CA 92401 
San Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave Group (909) 381-5015 
Moreno Valley Group 

INTERIM POLICY ON NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) 

LAND ACOUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN. CALIFORNIA) 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the presented boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "Draft Jeopardy" biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC's 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Army's asserted additional land requirement; 

(4) calls on the GAO, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRACC), and/or the Armed Services Committee of the United States 
Senate to investigate, review, analyze and evaluate the validity of 
the assertion by the Department of the Navy that mission 
incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint use of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulew published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Reaister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); and 



(5) opposes any Army eastward land acquisition and training on 
BLM administered public lands in the Silurian Valley until full 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has 
been achieved, including but not limited to: 

(a) public release of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) which includes as one of the project alternatives 
carried forward for full analysis joint use by the NTC of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rule" published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Reaister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, NO. 26); 

(b) holding public hearings on the proposed project 
following release of the DEIS including at least one hearing in the 
San Bernardino/Riverside area; and 

(c) completion of and public release of a Final EIS and 
associated Record(s) of Decision. 

AIX)PTED SAN GORGON10 CHAPTER EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
(12-2-2), March 25, 1995 

Note: The agenda item 4 Executive Committee report regarding the 
proposed interim policy on the NTC Land Acquisition Project was 
amended by the Executive Committee, The amending language inserted 
in line 1 of section 5 (%tward lmd a- . . . was the 
only change made to the proposal submitted from the Conservation 
Committee. 

No further text below this line. 
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D BY; SAN W R W N I O  CHAPTER CONSERVATION COnnI- 

OPOSED INTERIM POLICY ON NATIONAL TRAWING CENTER INTC) 

D ACOUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN. CALIFORNIA1 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the A m y ,  and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the presented boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U, S, 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "Draft Jeopardyw biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC's 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Armyrs asserted additional land requirement; 

(4) calls on the GAO, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRACC), and/or the Armed Services Committee of the United States 
Senate to investigate, review, analyze and evaluate the validity of 
the assertion by the Department of the Navy that mission 
incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint use of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal R e u i s t ~  on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); and 



(5) opposes any Army training on BLM administered public lands 
in the Silurian Valley until full compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has been achieved, including but 
not limited to: 

(a) public release of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEfS) which includes as one of the project alternatives 
carried forward for full analysis joint use by the NTC of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Bfojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal R w  on February 8, 1994 (Val. 59, No. 26); 

(b) holding public hearings on the proposed project 
following release of the DEIS including at least one hearing in the 
San Bernz%rdino/Riversi.de area; and 

(c) completion of and public release of a Final EIS and 
associated Record(s) of Decision. 

At its regular meeting on March 14, 1995, the Conservation 
Committee had intended to fully address the issue of an Interim 
Policy on the National Training Center Land Acquisition Project 
after viewing a one hour presentation regarding the Army's project. 
The issue had been carried forward from the February 14, 1995 
meeting to permit the presentation on the project, and to allow the 
Army and Conservation Committee Member Lewis Trout to submit 
written comments for consideration. Mr. Trout's were mailed and 
distributed by hand to Conservation Committee members present at 
the Chapter general meeting on March 7th and mailed the following 
day to other committee members. 

The Conservation Committee had only a few minutes to discuss 
the Fort Irwin situation because of time needed to address 
preceding issues its agenda. Although consensus was reached to 
trail a full discussion until the April Conservation Committee 
meeting (as the first Agenda item) to permit representatives of the 
National Training Center to make the one hour presentation, the 
Committee concluded that items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 on Mr. Troutfs 
proposal should be acted on before April because of: 

(1) comments, proposals, and actions by some 
Congressional leaders regarding National Parks, the Endangered 
Species Act, and repeal of the Desert Protection Act; 

(2) the need for an updated independent verification and 
validation of the Army's 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
which is the underlying basis for the proposed project (in 1991 ,GAO 



did validate the former 1985 LURS basis for the project, but a more 
timely update is appropriate); 

(3) the absence of any independent verification and 
validation of Navy's repeated assertions (in response to numerous 
Army requests made since 1986) that no land on the China Lake Naval 
Air Warfare Station (NAWS) can be used by the Army on a time-shared 
basis because of "mission incompatibilitiesw (NASA's Goldstone Deep 
Space Tracking Station with missions even more wincompatiblew than 
the Navy's has operated successfully on Fort Irwin since the 1950's 
despite on-going A m y  training and heavy vehicle movements. This 
suggests that deconfliction of asserted Navy "incompatibilitiesn in 
an environmentally responsible manner is technically possible and 
achievable based on the Army/NASA record of more than 30 years); 

(4) the very timely opportunity for the Base Realignment 
and Closure commission (BRACC) to independently evaluate the Army's 
asserted land needs and the Navy's unwillingness to permit joint 
use of China Lake because of jurisdiction assigned to the 
Commission by Congress (see attached BRACC schedule); and 

(5) the 1993 decision by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), the Lead Agent for the Land Acquisition Project EIS not to 
include full consideration and analysis in the Draft EIS of (an) 
alternative(s) involving joint use of lands located on the China 
Lake Naval Air Warfare Station to meet the Army ' s asserted need for 
more training land. 

(6) the opportunity to more appropriately address the 
proposed RCC resolution and items 5 to 9 from Mr. Trout's 
alternative resolution at the April Conservation Committee meeting. 

NOTE: The bold text was omitted from Mr. Trout's motion 
adopted by the Conservation Committee despite comments by at least 
three Conservation Committee members regarding the BRACC process 
and need to consider western land acquisition alternatives in the 
Draft EIS. The additional language is included for Ex-Corn 
consideration to more fully reflect the intentions of the maker and 
seconder of the motion and the Conservation Committee majority 
that supported the call for the independent reviews and analyses 
included in sections 3 and 4 of the five point recommendation. 

ARC;UZIEWTS Although several of the arguments for are included 
in the full alternative 10 point policy proposal submitted by Mr. 
Trout, several points deserve special emphasis. 

(1) The Administration and the A m y  should be asked to 
renounce environmentally and fiscally irresponsible southern and 
northern land acquisition alternatives advocated by some 
Congressional leaders especially in a time of budgetary 
constraints. Although the Commander of the National Training 



Center (NTC) does not have delegated authority to make such a 
decision, he can state his recommendations and position publicly if 
he so chooses. Since 1988, there are no known instances of denial 
or reversal of recommendations made by the NTC Commander regarding 
lands to be considered for possible acquisition to meet the Army's 
asserted land shortfall. 

(2) Because of environmental and budget constraints, the 
Departments of Interior and Defense should be required to evaluate 
joint use of adjacent Department of Defense lands on China Lake 
BEFQRE seeking more than $80,000,000 to acquire, instrument, and 
responsibly prepare to manage any additional public domain and 
privately owned lands in the Silurian Valley. Even though a 
reasonable alternative such as joint use of Navy lands by the Army 
may be outside the scope and ability of an agency (the Army in this 
case) to implement by itself, the intention of Congress as 
expressed in the National Environmental Policy Act is that such 
reasonable alternatives be considered and evaluated. Congress will 
then make the decision about what should be done. 

(3) Independent review of the Army's Land Use Requirements 
Study and the Navy's denial of Army requests to use portions of 
China Lake do llPfL mean that the Sierra Club supports Army maneuvers 
on China Lake (the Club does not at this time). Rather, the Sierra 
Club supports compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
and fiscally responsible, environmentally sustainable governmental 
policies, which ~ga(y include joint use of military lands by two or 
more military services instead of acquiring new lands. Congress 
had delegated authority for such reviews to the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission which is now evaluating operations on 
military bases nationwide. 

(4) Since no Draft EIS on this project has been released, 
deferral until April of action on items 5 to 9 of Mr. Trout's 
alternative resolution and on the RCC proposed interim policy 
resolution will not adversely affect the Chapter's ability to take 
timely and comprehensive interim and final positions on the NTC 
Land Acquisition Project. 

The NTC does not support the interim policy 
recommendation by the Conservation Committee. Specifically, the 
NTC does not support calling for GAO, BRACC, and/or the Senate 
Armed Services Committee to independently review, evaluate, and 
analyze the Navy's methodology in arriving at its conclusions that 
Army training on adjacent Navy land is not "mission compatible." 
The Army also does not support the inclusion of western 
alternatives in the Draft EIS involving joint use of adjacent Navy 
lands since such alternatives are outside the ability of the BLM 
(the lead agent for the EIS) and the Army to implement. The NTC 
also opposes inclusion of the Commander of the NTC in items 1 and 
2 of the recommended five point interim policy because the decision 
making authority in such matters does not rest at that level. 
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930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

March 7, 1995 

Members of the Conservation Committee 
San Gorgonio Chapter, The Sierra Club 
568 North Mountain View Avenue, Suite 130 
San Bernardino, California 92401 

RE: National Training Center (NTC) Land Acquisition project 

Dear Fellow Conservation Committee Member: 

At the February 14, 1995 meeting, our committee extended to me 
the opportunity to provide additional information and analysis on 
the proposed interim policy regarding the pending NTC (Fort Irwin) 
land acquisition project. The comments I've submitted and 
alternative policy resolution enclosed with this letter contain my 
own personal views after having served on the Conservation 
Committee since 1990 when Holme Peters was our chair, and after 
having lobbied the Department of Defense since 1990 to support the 
Desert Protection Act. You may remember that Peter Burk commended 
me for those efforts when he spoke before the Chapter general 
meeting in 1993. 

Although comments and the alternative resolution were faxed to 
Jack Bath for attachment to the agenda for March 14th, my submittal 
was delayed past the deadline for agenda submissions because of 
research requirements. Since it is entirely possible that Jack 
will be unable to distribute the documents with the agenda, I am 
providing this material to each Conservation Committee member by 
mail to assist in formulating your opinion regarding the Chapter's 
position on this issue. 

Recent suggestions and proposals by Congressional leaders to 
repeal the Desert Protection and Endangered Species Acts, abolish 
the National Park Service, and transfer National Forest and 
National Park lands for military use must be recognized and 
addressed by our Chapter in the Fort Irwin resolution. Our on- 
going Chapter dialogue with the leadership at Fort Irwin has not 
been in vain. To their credit, the Commander of the National 
Training Center and the Department of the Army have not embraced 
these most extreme positions being advocated by some Congressmen. 
Nevertheless, any Chapter resolution regarding Fort Irwin should 
address potential expansions to the north and south and be specific 
regarding other measures that a majority of our Conservation 
Committee favor to fully address our environmental and other 
concerns. 

Portions of the alternative resolution I propose not only do 
not have Army support, but are actually opposed by Fort Irwin. 
However, the itemized positions recommended support our Chapter's 
goals of promoting environmental stewardship; protecting endangered 
species, cultural, archaeological, and paleontological resources; 
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and enhancing bio-diversity in the eco-system. Further, the 
resolution provides for full and complete independent review of the 
very basis for the project, the Land Use Requirements Studies of 
1985 and 1993, to determine in the light of careful scrutiny the 
extent to which the proposed project is justified. The RCC 
proposed resolution is silent or ambiguous on several of these 
points. 

Please study the enclosed analysis of Item 5 from our February 
14, 1995 agenda and the alternative resolution I recornend. The 
principles and standards of full disclosure and honesty in debate 
should be applied to everyone on all issues coming before the 
conservation  omitt tee, not just the Army. 

Thank you for you courtesy and consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
San Gorgonio Chapter Conservation 
Committee 

cc: Carol Sebastian 
Anne Dennis 
Alice Krueper 
Carol Wiley 
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Agenda Item 5 from 2/14/95 Analysis and Commentary by 
Conservation Committee Conservation Committee Member 

Lewis Trout For 3/14/95 
Committee Agenda 

Pro~osed Interim Policy on Fort 
Irwin Emansion 

Resolved that "The San 
Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra 
Club opposes the presently 
proposed eastward expansion of 
Fort Irwin unless and until an 
Environmental Impact Statement 
("EISn) and supporting budgets 
and actions of the U.S. Army 
demonstrate: 1. The proposed 
wilderness areas of Owlshead, 
Avawatz, South Avawatz, So& 
Mountains, and Kingston Range 
and their public access can be 
maintained. 2. Public access 
along the Harry Wade Road to 
the Owlshead Wilderness and 
into the south end of Death 
Valley will be maintained. 3. 
The expansion can be shown to 
be environmentally benign or 
impacts on wildlife habitat and 
cultural resources can be fully 
mitigated." 

---Motion from RCC and 
Chapter Desert Committees 

Backsround - (Incomwlete and/or 
Inaccurate) : 

I1In 1988, the commander of 
Fort Irwin (U.S. Army's 
National Training Center 
[llNTC1f] for tanks etc. located 
about 31 miles north of 
Barstow) initiated a proposal 
to expand (increase) the Fort I s 
IJmaneuverable acreage" 

Alternative Resolution to be 
submitted for consideration 
following the last page of this 
analysis and commentary. 

Backsround (Sumlemental and 
Factual) : 

In 1985, a Land Use 
Requirements Study (LURS) was 
prepared by the operations 
staff of the NTC. This study 
initially determined a maneuver 
acreage shortfall of 238,000 
acres - not the 320,000 
reported in February. The 
General Accounting Office of 



by approximately 320,000 acres. Congress (GAO) validated the 
acreage shortfall in 1991, but 
made no recommendations as to 
any alternatives for land 
acquisition. The operations 
staff at the NTC completed a 
second LURS in 1993 which 
recalculated the average 
maneuver land acreage shortfall 
per training rotation to be 
222,000 acres. 

The study first proposed to get From 1986 to 1994, the NTC 
these acres by a southward explored various joint use 
expansion. options on the China Lake Naval 

Air Warfare Center (NAWS 
located west of Fort Irwin. 
S o u t h w a r d  e x p a n s i o n  
alternatives were not developed 
for EIS analysis in accordance 
with NEPA until the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) conducted 
scoping hearings in 1988. BLM 
- not the Army - is the lead 
agency for the EIS document. 

The expansion would penetrate As just one result of an on- 
into desert tortoise habitat of going dialogue (beginning in 
high value. 1990) with the Department of 

the Interior (DOI) , scientists, 
desert users, and several 
elements of the environmental 
cornunity including members of 
the San Gorgonio Chapter, the 
Army has deleted more nearly 
300,000 acres of high value 
desert tortoise habitat from 
acquisition consideration. No 
high value critical habitat 
designated by the U. S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service is included in 
the current eastern acquisition 
study area. 

With the listing of the desert The Army entered into Section 7 
tortoise as a threatened consultation with the U. S. 
species in 1989, the southern Fish and Wildlife Service (EWS) 
expansion was killed after it in 1990 regarding various 



was determined that the U.S. alternatives for southern 
Army could not pay the high expansion. Extensive tortoise 
mitigation costs involved. research and analysis was 

financed by the Army. Results 
from tortoise studies were 
provided to FWS for 
consideration. In September 
1991, FWS issued a draft 
I1Jeopardylt biological opinion 
on all southern land 
acquisition alternatives. In 
the draft opinion, FWS 
suggested expansion to the east 
as a Itreasonable and prudent 
alternativest1. FWS reaffirmed 
its preference for a land 
acquisition alternative 
involving lands in the Silurian 
Valley with "No JeopardyIt 
biological opinions issued in 
1993 and 1994. 

A second proposal proposed a In response to a 1993 Army 
westerly expansion into Range B request, the Navy studied the 
used by the U.S. Navy, and also feasibility of joint use of 
contains good tortoise habitat. 160,000 acres . (80,000 
The Navy defeated this western maneuverable acres) on Mo j ave 
expansion by creating a Range B identified by the FWS 
preserve out of Range B. tortoise recovery task force as 

non-critical, low-density 
tortoise habitat. The Navy 
concluded that the missions of 
the China Lake Naval Air 
Warfare Center and the NTC are 
not compatible on the same land 
at the same time. However, 
unlike the Army, the Navy did 
not submit to independent 
review and validation of its 
missions requirements by GAO or 
Congressional Committees, so 
the questions of alternating 
use (time- sharing) has not been 
objectively evaluated by an 
independent entity. 

The third and present expansion 
attempt is an easterly one. 
The eastern area contains some 

No pupfish are known to exist 
in the eastern alternative. 
Two isolated populations of 



tortoise habitat, 
and significant a 
llmaneuverablen . 

rare pupf ish, tortoise are not considered 
.creage is non- significant by FWS. Like the 

existing lands on Fort Irwin 
and lands studies on China Lake 
NAWS, only about half of the 
acreage is maneuverable. 
Exclusions for species habitat, 
cultural and scientific 
resources, active mines, and 
steep terrain constrain the 
maneuver land. However, much 
of the steep terrain is 
suitable for instruments to 
monitor vehicle movements to 
make sure trespass of adjoining 
wilderness areas does not 
occur. Steep terrain in 
mountainous areas is usable for 
dismounted movement (hiking) 
from the Silurian Valley to the 
main battlefield areas on Fort 
Irwin. 

Other impacts of the eastern As part of the resolution of 
expansion appear to be that the issues in the Desert Protection 
expansion may: 1/ impact Death Act, the Army adjusted its 
Valley National Park at its study area boundary to stay 
southern entry point, south of the Saratoga Springs 

(Harry Wade) Road used as 
southern access to Death Valley 
National Park (DVNP) from 
highway 127. Additionally, the 
Army and National Park Service 
reached informal agreements on 
transfer of land separating 
DVNP from the Leach Lake 
Bombing range. Decontamina- 
tion of unexploded ordinance 
requires a clearance zone of up 
to 1.5 miles around- 2,000 pound 
bombs. Since NPS and Army 
agree that shrapnel from 
decontamination activities 
should not be raining down on 
lands inside a National Park, 
transfer of the 1.5 mile wide 
Owlshead Mountains WSA to the 
Army with concurrent MOU/MOA 
agreements providing continued 
access to the 120,000 acre 



Owlshead Mountains Wilderness 
Area for DVNP park visitors is 
now considered the Amy, NPS, 
many Administration officials 
and Congressional leaders as 
the most appropriate 
disposition of the safety 
strip. 

2/ effect access to open space Neither the Armagosa (not 
along the Almagordo River and Almagordo) River nor the Dumont 
near the Dummont Dunes, (not Dummont) Sand Dunes Off - 

Road Vehicle Recreation Area 
(ORVRA) are located within the 
Silurian Valley Land 
Acquisition Project Study Area. 
Permanent access to open space 
resources within the flood- 
plain of the Armagosa River and 
the ORVRA via State Highway 127 
will not be affected by 
proposed highway crossings 
being discussed by the Army and 
CalTrans . 

3/dust generated by increased 
maneuvers may contribute to 
existing dust problems (The 
1972 EIS for the NTC required 
dust control measures for the 
existing Fort, and NTC has not 
implemented them) . " 

There was no 1972 EIS regarding 
establishment of the NTC. The 
1979 EIS included references to 
dust mitigation measures used 
at other southwestern United 
States military bases. In 
addition to implementing such 
measures as grading roads 
between training rotations, 
using water trucks to spray 
disturbed areas during new 
construction, planting athol 
trees for windbreaks in housing 
and operation staging areas, 
Fort Irwin pioneered the use of 
the bio-degradable soil 
treatment"Road Oyl I! for 
expeditionary airfields and 
field operations areas to 
reduce dust generation. On- 
going monitoring of air quality 
by the Army and the Mojave 
Desert Air Quality Management 



Arsuments For: 

The Sierra Club has policy 
in place supporting wilderness 
designation for the Soda 
Mountains, South Avawatz, 
Avawatz, Owlshead (the 
undesignatedportion), Kingston 
Range (the undesignated 
portions) . 

District has resulted in no 
I1Notices of ViolationIf for non- 
compliance with air quality 
standards for dust generation 
in current training areas. 

Rebuttal to Arsuments For: 

Sierra Club policy is 
unclear regarding these 
wilderness proposals. In May 
1991, more than 30,000 acres 
were deleted from the 1985 
wilderness proposals for the 
Silurian Valley area to 
accommodate utility expansion 
such as the subsequently 
constructed Kern River Gas 
Company pipeline. Which 
version of these wilderness 
proposals - the 1985 or 1991 
versions - are we being asked 
to support? 

Club policy embodied in 
the 1985 proposals supported 
wilderness designations in the 
high quality tortoise habitat 
Chuckwalla Bench (Riverside 
County) covering 272,180 acres. 
However, without the knowledge 
of the general membership or 
vote by the Conservation 
Committee, the Club's 1985 
policy was apparently altered 
in July 1993 to reduce the 
wilderness area proposal by 
more than 40% to only 151,385 
acres. This action apparently 
followed preliminary habitat 
analysis by the tortoise 
recovery task force of USFWS in 
order permit recovery, habitat 
enhancement, and species 
recovery activities in critical 
habitat (the Army has similarly 
deleted nearly 300,000 acres of 
critical habitat from its 
pro j ect study area in response 
to FWS and recovery task force 
requests) . 



Of 681,310 acres of 
wilderness proposed in 1985 for 
the Silurian Valley, 350,348 
acres became wilderness in the 
Desert Protection Act. If the 
136,320 acres in the present 
Avawatz, Kingston, South 
Avawatz, and OwlsheadMountains 
WSA1s were transferred to the 
Army, only 20% of the 
wilderness proposed in 1985 
would be deleted - not the more 
than 40% lost in the Chuckwalla 
Bench. The Army proposal 
clearly involves a smaller 
percentage of wilderness loss 
in the Silurian Valley area 
than that already accepted by 
the RCC on a de facto basis at 
Chuckwalla Bench. 

Further, sub-cabinet 
Department of the Interior 
officials have personally 
inspected the safety strip 
between the NTC and Death 
Valley National Park and concur 
with the Army that raining 
shrapnel on National Park lands 
is inappropriate. The MOU now 
being formalized by the Army 
and DO1 fully addresses law 
enforcement, access, and other 
park management coordination 
issues in the 1.5 mile wide 
OwlsheadMountains WSA, thereby 
placing those lands under 
Death Valley National Park 
management without the stigma 
of debris frorndemilitarization 
activities falling on park 
lands. Therefore,-at the very 
least, reference to the 
Owlshead Mountains WSA should 
be deleted from the resolution. 

The Army's record of 
species protection described 
last Tuesday by Dr. Morafka and 
as evidenced by the doubling of 
Bighorn Sheep populations in 
the Avawatz Mountains (same 



species as the Peninsular Sheep 
according to some biologists) 
suggests that wilderness 
designation may not be optimal 
for biodiversity enhancement 
activities within the 
boundaries of what was proposed 
for the Avawatz, South Avawatz, 
and Kingston Mountains WSA1s. 

There are no known 
Further, the Sierra Club has populations of pupfish in the 
policy in place for protecting Army1 s project study area. The 
pupfish, tortoises and other Army is not only functioning in 
endangered species. All of accordance with Club goals 
these are impacted by the regarding tortoise protection, 
proposed expansion. but is exceeding them. 

Tortoises bred at the Fort 
Irwin Study Site (FISS) and 
released into land managed as 
critical habitat exceed the 
annual on-post take for 
the 600,000 plus acre remainder 
of Fort Irwin. No other listed 
species are known to exist in 
the project study area. 

Fort Irwinls 
expansion were 
during the cold 
appropriate now 

arguments for The arguments for the 
made in 1988 expansion were reanalyzed and 
war and are not updated in 1993. Conventional 

warfare dangers to which the 
President has suggested and/or 
directed a U. S. Amy response 
include : 

- the Golan Heights to 
police and separate Syrian and 
Israeli forces; 

- Ecuador and Peru to 
separate and police the border 
area in dispute; 



- Kuwait last year to 
deter Iraqi aggression; 

- Macedonia last year to 
deter Serbian aggression; 

- Haiti to protect the 
democratically elected 
government; 

- Bosnia to cover a 
withdrawal of U.N. forces; 

- South Korea to deter 
North Korean aggression; 

- etc, etc, etc. 

Since the Army will 
probably not have the 
opportunity of five months of 
training afforded during Desert 
Shield in a future conflict, 
endangered American soldiers 
must be fully prepared to avoid 
massacres like the Russian Army 
company sent to seize the 
Grozny railroad station in 
Chechnia (1 survivor out of 
200) or Task Force Smith during 
the opening days of the Korean 
War in 1950. 

According to the leading 
expert witness for the Sierra 
Club Legal Defense Fund, Dr. 
David Morafka, the Army has 
demonstrated that it not only 
can, but is willing to train 
endangered American soldiers in 
a manner that protects and 
enhances critical habitat of 
other endangered species. 

We have waited for the EIS to This situation results 
be released on the expansion from extensive, Arm~/Fws 
and it is always going to be Section 7 consultations under 
released Itin a few months. " the Endangered Species Act that 

began in 1990. The final "No 

9 



n t r  

Jeopardyw biological opinion 
for the Silurian Valley lands 
was not issued until last year. 
Remember that the BLM - not the 
Army - is the lead agent for 
the EIS. Review requirements 
for both the Department of the 
Interior and the Department of 
Defense have taken much longer 
than the A m y  expected. Our 
efforts to expedite the release 
of the Draft EIS would 
certainly be welcomed by the 
Army, although it would be 
inappropriate for Army 
officials to request such 
assistance since it could be 
perceived as attempting to 
bring pressure on the lead 
agent, the BLM. 

The Desert Protection Act is The Desert Protection Act 
law now. was amended many times during 

the past several years. In her 
wisdom, Senator Feinstein chose 
to make the Act neutral 
regarding the NTC Land 
Acquisition Project . Her 
recognition o f Army 
environmental stewardship in 
making her decision should not 
be overlooked. 

We should not wait on setting Some have suggested that 
policy on expansion which is the only negative effect on the 
poised to negatively effect Army's activities in the 
sensitive desert areas outside Silurian Valley is on the 
of NTC. Peninsular Big Horn Sheep 

lawsuit. Since 1991, the Army 
has worked closely with the 
California Department of Fish & 
Game to more than double the 
Big Horn Sheep Population in 
the Avawatz Mountains. A 
number of experts say that this 
herd is the same species as the 
Peninsular populations. 



Arwents Asainst: 

Our Legal Defense Fund s 
expert witnessv comments at the 
Chapter meeting regarding Army 
positive environmental impacts 
in the Fort Irwin area have not 
been considered by the 
proponents of this resolution. 
Apparently, neither has the 
deletion of nearly 300,000 
acres of critical habitat for 
the desert tortoise and other 
species. Nor has the 
cooperative efforts between the 
Department of the Interior and 
the Army to preserve and 
protect public access to all 
portions of Death Valley 
National Park. 

Response to Arsuments Asainst: 

The NTC should be An alternative resolution 
considered a San Gorgonio is needed that addresses the 
Chapter issue and not an RCC real threats to environmental 
issue). protection. These include 

proposals now being considered 
by some members of Congress to 
abolish Death Valley National 
Park, repeal the Desert 
Protection and Endangered 
Species Acts, and compel the 
Army to accept a southern 
alternative through critical 
habitat for the desert 
tortoise. 

Since the proposed land 
acquisition project is located 
wholly within the boundaries of 
our Chapter, this is a San 
Gorgonio Chapter issue and not 
an RCC issue. An alternative 
resolution that seeks to 
protect our Chapter's concerns 
follows the last page of this 
analysis and commentary. 



The expansion is required for The General Accounting 
the defense of the United Office (GAO) of Congress 
states. concurs that a mix of training 

methods is essential to 
maintain military readiness. A 
mix of training opportunities 
that includes simulations, 
individual soldier and small 
unit training, and one location 
worldwide for intensive unit 
training appears appropriate. 
With the end of large-scale 
training opportunities in 
Europe and South Korea, the NTC 
would be the only location 
where instrumented training of 
task force size units can occur 
at the brigade level. For that 
reason, the Army contends that 
the NTC must optimize unit 
training and additional land is 
required for that effort. Use 
of land in the Silurian Valley 
is recognized as the 
environmentally preferable 
alternative to meet the Army's 
needs by scientists, public 
officials, and legislators at 
all levels of government. 
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PROPOSED INTERIM POLICY ON NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) 

LAND ACOUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN. CALIFORNIAL 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the present boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "Draft Jeopardytt biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC1s 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Army's asserted additional land requirement; 

( 4 )  calls on the GAO, and/or the Armed Services Committee of 
the United States Senate to investigate, review, analyze and 
evaluate the validity of the assertion by the Department of the 
Navy that mission incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint 
use of the approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre 
Mojave Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) 
that were not designated as critical habitat for the desert 
tortoise in the "Final Rulet1 published by the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in the Federal Resister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 
59, No. 26) ; 

(5) concurs with and supports the position of the City of Los 
Angeles, Department of Water and Power, that all lands located 
within the Soda Mountains Wilderness Study Area designated by the 
California Desert Protection Act should be excluded from any lands 
transferred by Congress to the Department of the Army for use by 
the NTC; 

(6) concurs with and supports the recommendation of the 
California Desert Consortium of the California State University 
system calling for the exclusion of all lands in the Salt Creek 
Hills Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) along with a 
buffer area of not less than one mile to the north, east, and south 



PROPOSED INTERIM POLICY ON THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) LAND 
ACQUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN, CALIFORNIA) 

of the ACEC (all those lands east of State Highway 127 located in 
Sections 13, 24, and 25 of Township 18 North, Range 6 East; and 
Sections 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 30, 32, and 33 of Township 
18 North, Range 7 East) from any lands transferred by Congress to 
the Department of the Army for use by the NTC. 

(7) concurs with the concept of and supports expeditious 
completion of a comprehensive Memorandum of Understanding now being 
prepared by the Department of the Army and the Department of the 
Interior to provide for public safety and to maintain or increase 
the existing level of public access along the Harry Wade Road to 
the Owlshead Mountains Wilderness and into the south end of Death 
Valley National Park; 

(8) calls upon Congress to follow the example set in section 
108 of the California Desert Protection Act (establishing the 
Dinosaur Trackway Area of Critical Environmental Concern) and 
designate appropriately named Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern in the Sheep Creek Springs and Mormon Springs riparian 
habitat areas of the Avawatz Mountains, and on all lands above 
elevation 4,500 feet in the Avawatz, South Avawatz, and Kingston 
Mountains Wilderness Study Areas; such lands to be managed by the 
Department of the Army if included within the perimeter boundaries 
of lands transferred by Congress to the Department of the Army for 
use by the National Training Center; 

(9) calls upon Congress to direct the protection of and to 
provide adequate funding for the safeguarding of archaeological, 
paleontological, cultural resource, and biological sites located 
within the perimeter boundaries of lands transferred by Congress to 
the Department of the Army for use by the National Training Center; 
such protection to be at the standard established by the Department 
of the Amy at the Bitter Springs off-limits area on the existing 
Fort Irwin; and 

(10) opposes any Army training on BLM administered public 
lands in the Silurian Valley until full compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has been achieved, 
including but not limited to: (a) public release -of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) ; (b) holding public hearings 
on the proposed project following release of the DEIS including at 
least one hearing in the San Bernardino/Riverside area; and (c) 
completion of and public release of a Final EIS and associated 
Record (s) of Decision. 



PROPOSED INTERIM POLICY ON THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) LAND 
ACQUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN, CALIFORNIA) 

Arsuments For: 

The proposed National Training Center Land Acquisition 
Project, is located solely within the boundaries of the San 
Gorgonio Chapter. Therefore, this matter is a Chapter rather than 
RCC issue. The alternative interim policy resolution suggested on 
pages 1 and 2 appropriately recognizes and addresses the full range 
of San Gorgonio Chapter concerns regarding this project, while 
incorporating bio-diversity and other resource protection and 
enhancement measures superior to those permitted under wilderness 
designation. The specificity of the alternative resolution 
eliminates ambiguities present in and addresses critical and timely 
environmental issues omitted from the draft submitted by the RCC 
and Desert Committees for consideration as Item 5 on the Chapter 
Conservation Committee Agenda for the February 14, 1995 meeting. 

Arsuments Asainst: 

None Submitted. 
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Sierra Club & (, 1v " ,., 
San Gorgonio Chapter ~ 1 '  

Serving Riverside and San  Uernardino Counties 568 N. Mountain View Ave., Suite 130 
Tahquitz Group 1,os: Serranos Group San Uernardirio, CA 92401 
S a n  Bernardino Mtns. Group Mojave (;roup (909) 381-5016 
Moreno Valley Group 

Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

April 6, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: Sierra Club Request for BRACC Review and Possible 
Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare Station, China Lake, 
California 

Dear Chairman ~ixon: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club requests that your 
Commission add the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) to 
your list of installations to be considered for possible 
realignment. The formal call for such action is included under 
item number four (4) of the policy resolution adopted by the 
Chapter's Executive Committee at its March 25, 1995 meeting. 

The basis for the request is discussed at length in the 
accompanying background reports submitted to the members of the San 
Gorgonio Chapter's Conservation and Executive Committees. In 
summary, the San Gorgonio Chapter questions the Navy's repeated 
assertions of mission incompatibility as the reason that not one 
square inch of the 1,100,000 acres comprising China Lake NAWS can 
be made available for joint maneuver training use with the adjacent 
Army National Training Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin. 

The Navy claims that contractor demand for use of test 
facilities on the Mojave Range B of NAWS on only three days notice 
precludes coordinated use for up to 14 days monthly by the Army. 
As a result, the Army now proposes to spend nearly $50,000,000 for 
acquisition of land east of Fort Irwin to meet a shortfall in 
training acreage validated by GAO in 1991. unlike the Army, to the 
best of the Sierra Club's knowledge, the Navy has never submitted 
its mission incompatibility assertions to independent review by GAO 
or appropriate Congressional Committees. Personally, it seems to 
me that the Navy has surrendered its responsibility for management 
of its land and ranges if we have a situation in which contractors 
tell Naval personnel when Department of Defense (DoD) assets will 
be used. The Navy and DoD need to tell contractors when DoD -. - 

Qb Frintcd CIII Kcoclrd I'qrr . . . To nxplnre. enjog and preselve the n a t i o ~ ~ ~ s  forests, waters, wil~liile, and wilderness , . 



Chairman Alan Dixon 
April 6, 1995 

Page 2 

resources will be available for contractor use, not the other way 
around. 

We in the Sierra Club do not believe that you should allow to 
go unchallenged what may be parochial views dating from the 1940's 
regarding exclusivity and opposition to sharing assets with other 
military departments when joint use is in the best intercasts of the 
nation. Your present round of hearings provides an opportunity to 
independently confirm or refute the Navy's currently utnvalidated 
claims. Certainly your review of the validity of *the Navy's 
position is appropriate before the Army embarks on a land 
acquisition program projected to cost the taxpayers nearly 
$50,000,000. If you independently conclude that the Navy's 
position is justifiable, so be it. At least the issue will have 
been finally evaluated and analyzed once and for all by fiduciaries 
representing the best interests of the taxpayers, not special 
interests. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 

Lewis W. Trout, Member 
Conservation Committee 

cc: (with enclosures) 
Mr. A1 Cornella 
Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Mr. J. B. Davis 
Mr. S. Lee Kling 
Mr. Benjamin F. Montoya 
Mr. Josue Robles, Jr. 
Ms. Wendi Steele 
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Moreno Valley Group 

INTERIM POLICY ON NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) 

LAND ACQUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN, CALIFORNIA) 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the presented boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "Draft Jeopardy" biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC's 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Army's asserted additional land requirement; 

(4) calls on the GAO, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRACC), and/or the Armed Services Committee of the United States 
Senate to investigate, review, analyze and evaluate the validity of 
the assertion by the Department of the Navy that mission 
incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint use of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the ItFinal Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Register on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); and 



(5) opposes any Army eastward land acquisition and training on 
BLM administered public lands in the Silurian Valley until full 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has 
been achieved, including but not limited to: 

(a) public release of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) which includes as one of the project alternatives 
carried forward for full analysis joint use by the NTC of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulev published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Reaister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); 

(b) holding public hearings on the proposed project 
following release of the DEIS including at least one hearing in the 
San Bernardho/Riversi.de area; and 

(c) completion of and public release of a Final EIS and 
associated Record(s) of Decision. 

PTED AS AWENDED BY: SAN GORGON10 CHAPTER EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
(12-2-2), March 25, 1995 

Note: The agenda item 4 Executive Committee report regarding the 
proposed interim policy on the NTC Land Acquisition Project was 
amended by the Executive committee. The amending language inserted 
in line 1 of section 5 ("eastward land acuuisition andnl was the 
only change made to the proposal submitted from the Conservation 
Committee. 

No further text below this line. 
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The rec~dations of BRAC-93 included the closure of the Naval Air Station 
at Glenview, Illinois. Additional recamadations called for the de- 
cdssioning or transfer of attached units. 
The recamadation w a s  rnroved, and ahst all units involved have been 
de-cdssianed or trmfe~y'sd. 

Marine Air Control Group-48 was directed to transfer to Damn Neck, Virginia. 
'IFnis was logical at the time. However, the village of Glenview has offered 
the Amy Reserve facilities, which includes ample facilities, a secure armory 
and a secure area for classified rraterial, on a long-term basis for a lease 
cost of $1.00 per year. The estimated cost of mving the group, renting 
taprary quarters, and hilding new facilities is in excess of $24 million! 
It sears to be sound thinking to rescind the order for MACG-48 to mve to 
Virginia, and accept the exceptional offer of the Village of Glenview. What 
possible reasons could the Cdssion have to deny the request of the Wine 
Corps, Senators Mosley Braun and Shn, Representative Porter, and the 
citizens of Northern Illinois, that MACG48 be allowed to stay at the federal 
enclave at Glenview? 

The entire purpose of closing military bases is to save money. There is sane 
serious concern m n g  the Amxican public that the m e r  in which these 
bases are closed will not save a single penny, and indeed will cost US 
millions more! It is quite evident that insisting that MAE-48 be 
transferred to Virginia at a cost of $24 million, is one p r k  example of 
what we are afraid will becm a c m n  fact of life. 

I sincerely hope that you will lead the cdssion in a redirect on the 
transfer of our -48 Marines. Such a decision is the only one which makes 
arry sense, in view of the above. 

Sincerely, 

Roy A. Seabury 
6940 N. Wildwood 

Chicago, Illinois 60646 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Base Reali-t and Closure C ~ s s i o n  
1700 N. Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 222 09 

Dear Senator Dixon: 



Daniel J. Flynn 9249 Barberry Lane DesPlaines, Illinois 60016-4206 I 
June 14, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

This letter is with reference to the directions of BRAC-93, that Marine Air 
Control Group 48 be transferred to Damn Neck, VA., upon closure of the U.S. 
Naval Air Station at Glenview, Illinois, in September 1995. 

There is no valid reason for the Conmission to continue it's insistence that 
such a transfer be made. I am certain that you are aware of the tremendous 
cost-savings that would be realized by leaving MACG-48 at Glenview, where the 
village has offered ideal facilities at a lease price of $1.00 per year. It 
would make little sense for the American taxpayer to be required to pay 
millions to transfer MACG-48 to a site where it's recruiting potential would 
be severely down-graded, and it would lose the experienced manpower it needs 
to maintain the 25% of the Marine Corps air command and control assets that 
the group represents. 

There are no positive factors in favor of the move to Virginia. There are 
numerous factors which dictate that retaining MACG-48 at Glenview, in what is 
referred to as Glenview's "Federal enclave", is the wisest and most prudent 
redirect decision the Commission can make. 

BRAC-93 determined that NAS Glenview should close. Perhaps that was a wise 
decision, perhaps it was not, but that is history now. Retaining MACG-48 in 
the greater Chicagoland area does not change the decision to close the base, 
but reinforces the government's intent to save money by eliminating the costs 
of relocating the group to an area that has no room for it at present. It 
would be hard to believe that the generous offer of the village of ~lenview, 
to retain MACG-48 in this highly desirable area, can be turned down for any 
valid reason. 

I would be grateful if you would favor me with a response, in the event that 
saving millions of dollars, maintaining a vital unit in an area of exceptional 
recruiting potential, and the exercise of just plain common sense is somehow 
overshadowed by a defense consideration that we in Northern Illinois are 
unaware of. You have served your country well for many years, and have always 
done what you truly believed was best for the nation. I sincerely hope that 
you will review this case, and support a redirect for MACG-48 to remain at 
Glenview. 

DJF: slf 
Daniel J. d y n n  / 



2354 Vista Drive 1 

Woodridge, Illinois 6051 7 
June 15, 1995 

I L  f 

The Honorable Alan Dixon r 

Chairman, 1 ,  u 
Defense Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

The Glenview Naval Air Station will close in September. I am contacting you to support 
the members of Congress from the State of Illinois, in attempting to save American 
taxpayer millions of dollars, by allowing Marine Air Control Group 48 to remain at 
Glenview, Illinois, when the Air Station closes. 

I understand that the Marine Corps believes that the retention of the Marines at 
Glenview is the best possible decision, and the Village of Glenview wants the Marines 
to stay, and will lease 'ready-to move-into' facilities to the Marines for $1 .OO per year! 
How can Virginia, which is where MACG-48 has been directed to go, offer more ? Is 
the greater Chicago area so unimportant in the armed forces recruiting scheme that a 
high profile unit such as MACG-48 can be moved without a really valid reason? 

Highly trained technical personnel are needed to fill the sophisticated positions MACG- 
48's units require. Replacement personnel cannot be trained in a few months. The 
Corps will lose the combat capabilities of this unit for several years. The day this unit is 
moved, it's present members will drop out of the reserve program, and it will have to 
be removed from the combat-ready roles. Besides the unecessary expenditure of 
millions instead of the saving of millions that base closure was supposed to realize, can 
we afford the additional loss in trained combat manpower? 

I can see no valid reason for enforcing the original directive that MACG-48 be moved 
from it's current site. I believe that it is in the best interests of the United States, and in 
direct support of the widely publicized goals and objectives of the commission, to allow 
MACG-48 to remain at Glenview. 

Sincerelv. 

Salvatore D. LePore 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, 
Defense Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

3326 Noll Drive 
Park City, IL 60085 

June 14, 1995 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to ask your help, in support of our Chicagoland 
community and members of Congress from Illinois, to save the 
unecessary expenditure of millions of American taxpayer dollars, 
by allowing Marine Air Control Group 48 to remain at Glenview, 
Illinois, when the Naval Air Station closes in September. 

The Village of Glenview, it's neighboring communities and the 
Marine Corps believes that the retention of the Marines at 
Glenview would benefit everyone concerned. Glenview will lease 
ideal facilities to the ~arines for $1.00 per year! How can the 
Damn Neck area, with it's already overcrowded active and'reserve 
military population, offer more in the way of facilities, support 
and recruiting potential, than the greater Chicagoland area? 

Few reservists, if any, will travel long distances at their own 
expense, to attend drill training sessions. The military 
specialists required to fill positions in MACG-48 cannot be 
trained in a few months. The Corps will lose the combat 
capabilities of this unit for several years. As soon as the unit 
is moved and it's former members drop out of the program, it will 
have to be dropped from the roles as a combat-ready organization. 
Besides the significant unecessary expenditure of millions, can we 
afford the additional loss in trained combat manpower? 

What reason is there for insisting that MACG-48 be moved from it's 
current site? I sincerely believe that it is in the best interests 
of the nation, and in direct support of the widely publicized 
goals and objectives of the commission, to allow MACG-48 to remain 
at Glenview. 

Sincerely, 



James A. Lutke 
5815 N. Navarre 

Chicago, Illinois 60631 

June 14, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman , 
Defense Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

The Glenview Naval Air Station will close in September. I am contacting you 
to support the members of Congress from the State of Illinois, in attempting 
to save American taxpayer millions of dollars, by allowing Marine Air Control 
Group 48 to remain at Glenview, Illinois, when the Air Station closes. 

I understand that the Marine Corps believes that the retention of the Marines 
at Glenview is the best possible decision. The village of Glenview wants 
the Marines to stay, and will lease 'ready- to- move- into' facilities to the 
Marines for $1.00 per year! How can Virginia, which is where MACG-48 has been 
directed to go, offer more ? Is the greater Chicago area so unimportant 
in the armed forces recruiting scheme that a high profile unit such as MACG-48 
can be moved without a really valid reason? 

Highly trained technical personnel are needed to fill the sophisticated 
positions MACG-48's units require. Replacement personnel cannot be trained 
in a few months. The Corps will lose the combat capabilities of this unit for 
several years. The day this unit is moved, it's present members will drop out 
of the reserve program, and it will have to be removed from the combat- 
ready roles. Besides the unecessary expenditure of millions instead of the 
saving of millions that base closure was supposed to realize, can we afford 
the additional loss in trained combat manpower? 

I can see no valid reason for enforcing the original directive that MACG-48 
be moved from it's current site. I believe that it is in the best interests 
of the United States, and in direct support of the widely publicized goals 
and objectives of the commission, to allow MACG-48 to remain at Glenview. 

Sincerely, 

&es A. Lutke 



Mrs Clara A San Flllppo 
1076 Van Buren Ave 

Des Plaines, IL 60018-1535 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornmission 
1700 N. Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $?O million in avoiding having to pay for temporary aiid permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces - not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community suppon the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely , 



- 
BUILDING SERVICES 

June 8,1995 

Senator Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Monroe Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Senator: 

I seldom write letters to my legislators but as a member of the Chicago Police Marines, Marine 
Corps League, I am making this exception to express my concern about the relocation of Marine 
Air Control Group-48 to the east coast. My understanding is as follows: 

1. The MACG-48 unit will be effectively destroyed. 

2. Estimates range from 5 to 7 vears to reach the current level of military 
readiness. 

3. The consolidation of Marines in Virginia is defensively incorrect. 

4. A Marine Corps presence in Chicago is eliminated. 

5.  Overall cost of this relocation is estimated to be $22 million dollars. 

What the hell is going on? If these facts are true what idiots are responsible? Is Robert 
McNarnara behind this? I would like to know. 

Thanking you for your consideration, 

G. McKee Kirkpatrick 
V 

President 

150 NORTH MICHIGAN AVE CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60601 312-641-0800 



BUILDING SERVICES 

June 12,1995 

Rear Admiral Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Monroe Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

I seldom write letters like this but as a member of the Chicago Police Marines, Marine Corps 
League, I am making this exception to express my concern about the relocation of Marine Air 
Control Group-48 to the east coast. My understanding is as follows: 

1. The MACG-48 unit will be effectively destroyed. 

2. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years to reach the current level of military 
readiness. 

3. The consolidation of Marines in Virginia is defensively incorrect. 

4. A Marine Corps presence in Chicago is eliminated. 

5. Overall cost of this relocation is estimated to be $22 million dollars. 

What the hell is going on? If these facts are true what idiots are responsible? Is Robert 
McNamara behind this? I would like to know. 

Thanking you for your 

G. McKee Kirkpatrick 
President 

GMcKK: ah 

150 NORTH MICHlGA N AVE CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60601 312-64 1-0800 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

1 am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines - 
at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at m y  

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely. p 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing suppon for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers wdl save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines - 
at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supporrs the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted ar any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your suppon and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-38. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 
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Mrs. Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

5713 Cherokee Road 
Meridian, MS 39305 
June 13, 1995 

Dear Mrs. Cox, 

I want to thank you for your vote in 1993 to keep NAS and NTTC, Meridian open. 
I believe that this base complex is still vitally needed for our nation's defense training needs 
and will continue to be needed in the future. I do not believe that our defense capability 
needs have decreased to such a point in the past two years that now we do not need 
Meridian. 

I believe that you were at Birmingham on April 4 when the Navy Meridian team 
presented the facts as to why Meridian is still essential. While I do try to trust the Navy 
in their recommendations, in this case I must strongly disagree. In the rush of business, 
someone misintrepreted or misunderstood data. I believe that our team and the three 
veteran Navy aviators that testified presented the true facts. 

It is my understanding that DOD wants to keep our defenses in such a posture that 
it could fight two major wars at the same time. I am assuming that a major war is one like 
Vietnam. During Vietnam, the Navy had Kingsville, Meridian, and Beeville training Navy 
pilots at capacity. How could the Navy possibly train about double the number of pilots 
needed for Vietnam at 113 of the capacity used for Vietnam? I'm sure we've had some 
economies in training, but not that much. 

Concerning the Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC): this very modern center 
was built in the mid-1970's and is in outstanding condition. It was built for exactly what 
it is being used for. The location is convenient to both east and west coasts and to the 
Recruit Training Center at Great Lakes where most of the trainees come from. It is a 14 
hour bus ride or overnight train and 90 minute bus ride from Great Lakes. 

The Navy recommends that the NTTC Administration Schools be relocated to 
Newport, Rhode Island. This recommendation defies logic other than the fact that there 
is something already at Newport. Why? 

- Distance from west coast and Great Lakes. Increased travel time and travel expenses over 
the years would more than offset any savings by moving to Newport. 

- Newport has already identified $28 million in construction costs just to renovate an old 
Public Works shop as a school building and refurbish some old barracks and build some 
new barracks for students. That is just for starters, and does not address dining facilities 
or any other facilities the students would need. 



- Instructors for those schools would be E-5 through E-9 ranks, or civilian contractors. 
Some would surely have to live on the local economy. The cost of housing and utilities in 
the Newport area far exceeds that of Meridian. Those enlisted personnel would be forced 
to find housing in an area that caters to the officer ranks. (The Naval War College and 
Surface Warfare Officers School are located at Newport). 

- The students that would be attending school there are mostly E-1 and E-2 paygrades, with 
a few E-3 and E-4. Some would come there with their families (as they do here). I do not 
see how they could possibly afford housing. 

The Navy further recommends that the NTTC Supply Schools be relocated to 
Athens, Georgia. At first glance it seems to make sense, but on further study there are 
flaws in the reconmendation. Specifically: 

- Athens currently trains some high ranking enlisted and mostly officer ranks. Training 
of ranks E-1 through E-3 is vastly different. I, and I believe most Navy people would think 
it is not the best idea to train low ranking enlisted side by side with their future bosses. 
Because of the size of the Athens facility, they may be forced to do just that. 

- Major construction would definitely be needed. Now, all students there live, eat, and 
socialize in one building. There is no way the Navy would inject low ranking enlisted into 
that scenario. I have heard that Athens knows major construction would be needed but 
they have decided not to start on that until after BRAC recommendations. 

- There are 56 units of married government quarters. This is not nearly enough for the 
students and the additional staff. The local economy? The University of Georgia is in 
Athens with its 28,000 students. Athens frankly states in their brochures that apartments 
are available but are difficult to obtain at certain times of the year. E-5's and E-6's will 
be competing with UGA students for housing at inflated prices. 

Mrs. Cox, I know that economics are truthfully not going to play a big part in the 
BRAC recommendations. However, I cannot overstate how the closure of the Meridian 
complex would be devastating to this community. Meridian is 90 miles from any city of 
comparable size. It is isolated. The base has provided jobs that pay a fair wage in an area 
that has many working poor, especially minorities. It has set a good example for this area. 
Many employees at the base do not have civil service status; therefore no transfers, 
buyouts, etc. They are simply out the door with nothing. 

I hope you will again agree that Meridian is vital to our national defense needs and 
will vote to keep both NAS and NTTC here for the good of our country and community. 

Robert J. connor 
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Senator Alan J. Dixon, BRAC Chairman. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Gregory E. Berry 
P.O. Box 936 
Glenview, IL 60025 

June 5, 1995 

The attached editorial attempts to focus attention on the potential waste of tens of millions of 
taxpayers dollars, and it is my sincere hope is that enough concerned citizens write to you and 
other legislatuers to ensure that this tragic waste of money and needless hardship doesn't come to 
fruition. 

In a nutshell, a BRAC (Base Closure and Realignment, of which you are the Chariman) 
Commission directive demands that the Marine Corps needlessly spend tens millions of dollars to 
move a Marine Reserve unit from Glenview, Illinois to Dam Neck, Virginia. As a Reserve unit, 
the 300 Marines attached to Marine Air Control Group 48 maintain their homes and civilian 
careers in the Chicago area. A vast majority of these highly skilled Marines would not sacrifice 
their professional civilian careers to drill monthly on the East Coast, thus the America would lose 
these highly skilled Marines, detrimentally affecting the Corps' combat readiness. Additionally, 
the Dam Neck, Virginia area doesn't readily support the move, as there are no facilities in place. 
The unit would basically start fi-om scratch, recruiting new personnel as well as constructing new 
buildings needed to house them. 

Time is of the essence, though, as NAS Glenview closes on September 1, 1995, and only through 
a redirect of the BRAC decision to relocate MACG-48 thousands of miles away can this tragedy 
be averted. The decision to allow the Marines to remain in the Glenview area, where the local 
government wants them to remain, and where the unit's presence would in no way affect the 
actual closure of NAS Glenview, is logical in maintaining military combat effectiveness and fiscal 
responsibility. 

I urge you to contact the Marines if you have questions concerning the actual dollar amounts 
involved, or if you have technical questions concerning the unit's mission and/or history. 
MACG-48 is commanded by a Marine colonel -- Col Rayfel M. Bachiller -- who can be reached 
at (708) 657-2 13 1. 

I also request a reply as to your intentions on this important issue. I may be reached via electronic 
mail (geberry@interaccess.com), by letter or by telephone at (708) 657-8906. I await your reply, 
and sincerely hope that logical, sensible and responsive government carries the day. 

Sincerely concerned, 

Gregory E. Berry 



Dear Editor: 

As the battle over the budget rages on Capitol Hill, citizens increasingly demand the absolute best 
bang for the buck in all aspects of government, and I am no exception. Consequently, when an 
opportunity arises for a governmental agency to save money, the decision should be what's 
commonly termed a "no brainer." 

The United States Marine Corps understands this, and an opportunity has arisen to save more 
than $20 million of the taxpayers' money -- but Congressional forces in the form of a BRAC (Base 
Closure and Realignment) Commission directive, have demanded that the Corps needlessly spend 
the money on a project which will, if carried out, detrimentally affect combat readiness at the 
same time wasting not millions, but tens of millions of dollars. 

The no brainer I'm referring to is the forced move of a Marine Reserve force from Naval Air 
Station Glenview, Illinois to Dam Neck, Virginia. While no one in the Marine Corps disputes the 
closure of the Naval Air Station in Glenview, thus supposedly saving millions of dollars, the 
necessity of moving Marine Air Control Group 48 to Dam Neck is ludicrous considering the 
alternatives readily available. Physical office space has been offered by the City of Glenview, thus 
limiting the distance that equipment and manpower has to be shifted. The buildings are in place, 
thus there are no construction costs, and moving expenses are insignificant compared to the 
cross-country move to Virginia, where new buildings will need to be constructed at a cost of $17 
million. 

Wake up Congress! This is a no brainer, and the citizens are tired of wasteful practices!! All it 
will take to save the taxpayers $20 million is for BRAC to issue a redirect to allow the Marines to 
accept the City of Glenview's offer to lease ofice space within the City's self-described "Federal 
Enclave" for the sum of $1 a year. This practice mirrors the City of Chicago's generous lease of 
facilities to the Marines on Foster Avenue. 

As a Marine Corps Reserve unit, MACG-48 is primarily composed of more than 300 Marine 
Reservists who live in the metropolitan Chicagoland area, a vast majority of whom reside within a 
50-mile radius of Glenview. The move to Dam Neck would necessitate those Reservists to either 
travel to Virginia monthly, or end their military reserve careers. These highly skilled Marines are 
the same ones who seemlessly augmented the Marine Corps active duty forces during Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm. To replace these talented Marines, young men and women in the Dam 
Neck, Virginia area would have to be recruited and trained, a process which would limited the 
unit's combat capabilities for up to seven years. 

The Marines' desire to remain in Glenview is not a "smoke and mirrors" attempt to keep NAS 
Glenview from closing, as the closure is progressing normally. However, Glenview's plans for the 
base property have, from the outset, included an area for MACG-48 to remain. The main points I 
want taxpayers to keep in mind are: More than $20 million will be saved by permitting the 
Marines to stay in Glenview; there is a military value in the Marines staying; readiness and 
recruiting do not support MACG-48 moving to Dam Neck, Virginia; and community interests in 
Glenview support the Marines staying. 

The choice seems clear. Change the law that forces the Marines to waste tax payers' money, and 
allow the Marines to stay in Glenview, Illinois, where local officials -- including the mayor, and 
city government, state and federal representatives, and the majority of average citizens -- want 
them to stay. 



Concerned citizens should write to their elected officials, including Senator Alan J. Dixon, BRAC 
Chairman. His address is: 

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

Demand a reply. I am. 

Sincerely, 

Greg6ry E. Berry 
P.O. Box 936 
Glenview, IL 60025 
(708) 657-8906 

geberry@interaccess. corn 



Document Separator 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have tFr.c rzmdrces to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the ,Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon suppon the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter suppons the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your suppon and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely, 



Seiiaioi Xai~ Dkm 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornrrission 
1700 N. Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that wili permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in 0kl;homa City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Cong~essmen Porter suppons the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the iMarines staying. No one contacted ar any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your suppon and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-38. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely, 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it wiU take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces - not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the peopie of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally. I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely, 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon suppon the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been abie to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your suppon and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-38. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

- 
i n c e r e ,  om 1&1 U L  



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers wdl save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that o u r  

forces - not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely , && 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-38) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces - not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent altornative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon suppon the Marines staying. Congressmen Poner suppons the Marines staying. The Glenciew 

Village government and the people of the community suppon the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your suppon and assistance in obtalnlng a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-18. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces - not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-48 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter supports the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-48. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely, 
. 



Sunday, May 29, 1995 

Senator Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Ths is a plea by a former member of the United States Marine Corps living in the Chicago 
metropolitan area that you consider retaining a Marine Corps presence at the Glenview Naval Air 
Station by keeping Marine A r  Control Group-48 (MACG-48) on the base. 

When the base closure commission acted to close both the military side of O'hare airport and 
move MACG-48 to Dam Neck. Virginia I was stunned but silent. 

As I now understand the current situation,.the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission can overturn the previous decision to completely remove the Marines from the 
Glenview Naval Au Station, and that as of Dec. 7, 1994 (an interesting date), facilities were 
offered to the Marines for a rental of one dollar per year. It would appear foolish not to take 
advantage of this golden opportunity since so many former Marines and Mame reservists live in 
this area! 

It will cost about Twenty Million dollars to lease quarters after 30 Sept. 1995 and build new 
facilities to house MACG-48 at Dam Neck Virginia. Thls does not make economic sense in view 
of Glenview's generous offer and the fact that facilities to serve this unit already exist on the base 
in what the Village of Glenview refers to as the Federal Enclave. 

I would appreciate it if you would honor me with a reply to th~s letter. 

361 1  inne em& St. 
Glenview, IL. 60025 



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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you to take action that will permit Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) to accept 

the Village of Glenview, Illinois offer to move to their Federal Enclave. In the Glenview and Chicagoland 

area there is significant and growing support for MACG-48 being allowed to stay. Taxpayers will save well 

over $20 million in avoiding having to pay for temporary and permanent quarters elsewhere. Since the vast 

majority of MACG-48's Marines will not have the resources to travel to a distant base every month, the unit 

will be decimated. Estimates range from 5 to 7 years for the time it will take to recruit and train new 

Marines to bring MACG-48 up to its current level of military readiness. Recent events in Oklahoma City 

and around the world point up that the future appears to hold the prospect of a greater threat of prolifera- 

tion of highly destructive weapons. The proven military concept of dispersion would mandate that our 

forces not be concentrated in one location. With an excellent alternative available, consolidating the Marines 

at the Virginia base as directed by BRAC '93, is unsound. 

A redirect for MACG-38 is a win-win situation for the taxpayers and the military. Senators Mosley Braun 

and Simon support the Marines staying. Congressmen Porter suppons the Marines staying. The Glenview 

Village government and the people of the community support the Marines staying. No one contacted at any 

level has been able to articulate why MACG-48 shouldn't be permitted to accept Glenview's extremely 

valuable offer. 

I very respectfully request your support and assistance in obtaining a BRAC '93 redirect for MACG-38. 

Finally, I also request the favor of a reply with any ideas or comments you may have on this crucial cause. 

Sincerely, C H A R  L & 5  
L ,  N U E S T ~ S  

e& I 4 7 4  ASH LAM^ A V E ,  
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ability and they would no longer be combat-ready. With an already shrinking military force, 
this would seem to be quite undesirable. 

I have gone into the above details because I believe in this unit staying intact and at 

Glenview. The military, both reserve and active duty, has had to make numerous 
adjustments due to budget cuts. At best, their life is constantly changing with deployments 
and moves every few years. They now have to do more with much less, and somehow they 
do it. Why with so much taken away is this group, at a cost of $20 million, having to 
relocate? The town wants them to stay at no cost to the government and they want to stay 
and remain effective. I urge you to reconsider this move and allow the Marines to carry out 
their mission in the Glenview area. 

Your reply would be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Rasmussen 
111 S. DuBois Ave. 
El*, IL 601 23 



Sunday, May 29,1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

This is a plea by a former member of the United States Marine Corps living in the Chicago 
metropolitan area that you consider retaining a Marine Corps presence at the Glenview Naval Air 
Station by keeping Marine h r  Control Group-48 (MnCG-48) on the base. 

When the base closure commission acted to close both the military side of O'hare airport and 
move MACG-48 to Dam Neck, Virgnia I was stunned, but silent. 

As I now understand the current situation,.the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission can overturn the previous decision to completely remove the Marines from the 
Glenview Naval Atr Station, and that as of Dec. 7, 1994 (an interesting date), facilities were 
offered to the Marines for a rental of one dollar per year. It would appear foolish not to take 
advantage of this golden opportunity since so many former Marines and Manne reservists live in 
this area! 

It will cost about Twenty Million dollars to lease quarters after 30 Sept 1995 and build new 
facilities to house MACG-48 at Dam Neck Virginia. This does not make economic sense in view 
of Glenview's generous offer and the fact that facilities to serve this unit already exist on the base 
in what the Village of Glenview refers to as the Federal Enclave. 

I would appreciate it if you would honor me with a reply to this letter: 

Sincerely: 

David N. Rasmussen 
3642 Glenview Rd. 
Glenview IL. 60025 





Ronald G. Schwenkler 
2949 Lake Placid Lane 
Northbrook, IL 60062 

(708) 564-1846  

May 23,  1995  

Mr. A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Comm. 
1700  N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Most of us are interested in balancing the federal budget. If 
you are as interested as I am please consider the following 
matter, and act upon it as soon as possible. 

As a result of the Base Relocation And Closure 1993  (BRAC ' 9 3 )  
process, the U.S. Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois is going 
to close during September, 1995 .  BRAC ' 9 3  notwithstanding, the 
village of Glenview has offered Marine Air Control Group 48 
(MACG-48) an opportunity to move to Glenview's federal enclave at 
a cost of $1 .00  per year on an open end lease. Instead, the U.S. 
Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, and the Department of Defense have 
decided to move this Marine Corps unit to Dam Neck, Virginia at 
an estimated cost of $20 .6  million. It is also expected that 
this move will cost an attrition of personnel which will take a 
minimum of 5 years to recoup, as well as to retrain MACG-48 up to 
its current level of military readiness. 

Glenview wants a U.S. Marine Corps presence in their village. It 
is my understanding that Senators Mosley-Braun and Simon, as well 
as Congressman John Porter support the Marines staying. The 
Chicagoland area is a tremendous recruiting center for the U.S. 
Marine Corps. Recent events in Oklahoma City prove that the 
military concept of dispersion mandate that our force not be 
centered in one location such as Dam Neck. There are significant 
identifiable dollar savings in MACG-48 staying in Glenview. 



May 23, 1995 
Page Two 

I urge and request you to convince the Pentagon to make a 
language change to BRAC '93 that would permit MACG-48 to accept 
the Village of Glenview's offer in the best interest of our 
nation. 

Finally, I request a written reply to this letter explaining your 
decision, as well as any comments which you may have on this 
critical issue. 

Sincerely, 



Ronald G. Schwenkler 
2949 Lake Placid Lane 
Northbrook, IL 60062 

(708) 564-1846 

May 23, 1995 

RAdm. Genj amin F . iflontoya, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Comm. 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

Most of us are interested in balancing the federal budget. If 
you are as interested as I am please consider the following 
matter, and act upon it as soon as possible. 

As a result of the Base Relocation And Closure 1993 (BRAC '93) 
process, the U.S. Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois is going 
to close during September, 1995. BRAC '93 notwithstanding, the 
village of Glenview has offered Marine Air Control Group 48 
(MACG-48) an opportunity to move to Glenview's federal enclave at 
a cost of $1.00 per year on an open end lease. Instead, the U.S. 
Navy, U.S. Marine Corps, and the Department of Defense have 
decided to move this Marine Corps unit to Dam Neck, Virginia at 
an estimated cost of $20.6 million. It is also expected that 
this move will cost an attrition of personnel which will take a 
minimum of 5 years to recoup, as well as to retrain MACG-48 up to 
its current level of military readiness. 

Glenview wants a U.S. Marine Corps presence in their village. It 
is my understanding that Senators Mosley-Braun and Simon, as well 
as Congressman John Porter support the Marines staying. The 
Chicagoland area is a tremendous recruiting center for the U.S. 
Marine Corps. Recent events in Oklahoma City prove that the 
military concept of dispersion mandate that our force not be 
centered in one location such as Dam Neck. There are significant 
identifiable dollar savings in MACG-48 staying in Glenview. 



May 23, 1995 
Page Two 

I urge and request you to convince the Pentagon to make a 
language change to BRAC '93 that would permit MACG-48 to accept 
the Village of Glenview's offer in the best interest of our 
nation. 

Finally, I request a written reply to this letter explaining your 
decision, as well as any comments which you may have on this 
critical issue. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald G. Schwenkler 



Document S eparator 
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March 12, 1995 

The Honorable Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon, 

I have recently heard of the decision to relocate MACG-48 from NAS Glenview as part 
of the BRAC. I do believe a close look is needed in this case. The remaining Marine reserve 
components of MACG-48 are the only units which do not require air assets. We are the 
communicators of the group. 

MACG-48 has been the recipient of several generations of Marines, which have 
consistently drawn on the strong resources from the Chicago area. I do not believe the 
relocation to Dam Neck, Virginia will produce a viable force for at least five years. The Dam 
Neck location does not have the facilities nor the demographics to support the needs of the 
group. 

The cost of relocating and bringing the group back to its current level of expertise have 
been estimated to be between seven and fifteen million dollars. I believe we can find better 
things for our defense dollars to do. The present location in Illinois has the facilities and the 
cohesiveness to continue in producing a unit whose abilities are known throughout the Marine 
Corp. NAS Glenview's remaining federal land would make an excellent Reserve Training 
Center. The Glenview Village Manager supports the Marines in staying here, even indicating 
the cost of one dollar per year to lease the land. The cost alone is significant enough to 
warrant a closer look, let alone the fact that the new digital communications network training 
recently begun would not be set back several years. 

Half of our unit was activated during the Desert ShieldIDesert Storm operation, proving 
that we have the abilities to move quickly and decisively. The relocation would destroy these 
abilities with which the Reserve program is based on. With the world in its constant state of 
change, one never knows when we will be called upon to perform our mission. 

There is community interest and support in keeping the Marines at Glenview. We have 
been active in charity runs, and always active in the Toys for Tots program which in 1994 
donated over forty thousand toys to less fortunate children. 

I feel it is most important that this issue be given proper consideration because of the 
ramifications of its outcome. Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

MSgt. John E. Urban 
USMCR 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 16,1995 

MSgt. John E. Urban, USMCR 
2355 Trowbridge Way 
Lisle, JL 60532 

Dear MSgt. Urban: 

Thank you for providing Senator Dixon with information pertinent to the present round of 
base closure and realignment recommendations. I appreciate your interest in the future of NAS 
Glenview and MACG-48. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

J 
David S. Lyles 
StafTDirector 
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As part of the Base Relocation And Closure (BRAC) process, active duty Marines from MACG-48 
succeszfdly worked with the Village of Glenview to convince them that Marines should be invited to stay 
in the new Federal Enclave. MACG-48 has been offered the buildings and facilities formerly occupied by 
the Army Reserve. The Army's former facilities are spacious and in good condition, have self-contained 
power and heat and an indoor pistol range. n a s e .  lease. important 
distinction is that our efforts are in no way an attempt to keep NAS Glenview from closing. We are 
asking for a language chanke to the BRAC '93 order to permit MACG-48 to accept the Village of 
Glenview's offer instead of moving to Dam Neck, Virginia. 

The Marines who have been stationed at Dam Neck for years are currently fighting for funding to try and 
h ~ r o v e  their existing cramped and nearly condemned spaces. Moving the Squadrons and Group from 
Glenview to Dam Nec wou d e--m . . m r a r ~  
quarters. This expense is currently estimated g $15.1 w n  for construction e . 5  w n  for 
facilities rental. In addition, MACG-48 estimates that it would take a minimum of 5 years of recrui~ing 
and training at Dam Neck before the ex-Glenview units would be up to their current manpower and 
proficiency strength. 

In short. Glenview wants the Marines to stay and they have offered excellent quarters for a 
dollar a year. If the Glenview Marines move, it will cost the taxpayers millions on new 
facilities; the combat capability of the affected units would cerdnly be diminished for 
years and the Chicago area loses any operational presence of Marine Air. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
v 703-696-0504 

February 27, 1995 

Mr. John F. Shine 
2 10 1 Larkdale Drive 
Glenview, IL 60025 

Dear Mr. Shine: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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. I  
b 

A. BODDIE, Attorney at Law 
420 East 45th Street P. 0. Box 53230 Chicago, Illinois 60653-0230 (312) 536-8469 

February 13, 1995 

The Honorable Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing you (as a concerned citizen, who has served over 
23 years in the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, the last 7 as a member 
of MACG-48, NAS, Glenview, Illinois) to express my whole-hearted 
support for the retention of MACG-48 in Glenview. 

The Base Relocation And Closure 1993 Order (BRAC '93) provides 
that MACG-48 is -to move from Glenview to Dam Neck, Virginia in the 
very near future .  

The Village of Glenview has indicated a very strong interest 
in retaining the MACG-48 Marines as a part of their future "Federal 
Enclave". As a demonstration of their interest, the Village of 
Glemview has offered to lease MACG-48 the facilities fomerly 
occupied by the Army Reserve for $l/year open-end lease. The 
facilities are spacious, in good condition, and is equipped with 
self-contained power and heat as well as an indoor pistol range. 

The ONLY wsy that MACG-48 can be assured of remaining in 
Glenview is that a language change be made to the BRAC '93 Order 
permitting MACG-28 to accept the offered lease terms. This langauge 
change is strongly supported by the local community and Glenview 
Village Manager due to the civic, cultural and economic benefit 
derived from our presence. 

In short, Glenview wants the Marines to stay and they offering 
excellent facilities to accommodate the Marines' presence. 
Contrarily, moving the Glenview Marines will cost millions in tax 
dollars, adversely Ixpect t k c  csr,f;zt rc;rdir:esb cf fhc clcit =--- Lcl.L 

years, and the Chicago area will lose the significant Marine Air 
presence. 

Your written reply is greatly appreciated. 

cc. President, Conti Chapter 
Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 17, 1995 

Mr. A. Boddie 
420 East 45th Street, P.O. Box 53230 
Chicago, IL 60653-0230 

Dear Mr. Boddie: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Comrnission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Comrnission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
n 





I am writing to voice my support for Marine Air Control Group 48 
staying at Glenview Illinois. 
Knowing how valuable your time is, I would like you to consider the 
following brief points. 
I .There is community interest and support in keeping Marines at 

Glenview. 
2. The G lenview Village Manager supports the Marines staying. 
3.There are significant identifiable dollar savings in the Marines 

staying at Glenview. 
4.There is a military value in the Marines staying at Glenview. 
5.Demographics do not support MACG48 at Dam Neck VA for the 

foreseeable future. 
Your interest and support will be greatly appreciated in this matter. 

Respectfully 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February I 7, 199s 

Mr. John W. Willmot 
6 13 Parkshore Drive 
Shorewood, IL, 60435 

Dear Mr. Willmot: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MACG-48 to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, . 
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James A. Homan 
555 Tiffany Drive 

Waukegan, Illinois 60085 
(H) 708 623-8258 
(W) 708 762-5730 

February 14, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to you to enlist your support in retaining Marine Air 
Control Group 48 at NAS Glenview, Illinois. 1 am both Manager of 
International Operations for Motorola Network Ventures Division and 
also a Colonel in the United States Marine Corps Reserve. I served in 
MACG 48 from 1975 - 1981. It was the availability of this unit that 
brought me back to the military after leaving in 1971 from Vietnam. 
Retaining MACG 48 at NAS Glenview is also good for the community 
and the Military. 

The City of Glenview and its citizens have approved a Land Use 
Plan that includes this unit as a integral part for no additional 
investment. 

It will cost over $20 Million to move MACG 48 to Dam neck 
Virginia. This is tax dollars that could help balance the Budget. 

There is a large cadre of aviation experience in the Chicago area 
that will be lost to the citizen military with move. 

Senator Dixon, HML 776 would not have lasted to provide a vital 
reserve contribution to Operation Desert Storm without your help. I 
hope you will again support our efforts to keep MACG 48 at NAS 
Glenview. 

Sincerely 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 21, 1995 

Col. James A. Homan, USMC (Ret) 
555 Tiffany Drive 
Waukegan, IL 60085 

Dear Col. Homan: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Kevin A. Garvey 
558 Elm Street 

Deerfield, Illinois 6001 5-4240 

February 12, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am extremely concerned that the offer by the Village of Glenview, Illinois to U .S . Marine Corps 
units stationed at Glenview Naval Air Station has been ignored or turned down by Pentagon officials. 
I understand that as a part of the Air Station's being closed, the Vdlage of Glenview approved a reuse 
plan that includes i"~i'ling thc M=iiiiie;, Coat  Gtixd, Seabees ail6 FGI i" stay on a new ''Fedelid En- 
clave" Glenview has set aside for the purpose. The Marines have been offered a $l/year open-ended 
lease for facilities as good or better than they now use. 

I am told that if the Marines must leave Glenview, the move will cost up to $20 million dollars in Fed- 
eral Funds. It is estimated that the moved units will not be militarily capable for years because the vast 
majority of the unit's people won't be able to travel to the new location. 

This entire situation i s 1  in fiscal and military terms. How is 
letting this happen a good thing? What is gained? 

There is sienificant community interest and Glenview Village government support in keeping the 
Marines at Glenview 

Twenty million dollars are meaningful identifiable savings for DOD to be ignoring and walking 
away from 

There is d i t a rv  value in the Marines staying in the Glenview location 

m s  (recruiting and training replacement service men and women) do 
Marirles at the Dam Neck Virginia !oation they &re scheduled to move to 

The Village of Glenview's offer to the Marines is clearly a prime example of how local government 
and Federal institutions can work together in the best interests of the Nation. It is exceptionally upset- 
ting to see this win-win offer be ignored by the Department of Defense for no logical reason. 

I also respectfully request a reply to this letter so that I might know that appropriate action is being 
taken on this urgent situation. 

Respectfully yours, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 

Mr. Kevin A. Garvey 
558 Elm Street 
Deerfield, IL 600 15-4240 

Dear Mr. Garvey: 

Thank you for sending information concerning Marine Corp units stationed at NAS 
Glenview to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your 
interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpll to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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George B. Parker 
Professor Emeritus, University of Southern California 

3407 Seabreeze Lane 
Corona del Mar, California 92625-1644 

(714) 644-03 18 
11 February 1995 

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

Sir: 

As chairman of the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission, you are in a 
position to greatly influence the posture of the national defense of the United States and the 
free world. You will also have an opportunity to right a terrible wrong imposed upon the 
U. S. Marine Corps (and, perhaps, preclude a future "60 Minutes" television expose'?). 

It was my privilege to serve as a Marine Corps fighter pilot in two wars. I am proud that 
my service included considerable combat--I have experienced first hand the sacrifices of 
my fellow marines. It is, therefore, of great concern to me and other marines that the 
readiness of the Marine Corps will be adversely effected by the nonsensical closing of 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro. An illogical decision substantially harming the Marine 
Corps by the loss of its critical West Coast home base. 

No one, except a few local developers, can profit from closing of this base. The rest of us 
lose big. El Toro, for 52 years the home of West Coast Marine Corps aviation, is the only 
major USMC air station east of Japan. It is necessarily located in close proximity to Camp 
Pendleton to effect required coordination of tactical air and ground support. This closure 
will cost billions, in funds not available, to execute the move (Congressman Cox estimates 
it will cost $1.7 billion to move the Marines to NAS Mirimar and $1.6 billion to move the 
Navy out). The $3.3 billion to make this move is a total, irretrievable waste, especially, 
considering that MCAS El Toro is the cheapest of all West Coast air stations to operate. 

The Marine Corps, our most eEcient military service, the first to fight and die, deserves 
better. The USMC tradition, of taking care of its enlisted men first, is being trampled by the 
closing MCAS El Toro. It took the marines 25 years and $500 million to build 3,000 housing 
units and important operational facilities. The move to NAS Mirimar will punish USMC 
enlisted men the most, as Mirimar has less than 300 housing units and inadequate 
barracks space. Equally serious is the loss of operationalltraining requirements. 

The closing of MCAS El Toro will penalize our national defense, the Marine Corps, its 
enlisted men, and the U.S. taxpayers. It was a serious mistake by the Base Closure 
Realignment Commission that must be reversed. Your cooperation to right this wrong is 
respectfully requested. m 

G. B. P USMC c ( disab. ret.) 
cc: Senators: Feinstein, Boxer. Congressmen:. Cox, Dornan,Kim, Packard, Rohrabackef 



- 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

February 17, 1995 

Lt. Col. George B. Parker, USMC (Ret.) 
Professor Emeritus 
University of Southern California 
3407 Seabreeze Lane 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625- 1644 

Dear Col. Parker: 

Thank you for sending information concerning MCAS El Toro to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpful to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
r\ 
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613 Carriage Hill Court 
Island Lake, IL 60042 

February 7, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Marine Reserve Air Control Group-48, Glenview, IL 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to ask your assistance in a matter of concern to me 
as both a Marine Corps Reservist and a tax payer. I am a Marine 
Reserve Staff Sergeant with Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) 
presently located at Naval Air Station, Glenview, IL. MACG-48 
has a history of a good relationship with the Glenview community 
and of service excellence in our field of communications. 

I was therefore surprised when I was informed that MACG-48 was to 
be relocated to Dam Neck, VA. I believe the following points 
regarding the presence of MACG-48 at Glenview bear consideration: 

There is community interest and support in keeping the Marines 
at Glenview. 

The Glenview Village Manager supports MACG-48 staying in 
Glenview. 

There are significant identifiable dollar savings in MACG-48 
remaining at Glenview. 
There is military value in MACG-48 remaining at Glenview. 

Demographics do not support MACG-48 at Dam Neck, VA for the 
foreseeable iuture. 

It does not make financial sense, nor does it ensure continued 
service excellence, to relocate MACG-48 from Glenview, IL. 

I hope that you will consider this matter with care and do what 
you can toward ensuring good use of the taxpayers' dollars by 
retaining MACG-48 at Glenview. Your consideration of this matter 
is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Ly&&,dbr 
Staff Sergeant T omas R. Tremblay 
United States Marine Corps Reserve 
Glenview Naval Air Station 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 13, 1995 

Staff Sergeant Thomas R. Tremblay 
613 Carriage Hill Court 
Island Lake, IL 60042 

Dear SSgt. Tremblay: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



Doculllellt Separator 



508 E. Douglas #2 
Bloomington, I1 60701 

February 5 .  1995 

The Honora~ie Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Ariington. VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

My home is in Mundelein, I am a student at Illinois 
State Unlversity in Normal, 1 1 ,  also a corporal in the 
Marine Corps stationed at Glenview Naval Air Station with 
MWCS 48. I know that the base closing committee has 
recommended closing Glenview Naval Air Station, I support 
that aecision to a point. As of now the plans for my unit 
are to move to Dam Neck VA. It  would cost approximately 50 
million dollars to move the unit and to refurbish the 
barracks at Dam Neck VA. Even more disturbing to me is the 
estimate that it would take about five years to train the 
personnel and make the unit combat ready after the move. 

An alternate proposal would be to leave the reserves at 
Glenview. The reason why I say this is. the city of 
Glenvlew wants us to stay and they will rent us the 
facilities the Army reserves are occupying now. The fee for 
this rental will be 1 dollar a year unlimited. Most 
importantly many tax payers dollars will be saved, the unit 
will remain combat ready, and many reservists will De happy. 

Please consider this as an alternative to moving MWCS 
48 to Dam Neck VA. I would like to remain w i t h  t h e  unit a t  
Glenview and I think keeping the unit here would be better 
pubi IC pol icy. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 14, 1995 

Ms. Karla A. Weinbremer 
508 East Douglas #2 
Bloomington, IL 6070 1 

Dear Ms. Weinbrenner: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MWCS-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
r\ 
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TELEPHONE (312)  630-6000 

DAVID W. FOX 
CHAIRMAN 

AND 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER February 9,1995 

Senator Alan Qixsn 
Base Relocation and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to you about an important issue involving the United States Marines currently 
stationed at NAS, Glenview, Illinois. 

As part of the Base Relocation and Closure (BRAC) process, NAS Glenview is one of the 
stations affected, and my purpose in  writing is !I& an attempt to keep it from closing. Rather, it 
is to call to your attention a unique opportunity to keep the Marines at Glenview and save our 
government a substantial sum of money in the process. 

The Village of Glenview has invited the Marines from Marine Air Control Group 48 (MACG-48) 
to stay in the new Federal Enclave at Glenview. The Village has offered the Marines the building 
formerly occupied by the Army Reserve at an open-end annual lease cost of $1.00 per year. 

I am, therefore, requesting that a language chanqe to the BRAC '93 order be made by the 
Pentagon to permit MACG-48 to accept the Village of Glenview offer, rather than moving the 
Marines to Dam Neck, Virginia, which is the current plan. 

My understanding is that Marines at Dam Neck are already operating from cramped and nearly 
condemned spaces. Moving the squadrons and group from Glenview to Dam Neck would involve 
facilities construction and rental expenditures estimated at over $20 million. In addition, movement 
of the units would involve loss of manpower that would take years to rebuild. 

In short, it seems to me the case is a compelling one: 

1. Glenview wants the Marines to stay and has offered them excellent quarters for 
$1.00 per year. 

2. There are significant identifiable dollar savings in keeping the Marines at Glenview. 
3. There is military value in  terms of unit readiness by the Marines staying at 

Glenview. 



The NorthernTrust Company 
Chicago 

February 9, 1995 
Page 2 

I strongly urge you to favorably consider this request. It is consistent with Federal budget 
constraints and appears to be in the best interests of our armed services. I speak from some 
experience in these matters, as following my release from active duty in 1955,l served in the active 
Marine Reserve at Glenview for 17 years and commanded two Marine units there, including MACG- 
48. 

A reply to my letter is requested and would be greatly appreciated. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

  avid W. Fox 
Lieutenant Colonel USMCR (Retired) 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 14, 1995 

Mr. David W. Fox 
Chairman 
The Northern Trust Company 
Fifty South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, 1L 60675 

Dear Mr. Fox: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

M a n  
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6 Feb 1995 

Peter J. Carzoli 
6N406 Baker St. 
Itasca, a60143 

Senator Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon, 

I write this letter not only out of self interest, but also as a taxpayer and patriot. I am sure 
that you are aware of the scheduled closing of Naval Air Station Gienview, in Glenview, Illinois. 
As an overburdened taxpayer, I support cuts in defense spending that are well conceived and 

consistent with national security interests. Furthermore, It is important to me that reductions in 
spending are well thought out and not imposed in an irresponsible manner. 

As a Selected Marine Corps Reservist, presently serving at the Air Station, I have become 
knowledgeable about the situation of a specific military unit based in Glenview. This unit is 
Marine Air Control Group 48. When all the facts regarding moving this unit fkom Glenview are 
considered, it is clear that the most responsible decision, in terms of fiscal responsibility and 
national security, is to allow Marine Air Control Group 48 to remain at their present location. 
Reasons for keeping Marines at Glenview include: 

* There are significant, identifiable dollar savings to staying put. 

* There are sigdicant, identifiable costs incurred on taxpayers by moving. 

* The unit will sacrifice military readiness for at least h e  years. 

* The community and local government support Marines staying at Glenview. 

* Keeping the unit at Glenview will have minimal impact on base reutilization. 

These facts are readily available, and I trust that you will investigate this opportunity to 
save tax dollars, maintain military preparedness, and practice intelligient government. It is my 
understanding that the legislation which closed the base is written in such a manner that 
exceptions, even though consistent with the intent of reducing military expenditure are not 
allowed. I hope that you fhd it in your constituents best interest to amend this legislation. 



" 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

February 13, 1995 

Mr. Peter J. Carzoli 
6N406 Baker Street 
Itasca, IL 60143 

Dear Mr. Carzoli: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpkl to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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February 12, 1994f 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation and Closure Commission 
1 700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I would like to bring to your attention an urgent matter which, if left uncorrected, will result in the 
waste of millions of tax dollars and will significantly reduce the effectiveness of the Marine Corps Reserve. 
As you know, much of the Naval Air Station at Glenview, IL will close this fiscal year. An oversight in the 
BRAC legislation inadvertently directed the Marine units at Glenview to relocate to Dam Neck, VA. 

As a tax payer and as a Reservist, I believe this portion of the BRAC Plan is flawed. Here are the 
pertinent facts which frame my opinion: 

The Marine units at Glenview have already been allocated space on the remaining federal property. 
The Village of Glenview will charge the Marines $1. annually to remain. Costs .for moving and 
reestablishinn the units in Virginia range between five and eighteen million dollars. 

The military skills needed within these units are highly technical and require three to seven years to 
develop. If the Marines are forced to relocate, combat readiness will certainly deteriorate during the 
time it takes to reconstitute these command , control and communications skills. 

Significantly, there are no facilities or space available for additional units at Dam Neck, Va. 
Consequently, the Department of Defense will be &ced with the unenviable task of further 
redirecting the units to a base which has space or, worse yet, spending significant sums of limited 
dollars building new ficilities. That is -- quite simply -- a tremendous waste I would not want to 
explain to an impatient public. 

Finally, the citizens of the community have aggressively solicited the Marines to remain. The 
Village Manager has, as a matter of record, repeatedly announced his support for their continued 
presence. 

My request of you is simple: Please hasten this letter, along with the good influence of your office, 
to the appropriate individuals who can allow this aspect of the BRAC 1994 Plan to be redirected. 
Recognizing that time is of the essence, I also request a reply to this letter at your earliest convenience, 
advising me of what other steps I may take to help avert this needless mistake. 

Sincerely, 

k~ddM-6- 
Patrick J. M h 

Glen Ellyn IL 60 137 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 14, 1995 

Mr. Patrick J. Meehan 
678 Marston Avenue 
Glen Ellyn, IL 60 1 3 7 

Dear Mr. Meehan: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it cames out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



ocuiilellt Separator 



Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
ArIington, VA. 22209 

Feb. 10, 1995 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As part of the Base Relocation and Closure '93, NAS Glenview, Ill., is scheduled for 
closute and Marine Air Control Group48 is ordered to Dam Neck, Virginia. 
The Village of Glenview has extended an offer to MACG-48 to stay at Glenview in the 
new Federal Enclave cawed out of the Air Station which is closing. The facilities 
offered are the buildings and facilities formerly occupied by the Army Reserve. They 
are spacious and in good condition with self-contained power and heat. The terms are 
$ I /year open-end lease. 
The Marines who have been stationed at Dam Neck for years are existing in cramped 
and nearly condemned spaces. Moving the Group fiom Glenview to Dam Neck would 
entail sigtuticant expenditures to build fkcilities and rent temporary quarters. This expense 
is currently estimated at over $20rnillion. In addition, MACG-48 estimates that it would 
take a minimum of 5 years of recruiting and training at Dam Neck before the ex-Glenview 
units would be up to their current manpower and proficiency strength. 
The Viifage of Glenview wants the Marines to stay and they have offered excellent 
quarters for a dollar a year. If the Glenview Marines move, it will cost the taxpayers 
millions on new facilities, the combat capability of the aEected units would certainly be 
d i s h e d  for years and the Chicago area loses any operational presence of Marine Air. 
The purpose of this letter is not an appeal to keep NAS Glenview operational. I am 
requesting that your office influence the Pentagon to make a language change to BRAC 
'93 that would permit MACG-48 to accept the Village of Glenview's offer in the best 
interests of the Nation. 

C/ ON600 Jacob Dr. / 

Winfield, Illinois 60 190 



. - 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

February 14, 1995 

Mr. John C. Riley 
ON600 Jacob Drive 
Winfield, IL 60190 

Dear Mr. Riley: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

W a n  
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February 13, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Base Relication And Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Subj: Retention of Marine Air Control Group-48 (MACG-48) in the 
"Federal Enclave" at the soon to be closed NAS Glenview. 

As part of the Base Relocation And Closure (BRAC) process, active 
duty Marines from MACG-48 successfully worked with the Village of 
Glenview to convince them that Marines should be invited to stay in 
the new Federal Enclave. MACG-48 has been offered the buildings 
and facilities formerly occupied by the Army Reserve. The Army's 
former facilities are spacious and in good condition, have self- 
contained power and heat and sufficient class room space. The 
terms are $l.OO/year open-end lease. An important distinction is 
that this is in no was an attempt to keep NAS Glenview from 
closing. I am asking for a language change to t h e  BRAC '93 order 
to permit MACG-48 to accept the Village of Glenview and the village 
manager's offer instead of moving to Dam Neck, Virginia. 

The Marines who have been stationed at Dam Neck for years are 
currently fighting for funding to try and improve their existing 
cramped and nearly condemned spaces. Moving the Squadrons and 
Group from Glenview to Dam Neck would entail significant new 
expenditures to build facilities and rent temporary quarters. This 
expense is currently estimated at $15.1 million for construction 
and $5.5 million for facilities rental. In addition, MACG-48 
estimates that it would take a minimum of 5 years of recruiting and 
training at Dam Neck before the ex-Glenview units would be up to 
their currant manpower and proficiency strength. 

In short, Glenview wants the Marines to stay and they have offered 
excellent quarters for a dollar a year. If the Glenview Marines 
move, it will cost the taxpayers millions on new facilities and the 
combat capability of the affected units would certainly be 
diminished, because of non-supportive demographics, for years. 

I urge you to get the Pentagon to make a language change to BRAC'93 
that would permit MACG-48 to accept Glenview's offer in the best 
interests of the Nation. It would be greatly appreciated if you 
would let me know your position on this urgent matter. 

Sincerely, 

Allen M. Andreasen 
Colonel, U. S. Marine Corp, Ret. 

2045 Brandon Road 
Glenview, I1 60025-1911 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 

Colonel Allen M. Andreasen, USMC (Ret) 
2045 Brandon Road 
Glenview, IL 60025-1 9 1 1 

Dear Colonel Andreasen: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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C H I C A G O  S U N - T I M E S  F E A T U R E S ,  I N C .  

ANDREW B. DAVIS 

PRESIDENT 

February 13, 1 995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Base Relocation and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon, 

I am writing to you out of concern that the Marine Corps Reserve air control units will not 
be allowed to remain in facilities at NAS Glenview, IL. As a colonel in the Marine Corps 
Reserve, member of the Secretary of the Navy's Marine Reserve Policy Board, former 
commanding officer of one of the affected squadrons at Glenview, and resident of the 
Chicago North Shore within 15 minutes of Glenview, I believe I have a credible personal 
perspective to offer. 

As you know, BRAC '93 ordered the closing of NAS Glenview, a closure 
supported by the community. Since then, the Marine Reserve flying squadrons have 
departed for Atlanta and Dallas, leaving Marine Air Control Group 48, comprising a 
headquarters, communications squadron and tactical air control center. The Glenview 
community has worked diligently to structure a plan for the transition of the air station to 
civilian use. A plan, heralded as a model for such reversion, has been drafted. In that plan, 
a portion of the base is set aside for federal use, overflow housing for Great Lakes Naval 
Training Center included. The plan supports the retention of MACG 48 at NAS Glenview, 
and that support has been echoed by Glenview municipal officials. The community wants 
the Marines to stay! 

Moreover, the retention of the Marine Reserve Control Group at Glenview makes 
fiscal sense. The Chicago area demographics support the recruitment and retention of 
Marine Reservists whose military occupational specialties are considered high-tech. (It 
requires three years of training to develop a skilled communications maintenance 
technician.) The demographic studies indicate that the proposed destination of MACG 48 
at Dam Neck, VA, does NOT similarly support development of sufficient hard-skill MOS 
Marines to man the control group. Estimates show it will require five years of recruiting 
and training to rebuild the group's manpower structure. 

PERFORMANCE MEDIA NETWORK SUN-TIMES FEATURES 

A SUBSIDIARY OF THE SUN-TIMES COMPANY 
401 NORTH WABASH AVENUE, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 6061 1 (312) 321-2331 
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There is no comparison either between the adequate facilities existing at Glenview 
and those at Dam Neck. In the Glenview plan, the village will lease to the Marines 
sufficient space at $l/year, open-ended. Space at Dam Neck is old, deteriorated, and 
cramped. It is estimated that it will require $15 million to construct equivalent facilities to 

NAS Glenview letter 
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those currently in place at Glenview, and that facilities rental will cost taxpayers an 
additional $5 million. 

Glenview has a proud tradition of service to the nation going back to World War 
11. Its Marines have served honorably in three wars since those days. The trained Marines 
who currently constitute MACG 48 are a local and national asset. Their skills have 
transferable value to the local economy (Chicago is the nation's transportation hub and is 
home to employers such as Motorola who rely on such a skilled manpower pool.) It serves 
neither the nation nor the community to relocate this unit. And, it is wastefkl to needlessly 
assume great expense to the American taxpayer when that expense can be avoided. 

I ask you to urge the Pentagon to amend BRAC '93 language to permit MACG 48 
to accept the Village of Glenview's offer to stay in a federal enclave at Glenview. And, I 
would appreciate receiving your response to this letter. 

Thank you, 

Sincerely, 

Andrew B. Davis 
Colonel, U. S. Marine Corps Reserve 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 

Mr. Andrew B. Davis 
President 
Chicago Sun-Times Features Inc. 
401 North Wabash Avenue 
Chicago, IL 6061 1 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Thank you for sending information concerning NAS Glenview and MACG-48 to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I certainly understand your interest in this 
important issue. 

The Commission will begin its deliberations in March, 1995 when it receives the Secretary 
of Defense's list of recommended closures and realignments. The information you provided will 
be helpfbl to the Commission as it carries out its responsibilities to review the recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Steve Nickels 
13810 Driftwood Drive 

CarmeI, IN 46033 

May 9,1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment and 

Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite # 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to express a concern as a citizen for he erosion of our military capabilities with the last round 
of base closures. The closure of technical centers, such as the Naval Air Warfare Center, is disturbing. 
While the intention of Navy representatives appears to sacrifice needless operations in order to maintain and 
fund future enhancements, our continued reductions to meet budget constraints may cause a loss of the 
very technology and readiness we must rely on. 

A strongMidwest Navy presence in Indiana is sound judgement for a strong defense. While the 
Mayor Goldsmith partnership plan supports closure- it does so with a view towards retention of vital 
resources to preserve expertise used for our defense. Funding concerns? A recent report by a reputable 
Washington think -tank , has advised a number of farm subsidies be discontinued and agencies be discontinued, 
including Department of Energy, Department of Education, Department of Agriculture and half a dozen others. 
However, it did recommend defense budgets be increased each year by at least the rate of inflation. 
Unwarranted closures will not force dual-income families to relocate-resulting in a undefined loss in technical 
skillbase. 

National and local threat levels have escalated since the World Trade Center bombing in 1993. 
I would like to underscore a concern for our defense. On April 19, we have seen the bombing of a 
government building in Oklahoma City, and a series of terrorist gas attacks overseas. Certainly, 
downsizing has its merits, however, I have to wonder (as many Americans ) what message we have been 

sending ( in downsizing) to domestic and international groups who prey on the public fear. In Jane's Defense 
Weekly recently, it reported 3 1 simultaneous areas of tension, 27 military conflicts and 12 flash points 
around the world..More than 15 nations have ballistic missiles and many of these are seeking to acquire or 

already have, weapons of mass destruction. Many third world nations are buying the latest in missiles, 
warheads, artillery, armor, satellite communications, sensors and computers, and are developing or 

attempting to acquire chemical, biological and nuclear weapons. Further, Secretary of State, Warren 
Christopher, has recently stated that Iran is the chief sponsor of terrorism in the world today. This 
problem is a current real concern by Pentagon officials. Iran is spending $4 billion a year on military 
equipment; it has bought two Russian attack submarines and is buying another, and has been in 
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maneuvers in the sea corridor used for almost half the world's oil shipments. In seeking to be the 
next Middle East power, this is more than a defense posture by Iran, . Also, China is challenging 

its neighbors for the trillion dollar oil and mineral resources off the coast of South Vietnam, and the 
result is a impasse to growing South Vietnam's economy and the western oil market. North Korea 
has not truly given up nuclear power. 

The key to future military success is to maintain the technological edge that was so clearly demonstrated in 
Operation Desert Storm. General Schwarzkopf (ret.) was asked about downsizing and dwindling forces in 
today's world, at a recent luncheon I attended, and if he had ccncems ? He responded, he did have concerns. 
Since he lee the service in 1991, we have reduced forces from 740,000 to 550,000 troops. The fact that 
defense budgets continue to be mined and reduced each year, reveals that the initial longterm (20 year) defense 
analysis was not realistic, and therefore of little value. The General also said that a reduction of one division 
of soldiers is possible in one year. However, to replace the experience and skill level attained by that division- 
would take 7 years. It is easy to go down, but a long way back when the need arises. Additionally, a longtime 
local radio commentator , and WWII veteran, Mr. Fred Heckman, cited troop demands of a high operating 
tempo as relentless - from -Haiti, Somalia and humanitarian relief missions in Africa. Yet- the Utzited States 
Army is now about the same size as it was before the 1941 attack on Pearl Harbor. By the end of this year, 
America's Army isprojected to be only the 9th largest in the world. The key to hture military success is to 
maintain the technological edge that was so clearly demonstrated in operation Desert Storm. Jack Merritt, now 
retired and president of the Association of the U.S. Army says the Army's budget request of $59.9 billion for 
fiscal year 1996 is marginally enough to meet near-term readiness issues. But, it is clearly inadequate to meet the 
Army's much needed m modernization program. 'Technology does not stand still, yet finding to ensure that 
kind of edge into the next century is not adequately reflected in this budget request. The Navy also suffers 
fi-om constraints. 

The Nnval Air Warfare Center, Indianapolis contributes to our militnry technology successes. In a May 1 
award ceremony at the Pentagon, the Hammer Award was presented by Secretary of Defense, Dr. William 
Perry, to the AN/SQS-53 EC-16 Project Team for pioneering Commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) technology 
insertion into existing military systems. The Hammer Award is official recognition of new ways of doing 
business, that realize substantial savings for the winners' respective agencies and the taxpayers. It was reported, 
"The $16 million pre-production effort is targeted for 17 cruisers and destroyers with future production for 
Fleet-wide usage. Navy sponsors have indicated that this project has been executed at least three years quicker 
and at a cost savings of over $100 million dollars. NAWC Indianapolis reformed the acquisition process to 
upgrade antiquated systems and was based on digital design work and rapid-prototyping experience of NAWC 
Indianapolis for Naval Sea Systems Command. The engineering upgrade for improved shallow water anti- 
submarine warfare and mine avoidance took only 28 months for sea trials aboard the USS Scott. This success 
demonstrates that by integrating modern commercial technology into existing systems, modest investments can 
yield substantial gains in not only reduced life-cycle costs, but also in warfighting capability." A closure here 
will likely cause a loss of more than 50% of this resource base. 

In view of the current events and our blind march to downsizing- let us ask, "What is wrong with the picture? 
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While we are not the "world police force", nonsensical Navy reductions do undermine our commitment to 
defense. This is even contrary to our notion for strong domestic law enforcement . I ask your consideration 
of the real cost in lost defense technical resources. 

cc Honorable William J .  Pem 
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6';60 Derwyn C t .  
T nd ' a~ ;apo?  i  s , T S  'th256 
2 Yay 7995 

??r. 9 .  Tie? X ?  : ng,  Cornmi s s i  oner  
Rase Rea 1 i gnnent  and C ?  osrirn Commi t t e e  
1700 X. Moore S t .  
$:ii t e  1425 
A r ?  'ngtnn , VA 22209 

Dear Commi s s  i oner  and St.af f  Yemhers : 

A s  an American, Y.~xpayer ,  and Navy Ci vi 1  S e r v a n t  manager, T am i n  fill  1 s:ipport 
o f  otlr Covernment: ' s  i ni t . i a t i  ves  t.o downsi xe and strean11 i n e  t h e  Covernment . T t. 
.! s r.ime we cash ii? on t h e  d iv idends" .  The P.RAC: p r o c e s s  i s  not  an e a s y  
a s s  i gnment t.o he  1:ndertaken. 

T ruoil?cl ? i k e  t o  s h a r e  wit.h yo,; why T b e l i e v e  Yayor St.c!phen ~ o l d s r r t i t h ' s  Govern- 
met : t /Pr ivat i  z a t i o n  Plan f o r  Naval Air Warfare C e n t e r ,  hi r c r a f t  D i v i s i o n  Tndf - 
anapol i s  (XAWC ADT) i s  an e x c e l l e n t  means t o  save  more money t.han that: pro- . I' p o ~ .  e:! b:; t h e  RRAC P?;iil. T s t rong1  y  e n d o r s ~  t h e  ~ . - , ~ c , r ' s  Plan a s  a  "win-:u~n 
r ,o?; i t ion.  A 1  l  my a c q i i a i i ~ t a n c e s  a t  work (non-rinion and 1inio11) a r e  a?  s o  i n  f i l l ?  
s:;ppnrt: of t h e  Yayor ' s  P l a n .  T h e ?  i e v e  Co%rernme;~t- e n t i  t i e s  need t o  become 
more f i sc:a? l  y I-esponsi h ?  a  by hei  ng renlimerated throiigh vali le added p r o d l ~ r t s  
aiid/or s e r v i  cer; p a i d  hy cnst.omers. NAWC A R T  i s  a  DROF ( d e f e n s e  hased a p e r a t -  
4 ng f:ind) a c t  iv i  t.y and r e c e i v e s  no appropr i  at:c?d ( 1  P - J ~ ?  fiinded) f u n d s .  T btl- 
l i eve NAWC A D T  is s n  excel  1 e n t  r o l e  model f o r  "government. r e - i n v ~ n t i o n " ,  where 
t . h ~  p.3y l ng c:ist.om~r d ~ t . e r m i  ner; t.he val  i;e of p r o d i ~ c ~ s  ;;nd/or s e r v  i c e s  p rav i  ded 
by SAWC .ART. 

?:A!.!C .AT)? a1 s o  p rov ides  an e x c e l ?  e n t  cond~l i  t. of techno1 ogy a i ~ d  col  1 a b o r a t  i on 
h e t w e a ~ ~  government. and p r i v a t e  i n d ~ l s t r y .  During m? 22 y e a r s  at .  NAWC A D T ,  T 
h ~ v e  worked very  c ?  ose1g wi t.h p r i v a t e  sect .or  compnnl e s  siich as  ncnona? d-Roiig- 
1 a s ,  C ~ n e r a l  F,? e c t r i  c ,  T , i  t t a n ,  and many small  h ~ i s i  ne:;st.s. When vi s i  t.:ng YAVTC 
ADT t h e y  h a v e  a ? !  h s e n  v e r y  i m p r e s s e d  by oiir e m p l o y e e s '  c a p a b i ?  i t : i ~ s  2nd 
techn:  ca l  !<now1 edge.  We have ga ined  respect .  from nrir ciistomers hecaiise we 
h a ~ e  on-hands exper ience  i n  deal  i  ng t u i  t h  t.he same day-to-day manufact i i r ing 
p r o c e s s e s  a s  p r i v a t e  indus t - ry .  Recartse of t h i s  respe.ct. and Itnowledge we a r e  
.3h! P t.0 k e e p  p r i  vnt.e i n~?iist .ry acqlii s i  t i  on c o n t r n c t s  eqlii t.ahl e ,  a s  we? 1 a s  
pro>,i de  t e c h n i  ca l  so1rit.i ons  t o  the:  r e n g i n e e r i n g  and manl~fact i i r i  ng prohl  ems. 

The employees in  my branch have a s s i s t . e d  many c:c;mpanies bo th  l a r g e  and small  
i n  overcoming  d e s i g n  and  p r o c e s s  d e f i c i s n c i e s  which i n  t r i r n ,  keep t h s  

d e f e n s e  c o s t s  down. 

Reca11~e XAWC ADT ha% many v a r i  ed c:ristomers ( e  .g .  Navy, A i r  Force ,  Army, o t h e r  
governnient. agenr i  e s  (FAA and NASA, e t c .  ) , ot.her nat.i onn and ?ri v a t e  indiist:ry 
wi t.h 5.1lc.h a  v a r ;  et.:; of prod11ct.s and/or  s n r v i  cer,,  i'; reqrii r e s  t h e  t-el 1 i ng of 
mazy s t o r i e s  f o r  one t o  iinderst.and oiir va111e and n ~ e r i t .  Th i s  s h o r t  l e t t e r  
does  n o t  permit  me t o  d e t a i  1 t h e  many s i i c c e s ~ f : i ?  s t o r i e s ,  ot .her than  tc: ask 
..,-... !.(; l : ~ , t e l ?  t o  Commiss i~ner  ~ i n ~ ' s  obs~rva l - io t - r s  o-F h i s  XAWC ADT s i t e  v i s i t .  
SAWC A D T  t.co!; many y e a r s  t.o evol ve i n t o  an organ i znt:i on that .  was bpi ng rpp?  i  - 
c a t e d  thrrnighollt. a ? ?  t.he o t . h ~ r  TAW(: s i t e s ,  h c c w i s ~  O F  i t s  new h ~ i s i n e s s  and 
managerial  i r i i t i n t . i v e s .  

?!y b iggest .  f e a r  i s  t h a t  YAWC ADT w i  1 1  l o s e  most. of i  t . 's  employees which w i l l  
dramat i  c a ?  l :v~ red:ice otir n a t i o n ' s  Xaviil Aviat ion capahi 1 i t.i e s .  Yy concern i r; 
s:ich T riant.ed t o  h r i  e f  1 y s h a r e  wi t.h yo11 t.he magni t i lde  o f  t h e  p r o b ?  em. T 
a t t e n d e d  a  workload review meet.ing at. Warm'nst.er, PA ( a  s i s t e r  NAWC s i t e  which 
i s  c l o s i n g  h~carisc! O F  t h e  1991 RRAC) a  coi;p?3 we~1c.i ago.  The st:atrls of manv 
p i - o ~ r m s  \$ere p r e s ~ f i t ~ d .  9 n t .  r ~ p r e s e n t a t  i \re prngrarn covered t h e  Pres ident- i  a1 
!-TP? i c o p t ~ r  Avi oni  r,:; S i ippor t  Program a t  Warni n s t e r .  Thi s i s  a  y s a r l g  $ 1  5 



m i l l i o n  e f f o r t  comprised of approximately  25 f e d e r a ?  and 45 p r i v a t - e  sect .or  
employees (many have worlted t .here 20-30 y e a r s )  . On? y a b o ~ i t  7 of t h e  cl irrent .  
25 government. employees and a  handfill of p r i v a t e  s ~ c k o r  . employees . wi 1 1 make 
t h e  move t o  NAWC Pat~ixent:  R i v e r ,  ?ID. P? e a s e  n o t e  t h i s  1 s 1:: rclference t o  t h e  
ci:rrei;t. sinp? o y ~ e s .  Warmi nst.F?r h a s  a1 ready ? ost. qi:: t . ~  a  few empl oyees  from 
t h a t  program over  t.he l a s t .  coiipl e  y e a r s .  

? have ~ 2 n d  sc:vera? nevs r - l r t i c lns  t.hat. have s t a t e d  on a  nat.iona1 average  o n l y  
10-252 of a  c e n t s r ' s  workforce  moves t.o a  new geograph ic  si t e  d r ~ e  t o  RRAC.  T t .  
i s  e s t i m a t ~ d  ?.hat I i*? of t h 2  Warminst:er e n g i n e e r s  wi 1 1  move t o  P a t ~ i x e n t  R i v e r .  
T h i s  est.reme l o s s  of exper ienced  personnel w i l l  be d e v a s t a t - i n g  t o  many impor- 
t a n t  prngrams. E s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  most of ?.hose t.hat have l e f t  a r e  t.he be.sf. and 
most qiia? i f i e d  of t h e  wor1:forr.e and i t  ruol~ld he ve ry  d i f f i  c1;lt t.a l i : r ~  com- 
parab l  e r e p ?  a c ~ m e n t . ~  ( s e e  r e a s o n s  be? oxv) . H i  rZ ng nev emp? oyees wi 11 a ?  s o  be 
hampei-e.:! by f1:rther government. downsi x ing i ni  t i  a t i  vex a s  we1 1 a s  Congressi  onal 
1 s g i  s ?  at-. i 31.; t ~ ,  r e d ~ i c e  g o v ~ r n m s n t  pens i ons . 

S e ~ ~ r a l  nswspaper aart i c l  PS exp? a i  n  why f  edel-a? empl oyees  a r e  not. moving f  ram 
P!arrni:-ist~.r, PA, t-o Pat l i sent  R i v e r ,  YD, which i s  a fot:r hour d r i v e .  Yost of 
thp ;-ear;G1:s p$;-t.ain t c  1:rban an(! r l i ra l  i s s ~ i e s ,  which T f e e l  wi 1 ? a1 s o  app ly  in  
a n  Tndianapolis-to-Cra7;e s c e n a r i o .  Reasons 1ist.e.d f o r  not: moving a r e :  

A .  Spo11:;~l emp1 oyment. and t.he 1 aclc of jobs i n  t.he r l i ra l  a r e a  
I?. T .  l tt.? cl <:ill t.:ira? and shopping opport.llni t i  e s  
C .  Sch,?ols \;hi ch may 1 aclc t.he d i v e r s e  c t i r r i  ctilum of lirban s c h o o l s  
9.  T.ar?!; of ava i  1  ah1 e  ho:ising i n  t h ~  r i i ra l  a r e a  and t . ? i~  prohahl P need t.o 

const .r i ict  a  home 
P,. T.ar.1: of new joh oppor t . : in i t ies  i n  a  r ~ i r a l  s r e a  i f  i ~ f f ~ ~ t e d  by f i i t i i r ~ ?  RTP's 

AT]:! RRACs 
F.  R i  s r i i p t i  or: c,f fami l y ? i f e  and Iinreimh~irsed expenses  of r e l o c a t i o n  

??ownsi z i n g  j~:r,t t o  dovasi  ze  i s  not. t h e  soLut.ion. From your dnl i b e r a t i o n s  T 
have ~i ewsd on C-Span, T am comfort.ed by yoiir excel  1 e n t  b l ~ s i n e s s  and n a t i o n a l  
seci l r i  t y  pe rspec t . i i r e s .  T lrnow yo11 wi l l g i v e  my l e t t e r  due c o n s i d e r a t i o n  and T 
than?: yo11 i n  a d v a n c e .  T he1 i  e v e  NAWC AD? h a s  t h e  i  nnovat.: ve  management. 
en;.i ronment and c:ir,t.nmer hase  t o  he a  s ~ i c c ~ s s f ~ i ?  enr!!orsement. f o r  
re-i  nvent  i ont ' .  ?:AWC ADT ' s revenlie p a i d  d i  r e c t  1 :; from ciistomers con t  i nues at. a  
r e c o r d  s e t t . i n g  pace -- YAWC 4 D T  is  making money and t h e  next. t .hree y e a r s  of 
oh? igat . i  ons  a r e  ve ry  s t r o n g .  

T wanted t o  s h a r e  t h e  above wi th  yoti t o  sorneho:~ imp.=irt what T he?  { e v e  r n i ~ l d  
h a v ~  a  d e v a s t a t i  ng impact. on s l ~ p p o r t  i ng oiir men and women in  t h e  Kavy ? ?  s e t  . 
Ths: r 1 i  v e s  depend  on  oilr s l i p p o r t  a n d ,  i  n t l i r n ,  free:!om aroi:nd t h e  w o r l d  
depends on t h e i  i- 2 f f o r t . s .  

T) I , r , . c l , , . , ~  F> n -%. , ,. of t h ~  emp?ogr;:~::t iincertaint.:; broiight lipon hy being on t h e  R??AC c l c -  
s:ire 1 i s t ,  NAWC A D T  i s  l o s i n g  throiigh r e s i g n a t i  on approximat.el y t h r e e  f i n e  and 
Ic;>owl edgeah1 e  empl oyees  p e r  weel<. T s t rong1  y encolirage t h e  RRAC Commi ssi or, t.o 
endorse  Ya;~or Cnldsmi t h t  :i Cover~ment  P r i  vat.i x a t i  on Plan s o  t h a t  c ~ t r r e n t  em- 

, ,,,.,,, on pro.;'di ng t h e  h e s t  s e r v i  cp p ?  oyees wi ? I  nnt: I eta;.? and can cont : in l~e t o  "--..-. 
znc! prodi:cts t.o t h e  men 2nd women of t h e  Armed Serv i  c e s .  

.!oh11 R .  Kl ot.: 
YAWC AD? F,nvi rozment.al Assessment. Rranch Head 
P,::si n e s s  phone 317-3.53-7Lc4.3 
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M r .  James R .  Davis, Commissioner 
Rase Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 N .  Moore S t .  
S11it-e 1425 
Arl ington,  VA 22209  

Dear Commissioner and S t a f f  Members: 

As an A m ~ r i r a n ,  taxpayer ,  and Yavy Civi l  Servant manager, T am in  f ~ i ? l  .;lipport 
of our  Government's i n i t i a t i v e s  t o  downsi ; .~ znd streamline t h e  Covernment. T t  
i  s time we cash i n  on t h e  dividends".  The RRAC process  is not an e a s j  
assignment t o  be undertaken. 

T woiild l i k e  t o  share  with you why T b e l i ~ v e  Yayor St:xphen   old smith's Covcrn- 
rnent/Privati:ation Plan f o r  Naval Air Warfare Center ,  A i r c ra f t  Divis ion Tndi- 
anapol i s  (NAWC ADT) i s  an excel l e n t  means t o  save more money than t h a t  pro- 
posed by t h e  RRAC Plan.  T s t rong ly  endorse the  ?layor 's Plan a s  a "win-win'' 
s o l ~ l t i o n .  A ?  l  my acqllainfances a t  wor!r (non-union ant1  ini ion) a r e  a l s o  ir, f~i!? 
s1;pport of t he  Mayor's P lan .  T be l i eve  Government e n t i t i e s  need t o  become 
more f  i s ca?  ? y responsi  bl e  by hei ng renuimerated throrigh val I I ~  added p r ~ d i i r - t s  
and/or  s e r v i c r s  pa id  by clistomers. NAWC AD? i s  a  DROP (defense based opera t -  
ing  f ~ i n d )  a r t i v i  t y  and r ece ives  no appropr ia ted  (?e.se? fiinded) fiinds. T hp- 
l l e v e  NAWC ADT i s  an exce l l en t  r o l e  model f o r  "governm~nt re- invent ion",  where 
t h e  paying ciistnmer determines the  va'llie of produces and/or s e r v i c e s  provided 
by NAWC A D T .  

?JAWC ADT a1 so  provides an excel l  ent. cond~ii t of techno1 ogy and col 1 abora t i  on 
bet.ween government. and p r i v a t e  i ndus t ry .  D~ir ing my 2 2  years  at. NAWC A D T ,  ? 
have worked very c ?  ose?y  with p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  companies such a s  YcDonal d-Do~ig- 
l a s ,  Ceneral F,? e c t r i c ,  T,i t t o n ,  and many sma? 1 b~isinr : ;ses .  When vJ s i  t i n g  NAWC 
ADT t h e y  have a1 1 heen v e r y  impressed by o u r  employees '  capabi  1 i t - i e s  and 
t.er.hni cal know1 edge. We have gained respec t  from air customers heca~ise  we 
hzve on-hands experi ence i n  deal i ng with t h e  same day-to-day manllfact.~iri ng 
processes  a s  p r i v a t e  indiist,ry. Recaiise of t h i s  respect. and knowledge we a r e  
ah1 e to keep p r i v a t e  indi is t ry acq i~ i  s i  t i  on  contract.^ eqlii t.abl e ,  a s  we1 1 a s  
provide techni ca? so11it.i on8 t.o t-hei r engineering anti nzn:ifact.:~ring prc,bl e m s .  
The employees in  my branch have a s s i s t e d  many companies both l a r g e  and small 
i n  overcoming d e s i g n  and p r o c e s s  d e f i c i e n c i e s  which i n  t u r n ,  keep t.he 
government's defense c o s t s  down. 

Recause NAWC ADT has many va r i ed  c:~ir,tomers ( e . g .  %ivy, A i r  Porce, Army7 ot.her 
government. agencies  (FAA and NASA, ~ t c  .) , o t h e r  nat.i ons and p r i v a t e  indilstry 
with s11c.h a  v a r i e t y  of products  and/or s e r v i c e s ,  i t-  r e q i ~ i r e s  t h e  t e l l  ing of 
many s t o r i e s  f o r  one t.o ~ inde r s t and  our valiie and merit.. This  s h o r t  let . t .er 
does not  permit. me t o  de t a i l .  :,he many s11c~essf111 s t . o r i e s ,  o the r  than t o  ask 
yoii t.o : ist .en t.o Conmissioner King's observations of h i s  NAWC ADT s i t e  v i s i t : .  
NAWC ART tonlr many years  t o  evolve int.0 an organiza t ion  that.  was being r e p l i -  
cat.ed t.hroiigho~it. a ? ?  t.he ot.her NAWC s i t . e s ,  becallse of i t , s  new blisiness and 
managerial i n i t i a t i v e s .  

Yy h igges t  Fear i s  t h a t  NAWC ADT w i  l ?  l o se  most of i t ' s  employees which w i  1 1  
dramati c a l l  y redlice oil:- nat.ion ' s  Naval Aviat i  or; capabi 1 it.: e s .  My concern i s 
siich T want-.ed t.o b r i s f ?  y s h a r e  wi t.h you t h e  magni t.iide of t.he problem. T 
att.ended a  tvorlt l cad revi  ew meeting at. Warmi nst.er , PA (a  s i  s t e r  NAWC s i t r  whi ch 
i s  c lo s ing  hecarlse of t he  1991 RRAC) a  coilple weeks ago. The s t a t u s  of many 
programs were present~ed .  One r9presentat . i  ve program covsred t h e  P r r s i  dent i  a ?  
He? i  c o p t e r  A7i on:  c s  Slipport Program a t  Warminst.er. Th i s  i s  a y e a r l y  s1.5 



mi l l ion  e f f o r t  romprised of approximately 2 5  federa l  and Lc5 p r i v a t e  s e r t o r  
Pmployees (many have worked t h e r e  20-30 y e a r s ) .  Only abolit 7 of t he  clirrent 
25  government employees and a  handfill of p r i v a t e  qec tor  employees wi l l  make 
t h e  move t o  NAWC Patuxent River ,  MD.  P lease  note  thi:; i q  i n  re ference  t o  t he  
r l i r rent  empl nyees. Warminster has a1 ready l  o s t  q:ii t  P a  few employees from 
t h a t  program over t h e  l a s t  cotiple yea r s .  

T have read several  news a r t i c l e s  that. have s tat .ed on a na t iona l  average only 
10-25% of a  c e n t e r ' s  worlrforce moves t.o a  new geographic s i t e  due t.o RRAC. Tt. 
i s  est.imated that: 1.5X of t he  Warminster engineers  w i l l  move t o  Patiixent River .  
Thi s ext.reme 1 oss  of experienced personnel w i  1 I b~  devas t a t ing  t.o many impor- 
tant.  programs. Especial l y  s i n c e  most. of those that. have l e f t  a r e  t.he best. and 
most. qiial i f  i ed of t.he worlrforce and i t .  wo~ild he very di f f  i c ~ i l  t. t.o h i r e  com- 
parable  replacements ( s ee  reasons below). Hir ing new employees wil 1 a ?  so  bc? 
hampered by fur t -her  government downsizing i n i t . i a t i v e s  a s  we?? a s  Congressional 
l  egi s l  at.i on tc, reduce government. pensions.  

Several new-,paper a r t  i  cl PS ~ x p ?  a i  n  why federa l  empl oyres  a r e  not moving from 
Plarminster, PA, t o  Pa t~ ixent  River ,  YD, whirh i s  a  folir honr d r i v e .  Yost of 
t h ~  reasons p e r t a i n  t o  urban and ru ra l  i s s l ies ,  which T fee1 wi l l  a l s o  apply i n  
an Tndianapolis-to-Crane scena r io .  Reasons l i s t e d  f o r  not moving a r e :  

A .  Spolisal employment. and t h e  lack of jobs i n  t.he ri1r;ll a r r a  
F,. ?,i t.t:? c? ci:? t.l:ra? and shopping opportilni t.i e s  
C .  School s which may lack the  d ive r se  clirricll l~im of iirban schools  
D. 1,ar.k of ~ v a i l a b l e  housing in  t h e  r::ra? a r ea  and t.he probable need t.o 

const.r:ic?-. a  home 
E .  T,ack of new job oppor tun i t i e s  i n  a  ru ra l  a r ea  i f  a f f e c t e d  by f u t u r e  R T F ' s  

and RRACs 
F.  D i  s r t ipt ion of fami ? y 1 i f e  and 1:nreimbiirsed expenses of r e loca t ion  

Downsi7ing jlrst t o  downsi7e i s  not t h ~  so l l l t ion .  From your d e l i b e r a t i o n s  T 
have viewed on C-Span, T am comforted by yo11r excel l e n t  hlisiness and na t iona l  
src::ri tjr pe r spec t ives .  T know yo11 wi 1 1  give  my lettc.1- d : : ~  rons ide ra t ion  an(! T 
thank yo11 i n  advance.  T he1 i e v e  NAWC ADT has  t h e  i n n o v a t i v e  management 
rnvironment and rlistomer base t o  be a  s ~ i r c e s s f ~ i l  endorsement f o r  "governm~nt 
re- invent ion".  YAWC A R T ' S  revenlie paid di r ~ c t l  y  from c~:stomers cont inues a t  a  
record s e t t i n g  pare -- YAWC AD? i s  making money and t h e  next t h r e e  years  of 
o b l i g a t i o n s  arP very qtrong.  

T want.ed t n  share  t.he above w i  t.h yo11 t.o somrhow impart. what. T be? i eve collld 
have a  devas t a t ing  i-mpact. on slipporting our men and women i n  t h e  Wavy F l e e t .  
T h e i r  1 i v e s  depend on o1lr s ~ ~ p p o r t  and ,  i n  t.iirn, f;-eedom arollnd t h e  world 
d r p ~ n d s  on t.hei r e f f  a r t s .  

Recal~se of t h e  employment unce r t a in ty  hro t~ght  11pon by being on t h e  RRAC clo-  
siire l i s t ,  YAWC A D T  i s  l o s ing  through r e s igna t ion  approximately t h r e e  f i n e  and 
knowledg~ahle  employees per  week. T s t rong ly  encolirage the RRAC Commission t o  
endnrse Yayor Coldsmi t h ' s  Government P r i v a t i ~ a t i o n  Plan s o  t h a t  cu r r en t  em- 
ployees wi l l  not leave and can continlie t o  foctls r,n providing t h e  bes t  servirc .  
and p r o d l ~ c t s  t o  t he  men and women of t he  Armed Servi  ctls. 

S incere?  y ,  

.John R .  K1ot.x 
NAWC AD? Rnvironmental Assessment Branch Head 
Rlisi ness  phone 31 7-353-7443 
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Ms. Rebecca C. Cox, Commissioner 
Rase Realignment. and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner and Staff Members: 

As an American, taxpayer, and Navy Civil Servant manager, T am in flill support 
of our Government's initiatives to downsize and streamline the Covernment. T t  
is time we cash in on the "peace dividends". The BRAC process is not an easy 
assignment to be undertaken. 

T wolild like to share with yo11 why T helieve Mayor Stephen Coldsmith's Covern- 
ment/Privati ration Plan for Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Indi- 
anapolis (XAWC ADT) is an excellent means to save more money than that pro- 
posed by the RRAC Plan. I strongly endorse the Fayor's Plan as a "win-win" 
sollition. All my ~cqliaintances at work (non-{inion and union) are also in f;:ll 
support of the Mayor's Plan. T believe Covernment entities need to become 
more f i scal 1 y responsi bl e by bei ng renumerated through value added prodiicts 
and/or services paid by customers. NAWC AD1 is a DROP (defense based operat- 
ing f~ind) zctivity and receives no appropriated (level funded) funds. T be- 
1:eve NAWC AET is an excellent role model for "government re-invention", where 
the paying customer determines the value of produc~s and/or services provided 
by NAWC ADT. 

NAWC ADT also provides an excellent conduit of technology and collaboration 
between government and private industry. During my 22 years at NAWC ADT, T 
have worked very closel y with private sector companies such as XcDonald-Doug- 
las, General Electric, Litton, and many small businesses. When visiting NAWC 
ADT they have all been very impressed by our employees' capahilities and 
techni cal know1 edge. We have gained respect from our customers because we 
have on-hands experience in dealing with the same day-to-day manlifactliring 
processes as private industry. Because of this respect and knowledge wr are 
able to keep private industry acquisition contract:; equitable, as well as 
provi de techni cal sol~it i ons to their engineering and manufacturing probl~ms . 
The ~mployees in my branch have assisted many companies both large and small 
in overcoming design and process deficiencies which in turn, keep the 
government's defense costs down. 

Recause NAWC ADT has many varied customers (e.g. Navy, Air Force, Army, other 
government agenci es (FAA and NASA, etc . ) , other nations and private industry 
with such a variety of products and/or services, it requires the telling of 
many stories for one to ~inderstand our value and merit. This short- letter 
does not permit me to detail t h ~  many s~iccessf~il stories, other than to aslc 
yoti to listen to Commissioner King's observations of his NAWC ADT site visit. 
NAWC AD? took many ypars to evolve into an organi7ation that was being repli- 
rated throiighoiit a?? the other NAWC sites, becalise of its new business and 
managerial initiatives. 

My hi ggest fear i s that NAWC ADT wi 11 lose most of t ':, smp? o p e s  which t;i l l 
dramatically reduce our nation's Naval Aviation capabilities. Yy concern is 
s~ich T wanted to briefly share with yo11 the magni tlidr of th;. prohlem. T 
attendrd a wor1:load review meeting at Warminster, PA (a sister NAWC site which 
is cloning becalise of the 1991 RRAC) a coliple weeks ago. The statlis of many 
programs were presrnt~d. One representative program covered the Presidential 
He? icopter Avionir? Slipport Program at Warminster. This is a yearly $ ? 5  



million effort comprised of approximately 25 Federal and 45 private sector 
employees (many have worlted there 20-10 years). Only ahout 7 of the current 
25 government employees and a handfu? of private sector employees wi? I make 
the move to YAWC Pattixent River, MD. Please note this is in reference to the 
ciirrent employees. Warminster has already lost qilite a few employees from 
:hat program over the last couple years. 

T have read several news articles that havc stated on a national average only 
10-25% of a center's workforce moves to a new geographir site due to RRAC. Tt 
is estimated that 15% of the Warminster engineers will move to Patuxent River. 
This extreme loss of experienced personnel will be devastating to many impor- 
tant programs. Especially since most of those that have left are the best and 
most qiial ified of the worlrforce and it woilld be very diffic~ilt to hire com- 
parable replacrments (see reasons below). Hi ring new employees w i  1 1  a1 so he 
hampered by further government downsi~ing initiatives AS we11 as Congressional 
legislation to reduce government pensions. 

Several newspaper articles expl ain why federal employees are not moving from 
Warminster, PA, to Patiixent Rlver, YE, which is a foiir hoilr drive. Most of 
the reasons pertain to urban and rliral issiles, which T feel will also apply in 
an Tndianapolis-to-Crane scenario. Reasons listed for not moving are: 

A .  Spolisa? employmrnt and the lack of jobs in the riiral zrea 
R. T,ittle culti~ral and shopping opport~mities 
C. Schools which may lack the diverse curric~ilum of urban schools 
D. T,aclr of available housing in the riiral area and the probable need to 

constrilct a home 
R.  Tack of new job opportilni ties in a riiral area if affected by flitlire RTF's 

and RRACs 
F .  Di srtrpt i on of fami 1 y 1 if e and ilnreimhursed expenses of re1 ocat ion 

Downsizing jxst to downsize is not the solution. From your deliberations T 
have vi ewed on C-Span, T am comforted by your excel lent biisiness and national 
sec~lri ty perspectives. T know you will give my lettpr diie consideration and 1 
thank you in advance. T believe NAWC ADT has the innovative management 
environment and cllstomer base to be a sticcessftil endorsement for 
re-i nvent i ontt. NAWC ADT ' s revenne paid di rect 1 y from clistomers cont intles at ;; 
record setting pace -- NAWC AD? is making money and the next three years of 
obligations are very strong. 

T wanted to share the above with yo11 to somehotu impart what T be1 ieve co~ild 
have a devastating impart on supporting otir men and women in the Navy Fleet. 
Thei r 1 i v ~ s  depend on onr slipport and, in tnrn, fr~edom around the world 
depends on their efforts. 

Recaiise of the employment uncertainty brought upon by being on the BRAC cl o- 
slire list, NAWC ADT is losing through resignation approximately three fine and 
knowledgeable employees per week. T strongly encollrage the BRAC Commission to 
endorse Mayor  olds smith's Government Privatization Plan so that ciirrent em- 
ployees will not leave and can continue to focus on providing the best service 
and prod~icts to the men and women of the Armed Services. 

~ o h n  R. Klot7 
NAWC AD1 F,nvironmental Assessment Rranch Head 
Riisiness phone 317-353-7443 
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Y r  . .Josile Rohl e s ,  .Tr . , Commi s s i  oner 
8ase Real ignment and C1 osilre Commi t t e e  
1700 N.  Yoore S t .  
Slii t.e 1425 
Arl i ngt.on , VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner and St.aff Members: 

As an Ameri can, taxpayer ,  and Navy Ci vi 1 Servant. manager, T am in  fill l support 
of oilr Covernment.' s  i n i  t . i  a t i  ves t.o downsi ze and stream1 i ne t h e  Covernment . T t  
i s  time we cash in  on t h e  ''peace dividends".  The RRAC process  i s  not  an  easy 
a s s  i gnment t.o he i~ndert.alcen . 
T woiild ? ilre t.o share  wi t.h yo11 why T he1 i  eve Yayor St.~?phen Coldsmi t h ' s  Govern- 
ment./Privat.i 7,at.ion Plan f o r  Naval Air Warfare Cent.er, Aircraf t .  Division Tndi - 
anapol i s  (?!AWC ADT) i s  an excel lent. means t o  save more money than that.  pro- 
posed by t h e  RRAC P lan .  T s t rong ly  endorse t.he !?ayc,rls Plan a s  a "win-~lrin" 
so?~ l t . i on .  A 1  1 my acqilaintances at. worlr (non- ini ion and union) a r e  a l s o  in  fill 1 
slipport of t he  Yayor's Plan.  T he1 ieve Covernment. ent.i t . i es  need t o  hecom;? 
more f fi sea l  l  y responsihl  e by hei ng renilmerat.ed throilgh valiie added prod1ic.t.s 
and/or s e r v i c e s  paid by cllstomers. NAWC ADT i s  a DRCF (defense based opera t -  
ir;lg f ~ l n d )  a c t i v i t y  and rece ives  no appropriat .ed ( l eve l  filnded) filnds. T he- 
11eve NAWC ADT i s  an excel lent .  r o l e  model f o r  r ~ - i n v e n t i o n " ,  where 
the  paying ciist.omer determines t.he va? ile of prodiices and/or s e rv i  ce s  provided 
hy YAWC A D T .  

NAWC ADT a l  so provi des  an excel l  ent. condili t. of techno1 ogy and col 1 ahora t  i  on 
het.ween government and p r i v a t e  indi ls t ry.  Dllring my 2 2  years  a t  NAWC A D T ,  T 
have worlced very cl ose? y wi t h  p r i   vat.^ sect.or companies silch a s  McDonal d-Doiig- 
1 a s ,  Ceneral El ect . r i  c ,  T,it ton, and many smal l h i ls inesses .  When vi s i  t.ing XAWC 
A D T  t h e y  have a1 1 been ve ry  impressed by oilr employees '  c a p a h i ?  ; t i e s  and 
t.echni ca1 know1 edge. We have gained respect. from our clistomers hecailse wn - - 
have on-hands experi ence in  deal i  ng wi t.h t.he same day-to-day manilf ac t i l r i  ng 
processes  a s  p r i v a t e  indi is t ry.  Recai~se of t h i s  r e spec t  and knowledge we a r e  
ah7 e t.o keep p r i  vat.e i nd:lstry acqiii s i  t.i on  contract.^; eqlli t ah l  e ,  a s  we? 1 a s  
provide techni  cal so1iit.i ons t o  t.hei r engi neeri  ng and manilfact.iiri ng prohl ems. 
The employees in  my branch have assis t .ed many companies hot.h l a rge  and small 
in  overcoming d e s i g n  and p r o c e s s  d e f i c i e n c i e s  which i n  t l i r n ,  keep  t h e  
 government.'^ defense c o s t s  down. 

Recailse ?!A 
government 
wi t.h siich 
manv st .or i  

.WC ADT has many va r i ed  cilstomers ( e . g .  Navy, Air Force, Army, ot.her 
agenci e s  (FAA and XASA , et.c . ) , o t h e r  nat.i ons and p r i  va t e  i ndilst-ry 

a v a r i e t . ~  of prodiicts and/or s e r v i c e s ,  i t .  reqi l i res  t h e  t.el l i n g  of 
e s  f o r  one t.o iinderstand oiir vallle and meri 1:. This s h o r t  l  e t . t . ~ r  

does not. permit. me t:o det.ai 1 t h e  many siiccessfiil st.c>t-i e s ,  ot.her t.han t.o aslc 
yo11 t.o l i s t e n  t.o Commissioner lCing1s observations of h i s  NAWC ADT s4t.e v i s i t . .  
nTAWC ADT t.ook many years  t.o evol ve i  nt.o an organi 7ati an t.hat. was hei ng rep1 i - 
ca ted  thri)ilghoiit. a1 l  t.he o the r  NAWC s i  t .es,  h e c a i l s ~  of i t s  new hiisiness and 
managerial i n i t . i a t . i ves .  

F , r  hi gges t  f e a r  i  s t:hat NAWC 4 n T  wi l  1 l o se  most. of i t ' s employees whi ch xi  l  l  
dramat. 1 c a l l  y redilce o i ~ r  na t  i on ' s Naval Avi at.; on capabi 1 i t. i e s  . Yy concern i  s  
s11c.h T want.ed t.o b r i e f 1  y s h a r e  w i t h  yo11 t.he magn i l-.tlde of t h e  prohl  em. T 
a t tended  a wnrlrload review meeting a t  Warminster, PA ( a  s i s t - e r  NAWC s i t e  which 
3 ; ,  ,- c los ing  heca i~se  of t he  1991 RRAC) a coiiple weelcs ago. The st.at.11~ of many 
programs were presented .  One representa t , ive  program covered the  President . ia l  
??el i  copt .er  Avioni c s  Srlpport Program a t  Warminster .  ?hi s i  s  a year1  y $1 5 



mi l  l  i o n  e f f o r t .  compri  s e d  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l  y  25 f e d e r a l  a n d  45 p r i  va t . e  s e c t o r  
e m p l o y e e s  (many h a v e  w o r k e d  t - h e r e  20-30 y e a r s ) .  Onl). a h o ~ i t .  7  o f  t .he c i i r r e n t .  
25 government .  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  a  handf i i l  o f  p r i v a t e  s e c t . o r  e m p l o y e e s  w i l l  malre 
t h e  move t.o NAWC Pat l ixen t .  R i v e r ,  ?ID. Pl  e a s e  not.? t .hi  s i  :; i n  r e f e r e n c e  t.o t.he 
c i i r r e n t  empl o y e e s  . Warmi n s t e r  h a s  a1  r e a d y  1 o s t .  qli i  t:e a f e w  e m p l o y e e s  f r o m  
t h a t  p r o g r a m  o v e r  t h e  l a s t .  c o ~ i p l e  y e a r s .  

T h a v e  r e a d  s e v e r a l  news a r t i c l e s  t.hat. h a v e  s t . a t . ed  on a na t - . iona l  a v e r a g e  on1 y  
10-2.5% o f  a  c e n t . 2 r t s  w o r k f o r c e  moves t .o  a  new g e o g r a p h i c  s i t e  rllie t o  RRAC. T t .  
i s  e s t . imnt .ed  t.hat. 15% o f  t h e  Warmins t . e r  e n g i n e e r r ,  wi l l  move t.o Pnt. i ixcnt.  R i v e r .  
T h i s  e x t r e m e  l o s s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e d  p e r s o n n e l  w i l l  h e  d e v a s t a t . i n g  t o  many impor-  
t a n t .  p rograms;  E s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  most. o f  t . h o s e  t h a t .  h a v e  l e f t  a re  t .he b e s t .  a n d  
most. q l ia l  i f  i e d  o f  t .he w o r k f o r c e  a n d  i t  woltld be v e r y  d i f f  ic.111 t t.o h i r e  corn- 
p a r a h l  e  r e p 1  a c e r n e n t . ~  ( s e e  r e a s o n s  he1 ow).  W i r i n g  new empl o y e e s  wi l  l  a l  s o  h e  
hampered  h y  f 1 1 r t h e r  g o v e r n m e n t  d o w n s i z i n g  i n i t i a t i v e s  a s  w e l l  a s  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  
I e g i  s l  a t i o n  t o  r e d l i c e  government .  p e n s i o n s .  

S e v e r a l  n e w s p a p e r  a r t . i  c l  ~s e x p l a i n  why f  e d ~ r a l  empl o y e e s  a r e  not .  moving  f  r o m  
W a r m i n s t e r ,  PA, t o  P a t i ~ x e n t  R i v e r ,  XD, w h i c h  i s  a f o i i r  h o u r  d r i v e .  Most. o f  
t h e  r e a s o n s  p e r t a i n  t o  ~ i r h a n  a n d  r u r a l  i s s i i e s ,  w h i c h  1' f e e l  wi 11 a1  s o  a p p l y  i n  
.;n T n d i a n a p o l i s - t . o - C r a n e  s c e n a r i o .  R e a s o n s  l i s t e d  f o r  n o t  moving  are:  

A .  Spoi t sa l  e m p l o y m ~ n t  a n d  t .he l a c k  o f  j o b s  i n  t .he r t i r*al  a r e a  
8. T.i t t ?  e ciil  t i i r a ?  a n d  s h o p p i  n g  opport.1ini t i  e s  
C .  S c h o o l s  w h i c h  may l a c k  t.he d i v e r s e  c i i r r i  c ~ i l i ~ m  o f  i ~ r h a n  s c h o o l s  
I?. T,ac?i o f  a v a i  l  ah1  e h o i i s i n g  i n  t.he r i l r a l  a r e a  a n d  t.'r~e p r o h a h l e  n e e d  t o  

c o n s t r 1 l c t  a  home 
E. T,aclr o f  new j o b  : ,pportt ini  t i e s  i n  a  r u r a l  a r e a  i  f a f  f  e c t . e d  b y  f i i t . i ~ r e  RTP ' s 

a n d  RRACs 
F. Di s r i i p t i  on o f  fami  l  y  l  i f e  a n d  ~ i n r e i m h l i r s e d  e x p e n s e s  o f  r e 1  o c a t i o n  

Downsi z i n g  j u s t .  t.o downsi  7.9 i s not .  t h e  sol1it . i  o n .  From yol i r  d e l  i h e r a t . i o n s  T 
h a ~ e  v i e w e d  o n  C-Span, T am c o m f o r t - e d  h y  yo l i r  e s c e l  l e n t  h ~ i s i n e s s  a n d  n a t i o n a l  
sec1 t r i t .y  p e r s p e c t i v e s .  T know yoli wi 11 g i v e  my 1et.t.e~. dlie c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a n d  T 
t h a n k  yo11 i n  a d v a n c e .  T b e 1  i ~ v e  NAWC ADT h a s  t h e  i n n o v a t i v e  m a n a g e m e n t  
e n v i r o n m e n t .  a n d  ctist .omer h a s p  t o  h e  a S I ~ C C P S S F ~ ~ I  endorsement .  f o r  
r e - i  nven t . i  on" .  NAWC ADT ' s  r e v e n l i e  p a i d  d i  r e c t l  y  f r o m  r.iist.omers c o n t i  n i ies  a t  a  
r e c o r d  s e t t i n g  p a c e  -- XAWC ADT i s  m a k i n g  money a n d  t h e  nex t .  t . h r e e  y e a r s  o f  
o h l i g a t i o n s  a r e  v e r y  s t r o n g .  

T w a n t e d  t.o s h a r e  t.he a b o v e  wi t.h yo11 t o  somehow impar t .  what. T he1  i e v e  c o l i l d  
h a v e  a  d e v a s t . a t . i n g  impact .  on s ~ i p p o r t . i n g  0117 men a n d  women i n  t h e  Navy F l e e t . .  
T h ~ i r  l  i v e s  d e p e n d  o n  orlr s 1 1 p p o r t  a n d ,  i n  t l l r n ,  f r e e d o m  a r o ~ l n d  t h e  w o r l d  
d ~ p e n d s  on t .he i  r e f  f  o7t.s. 

Reca i i se  o f  t .he employment. 11ncer t .a int .y  b r o l i g h t  iipon b y  b e i n g  on t h e  RRAC c l o -  
s i i r e  l i s t ,  NAWC ADT i s  l o s i n g  t h r o ~ t g h  r e s i g n a t i o n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h r e e  f i n e  a n d  
lrnowl e d g e a h l  e empl o y e e s  p e r  week .  T s t r o n g 1  y e n c o i l r a g e  t .he  RRAC Connni s s i o n  t.o 
e n d o r s e  Yayor  ~ o l d s m i  t h ' s  Covernment.  P r i  vat . i  za t . i  on PI a n  s o  t h a t .  c l i r r e n t .  Pm- 
pl o y e e s  wi 11 n o t  I e a v e  a n d  c a n  c o n t i  nlie t o  f  ncl is  on pl-ovi d i n g  t h e  bes t  s e r v i  c e  
a n d  p r o d ~ i c t s  t o  t h e  men a n d  women o f  t h e  Armed S e r v i c e s .  

S i  n c e r e l  y ,  

?TAWC ADT Envi  r o n m e n t a l  Assessment .  R r a n c h  H ~ a d  
R ~ i s i  n e s s  p h o n e  3 1  7-35.3-7443 



6460 Derwyn Ct. 
Tndianapolis, IN 46256 
2 Pilay 1995 

Mr. Alan J .  Dixon, Chairman 
Rase Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As an American, taxpayer, and Navy Civil Servant manager, I am in full support 
of our Government's initiatives to downsize and streamline the Covernment. It 
is time we cash in on the "peace dividends". The BRAC process is not an easy 
assignment to be undertaken. 

T would like to share with you why T believe Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's Covern- 
ment/Privatization Plan for Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Indi- 
anapolis (NAWC AD[) is an excellent means to save more money than that pro- 
posed by the RRAC Plan. 'I strongly endorse the Mayor's Plan as a "win-win" 
solution. All my acquaintances at work (non-union and union) are also in full 
support of the Mayor's Plan. T believe Covernment entities need to become 
more f i scal l y responsibl e by being renumerated through value added products 
and/or services paid by customers. NAWC AD1 is a DBOF (defense based operat- 
ing fund) activity and receives no appropriay:d (level funded) funds'; I be- 
lieve NAWC ADT is an excellent role model for government re-invention , where 
the paying customer determines the value of produces and/or services provided 
by NAWC ADT. 

NAWC ADT also provides an excellent conduit of technology and collaboration 
between government and private industry. During my 22 years at NAWC ADI, T 
have worked very closely with private sector companier; such as McDonald-Doug- 
las, General Elect-ric, Litton, and many small businesses. When visiting NAWC 
ADT they have all been very impressed by our employees' capabilities and 
technical knowledge. We have gained respect from our customers because we 
have on-hands experience in dealing with the same day-to-day manufacturing 
processes as private industry. Because of this respect and knowledge we are 
able to keep private industry acquisition contracts equitable, as well as 
provid~ technical solutions to their engineering and manufacturing problems. 
The employees in my Sranch have assisted many companies both large and small 
in overcoming design and process deficiencies which in turn, keep the 
government's defense costs down. 

Recause NAWC ADT has many varied customers (e.g. Navy, Air Force, Army, other 
government agencies (FAA and NASA, etz.), other nations and private industry 
with such a variety of products and/or services, it req:lires the telling of 
many stories for one to undersrand our value and merit. This short letter 
does not permit me to detail the many successful stories, other than to ask 
you to listen to Commissioner King's observations of his NAWC AD1 site visit. 
NAWC ADT took many years to evolve into an organization that was being repli- 
cated throughout all the other NAWC sites, because of its new business and 
managerial initiatives. 

My biggest fear is that NAWC ADT will lose most of it's employees which will 
dramatically reduce our nation's Naval Aviation capabilities. Ny concern is 
such T wanted to briefly share with you the magnitude of the problem. 1 
attended a worltload review meeting at Warminster, PA (a sister NAWC site which 
is closing because of the 1991 RRAC) a co~~ple weelzs ago. The stattis of many 
programs were presented. One representative program covered the Presidential 
He? icopter Avionics Snpport Program at Warminster. This is a yearly $1 5 



million 'effort comprised of approximately 25 federal and 45 private sector 
employees (many have worked there 20-30 years). Only about 7 of the current 
25 governnent employees and a handful of private sector employees will make 
the move to NAWC Patuxent River, MD. Please note this is in reference to the 
current empl oyees . Warminster has already l ost cj1rit:e a f ew employees from 
that program over the last couple years. 

T have read several news articles that have stated on a national average only 
10-25% of a center's workforce moves to a new geographic site due to RRAC. Tt 
is estimated that 15% of the Warminster engineers will move to Patuxent River. 
This extreme loss of experienced personnel will be devastating to many impor- 
tant programs. Especially since most of those that have left are the best and 
most qualified of the worlrforce and it would he very difficult to hire com- 
parable replacem~nts (see reasons below). Hiring new employees will a1 so be 
hampered by further government downsizing initiatives as well as Congressional 
legislation to redlrce government pensions. 

Several newspaper articles explain why federal employees are not moving from 
Warminster, PA, to Patuxent River, MD, which is a four hour drive. Most of 
the reasons pertain t.o urban and rural issues, which T feel will also apply in 
an Tndianapolis-to-Crane scenario. Reasons listed for not moving are: 

A. Spousal employment and the lack of jobs in the rural area 
R. 1,ittle cult11ral and shopping opportunities 
C. Schools which may lack the diverse ctlrriculum of urban schools 
D. Lack of available housing in the rural area and the probable need to 

constrllct a home 
R .  T,aclr of new job opport~inities in a r~iral area if affected by future RTF's 

and RRACs 
F .  Disruption of family life and unreimbursed expenses of relocation 

Downsizing just to downsize is not the solution. From your deliberations T 
have viewed on C-Span, T am comforted by yo~ir excellent business and national 
secllrity perspectives. 1 trnow yoa will give my letter due consideration and T 
thank yo71 in advance. T believe NAWC ADT has the innovative management 
environment and customer base to be a successful endorsement for "governm~nt 
re-invention". NAWC ADT'S revenue paid directly from customers continues at a 
record setting pace -- NAWC ADT is making money and the next three years of 
obligations are very strong. 

T wanted to share the above with you to somehow impart what T believe colild 
have a devastating impact on supporting oirr men and women in the Navy Fleet. 
Their l i v ~ s  depend on our support and, in turn, freedom around the world 
depends on their efforts. 

Recause of the employment uncertainty brought upon by being on the RRAC clo- 
sure list, NAWC A D 1  is losing through resignation approximately three fine and 
knowledgeable employees per week. I strongly enco~rrage the BRAC Commission to 
endorse Mayor Coldsmith's Covernment Privatization Plan so that current em- 
ployees will not leave and can continue to focus on providing the best service 
and products to the men and women of the Armed Services. 

John R. Klot.7. 
NAWC AD? Environmental Assessment Branch Head 
Rusiness phone 317-353-7443 



6460 Derwyn C t .  
Tndi anapol i  s ,  TN 46256 
2 Yay 1995 

Ms. Wendi T,. S t e r l e ,  Commissioner 
Rase Realignment and Closlire Committee 
1700 N. Yoore S t .  
S u i t e  1425 
Arl ington,  VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner and S t a f f  Members: 

A s  an American, taxpayer ,  and Yavy Civ i l  Servant  manager, T am in  ft111 slxpport 
of o ~ i r  Covernment's in i t . i a t . ives  t.o downsize and s t reaml ine  t.he Covernment. Tt 
i s  time we cash i n  on t h e  "peace dividends".  The RRAC process  i s  not: arl easy 
a s s i  gnment. t o  he ~ ~ n d e r t a k e n  . 
T wo~ild 1 ilie t o  sha re  with you why T he1 ieve Yayor S t ~ p h e n   olds smith's Covern- 
ment /Pr iva t iza t ion  Plan f o r  Xaval Air Warfare Center ,  A i r r r a f t  Divis ion Tndi- 
anapol i s  (NAWC ATIT) i s  an excel l e n t  means t o  save more money than tha t  pro- 
p o ~ o d  by the  RRAC Plan.  T s t r o n g l y  endorse the  Yayor's Plan a s  a  "win-win" 
so?  l i t  i  on. A ?  l  my arci:iai ntances a t  work (non-iini on and lini on) a r e  a1 so  in  f ~ i l  1 
s11~13ort of t h e  Mavor ' s  PI an .  T he1 i eve Covernment ent  i t i e s  need t o  herome 

A A 

more f  i  sca l  1 y  responsi hl e  by hei ng renumerated through valile added prodlirts 
and/or s e rv i ce?  pa id  hy ciistomers. NAWC A D T  i s  a  DROF (defense based npprat- 
{ng f:ind) a r t i v i t y  and r e r e i v e s  no appropr ia ted  ( l eve l  funded) fiinds. T be- 
l i e v e  NAWC ADT i s  an e x r e l l e n t  r o l e  model f o r  "~overnment  re- invent ionq ' .  where - 
t.he paying ci~st.omer determines the  val lie of prod~ices  and/or se rv i  ces  provided 
by NAWC A D T .  

NAWC APT a ?  so  provides an excel l  en t  condlii t of techno1 ogy and col 1 ahorat.: on 
between government. and privat.2 ind11st.r-y. Dllring my 22 years  a t  XAWC A D T ,  T 
have workecl very c1 osel  y  w i  t h  p r i v a t e  sect.or compani 6:s s ~ i c h  a s  ?!cDonal d-Dolig- 
1 a s ,  Ceneral El n c t r i  c ,  T,i t.t.on, and many small h1isine:;ses. When v i s i t i n g  NAWC 
ADT t h e y  have a l l  been v e r y  impressed by olir employees '  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and 
t.echni cal lcnowl edge. We have gained respec t  f  ram our  ct1st.omer.s heca~ise  we 
have on-hands experfence in  dea l ing  with the  same day-to-day manufactliring 
processes  a s  p r i v a t . ~  ind~ls t . ry .  Reca:ise. of t h i s  respect.  and knowledge we a r e  
ah1 e  t o  Ireep p r i  va t e  i  nd::st.ry acqiii s i  t i  on (:ontracts eqlli t ah l  e  , a s  we1 ? a s  
provide techni  ca?  s o l ~ i t i o n s  t o  t h e i r  engineering and manttfact~lring prohl ems. 
The employees in  my branch have a s s ;  s t e d  many companies hot.h 1 a rge  and small 
i n  overcoming d e s i g n  and p r o c e s s  def  i  c i  enc i  n s  which i n  t l t r n ,  keep t.he 
government's defense c o s t s  down. 

Recai~se NAWC ADT has many var ied  clistomers ( e  .g. Navy, A i r  Force, Army, ot.her 
government agenci e s  (FAA and ?!ASA, et.c . ) , ot.her nat.; ons and p r i  vat.e i  ndiist.ry 
wit.h s1ic.h a  var iet .y  of prod~ict-s  and/or s e r v i c e s ,  it: reql i i res  t h e  t e l l i n g  of 
many s t o r i e s  f o r  one t.o tinderstand ollr ~a l t ic t  and mer i t .  This s h o r t  l e t t e r  
does not. permi t. me t.o det.ai 1 t he  many s l iccess f~ i l  s t .or i  e s ,  ot.her t.han tc, aslz 
yo11 t.o ? ist.en t o  Commissioner ~ i n ~ ' s  ohservat. ions of h i s  NAWC ADT s i t e  v i s i t . .  
??AWC APT took many years  t o  evolve int.o an organixa t ion  t-hat. was being rep1 i -  
ca ted  t-.hroiigho~it a ?  1 t.he nt.her NAWC s i t e s ,  hecaiise of i t s  new hiisiness and 
manageri a1 i  ni t i  at.; ves . 

My bigges t  f e a r  i s  that. NAWC AD1 w i  1 1  l o se  most of i t ' s  employees which wil l  
dramati c a l l  y  redrlce otlr na t ion  ' s  Naval Aviation capahi 1 i  t i  e s .  Yy concern i  s 
siich T want-ed t o  b r i e f  1 y  s h a r e  w i t h  yon t.he magni t.1ide of t.he prohl  em. T 
a t tended  a  wnrlz?oad review meeting a t  Warminster, PA ( a  s i s t e r  NAWC . ~ i t . e  which 
i  s  c lo s ing  beca~ise  of t.he 1991 RRAC) a  coliple weel;s ago. The s t a t r i s  of many 
programs were present.&. One r ~ p r e s e n t a t .  i ve program covered t h e  Presi  dent i  a ?  
He1 { c o p t e r  Avionics  Siipport Drogram a t  Warminster .  T h i s  i s  a  y e a r l y  $ 1 5  



m i  1 1  ion e f for t .  compri sed of approximate? y 2.5 federa l  and !15 p r i  vat.e s e c t o r  
employees (many have worlted t.here 20-30 y e a r s ) .  Only a b o ~ i t  7 of t he  cl i r rent  
25 government. employees and a handf~i l  of p r i v a t e  se(:tor employees wi 1 1  make 
t h e  move t.o NAWC Patlixent River ,  ?ID. PI ease note  ?.hi s 4 s in  re ference  t o  t.he 
c ~ i r r e n t  empl oyees . Warmi n s t e r  has a1 ready 1 o s t  qlii be a f ew empl oyees from 
t h a t  program over t.he 1 a s t  co~ip? e yea r s .  

T have read  sever;^? news a r t . i c ? e s  t h a t  have st.at.ed on a nat ional  average only 
10-2.572 of a c e n t e r ' s  worlcforce moves t o  a new geographic s i t e  due t.o RRAC. T t .  
i s  es t imated t h a t  15% of t h e  Warminst-er engineers  wil l move t.o Pat.lixent. River .  
This  ext.reme l o s s  of experienced personnel w i l l  be devast.ating t o  many impor- 
t.ant. programs. F,specia? 1 y s i n c e  most. of those that: have l e f t  a r e  t h e  best. and 
most qiial i f i e d  of t he  wor1:force and it. wo::ld be very d i f f i c ~ i l t .  t.o h i r e  com- 
parahl e rep?  acemenrs ( s ee  reasons he1 ow). Miring new empl oyees wi  1 1  a ?  so  he 
hampered hy flirt .her government. downsizing in i  t . i a t l ves  a s  we1 1 a s  Congressional 
l  egi s l a t i o n  t o  rec-lrice government pensions.  

Several newspaper a r t . i  cl  e s  e::pl a i  n why f e d ~ r a l  2mpl o y ~ e s  a r e  not. movi ng from 
Warminster, PA, t.o Pat.lixent. River ,  ?m, which i s  a four  holir d r i v e .  Yost of 
t he  reasons p e r t a i n  t o  ~ i r b a n  and r ~ i r a l  i  ssties,  which 'r fee1 wi 1 1  a1 so  apply in  
an Tndianapolis-to-Crane scena r io .  Reasons l i s t e d  f o r  not  moving a r e :  

A .  Spolisal pmployment and the  l a rk  of jobs in  t h r  rril-a1 a rea  
R .  T,i t t l  e rlil ?lira1 and shopping opportllni t i  e s  
C .  Schools whi rh may lacl: t he  d i v e r s e  c1irriclillim of lirban school .; 
9. Tack of avai l sb l  P ho~ i s ing  in  t he  rl ira? a r ea  and t1;e probnbl P need t o  

cons t r l i r t  a home 
E .  Tact: of new joh opportuni t i  e s  i n  a ru ra l  a r ea  i f  a f f e c t e d  by f ~ i t l i r r  R T F ' S  

and RRACs 
F .  ni sr l ipt ion of fami l  y 1 i f e  and iinreimblirsed expenses of rp loca t ion  

Downsizing j~ l s t .  t o  downsixe i s  not  t he  s o l ~ i t i o n .  From your del i h e r a t i o n s  T 
have viewed on C-Span, T am comforted hy yollr excel l ~ n t  h ~ i s i n e s s  and na t iona l  
s2cliri t.y perspect . ives .  T know yo11 wi 1 1  g ive  my 1 et.t.e.r dlie cons idera t ion  and T 
thank yon i n  advance.  T be1 i eve NAWC ADT has  t h e  i n n o v a t i v e  management 
env:ronm~nt. and c.iist.omer base t o  be a s ~ i c ~ . e s s f ~ i l  endorsement. f o r  
I-e-i nventi  on". YAWC A D T  ' s  revenlie pa id  di rect.1 y from cllstomers c0nt.i nlies a t  a 
record s e t t i n g  pace -- NAWC A D T  i s  making money and t.he next  t h r e e  years  of 
obl i  g a t i  ons a r e  very st.rong. 

T want.ed t o  share  t.he above wit.h yo11 t o  somehow impixrt what T be l i eve  co1:ld 
have a de~as t . a t . i ng  impact. on s~ipport. ing olir men and women i n  t.he Navy Fleet. .  
The; r ? i ves depend on oiir slipport. and ,  i n  t u r n ,  freedom aroiind t h e  worl d 
depends on t.hei r ef f  ort .s . 

Recaiise of t h e  empl oyrnent. ~ m c e r t a i n t y  brolight upon by being on t h e  RRAC cl o- 
slire 1 i s t . ,  NAWC A D T  i s  l o s ing  t.hrorigh r e s igna t ion  approximately t h r e e  f i n e  and 
know? edgeabl e empl oyees per  weelz. T st.rong1 y encourage t h e  RRAC C o m i  s s i  on t.o 
endorse Yayor Co1dsmit.h's Government. Privat. izat. ion Plan so  that.  c ~ i r r e n t  em- 
ployees wi ? 1 not 1 P R V ~  and can continlie t o  f o c ~ i s  on provid ing  t h e  b e s t  s e rv i  ce 
and prod1ict.s t.o t.he men and women of t.he Armed Se rv ices .  

S ince re ly ,  

NAWC ADT Environmentz? Assessm~nt  Rranch Head 
R ~ i s i  ness  phone 31 7-35.3-7443 



6460 Derwyn Ct. 
Indianapolis, IN 46256 
2 May 1995 

Mr. A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner and Staff Members: 

As an American, taxpayer, and Navy Civil Servant manager, I am in full support 
of our Government's initiatives to downsize and streamline the Government. It 
is time we cash in on the "~eace dividends". The BRAC process is not an easy 
assignment to be undertaken. 

T would like to share with you why I believe Mayor Stephen  olds smith's Govern- 
ment/Privatization Plan for Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Indi- 
anapolis (NAwc ADI) is an excellent means to save more money than that pro- 
posed by the BRAC Plan. I strongly endorse the Mayor's Plan as a "win-win" 
solution. All my acquaintances at work (non-union and union) are also in full 
support of the Mayor's Plan. I believe Government entities need to become 
more fiscally responsible by being renumerated through value added products 
and/or services paid by customers. NAWC AD1 is a DBOF (defense based operat- 
ing fund) activity and receives no appropriay~d (level funded) funds'; I be- 
lieve NAWC AD1 is an excellent role model for government re-invention , where 
the paying customer determines the value of produces and/or services provided 
by NAWC ADI. 

NAWC AD1 also provides an excellent conduit of technology and collaboration 
between government and private industry. During my 22 years at NAWC ADI, I 
have worked very closely with private sector companies such as McDonald-Doug- 
las, General Electric, Litton, and many small businesses. When visiting NAWC 
AD1 they have all been very impressed by our employees' capabilities and 
technical knowledge. We have gained respect from our customers because we 
have on-hands experience in dealing with the same day-to-day manufacturing 
processes as private industry. Because of this respect and knowledge we are 
able to keep private industry acquisition contracts equitable, as well as 
provide technical solutions to their engineering anti manufacturing problems. 
The employees in my branch have assisted many companies both large and small 
in overcoming design and process deficiencies which in turn, keep the 
government's defense costs down. 

Because NAWC AD1 has many varied customers (e.g. Navy, Air Force, Army, other 
government agencies (FAA and NASA, etc.), other nations and private industry 
with such a variety of products and/or services, it requires the telling of 
many stories for one to understand our value and merit. This short letter 
does not permit me to detail the many successful stories, other than to ask 
you to listen to Commissioner ~ i n ~ ' s  observations of his NAWC AD1 site visit. 
NAWC AD1 took many years to evolve into an organization that was being repli- 
cated throtighout all the other NAWC sites, because of its new business and 
managerial initiatives. 

My biggest fear is that NAWC AD1 will lose most of it's employees which wi 11 
dramatically reduce our nation's Naval Aviation capabilities. My concern is 
such T wanted to briefly share with you the magnitude of the problem. T 
attended a workload review meeting at Warminster, PA (a sister NAWC site which 
is closing becatise of the I992 RRAC) a couple weeks ago. The status of many 
programs were presented. One representative program covered the Presidential 
Helicopter Avionics Support Program at Warminster. This is a yearly $15 



million effort comprised of approximately 25 federal and 45 private sector 
emp1.oyees (many have worked there 20-30 years). Only about 7 of the current 
25 government employees and a handful of private sector employees will make 
the move to NAWC Patuxent River, MD. Please note this is in reference to the 
current employees. Warminster has already lost quite a few employees .from 
that program over the last couple years. 

T have read several news articles that have stated 01% a national average only 
10-25% of a center's workforce moves to a new geographic site due to BRAC. It 
is estimated that 152 of the Warminster engineers will move to Patuxent River. 
This extreme loss of experienced personnel will be devastating to many impor- 
tant programs. Especially since most of those that have left are the best and 
most qualified of the workforce and it would be very difficult to hire com- 
parable replacements (see reasons below). Hiring new employees will also he 
hampered by further government downsizing initiatives as well as Congressional 
legislation to reduce government pensions. 

Several newspaper articles explain why federal employees are not moving from 
Warminster, PA, to Patuxent River, MD, which is a four hour drive. Most of 
the reasons pertain to urban and rural issues, which 1 feel will also apply in 
an Tndianapolis-to-Crane scenario. Reasons listed for not moving are: 

A. Spousal employment and the lack of jobs in the rural area 
R. Little cultural and shopping opportunities 
C. Schools which may lack the diverse clirriculum of urban schools 
D. Lack of available housing in the rural area and the probable need to 

construct a home 
E. Lack of new job opportunities in a rural area if affected by future RTF'S 

and BRACs 
F. Disruption of family life and unreimbursed expenses of relocation 

Downsizing just to downsize is not the solution. From your deliberations 1 
have viewed on C-Span, T am comforted by your excellent business and national 
security perspectives. I know you will give my letter due consideration and 1 
thank you in advance. I believe NAWC AD1 has the innovative management 
environment and customer base to be a successful endorsement for "government 
re-invention". NAWC ADI's revenue paid directly from customers continues at a 
record setting pace -- NAWC AD1 is making money and the next three years of 
obligations are very strong. 

T wanted to share the above with you to somehow impart what 1 believe could 
have a devastating impact on supporting our men and women in the Navy Fleet. 
Their 1 ives depend on our support and, in turn, freedom around the wor! d 
depends on their efforts. 

Because of the employment uncertainty brought upon by being on the BRAC clo- 
sure list, NAWC AD1 is losing through resignation approximately three fine and 
knowledgeable employees per week. I strongly encourage the RRAC Commission to 
endorse Mayor Coldsmith's Government Privatization Plan so that current em- 
ployees will not leave and can continue to focus on providing the best service 
and products to the men and women of the Armed Services. 

Sincerely, 

+a* 
John R. K1ot.z 
NAWC ADT Environmental Assessment Branch Head 
Business phone 317-353-7443 



6460  D ~ r w y n  C t  . 
Tndi a n a p o ?  i s ,  TY 'k62.56 
2 Yay 7995 

V r .  Benjamin  P .  Y o n t o y a ,  Commiss ioner  
R a s e  R e a l  i  gnmen t a n d  Cl o s i l r e  Commi t.t,ee 
1700  3. Yoore  S t .  
Sili t.e 1425 
Arl  i  ng t .on ,  VA 22209 

D e a r  C o m m i s s i o n e r  a n d  S t a f f  ??emhers:  

A s  a n  A m e r i c a n ,  t a x p a y e r ,  a n d  Navy C i v i l  S e r v a n t .  m a n a g e r ,  T am i n  f i r?  1  s i ~ p p o r t  
o f  olir G o v e r n m e n t ' s  i n i  t i  a t i  v e s  t o  downs i  z e  a n d  s t . ream1 i n e  t h e  Government .  T t .  
i s  t i m e  we c a s h  i n  on t h e  "peace  d i v i d e n d s " .  T h e  RRAC p r o c e s s  i s  n o t  a n  e a s y  
ass i  gnment  t.o h e  i i n d e r t a k e n  . 
T woill d  1  i l<e  t.o s h a r e  wi t h  yo11 why T h e ?  i  e v e  Yayor  S t . ephen  Col dsmi t . h '  s Covern-  
m e n t . / ~ r i v a t i  x a t . i o n  P l a n  f o r  Naval  A i r  W a r f a r e  C e n t . e r ,  A i r c r a f t .  D i v i s i o n  Tndi - 
s n a p o l  i s  (NAWC ADT) i s  a n  e x c e l  l e n t .  means t o  s a v e  more  money t -han t h a t  p r o -  
p o s e d  b y  t .he RRAC P l a n .  T s t . r o n g 1  y  e n d o r s e  t h e  ~ a : j . o r ' s  P l a n  as a  "win-win" 
s o l i l t i o n .  A! 1  my a c q ~ i a i n t . a n c e s  a t .  work (non-i lnion arrd i i n i o n )  a r e  a l s o  i n  f i l l  1  
s i lppor t .  o f  t h e  X a y o r ' s  P l a n .  T he1  i e v e  Government e n t , i  t i e s  n e e d  t.o h e c o m ~  
more  f  i  s c a l  1  y  r e s p o n s i  b l  e b y  b e i n g  renl lmerar .ed t h r o n g h  va11ie a d d e d  p r o d ~ i c t s  
a n d / o r  s e r v i c e s  p a i d  b y  c l i s t o m e r s .  NAWC A D T  i s  a  DROF ( d e f e n s e  b a s e d  o p e r a t -  
inf: f i lnd)  a c t i v i t y  a n d  r e c e i v e s  n o  a p p r o p r i a t e d  ( l e v e l  f l i n d e d )  f i i n d s .  T h e -  
l  i e v e  XAWC A D T  i s  a n  e x c e l  1 en t .  r o l e  model f o r  "government  r e - i n v e n t . i o n f ' ,  w h e r e  
t h e  p a y i n g  c.iist.omer d e t e r m i n e s  t h e  v a l  lie o f  p r o d l l c e s  a n d / o r  s e r v i  c e s  p r o v i  d ~ d  
b y  NAWC A D T .  

YAWC ADT a 1  so p r o v i d e s  a n  e x c e l  1  e n t  condlli  t o f  t e c h n o 1  o g y  a n d  c o l  l  a h o r a t - i  on 
bet.ween g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  p r i v a t . e  i n d l l s t r y .  Dl i r ing  my 22 y e a r s  at. NAWC A D T ,  T 
h a v e  worked  v e r y  c l o s e l y  wi t h  p r i  v a t e  s e c t o r  compani c?s s i l ch  a s  YcDonal d-Doug- 
1  a z  , C e n e r a l  Frl e c t r i  c ,  Tii t t . o n ,  a n d  many s m a l l  b ~ l s i n e s s e s .  When v i  s i  t.i n g  XAWC 
A D T  t h e y  h a v e  a l l  h e e n  v e r y  i m p r e s s e d  b y  oi1r e m p l o y e e s '  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a n d  
t e c h n i c a l  k n o w l e d g e .  W e  h a v e  g a i n e d  r e s p e c t  f r o m  o l l r  c ~ l s t o m e r s  b e c a i i s e  we 
h a v e  on-hands  e x p e r i  e n c e  i n  d e a l  i  n g  wi t h  t h e  same day-t.o-day manlif a c t i i r i  n g  
p r o c e s s e s  a s  p r i v a t . ~  ind11st.r-y. R e c a ~ i s e  o f  t - h i s  r e s p e c t  a n d  know1 e d g e  we a r e  
a b l e  t o  k e e p  p r i v a t e  i n d i l s t r y  a c q i i i s i  t . i o n  c o n t r a c t : - :  eqiii  t . a b l e ,  as we1 1  z s  
p r o v i d e  t e c h n i  c a t  s o l l l t i o n s  t o  t h e i r  e n g i n e e r i n g  a n d  m a n r i f a c t l i r i n g  p r o b l  e m s .  
The empl o p e s  i n  my b r a n c h  h a v e  a s s i  st.ed many c o m p a n i e s  bot.h l a r g e  a n d  s m a l l  
i n  o v e r c o m i n g  d e s i g n  a n d  p r o c e s s  d e f i c i e n c i e s  w h i c h  i n  t u r n ,  k e e p  t h e  
 government.'^ d e f e n s e  c o s r s  down. 

P,;tcailse ?IAWC AI)T h a 8  many v a r i e d  c t i s t o m e r s  ( e . g .  ?Tavy, A i r  F o r c e ,  Army, o t . h e r  
government .  a g e n c i  es ( F A A  a n d  NASA, e t . c .  ) , o t h e r  n a t ~  o n s  a n d  p r i v a t e  i n d i i s t r y  
wit .h  s1:r.h a v a r i e t y  o f  p r o d l l c t s  a n d / o r  s e r v i c e s ,  i t  r eq1 i i re . s  t h e  t e l l  i n g  o f  
many s t a r . ;  PS f o r  o n e  t .o i ~ n d e r s t a n d  o i i r  va11ie a n d  m e ~ i  t.. T h i s  s h o r t .  1  e t t . e r  
d o e s  n o t  p e r m i t  m e  t o  d e t . a i  1 t h e  many s i ~ c c s s s f ~ i l  s t . o r i  e s ,  o t . h e r  t.han t o  a s k  
yo11 t o  1  i s t e n  t o  C o m m i s s i o n e r  K i n g ' s  o h s e r v a t - . i o n s  o f  t i is  NAWC ADT s i t e  v i s i t .  
NAWC A D T  t o o k  many y e a r s  t.a e v o l v ~  i n t o  a n  o r g a n i  z a t i o n  ?.hat was  b e i n g  r e p 1  i -  
cat@(! t h r o ~ i g h o i i t  a l l  t .he o t h e r  NAWC s i t e s ,  h e c a l l s e  of  it.s new h ~ i s i n e s s  a n d  
m a n a g e r i a l  i n i  t . i a t . i  v e s .  

Y y  b i g g e s t  f e a r  i s  t h a t  NAWC ADT wi ? l  l o s e  most. o f  i t ' s  c?mployees w h i c h  wi 11 
dramat . i  c a l l  y  red11c.p oxir n a t . i  o n ' s  Naval A v i a t i o n  c a p a h i  1 i  t.i e s .  Yy c o n c e r n  i  s 
s i l c h  T w a n t e d  t .o  b r i e f l y  s h a r e  wi t.h yoli  t h e  m a g n i t i t d e  of t .he  p r o b l e m .  T 
at.t.enc',e?. a  wor l r load  r e v i e w  m e e t i n g  at. W a r m i n s t e r ,  P4 (:I s i s t e r  NAWC s i t e  w h i c h  
i s  r l o s i n g  b e c a i l s e  o f  t h e  1991 RRAC) a c o i i p l e  weeltr-; ago. The  s t . a t .11~  o f  many 
p r o g r a m s  w e r e  present.rc!.  One r e p r e s e n t . a t . i  v e  p r o g r a m  c o v e r e d  t .he  P r e s i d e n t  i  a1  
t I ~ 1  i c o p t e r  A v i o n i r . 5  S i l p p o r t .  P r o g r a m  a t  W a r m i n s t e r .  T h i s  i s  a y e a r 1  y  $15 



m i  11 i o n  e f  For t .  r:ompri s e d  o f  a p p r o x i m a t : r l  25 f e d ~ t r a !  a n d  45 p r i v a t e  s e c t - o r  
e m p l o y e e s  (many h a v e  w o r k e d  t h e r e  20-30 y e a r s ) .  C n l y  a h o i i t  7 o f  t h e  c i i r r e n t .  
25 g o v e r n m e n t  e m p l o y e e s  a n d  a handf i l l  o f  p r i v a t e  s e c t : o r  e m p l o y e e s  w i l l  malce 
t h e  moTvre t.c; NAWC Pat . i ixent  R i v e r ,  MD. P l e a s e  n o t e  t h i s  i s  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t.he 
c i l r r ~ n t  empl o y e e s  . Warmi n s t e r  h a s  a 1  r e a d y  l o s t .  qii i  t.e a f e w  e m p l o y e e s  f r o m  
th.?t. p r o g r a m  o v e r  t.he 1  a s t  c o ~ i p l  P y e a r s .  

T h a v e  r e a d  s e v e r a l  news a r t i c l e s  t h a t  h a v e  s t . a t . e d  on a  n a t i o n a l  a v e r a g e  o n l y  
19-25?; o f  a c e n t e r ' s  wor lc force  moves t o  a  new geogr ;aph ic  s i t e  diie t o  RRAC. T t  
i s  e s t ; m a t . e d  t h a t  1 5 Z  o f  t h e  I ' ? a r m i n s t e r  e n g i n e e r s  w: 11 move t o  P n t l i x e n t  R i v e r .  
T h i s  e x t r e m e  I n s s  o f  e x p e r i  n n c e d  p e r s o n n e l  wi ? 1 h e  de.vast .a t . i  n g  t.o many impor-  
t a n t .  p r o g r a m s .  E s p e c i a l  lp s i n c e  most. o f  t h o s e  t . h a t  h a v e  l e f t .  a r e  t h e  h e s t  a n d  
m o s t  q1:al i f  i e d  o f  Yhe w o r l r f o r c e  a n d  i t  w o ~ i l d  h e  v e r y  d i f f i c i i l  t t o  h i r e  com- 
p a r a h ?  P r e p 1  a c e m r n t s  ( s e e  reason.'; he1  O W ) .  H i r i n g  new e m p l o y e e s  wi 11 a1  s o  he 
hampered  by  f1irt.he.r g o v e r n m e n t  d o w n s i z i n g  i n i t i a t i v e s  a s  w e l l  a s  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  
1  ~ g i  s? a t ;  on t o  r e d i ~ c e  government .  p e n s i o n s  . 

S e v e r a l  n e w s p a p e r  a r t  i c l  es e x p l a i n  why f e d e r a l  e m p l o y e e s  are  no t .  m o v i n g  f r o m  
W a r m i n s t e r ,  PA, t o  Pat . i lxent  R i v e r ,  YD, w h i c h  i s  a  -Foilr h o u r  d r i v e .  Yost. o f  
t .he  r e a s o n s  p e r t a i n  t o  i i r h a n  a n d  r l i r a l  i s s i l e s ,  w h i c h  T f e e l  wi 11 a l s o  a p p l y  i n  
a n  Tnd i a n a p o ?  i  s-t .o-Crane s c e n a r i  o .  R e a s o n s  1  i  s t e d  f o r  not. movi n g  a r e :  

A .  Spo t i sa l  employment.  a n d  t h e  lacl:  o f  j a h s  i n  t .he r i i r a l  a r e a  
I?. T,i  t.t.1 e  ciil t.1ir.21 a n d  s h o p p i n g  o p p n r t i l n i  t i  e s  
C. S c h o o l  s w h i c h  may l a c k  t h e  d i v e r s e  c i i r r i c i i l i im o f  i i r b a n  s c h o o l s  
l?. Tack o f  n v a i  1  ah1  e h o u s i n g  i n  t h e  r i l r a l  a r e a  a n d  t h e  p r o h a h ?  e n e e d  t o  

c o n s t . r ~ i c t .  a home 
F.. T,aclc o f  new j o b  o p p o r t . u n i  t . i e s  i n  a  r i l r a l  area i f  a f f e c t e d  b:~ f l l t . i i re  R T F ' S  

a n d  RRACs 
P .  Di s r i i p t . i o n  o f  fami  1  y 1 i  f e  a n d  i l n r e i m h ~ i r s e d  e x p e n s e s  of r e l o c a t . i o n  

~ o w n s i 7 , i n g  jiist t.o d o w n s i z e  i s  n o t  t h e  s o l i l t i o n .  From yol i r  d e l  i h e r a r i o n s  T 
h a v e  v i ~ ? w e d  on C-Span, T am comfor t . ed  b y  yn l i r  e x c e l  l e n t  h i l s i n e s s  a n d  n a t i o n a l  
s e c ~ i r i  t y  p e r s p e c t . i v e s .  T ltnow yo11 rui 11  g i v e  my l e t . t . e r  d u e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a n d  T 
t .hank  yo11 i n  a d v a n c e .  T h e 1  i e v e  NAWC ADT h a s  t h e  i n n o v a t . i v e  m a n a g e m e n t  
e n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  c u s t o m e r  b a s e  t.o h e  a  s i :cc~?ssf i11 e n ~ l o r s e m e n t  f o r  'Igotrernment. 
r e - i n v e n t ;  on" .  ?!AWC A D T ' S  r e v e n l i e  p a i d  d i  r e c t l  y f r o m  c i l s t o m e r s  c o n t i n i l e s  a t  a  
r p c o r d  s e t . t i n g  p a c e  -- XAWC ADT is  m a k i n g  money a n d  t .he  n e x t  t h r e e  y e a r s  o f  
ob!igat . :ons  a r e  v e r y  s t r o n g .  

T w a n t e d  t o  s h a r e  ? h e  a b o v e  w i t h  yo11 t o  somehow impsir t  what. T he1 i e v e  c o i i l d  
h a v e  a d e v a s t . a t . i n g  i m p a c t  on s u p p o r t . i n g  o n r  men a n d  womsn i n  t h e  Xavy F l e e t .  
T h e i  r 1 i v e s  d e p e n d  o n  o1:r s l i p p o r t .  a n d ,  i n  t . l ~ r n ,  f r - ~ e d o m  a r o t l n d  t.he w c r ?  :I 
d e p e n d s  on  ?.ha i r ~f f o r t  .<. 

R ~ c a i i s e .  o f  t .he employment. u n c e r t a i n t y  h r o ~ i g h t .  lipon by  b a i n g  on t h e  RRAC c l o -  
:illre 1 i  s t ,  NAWC ADT i s 1 o s  i  n g  t .hroiigh r e s i  g n a t i  o n  a p p r o x i m a t . e l  y  t . h r e e  f i n e  a n d  
lcnowl e d g e a h l  c? empl o y e e s  p s r  week .  T s t . r o n g l  y e n c o i l r a g e  t h e  RRAC Cornmi s s i o n  t o  
e n d o r s e  Mayor Col dsmi t h  ' s Government P r i  v a t i  z a t  i on PI a n  so t .hat.  c i i r r e n t  em- 
p l o y e e s  wi 11 n o t  l e a v e  a n d  c a n  c o n t i n l i e  t.o f o c l l s  on p r o v i d i n g  t h e  b e s t .  s e r v i c e  
a n d  p r o d ; i c t s  t.o t.he men a n d  women o f  t h e  Armed S e r v i c e s .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

.Tohn R .  K l o t z  
?2AWC ADT ' n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s e s s m e n t  R r a n c h  Head 
R11si n e s s  p h o n e  3 1  7-353-7443 
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Mr. Josue Robles 
Commissioner, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Commissioner Robles, 

' my 
175 S. German Church Road " 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 4 

1 " s  

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). I believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving P~tuxent River, Maryland and China Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thing, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MIl3) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with whlch to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. Chna 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlylng regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothmg would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hired by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begin making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the technical capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thing. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 



Mr. Benjamin Montoya 
Commissioner, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

175 S. German Church Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). I believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving Patuxent River, Maryland and Chna Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thing, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MIB) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with which to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. China 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlying regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothing would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hred by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begin making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the technical capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thing. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 

Sincerely yours, fl 

David P. Head 



175 S. German Church Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 

Mr S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Commissioner Kling, 

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). I believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving Patuxent River, Maryland and Chma Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thing, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MlB) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with which to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. China 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlying regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothing would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hired by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begin making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the technical capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thing. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Arcraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 

Sincerely yours, 

David P. Head 



175 S. German Church Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 

Ms. Wendi Steele 
Commissioner, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Commissioner Steele, 

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). I believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving Patuxent River, Maryland and China Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thing, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MIB) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with which to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. China 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlying regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothng would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hired by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begin making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the technical capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thing. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 

" 
David P. Head 



Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Chairman Dixon, 

175 S. German Church Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). I believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving Patuxent River, Maryland and China Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thmg, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MIB) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with which to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. Chna 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlylng regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothing would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hired by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begn making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the techtucal capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thing. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 

Sincerely yours, i( 

David P. Head 



Mr. James Davis 
Commisioner, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Dear Commisioner Davis, 

175 S. German Church Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46229 
April 26, 1995 

I urge you to vote to accept Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan to retain the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis (NAWCADI). 1 believe that the Navy and the Country would be best 
served by this action. 

Although the Navy has recommended closure of the facility, it is obvious that the recommendation was 
made with an eye toward saving Patuxent River, Maryland and China Lake, California from similar 
consideration. I believe for this reason that the Navy's recommendation to close NAWCADI cannot be 
interpreted to mean that they believe that the closure is a good thing, only that it is, for them, the least of 
several evils. 

In fact, it would be a blow to the Navy's future capabilities. NAWCADI has a unique manufacturing 
center that routinely performs tasks that industry labels as impossible. For reasons of cost and potential 
profit, industry did not want to get involved in the design and manufacture of a Maverick Interface Box 
(MIB) that was highly desirable to be added to the S3-B aircraft prior to the gulf war. The S3-B had no 
armaments prior to the gulf war with which to defend itself. NAWCADI not only accomplished this, but 
did it in 7 months, while the remainder of the avionics industry stood by and reiterated the impossibility of 
the feat. 

The design and engineering expertise that allows such impossible feats exists not in the facility at 
NAWCADI, but in the personnel. For that reason, the Navy will lose this capability, because very many 
of these people are not willing to move to the 3 rural acceptor sites designated to receive them. China 
Lake, California is 180 miles from the nearest large population center, Los Angeles. Crane is about 80 
miles from Indianapolis. Pax River, Maryland is 60 miles from Washington, DC. Moving to such 
outlying regions and buying property hangs one's entire future on the stability of the DOD facility at that 
site. Should it too close, nothmg would be ahead for those people but financial ruin as real estate prices 
would fall through the bottom of the market. I myself will move anywhere, temporarily, to avoid losing 
my government job, but will campaign long after that to be hred by another government facility that is in 
or very close to a large population center. 

Closing this site would be detrimental to all concerned. Accepting Mayor Steven Goldsmith's plan 
would begin making the Navy real money in no more than 3 years, as opposed to the 39 years projected 
for the closure to break even, and save the technical capability that would otherwise be lost. The correct 
course of action could not be clearer. Please do the right thmg. Please vote to accept Mayor Steven 
Goldsmith's plan to save the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis and it's 
capabilities. 

Sincerely yours, 

Acdfd 
David P. Head 
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April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Plke 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Alan J. Dixon 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon. 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than InQanapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indanapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get funding o& from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2 .  We have the lowest, non-subsidzed labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any hnd, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condtion. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integ-atcd project terns which satis@ our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfyrng our customers in a more efficient manner. In malung this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in adQtion to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indanapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5 .  During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a hlstory of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-orgamzation and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indanapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our diverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadershp. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in InQanapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same hgh  quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for this year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by fundmg receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expandmg. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC InQanapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indianapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to justify a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Mditary and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC InQanapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indianapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indlanapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of InQanapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indanapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regonal Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Pike 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Al Cornella 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval Atr Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, In&ana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indianapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get funding only from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artd3cially high tlus year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any kind, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satisfy our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfying our customers in a more efficient manner. In malung this orgamzation work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addition to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trylng to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. Ewe were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC In&anapolis0 unique strength is our ability to support our &verse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping and/or production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval PLlr Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for this year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by funding receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indanapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confoundmg fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indianapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to just@ a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indianapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work dsruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indanapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indanapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indianapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you &d not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



April 16, 1995 

George W. l311 
13509 Bellsville Pike 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Rebecca G.  Cox 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval Atr Warfare Center, Indanapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indanapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indianapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1 .  We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get fundng o& from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3 .  We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large buildng on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any kind, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satisfy our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfjmg our customers in a more efficient manner. In making this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addition to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indanapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Atr Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
InQanapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and luring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indianapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our diverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for t h s  year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by funding receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indianapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Redness  will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confoundng fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC [ndanapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordnary to justify a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indanapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indanapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credt for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indanapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indanapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indanapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get h s  plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Prke 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner James B. Davis 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that 1 am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indanapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indanapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indanapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indanapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get funding or& from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any kind, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satisfy our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfying our customers in a more efficient manner. In making this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addtion to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expandng and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indanapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our &verse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all thls is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval k r  Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval k r  Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a sigtllficant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readmess). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for tlus year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
InQanapolis is having record workload years as measured by finding receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hlring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indianapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indianapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on InQanapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to just@ a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indianapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indianapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing wlule maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indanapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indianapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a sigtllficant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indanapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. T h s  is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt hls 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Plke 
Columbus, IN 4720 1 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval h r  Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indanapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get fundng only from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. 1n fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any lund, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satis@ our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfying our customers in a more efficient manner. In making this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in adhtion to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Inhanapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6 .  NAWC Indianapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our diverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andtor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologes and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years whch means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval h r  Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for t h s  year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by fundlng receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indianapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indanapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indlana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to justify a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indianapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indianapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indianapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC InQanapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing hls plans to the Regtonal Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerelv. 



Document S eparatos 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Pike 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

I am an engmeering manager employed at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indianapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get fundng & from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any kind, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satis@ our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfymg our customers in a more efficient manner. In malung this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addition to our greater efficiency. In recogrution 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Atr Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indanapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our diverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval A r  Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, whlch cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for this year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by fundng receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected fbture defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hlring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indianapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readmess will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indianapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to justi@ a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indianapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indianapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the worldorce and capabilities at NAWC Indianapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC lndanapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you d ~ d  not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



Documerlt Separator 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Hill 
13509 Bellsville Prke 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval Air Warfare Center, InQanapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indianapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity which means we operate very much as a business. We 
get funding o& from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high this year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large builQng on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any kind, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condition. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satisfy our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisfying our customers in a more efficient manner. In making this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addition to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory which will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trylng to adopt our organizational concept. 

5. During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanQng and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indianapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our Qverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do this because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologes and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a significant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for this year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by fundng receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expandng. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indianapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indanapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Indiana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to just@ a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indianapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work dsruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indianapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indanapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indanapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the worldorce and capabilities at NAWC Indianapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get his plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing his plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



April 16, 1995 

George W. Ell 
13509 Bellsville Pike 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele, 

I am an engineering manager employed at the Naval h r  Warfare Center, Indianapolis, Indiana. Let me say 
firstly that it does not appear that I am in danger of losing my job nor does the prospect of moving to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indana bother me at all. Crane is closer to my home than Indianapolis. I am writing 
you today to support Indianapolis' Mayor Stephen Goldsmith's plan to privatize NAWC Indianapolis. I hope that in 
knowing my job seems fairly secure, you will read my letter as that of a business professional rather than a hysterical 
employee who is about to lose his job. 

My work assignment for the past three years has been as an operations manager responsible for workload and 
resources at NAWC Indianapolis. As such I have been intimately involved in the business planning and management 
of the overall site. I would like to make several key points to you about NAWC Indianapolis: 

1. We are a Defense Business Operations Fund activity whch means we operate very much as a business. We 
get funding & from the projects which our customers fund us to do. All of our expenses and salaries are reflected in 
the rates we charge our customers. We are not a financial burden which is carried in the Navy's appropriated budget. 

2. We have the lowest, non-subsidized labor rates in the NAWC. We have reduced our overhead 28% over the 
past two years. In fact, the NAWC has held our rates artificially high thts year in order to reduce the rates at other 
NAWC sites. 

3. We are not a Navy base. We are essentially one large building on a 160 acre site. We have no airstrip, no 
range of any lund, and no extensive physical infrastructure which requires upkeep. We operate very inexpensively. 
Our facility and equipment have been well-maintained over the years and are in excellent condtion. We have kept 
equipment current by a well-managed capital purchase program. 

4. We re-organized three years ago into a competency aligned organization which is designed to support 
integrated project teams which satisfy our customers. This organization parallels best practices in industry and allows 
us to better focus on satisjlng our customers in a more efficient manner. In making this organization work, we have 
continually received higher customer satisfaction ratings each year in addition to our greater efficiency. In recognition 
of our innovative approaches, NAWC Indianapolis was designated as a Reinvention Laboratory whch will allow us to 
go even further in focusing on our customers and our efficiency. Also, the entire Naval Air Systems Command is 
trying to adopt our organizational concept. 

5 .  During the Defense Department's downsizing, our workload has actually increased both in FY93 and FY94, 
and is on pace for another record or near-record year in FY95. Our customers with the Navy, DoD, and Government 
are wanting innovative solutions to their problems in the most cost effective manner they can get. NAWC 
Indianapolis has a history of doing this for our customers. Our innovative re-organization and customer focus allow us 
to be even more attractive to our customers. As a businessman, I would say that we align very well with the needs of 
our customers. In fact, more and more customers (non-DoD) are wanting to come to us. If we were allowed to operate 
truly as a business, we would be expanding and hiring, not in threat of closure. 

6. NAWC Indianapolis' unique strength is our ability to support our diverse customer base over a broad range of 
their requirements. We can provide support over the entire life cycle of their needs, from concept development, to 



design, to prototyping andlor production, to acquisition, to operational testing and deployment, and to operational 
support. We can do t h s  because our personnel operate in close proximity to each other at the site, employing the 
newest technologies and production techniques, and "cross-pollinating" projects with ideas and experiences. Our 
turnover has been relatively low over the years which means we have a tremendous knowledge and experience build- 
up in our people and leadership. With the closure recommendation all this is in jeopardy when the Navy most needs 
it. Many of the people who are offered jobs will choose instead to leave Federal Service and stay in Indianapolis. As 
has happened at the Naval Air Warfare Center, Warminster, PA, and the Naval h r  Warfare Center, Trenton, NJ, the 
Navy will lose a sigruficant portion of its technical know-how, which cannot be replaced and is simply gone. The 
Navy and Federal Government needs this know-how now more than ever to re-invent itself to operate more 
inexpensively but with the same high quality (in military terms, maintain readiness). Our customers choose to come 
to us for innovative, quick, and relatively inexpensive solutions to their problems which they cannot get elsewhere. 

7. The goals, as I understand them, for this year's BRAC recommendations are to reduce infrastructure and 
capacity. As a business professional, I know this means unneeded infrastructure and excess capacity. NAWC 
Indianapolis is having record workload years as measured by funding receipts and we are projecting essentially 
equivalent demand for our services based on customer projections which take into account downsizing. Our business 
capabilities align very well with projected future defense needs. If we were truly allowed to operate as a business, we 
would be hiring and expanding. The changes proposed in the DoD recommendation for NAWC Indmnapolis cut 
needed infrastructure and needed capacity. Our customers will be forced to go elsewhere and spend more money to 
get their requirements satisfied since other sites and contractors do not have our capability. Readiness will suffer since 
other sites and contractors cannot react as quickly as we can and do. The most confounding fact will be that the same 
amount of excess DoD infrastructure and unneeded capacity will exist after NAWC Indianapolis closes. 

8. We are a major corporate citizen in Indianapolis and Inhana. Mayor Goldsmith's figures show that we have 
a billion-dollar impact on Indianapolis' yearly economy. Not only the 1300 jobs at NAWC Indianapolis are in 
jeopardy, but also many in supporting organizations because of this action. If the closure goes through, even for those 
keeping their jobs, their families will be uprooted and separated as they move to a new site. 

The benefits by the BRAC action must truly be extraordinary to justify a closure action as the one being 
proposed. Military and other Government customers are being hurt. Families are being hurt. Communities are being 
hurt. The Federal Government will spend approximately $200 million on the NAWC Indanapolis closure in BRAC 
and DBOF costs (DBOF pays for work disruption and re-training costs as I understand it). To what real end? I can 
see no business benefit. There are no savings if our customers have to go elsewhere which will result in more expense 
to them. There are no real savings if all costs at Indmapolis are borne by the rates charged to our customers. Stated 
simply, I have looked as objectively as I can at the closure recommendation as a business professional and I can see no 
business justification for it. In fact, it seems to me it will have only negative, cost-increasing, readiness-reducing 
effects on the Navy and Federal Government. 

For all of these reasons I ask you to support Mayor Goldsmith's privatization plan for NAWC Indanapolis. It 
allows the DoD to take credit for a closing while maintaining an essential capability for the Navy and DoD. It allows 
NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane to join operations which will result in major savings to our joint customers. It 
allows the workforce and capabilities at NAWC Indanapolis at remain essentially intact with resulting benefits to our 
customers. The City of Indianapolis will not have to suffer a significant blow to its economy. Even the Crane, Indiana 
area gets long term economic benefits because of the liaison between NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Crane. It is a 
real win-win situation for all concerned. This is an innovative approach. As happens with all truly innovative 
approaches it does not fit into existing practice. Before the BRAC recommendation from DoD, Mayor Goldsmith tried 
to get h s  plan accepted by DoD; however, he was told that DoD could not make such a decision, but that the BRAC 
Commission could. When briefing h s  plans to the Regional Hearing in Chicago, I understand your reaction was that 
you did not think you had the charter to make such a recommendation. Please, work to find a way to adopt his 
innovative plan. It makes too much sense to simply let drop because it does not fit into establish practice. How can we 
re-invent Federal Government innovations are not ever tried? 

Sincerely, 



Docul~lellt Separator 



@ Marine UYork Svstems 

YORK INTERNATIONAL 

Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 

1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

I8 April 1995 

Attn: Mr. Dave Epstein 

Subject: Closure of Carderock Division 
Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Annapolis Detachment 

Dear Mr. Epstein: 

It was with some trepidation that we found the subject group on the most recent Base Closure 
List. We would like to officially voice our strong concern about the effect this would have on the 
very important work being done there on elimination of ozone depleting refrigerants from the 
U. S. Navy's fleet. 

As a world leader in the air conditioning and refrigeration industry, we have worked closely with 
Mechanical Systems Branch on the CFC Elimination R&D Program. This talented group of 
people have made significant advances in determining methods of replacing the refrigerants 
currently being used in the fleet. Unfortunately, much work remains to be done. 

Even though an acceptable refrigerant has been identified, its application into existing fleet 
equipment must be planned so that there is minimal interruption with fleet's critical mission. Any 
disruption in the current process, such as this closure/relocation, will severely hamper efforts for a 
timely changeout of the ozone depleting refrigerants. Our current estimate is that a 4 to 5 year 
delay would occur. This is clearly unacceptable in light of current legislation and the Montreal 
Protocol. 

We strongly recommend, that Carderock Division Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis 
Detachment be allowed to continue its meaningfbl work in its present location with existing 
personnel. 

We thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, I 
/ James A. Bledsoe 

V.P. & General Manager 
York Marine Systems 

P.O. Box 1592. York, Pennsylvania USA 17405-1 592 Telephone (71 7)771-7890 Telex 476401 2 U S A Proud Sponsor 
of the 1996 



Doculllent Separator 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Suite 1425 
1 700 N. Moore St. 
Arlmgbn, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

I am writing to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Centers Aircraft Division 
Indi8napolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct h d e d  hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI i n d  its mark- efforts to bmg in 
more work. This effort has been so successfid that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and fun- received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
includmg NASA and FAA In fa* NAWCADI is opera- near its capacity, indiwtmg a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its h d m g  directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closure; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocsted. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
relocated with the attendmg costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included f m c i d  information from the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In fact this facility is not even part of the m e  command. I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract from the fmc ia l  robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realiwed under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bring further economic hardship to the smoundmg community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover from the loss of two major manufacturing 
employers, Western Electric and Chrysler, resultmg in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patwent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Additionally, the Patwent River facility occupies 
valuable sirspsce along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Lowery / 
Electronics Fhgmeer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

April 9, 1995 

Commissioner James B. Davis 
Suite 1425 
1 700 N. Moore St. 
Arlmgton, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

I am writing to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Air& Division 
hdianaplis, InIndie (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its marketing efforts to bmg in 
more work. This effort has been so successll that NAWCADI has had two record years in tenns 
of efficiency and fun- received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
includmg NASA and FAA. In fact, NAWCADI is operatmg near its capacity, indicatmg a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its funding directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closue; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Haw established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
relocated with the m d m g  costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included fmc ia l  information fkom the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Suafact Werfarc Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In fact this facility is not even part of the same command I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract fiom the financial robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bnng further economic hardship to the surrounbg community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover from the loss of two major manufachmng 
employers, Western Electric and Cbrysler, resultmg in the loss of several thousend jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I fmd it incomprehensible that the Navy must conhue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Additionally, the Patuxent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastem corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Electronics Engineer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner Alan J. Dixon 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlmgton, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

I am writmg to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division 
Indumpolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its marketing efforts to bring in 
more work. This effort has been so successful that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and fun- received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
incl* NASA and FAA. In fact, NAWCADI is operating near its capacity, indicating a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its fun& directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closure; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to mother facility, construction would be required and personnel 
r e l d  with the atten- costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included fmc ia l  information from the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surfice Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no r e l a t i d p  to this 
entity. In fact this facility is not even part of the same command I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract from the financial robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in wh~ch NAWCADI would physically remain at its c m t  
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions whle retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bring further economic hardship to the surroundmg community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover from the loss of two major manufacturing 
employers, Western Electric and Chrysler, resulting in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Au Force Base, Florida. Additionally, the Patwcent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concams. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Lowery 4 
Electronics Engineer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

April 9, 1995 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 
Suite 1425 
1 700 N. Moore St. 
Arlmgton, VA 22209 

Desr Commissioner Robles: 

I am writing to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aimaft Division 
Indirinqmlis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its markem efforts to bnng in 
more work. This effort has been so successful that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and fundug received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
including NASA and FAA In fact, NAWCADI is operating near its capacity, indicating a 
continuing need for our hct ion to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its fun& directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed If ow customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closure; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocsted. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
relocated with the attendmg costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included financial information h m  the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surface W d a e  Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In fact h s  facility is not even part of the same command I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract fkom the financial robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the fmcial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSM), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Tndiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bmg further economic hardship to the surrounding community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover fiom the loss of two major manufactumg 
employers, Westem Electric end Chrysler, resulting in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to m i n e  for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Mruyland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida Additionally, the Patuxent hver facility occupies 
valuable airsp8ce along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Lowery 4 
Electronics Engmeer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I mn writmg to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aitcraft Division 
Indmapolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVATR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its marketing efforts to lmng in 
more work. This effort has been so successful h t  NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and h d m g  received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
incl* NASA and FAA. In fact, NAWCADI is operating near its capacity, indicating a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADl receives all of its funding directly &om its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closue; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
relocated with the attendug costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included ftnancid information from the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADX has no relationship to this 
entity. In fact this facility is not even part of the same command. I believe the analysis was 
perfonned in this manner to distract from the f i c i a l  robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Navsl Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bring W e r  economic hardship to the surroun- community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover from the loss of two major rnanuf8cturing 
employers, Westcm Electric and Chrysler, resultmg in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force o p t e s  duplicate test facilities at I2dwat-d~ Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Additionally, the Patuxent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Lowery # 

Electronics Fmgmeer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

I am writmg to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Ainraft Division 
Innllanapolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), whch has been meted  for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its mask.ethg efforts to bring in 
more work. This effort has been so successll that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and h d m g  received. Mtionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
includmg NASA and FAA In fact, NAWCADI is opemting near its capacity, indicating a 
continuing need for our fimction to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its h & n g  directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closure; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
relocated with the attending costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included financial information from the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surfkc Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In f& this facility is not even part of the same command I believe the analysis was 
perfinme. in this manner to distract from the fmc ia l  robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the fmc ia l  viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bring fbther economic hardship to the surroundmg community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover fiom the loss of two major manufaduring 
employers, Westem Electric and Chxysler, resultmg in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to m i n e  for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I fwd it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force opemtes duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Bese, Florida. Additionally, the Patwent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Electronics Engineer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlmgton, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

I am writing to you as an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division 
Indianapolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas which might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two y m  ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expe!nded by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its marketing efforts to bring in 
more work. This effort has been so successfid that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency and fimdmg received. Additionally, we now serve customers at other agencies, 
includmg NASA and FAA. In fact, NAWCADI is operating near its capacity, indicatmg a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its fun- directly fiom its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed. If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAGtype closure; we would simply have no work to perform and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I question the 
economic justification for this facility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be required and personnel 
r e l d  with the attendmg costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included financial information from the Louisville Detachment, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In fact this facility is not even part of the same command. I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract fiom the financial robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI. 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
facility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario which has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retainmg critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bmg further economic hardship to the surrounding community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover from the loss of two major m a n d m  
employers, Westem Electric and Chrysler, resulting in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
California and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. Additionally, the Patuxent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastem corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest dosure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. ~owery/ 

Electronics Ehgmeer, NAWCADI 



Robert L. Lowery 
4540 Earlham Dr. 
Indianapolis, IN 46227 

Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
Suite 1425 
1 700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

I am writing to you as an employee of the Navai Air Warfare Ccnter, l ira& Division 
Indianapolis, Indiana (NAWCADI), which has been targeted for BRAC closure. I would like to 
present some facts and ideas whch might not otherwise be a part of the data made available to 
the commission. 

Two years ago, NAWCADI was directed by its command, Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) to increase its efficiency, as measured by the ratio of overhead to direct funded hours 
expended by its employees. In response, NAWCADI increased its marketing efforts to bring in 
more work. This effort has been so successfid that NAWCADI has had two record years in terms 
of efficiency end fundmg received. Additionally, we now m e  customes at other agencies, 
includmg NASA and FAA In fact, NAWCADI is opera- near its capacity, indicatmg a 
continuing need for our function to be performed. 

As NAWCADI receives all of its fundug directly from its customers, it is clear its mission must 
be performed If our customers were not satisfied, they would not return, and there would be no 
need for a BRAC-type closwe; we would simply have no work to perfonn and would succumb on 
our own. As previously stated, this is not the case. 

Having established our customers' need for NAWCADI to remain a viable entity, I I o n  the 
economic justification for this fscility's capabilities to be relocated. In order to relocate 
NAWCADI's capabilities to another facility, construction would be requed and -me1 
relocated with the attendmg costs. 

NAWCADI's COBRA analysis included financial information fiom the Im&ville Detachment, 
Navd Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Crane Indiana. NAWCADI has no relationship to this 
entity. In ffad this facility is not even part of the same command. I believe the analysis was 
performed in this manner to distract Erom the finsncial robustness of NAWCADI. I urge the 
commission to undertake an independent analysis of the financial viability of NAWCADI, 

A scenario has been developed in which NAWCADI would physically remain at its current 
location and be realigned under the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), becoming a sister 
fscility to NSWC Crane Indiana. Here is a scenario whch has economic promise. The combined 
entity would provide a larger assortment of specialized functions while retaining critical services 
our customers have come to expect. 



Closure of NAWCADI would bnng W e r  economic hardship to the surromdmg community. 
This community has only recently begun to recover fiom the loss of two major manufacturing 
employers, Western E l h c  and Chrysler, resultmg in the loss of several thousand jobs. 

As a taxpayer, I would urge you to examine for possible closure or realignment the Naval Air Test 
Facility, Patuxent River, Maryland and the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China 
Lake, California. I find it incomprehensible that the Navy must continue to operate these huge 
costly facilities when the Air Force operates duplicate test facilities at Edwards Air Force Base, 
Califomia and Eglin Air Force Bsse, Florida. Additionally, the Patuxent River facility occupies 
valuable airspace along the busy eastern corridor which could be better utilized by commercial 
airline concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration. I urge you to listen to the voice of NAWCADI's customers 
and not suggest closure of this vital facility. 

Sincerely, 

Electronics Engineer, NAWCADI 





April 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing in regard to the possible closure of the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD), Indianapolis, under consideration 
by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BCRC). I have been 
employed by NAWCAD, Indianapolis for 35 years as an electronic engineer. 

I recently participated in design of a large sonar system which BCRC 
Commissioner Kling viewed when visting our facilit,y today. This system 
replaces an obsolete sonar system, and will save in excess of 8100 
million during its expected lifetime. We designed this system to cost 
about one-tenth of what the Navy had been spending on similar equipment. 
We used the latest technology and some very clever design methods to 
accomplish this. Private defense contractors could not, or would not, 
design a system like this because of their profit motives. 

We could not have designed this system without the years of experience 
we have had in designing sonar systems. I have spent 25 years in sonar 
design, and most of the other personnel involved have had in excess of 
10 years experience in sonar. A similar experience base is found many 
other areas of our facility. If NAWCAD, Indianapolis is closed, much of 
this experience will be lost, because many of us do not want to 
relocate, not even to southern Indiana at the Crane facility. The Crane 
facility is out of commuting range of any metropolitan area and is not a 
desirable location. 

If the Department of Defense has determined that many of our personnel 
need to be retained, the only thing that makes sense is to to keep them 
here in Indianapolis. This would save the taxpayers millions in terms 
of relocation expenses and additional facilities expenses at Crane and 
other bases, expenses which would exceed our base-keeping costs for many 
years. This would avoid needless disruption in the lives of affected 
employees. This would preserve our experience base which is essential 
in developing cost-effective systems. 

I realize that a primary goal of the BCRC is to make sense of DOD 
downsizing, and I am sure that you will agree that it makes very good 
sense to keep NAWCAD, Indianapolis open, with the understanding that 
some realignment or resizing may be required to accomplish our essential 
missions. 

Sincerely, 

Donald C. Weiss 
1943 Hibiscus Drive 
Indianapolis, IN 46219 



April 10, 1995 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling, 

I am writing in regard to the possible closure of the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD), Indianapolis, under consideration 
by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BCRC). I have been 
employed by NAWCAD, Indianapolis for 35 years as an electronic engineer. 

You may recall the elaborate computer displays for the large EC16 sonar 
system which you viewed in our laboratory. This system replaces an 
obsolete sonar system, and will save in excess of $100 million during 
its expected lifetime. We designed this system to cost about one-tenth 
of what the Navy had been spending on similar equipment. We used the 
latest technology and some very clever design methods to accomplish 
this. Private defense contractors could not, or would not, design 
a system like this because of their profit motives. 

We could not have designed this system without the years of experience 
we have had in designing sonar systems. I have spent 25 years in sonar 
design, and most of the other personnel involved have had in excess of 
10 years experience in sonar. A similar experience base is found many 
other areas of our facility. If NAWCAD, Indianapolis is closed, much of 
this experience will be lost, because many of us do not want to 
relocate, not even to southern Indiana at the Crane facility. The Crane 
facility is out of commuting range of any metropolitan area and is not a 
desirable location. 

If the Department of Defense has determined that many of our personnel 
need to be retained, the only thing that makes sense is to to keep them 
h e r e  in Indianapolis. T h i s  would s a v e  t h e  t a x p a y e r s  m i l l i o n s  in t e r m s  
of relocation expenses and additional facilities expenses at Crane and 
other bases, expenses which would exceed our base-keeping costs for many 
years. This would avoid needless disruption in the lives of affected 
employees. This would preserve our experience base which is essential 
in developing cost-effective systems. 

I realize that a primary goal of the BCRC is to make sense of DOD 
downsizing, and I am sure that you will agree that it makes very good 
sense to keep NAWCAD, Indianapolis open, with the understanding that 
some realignment or resizing may be required to accomplish our essential 
missions. 

Sincerely, 

Donald C. Weiss 
1943 Hibiscus Drive 
Indianapolis, IN 46219 







Documellt Separator 



400 Surf Avenue 
Beachwood, NJ 08722 
May 30, 1995 

S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kling: I 
Aircraft carriers and the planes that fly from them remain our 
most useful, potent, flexible and cost-effective method of pro- 
jecting military power around the world. Navy Lakehurst with its 
over 3,000 employees has proven to be indispensable to successful 
carrier aviation and the projection and presentation of U.S. 
military might. 

The world is more volatile, more uncertain and more dangerous by 
the day. Only the most naive onlooker could conclude that peace 
is at hand. Much of the world today is a cauldron of ethnic 
animosity, resurgent communism, and religious extremism. Numerous 
post-Cold War democracies are at risk or in serious turmoil. 

The genocide in Bosnia, the slaughter in Chechnya and Rwanda, 
pervasive unsteadfastness in the Middle East, Iran and Iraq's 
tenacious quest to procure weapons of mass destruction and deliv- 
ery vehicles, and escalating threats disguised by North Korea and 
the People's Republic of China, underscore the significant post- 
Cold War threats to U.S. security, regional stability and peace. 

Since 1945, aircraft carriers, which today number 12 with 13 
airwings, with a replacement price tag of $82 billion, have been 
deployed to crisis spots more than 200 times. 

It is my analysis that the prospect is exceedingly great - a near 
certainty - that U.S. naval airpower will again be summoned to 
avert, mitigate or solve a crisis somewhere in the world. It's 
not a matter of if, but when and where. 

The Pentagon9s reconunendation to radicaiiy realign the missions 
of Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts carrier aviation at 
risk, especially in the short term, and will cost two to three 
times more than the Pentagon suggests. 

Navy Lakehurst is a unique, one-of-its-kind, world-class facility 
whose primary function is to ensure that aircraft safely launch 
and recover from the deck of a carrier or other platform, and 
that support equipment assist in the service of planes, parts and 
ordinance at sea. 

The long and distinguished record of Navy Lakehurst in technology 
development, engineering, developmental evaluation and verifica- 
tion, systems engineering, prototype, and manufacturing of Air 
Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Support Equipment (SE) 
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is nothing short of breathtaking. 

The collocation of the method of development, manufacturing and 
testing of aircraft carrier catapult and arresting gear and 
support equipment works extremely good! Why break it up? 

In almost every instance at sea, our planes launch as advertised. 
Our aircraft are recovered without incident. If a glitch is found 
in design of a flight required item, who does the Fleet call? 
Navy Lakehurst. There, at Lakehurst, the requisite problem solv- 
ers are immediately functional and in close proximity to one 
another to design it without delay -- to manufacture it without 
delay -- to repair it without delay -- whatever 'litv1 turns out to 
be. 

The DoD scenario says relocate the prototype manufacturing of 
ALRE to the Navy Depot in Jacksonville, Florida, and the SE to 
Patuxent River, Maryland. Separating the testing and evaluation 
capabilities--the big catapults and arresting gear--from the 
prototype manufacturing function defies logic. It's unnatural. In 
a crisis situation, costly delays would put a mission in jeopar- 
dy 

Delays, whether measured in hours or days, during a crisis, could 
quickly put the lives of our pilots, crews and sailors at risk. 
Any delays would degrade mission competence and safety. And I 
defy anyone to make the case that flight readiness and safety are 
IMPROVED or even remain the same when design and manufacture of 
flight required prototyped items are separated from the test and 
evaluation function. 

Can breaking up a textbook case of concurrent engineering that 
has proven itself, over and over, be justified to save some 
money? I think not. But incredibly, the DoD scenario doesn't save 
m o n e y ,  and it w i l l  actually cost taxpayers m o r e  for m a n y  decades. 

With all due respect, the DoD declared cost savings are ungen- 
uine. The actual cost of realignment is two to three times higher 
than what the DoD said. That's not a minor miscalculation but a 
striking error. If someone working for me costed out a program or 
scenario so shoddily, I'd fire him . 
Thankfully, GAO, too, has apprehensiveness about the numbers and 
specifically asked the Commissioners to "more thoroughly examine 
the basis for the cost exclusions associated with scenarios in 
the technical centers...'! Lakehurst is singled out by name. 

Simply put, the DoD recommendation estimates the one-time cost of 
realignment at just under $97 million. The certified data from 
Admiral William Bowes, Commander of Naval Air Systems Command, 
put the cost at $162 million. The SAVE Lakehurst Committee data 
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calculates the cost at $218 million. And, a fourth set of figures 
by the Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts the price tag to 
implement the scenario at between $269 and $289 million. The 
costs are spiralling upward, and not in the direction of savings. 

Thus, the return on investment isn't three years as the DoD says, 
but more like half a century. 

I hope that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission 
will reverse the decision made by the Secretary of Defense that 
put Navy Lakehurst on the list for realignment or closure. 

Please present this information that I have provided as part of 
the official record at the Commission, as the commission carries 
out its responsibilities to review the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

Sincerely, 

G h d L m  
Arthur Aikin 





400 Surf Avenue 
Beachwood, NJ 0872 
May 30, 1995 

Major General Joshua Robles, Jr., USA (RET), Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Robles: 

Aircraft carriers and the planes that fly from them remain our 
most useful, potent, flexible and cost-effective method of pro- 
jecting military power around the world. Navy Lakehurst with its 
over 3,000 employees has proven to be indispensable to successful 
carrier aviation and the projection and presentation of U.S. 
military might. 

The world is more volatile, more uncertain and more dangerous by 
the day. Only the most naive onlooker could conclude that peace 
is at hand. Much of the world today is a cauldron of ethnic 
animosity, resurgent communism, and religious extremism. Numerous 
post-Cold War democracies are at risk or in serious turmoil. 

The genocide in Bosnia, the slaughter in Chechnya and Rwanda, 
pervasive unsteadfastness in the Middle East, Iran and Iraq's 
tenacious quest to procure weapons of mass destruction and deliv- 
ery vehicles, and escalating threats disguised by North Korea and 
the Peoplels Republic of China, underscore the significant post- 
Cold War threats to U.S. security, regional stability and peace. 

Since 1945, aircraft carriers, which today number 12 with 13 
airwings, with a replacement price tag of $82 billion, have been 
deployed to crisis spots more than 200 times. 

It is my analysis that the prospect is exceedingly great - a near 
certainty - that U.S. naval airpower will again be summoned to 
avert, mitigate or solve a crisis somewhere in the world. It's 
not a m a t t e r  of i f ,  b u t  w h e n  and w h e r e .  

The Pentagon's recommendation to radically realign the missions 
of Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts carrier aviation at 
risk, especially in the short term, and will cost two to three 
times more than the Pentagon suggests. 

Navy Lakehurst is a unique, one-of-its-kind, world-class facility 
whose primary function is to ensure that aircraft safely launch 
and recover from the deck of a carrier or other platform, and 
that support equipment assist in the service of planes, parts and 
ordinance at sea. 

The long and distinguished record of Navy Lakehurst in technology 
development, engineering, developmental evaluation and verifica- 
tion, systems engineering, prototype, and manufacturing of Air 
Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Support Equipment (SE) 
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is nothing short of breathtaking. 

The collocation of the method of development, manufacturing and 
testing of aircraft carrier catapult and arresting gear and 
support equipment works extremely good! Why break it up? 

In almost every instance at sea, our planes launch as advertised. 
Our aircraft are recovered without incident. If a glitch is found 
in design of a flight required item, who does the Fleet call? 
Navy Lakehurst. There, at Lakehurst, the requisite problem solv- 
ers are immediately functional and in close proximity to one 
another to design it without delay -- to manufacture it without 
delay -- to repair it without delay -- whatever l1itW turns out to 
be. 

The DoD scenario says relocate the prototype manufacturing of 
ALRE to the Navy Depot in Jacksonville, Florida, and the SE to 
Patuxent River, Maryland. Separating the testing and evaluation 
capabilities--the big catapults and arresting gear--from the 
prototype manufacturing function defies logic. It's unnatural. In 
a crisis situation, costly delays would put a mission in jeopar- 
dy 

Delays, whether measured in hours or days, during a crisis, could 
quickly put the lives of our pilots, crews and sailors at risk. 
Any delays would degrade mission competence and safety. And I 
defy anyone to make the case that flight readiness and safety are 
IMPROVED or even remain the same when design and manufacture of 
flight required prototyped items are separated from the test and 
evaluation function. 

Can breaking up a textbook case of concurrent engineering that 
has proven itself, over and over, be justified to save some 
money? I think not. But incredibly, the DoD scenario doesn't save 
money, and it will actually cost taxpayers more for many decades. 

With all due respect, the DoD declared cost savings are ungen- 
uine. The actual cost of realignment is two to three times higher 
than what the DoD said. That's not a minor miscalculation but a 
striking error. If someone working for me costed out a program or 
scenario so shoddily, I'd fire him . 
Thankfully, GAO, too, has apprehensiveness about the numbers and 
specifically asked the Commissioners to "more thoroughly examine 
the basis for the cost exclusions associated with scenarios in 
the technical centers..." Lakehurst is singled out by name. 

Simply put, the DoD recommendation estimates the one-time cost of 
realignment at just under $97 million. The certified data from 
Admiral William Bowes, Commander of Naval Air Systems Command, 
put the cost at $162 million. The SAVE Lakehurst Committee data 
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calculates the cost at $218 million. And, a fourth set of figures 
by the Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts the price tag to 
implement the scenario at between $269 and $289 million. The 
costs are spiralling upward, and not in the direction of savings. 

Thus, the return on investment isn't three years as the DoD says, 
but more like half a century. 

I hope that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
will reverse the decision made by the Secretary of Defense that 
put Navy Lakehurst on the list for realignment or closure. 

Please present this information that I have provided as part of 
the official record at the Commission, as the Commission carries 
out its responsibilities to review the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur Aikin 



Docul~lel~t Separator 
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400 Surf Avenue 
Beachwood, NJ 08722 
June 15, 1 9 9 5  

~ a j 0 r  General Josue Robles, Jr., USA (RET), Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Robles: 

~ i r c r a f t  carriers and the planes that fly from them remain our 
most useful, potent, flexible and cost-effective method of pro- 
jecting military power around the world. Navy Lakehurst with its 
over 3,000 employees has proven to be indispensable to successful 
carrier aviation and the projection and presentation of U . 8 .  
military might. 

The world is more volatile, more uncertain and more dangerous by 
the day. Only the most naive onlooker could conclude that peace 
is at hand- Much of the world today is a cauldron of ethnic 
animosity, resurgent communism, and religious extremism. Numerous 
post-Cold War democracies are at risk or in serious turmoil. 

The genocide in Bosnia, the slaughter in Chechnya and Rwanda, 
pervasive unsteadfastness in the Middle East, Iran and Iraq's 
tenacious quest to procure weapons of mass destruction and deliv- 
ery vehicles, and escalating threats disguised by North Korea and 
the People's Republic of China, underscore the significant post- 
Cold War threats to U - S .  security, regional stability and peace. 

Since 2945, aircraft carriers, which today number 12 with 13 
airwings, with a replacement price tag of $82 billion, have been 
deployed to crisis spots more than 200 times. 

rt is my analysis that the prospect is exceedingly great - a near 
certainty - that U.S. naval airpower will again be summoned to 
avert, mitigate or solve a crisis somewhere in the world. It's 
not a matter of if, but when and where. 

T h e  Pentagon's recommendation to radically realign the missions 
of Lakehurst Naval Air Warfare Center puts carrier aviation at 
risk, especially in the short term, and will cost two to three 
times more than the Pentagon suggests. 

Navy Lakehurst is a unique, one-of-its-kind, world-class facility 
whose primary function is to ensure that aircraft safely launch 
and recover from the deck of a carrier or other platform, ancl 
that support equipment a s s i s t  in the service of planes, parts and 
ordinance at sea. 

The long and distinguished record of Navy Lakehurst in technology 
development, engineering, developmental evaluation and verifica- 
tion, systems engineering, prototype, and manufacturing of Air 
Launch and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) and Support. Equipment (SE) 
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The collocation of the method of development, manufacturing and 
testing of aircraft carrier catapult and arresting gear and 
s u p p o r t  equipment works extremely good! Why break it up? 

In almost every instance at sea, our planes launch as advertised. 
Our aircraft are recovered w i t h o u t  incident. I f  a glitch is found 
in design of a flight required item, who does the Fleet call? 
Navy Lakehurst. There, at Lakehurst, the requisite problem solv- 
ers are immediately functional and in close proximity to one 
another to design it without delay -- to manufacture it without 
delay -- to repair it without delay -- whatever "iti1 turns out to 
be. 

The DoD scenario says relocate the prototype manufacturing of 
ALRE to the Navy Depot in Jacksonville, Florida, and the SE to 
Patuxent ~iver, Maryland. Separating the testing and evaluation 
capabilities--the big catapults and arresting gear--from the 
prototype manufacturing function defies logic. It's unnatural. In 
a crisis situation, costly delays would put a mission in jeopar- 
dy. 

Delays, whether measured in hours or days, during a crisis, could 
quickly put the lives of our pilots, crews and sailors at risk. 
Any delays would degrade mission competence and safety. And I 
defy anyone to make the case that flight readiness and safety are 
IMPROVED or even remain the same when design and manufacture of 
flight required prototyped items are separated from the test and 
evaluation function. 

Carl breakirlg up a textbook case of concurrent engineering that 
has proven itself, over and over, be justified to save some 
money? I think not. But incredibly, the DoD scenario doesnlt save 
money, and it will actually cost taxpayers more for many decades. 

With all due respect, the DoD declared cost savings are ungen- 
u i n e .  The actual cost of realignment is two to three times higher 
than what the DoD said. That's not a minor miscalculation but a 
striking error. If someone working for me costed out a program or 
scenario so shoddily, I'd fire him . 

Thankfully, GAO, too, has apprehensiveness about the numbers and 
specifically asked the Commissioners to "more thoroughly examine 
the basis for the cost exclusions associated with scenarios in 
the technical centers..." Lakehurst is singled out by name. 

Simply put, the DoD recommendation estimates the one-time cost of 
realignment at just under $97 million. The certified data from 
Admiral William Bowes, Commander of Naval Air Systems Command, 
put the cost at $162 million. The SAVE Lakehurst Committee data 
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is nothing s h o r t  of breathtaking. 
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c a l c ~ ~ l a t e s  the cost a t  $218 m i l l i o n .  And, a fourth set of figures 
by t h e  L a k e h u r s t  Naval A i r  Warfare Cen te r  p u t s  t h e  p r i c e  tag to 
implement t h e  s c e n a r i o  a t  between $269 and $289 m i l l i o n .  The 
costs are spiralling upward, and n o t  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of s a v i n g s .  

~ h u s ,  t h e  r e t u r n  on i n v e s t m e n t  isn't t h r e e  years as  t h e  DoD s a y s ,  
b u t  more l i k e  h a l f  a c e n t u r y .  

I hope t h a t  t h e  Defense B a s e  Closure and Realignment Commission 
w i l l  reverse t h e  decision made by the S e c r e t a r y  of D e f e n s e  t h a t  
put Navy Lakehurst on  t h e  l ist fo r  rea l ignment  o r  closure. 

Please presen t  this i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  I have p rov ided  as  p a r t  of 
t h e  official record a t  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n ,  a s  t h e  Commission c a r r i e s  
out its responsibilities to review t h e  recommendations of t h e  
Secretary of Defense .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

&L 

Arthur Aikin  



ocument S eparator 



Thomas Conway Sr 
173 Lilac Drive 
Toms River, NJ 08753 
(908)286- 1470 
18 June 1995 

LAO 
bA 

l U  

BRAC Commission 
1700 North Morre Street 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commisioners, 
I am writing this letter to share my thoughts and feelings with you concerning the 

upcoming deliberations and subsequent vote on the DOD's BRAC 95 recommendations, 
specifically those involving the realignment of the Naval Air Engineering Station, 
Lakehurst NJ. I am very motivated in writing this letter since my career and my family's 
future have been and will be seriously impacted by this process and your decision. In 
putting my thoughts on paper, I tried to suppress my emotions and just write about the 
facts. Before going further, regulations and protocol force me to add the disclaimer that 
the opinions and views noted are mine and mine alone and do not represent, in any way, 
those of the Department of Defense on the Navy. 

First, I'ld like to tell you a little about myself. I'm thirty six years old and have worked 
for the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Lakehurst for fourteen years. I have 
Bachelors and Masters degrees in Mechanical Engineering from the New Jersey Institute 
of Technology. I haved a beautiful wife, Anna Marie, and three wonderful sons, Thomas 
Jr 7, Matthew 5, and Peter 2. In my fourteen years, I have held various positions in the 
organization including: entry level engineer, Project Leader, Electro-Optics 
Technologist, Systems Engineer, Optical/Mechanical Design Section Supervisor, 
Program Manager and Technology Team Leader. I've been involved with numerous 
types of systems including: Visual Landing Aids, Aircraft Launch and Recovery 
Systems, Training Systems and Aircraft Diagnostic Equipment. My most recent position 
has been as Program Manager for the Electromagnetic Aircraft Launch System 
(EMALS). EMALS is an R&D project whose ultimate goal is to replace the existing 
steam powered catapult with an electric system on all aircraft carriers. EMALS will be 
smaller, lighter, more powerful, more controllable and more efficient than the steam 
catapults of today. 

Naval Aviation is a critical part of our National Defense. It enables the United States to 
project power and strength "Forward From the Sea". When a conflict breaks out 
anywhere in the world, the President always asks "Where are the Aircraft Carriers?" 
Naval Aviation can not exist without aircraft launch, recovery and support equipment and 
processes. The finest warships and most advanced aircraft will do absolutely no good 
unless they can effectively interface and operate together. The majority of equipment and 
processes used today are very unique and specialized with some having been in the Fleet 
for forty or more years. This equipment represent tremendous pieces of engineering and 
workmanship. The individuals responsible for the subject equipment and processes are 
non-glorified "experts" in a truly specialized field. Their knowledge has been acquired 
over many years of working with the equipment itself and also by working closely with 
the people who design, build, test, install and operate it. Oh, by the way, each and 
everyone of these "experts" reside at the Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst. We 
are truly a National Resource. The Navy recommendation in BRAC 95 calls for a 
realignment of the Naval Air Engineering Station, shifting facilities and personnel to 
other sites in Maryland and Florida. This realignment would effectively rupture the 
efficient operations which have been successful for many years. If the realignment is 



approved and executed as noted, the reality is that facilities will move but the people may 
not. When the "experts" don't move, seabased aircraft launch, recovery and support will 
degrade which means that the Naval Aviation Mission will suffer which in turn means 
that National Defense will be weakened. The intellectual loss will be devastating, taking 
years to recover, if it ever does. This is a loss that the country cannot afford. 

As an anology, let's look at the field of Accounting. If a large Accounting Firm decided 
to relocate and the majority of it's personnel declined to move, it wouldn't be a big 
problem. The Firm would simply advertise for new accountants. After all, an accountant 
is an accountant, is an accountant. Clearly, the "experts" at the Naval Air Engineering 
Station Lakehurst are not accountants. They are engineers, technicians, artisans and 
logisticians who are one-of-a-kind authorities in a uniquely specialized area. It is 
inconceivable that the Navy would be successful in trying an hire professionals with ten 
to fifteen years of experience in something like aircraft catapult water brakes. The impact 
to the Fleet would be immediate and almost certainly catastrophic. Unlike Naval 
Aviation Depots, of which there are currently three, there is only one group in the world 
that can do this job. Not even the Air Force wants to touch this mission area and they 
have been going after everything else, including anything involving aircraft (i-e. 
propulsion, avionics, structures, etc) and aviation depots. 

I am extremely concerned about the health of Naval Aviation. When the Navy 
transferred the Naval Air Propulsion Group from Trenton NJ to Patuxent River Maryland, 
as part of BRAC 93, less than forty percent of the personnel relocated. As a matter of 
fact, I recently read a published listing of position vacancies for the Propulsion Group at 
Patuxent River. The list was over two pages long! Obviously, the Navy is having a 
difficult time filling those vacant positions. Currently, the Navy is executing the move of 
the Naval Air Development Center from Warminster Pa to Patuxent River. It appears 
that less than thirty percent of those personnel are going to relocate as a result of this 
BRAC 91 action. In BRAC 95, the Navy is trying to move major groups of personnel 
from the Naval Avionics Center in Indianapolis as well as Lakehurst. I fear that Naval 
Aviation will never recover from these moves and the subsequent loss of personnel. I the 
Lakehurst case, I'm sure that the Navy will eventually attempt to hire new people but 
there won't be any "experts" left to train them and besides, the equipment on which they 
are suppose to become "experts" on is a minimum of four hundred miles away in NJ. 

Finally, I work with a great many dedicated individuals who have a non-glamorous job. 
They regularly accomplish incredible feats involving some truly remarkable pieces of 
equipment. They have a dirty, thankless, yet critical job to do and they get it done 
everytime, without question. I also wanted to go on record saying that I believe in the 
BRAC Process and criteria utilized. If the realignment of the Naval Air Engineering 
Station Lakehurst is good for National Defense then it should be done, however I fail to 
see the good that will come of this. Technically it makes no sense and financially it won't 
save a dime. What I see is initially, Fleet response will suffer followed by a critical void 
in the knowledge base and finally, the loss of Naval Aviation capability. I hope that I 
have illustrated the following two points. Why the country can't afford to lose the 
"experts" at the Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst and why we need to stay 
colocated with the critical equipment. I want to thank you for your time and for the 
sacrifice you have all made in accepting this difficult assignment on behalf of the United 
States. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Conway 



Douglas Wester 
4 Bugle Court 
Howell, NJ 07731 
June 8, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners, 

By now you have undoubtedly been inundated with 
correspondence regarding the Naval Air Engineering Station (NAES) 
in Lakehurst, N.J. As an employee at the base I am, of course, 
very concerned with the recommendation by the Secretary of 
Defense to essentially close NAES Lakehurst. I understand the 
purpose, and need for, the BRAC process but. only when it makes 
sense. When bases are put on the list just so there will be 
something on that list, then I feel we have taken things too far. 
Fortunately, there is your commission to oversee and ensure that 
the process is used to close bases that are no longer needed and 
realign others so they may serve our country more effectively. 
Those facilities that are essential to this nation's security and 
will not save money by closing, should not be on the list. I 
believe that Lakehurst is such a facility. 

At the BRAC hearing in New York City on May 5, 1995, you 
were saturated with factual information from numerous supporters 
of NAES Lakehurst. There is no need for me to reiterate all of 
that here. I feel that the information presented at the hearing 
painted an accurate picture of the value of the mission performed 
at NAES Lakehurst. Of at least equal value are the men and women 
who make up the workforce at the base. Their experience and 
professionalism over the years have enabled Lakehurst to win many 
awards including the highly valued Quality Improvement Prototype 
Award. This is the type of facility that the Department of 
Defense should be striving for, not trying to close. 

I would like to address a few items that were not really 
touched on at the hearing. There was much testimony regarding 
how breaking apart Lakehurst's mission would impact military 
readiness and would not save any money. Let me go a step 
further. Tearing apart Lakehurst will cost money and cost lives. 
My section specializes in aircraft systems safety. Many of us 
are safety program managers for major aircraft programs. None of 
us have any desire to be relocated. Loss of our expertise will 
have a direct impact on the safety of the Navy's aircraft. A 
deficiency in safety will lead to accidents, which will cost 
millions of dollars in assets alone. The cost in human lives is, 
of course, priceless. 

The scenario that I presented for my section could be 
duplicated in sections throughout the base. These costs have not 
been factored into any COBRA model. That does not make them any 
less real. Can the United States really afford these costs? 



I appreciate the hard work the commission has done to date 
in trying to come up with a list that truly reflects what is best 
for our country. I thank you in advance for addressing my 
concerns and the effort you still have yet to do in the few 
remaining weeks. 

Sincerely, 

~ouflas Wester 



Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



19 New Castle Court 
Jackson NJ 08527-261 7 
May 9, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre Street 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners, 

I am writing to voice my concern over the potential closing of the Naval Air Warfare 
Center (NAWC) in Lakehurst NJ. Besides the fact that it is well known that the cost figures 
currently proposed by the BSEC are suspect, my primary concern is the proposed break-up of the 
concurrent engineering synergy that NAWC Lakehurst currently practices. 

You have heard our case while on the USS Intrepid on 05 May 1995. A point that I'd 
like to add, and which I request that you please keep in mind during your deliberations, is this: 

The break-up of the concurrent engineering synergy that NA W C  Lakehurst 
currently employs will inevitably lead to the loss of naval aircraft and valuable 
personnel. Therefore, please realize that forevery aircraft lost due to the break-up 
of Lakehurst's synergy, you can add approximately $40 million to the cost 
estimates for closing Lakehurst. Please note that this figure does not include 
funds spent in the training of any pilots lost in such mishaps, nor does it take into 
account the psychological effect that such a loss would have on the fleet's 
confidence in the equipment that they use and rely on. 

Finally, the potential closing of NAWC Lakehurst would be easier to swallow if the 
proposed savings were credible. Without the total closing of the base (which will not occur due 
to the excessive costs associated with moving the catapult & arresting gear test facilities), I find 
it hard to believe that any savings will be realized. If the BSEC's proposed savings are based 
on the elimination of jobs scheduled to occur during the move, then why not draw down the 
number of personnel at Lakehurst without closing the base? This would yield an equivalent 
savings while maintaining Lakehurst's synergy. 

I trust that you will be fair and thorough in your evaluation of the facts. Thank you very 
much. 

Sincerely, 

Donald L. Zrebiec 



Docurnerlt Separator 



May 4, 1995 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22206 

Dear Mr. Cornella, 

I am very concerned about what I've been reading in the papers relative to the Base 
Realignment and Closure process. Although I agree that the process is necessary, and painful 
for many people, I've come to the conclusion that the process has deteriorated significantly to 
a less than objective process, and perhaps that's why the task has become so difficult. 

I am very concerned with the methods used by the Navy to collect, selectively change, 
or outright omit cost data submitted by the targeted bases. If the Navy cannot trust the original 
data submitters, why are they asking for it? Isn't the original data audited and certified? Where 
does the Navy get the authority to override or delete auditted, confirmed costs? 

Also, I'm very concerned about a letter1 written last March. There's a trend here that 
I find somewhat incredulous. Apparently, tkc !etter calls out many inaccuracies in the Navy's 
data submittals to your commission. But it also describes instances where the Navy virtually 
ignored earlier requests for investigations of that data. GAO has also raise doubts about the 
data. Does it give you a secure feeling knowing that the Navy thumbs its nose at Congress? 
Are you looking the other way while the Navy ignores official processes in order to arrive at 
their own "predetermined objectives". Does the Navy have to answer to you?. . .to anyone? 
And, if so, can you make the Navy conform to proper procedures? If you can't then who can? 

It has come to my attention that the Navy was told to move a small activity to NAES, 
Lakehurst in the 1991 BRAC, but the Navy ignored the order from that BRAC. What good is 
this BRAC process if the Navy can selectively ignore certain portions of the final decisions? 

Who's running the store? I'm not familiar with the extent of your authority, but please 
make every effort to insure that this trend does not continue within your BRAC process. Every 
base should be considered for closure (andlor expansion) based on their own merit. Perhaps the 
Navy is hiding some cost savings in Maryland and Jacksonville by moving missions to those 
bases. Has the BRAC considered who or what the Navy is trying to protect at those bases? If 
you haven't then you are not being truly objective. And that's probably why your job is so 
difficult. Please consider all of this during deliberations. 

Sincerely, 

Letter from New Jersey Representatives and Senators to Navy Secretary Dalton, dated March 15, 1995. 



May 4, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca Cox 
700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22206 

Dear Ms. Cox, 

I am very concerned about what I've been reading in the papers relative to the Base 
Realignment and Closure process. Although I agree that the process is necessary, and painful 
for many people, I've come to the conclusion that the process has deteriorated significantly to 
a less than objective process, and perhaps that's why the task has become so difficult. 

I am very concerned with the methods used by the Navy to collect, selectively change, 
or outright omit cost data submitted by the targeted bases. If the Navy cannot trust the original 
data submitters, why are they asking for it? Isn't the original data audited and certified? Where 
does the Navy get the authority to override or delete auditted, confirmed costs? 

Also, I'm very concerned about a letter1 written last March. There's a trend here that 
I find somewhat incredulous. Apparently, the letter calls out many inaccuracies in the Navy's 
data submittals to your commission. But it also describes instances where the Navy virtually 
ignored earlier requests for investigations of that data. GAO has also raise doubts about the 
data. Does it give you a secure feeling knowing that the Navy thumbs its nose at Congress? 
Are you looking the other way while the Navy ignores official processes in order to arrive at 
their own "predetermined objectives". Does the Navy have to answer to you?. . .to anyone? 
And, if so, can you make the Navy conform to proper procedures? If you can't then who can? 

It has come to my attention that the Navy was told to move a small activity to NAES, 
Lakehurst in the 1991 BRAC, but the Navy ignored the order from that BRAC. What good is 
this BRAC process if the Navy can selectively ignore certain portions of the final decisions? 

Who's running the store? I'm not familiar with the extent of your authority, but please 
make every effort to insure that this trend does not continue within your BRAC process. Every 
base should be considered for closure (andlor expansion) based on their own merit. Perhaps the 
Navy is hiding some cost savings in Maryland and Jacksonville by moving missions to those 
bases. Has the BRAC considered who or what the Navy is trying to protect at those bases? If 
you haveil't then ycm axe not being truly objective. And that's probably why your job is so 
difficult. Please consider all of this during deliberations. 

Sincerely, 

Letter from New Jersey Representatives and Senators to Navy Secretary Dalton, dated March 15, 1995. 



Mr. John Vail, Jr. 
26 Kenmore Road 
Freehold, New Jersey 07728 

April 25, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to you to ask that you give appropriate attention to the arguments 
made by the Save The Lakehurst Base Committee regarding Secretary Perry's 
recommendation to close the Naval Air Engineering Station and Naval Air Warfare Center 
in Lakehurst, New Jersey. As a veteran of over 45 years of public service, you have the 
background and experience necessary to look at the information provided by the Navy, the 
General Accounting Office, and the Save The Lakehurst Base Committee and see that the 
Secretary's recommendations regarding Lakehurst don't measure up to the published 
selection criteria of military value, return on investment, and economic and environmental 
impacts. 

I can see by the biography provided by the Commission that full disclosure of your 
campaign contributions and personal financial assets and liabilities has been an important 
part of your public service. A review of the information available on Lakehurst will 
quickly review that the Navy has decided not to disclose the actual costs and savings 
associated with the recommendation. In fact, significant costs for military construction 
and relocation were omitted from the analysis. Your commission has the responsibility to 
ensure that these recommendations are reviewed with the true cost to the taxpayer in 
mind. 

I thank you in advance for your dedication to this difficult task. As Chairman, you 
have the additional responsibility of bringing the talents of the rest of the commissioners 
together to be an equally important part of the BRAC process. A careful review of the 
information on Lakehurst is critical to ensure the fairness of the process that is required by 
the public law. 



1115 Princeton Avenue 
Philadelphia, Pa. 19111 
April 24, 1995 b 

Base Realignment and Closure Committee 
1700 North Morre Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ,.. _ 

stGphen L. Schurr 





( 
Gerry Wagner 

1 104 Aspen Drive 
Toms River, NJ 08753 

Ph: 908-349-6070 

BRAG Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

18 May 1995 
Dear Sirs: 

Thank you for allowing us to present the Navy Lakehurst case on 5 May on board the 
Intrepid. We trust that you are indeed trying to gain insight into your upcoming decision 
and not, as one person I know suggested, "Just going through the motions." We know 

. . 
you realize that your dec~s~ons will not only b v e  major Imwct on t h o m d s  of 

. . 
. . .  
md~vtduals, but indeed affect our W r e  defense position a d n a t i ~ n a l  security 

. . . I 
would not want to be in your shoes with that kind of responsibility on my shoulders. In 
many ways it will be more far reaching than some of our President's decisions. 

I know you were bombarded with a lot of facts and figures the other Friday, and I cannot 
blame you if your heads were spinning after all the testimony. In the case of the NAWC 
at Lakehurst, I guess ihe one figure t w  in mv mind was th;at $50,000.000 mice 

on a F-14 alr-. The savings we are suppose to garner by the breakup of our 
facilities seem out of proportion to the cost of a few planes over the next 10 to 20 years; 
not to mention the loss of trained flight personnel. 

My military time was in the Ordinance Corp of the Army. I have been working for the 
Navy since 1970 having moved here to Lakehurst in 1974 with NAEC from 
Philadelphia. Although my personal stake in your decision is not that great for in 1998 1 
will have my 30 years in, I still am concerned. 

The modern Navy's carrier force is one of the best and most versatile deterrents 
to combat future conflicts in an unknown theatre. In fact that is what the cessation 
of the cold war should make us realize: It is not that mankind is getting better and 
for the first time in the history of the world, national defense is not necessary. 
Don't you believe it1 



Whereas 20 years ago we pretty much knew where the threat was located, today we do 
not even know what group or country might be the next problem. It seems to me that 
the carrier-based Navy is the best equipped to deal with this uncertainty. U k  . , . . . . 
should be strengthening it. not r-a its capaM&. 

Errors are part of the imperfect world in which we live. We both know we cannot keep 
them from happening and should not make the case that anything we do will allow us to 
reach zero defects. Yet w&have done well in t-d if a- should be trying. 

out vou ? 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gerry Wagner, ~ n g h e e r  





Base Realignment and Closure Commi s s i o n  
1 7 0 0  Nol-th Marl-e S t .  
Arlingt:on, V A .  2 2 3 0 9  

'To 1- he [ 'ol l l~l~i  t- t- ee C'l~a i 1-pel-sol? : 

A s  a n  employee of  t he  Naval. A1 . r  Warfare Center, A i r c r a f t  
D i v i s i o n ,  Lakehur s t ,  N .  J . ,  1 am wl-iti.ng t.o v o i c e  my concerns  over 
t h e  . l a t e s t  I . - O L I I I ~  of base c l  osi17g t l ec i s ions  . The c o n d i t i o n s  under 
which Lal:ehulrst was pu t  on t l ~ e  c l o s u r e  l i . s t  i-s v e r y  d i - s t u r b i n g  
indeed .  T t  has  come t o  eve ryone ' s  attenti.011 h e r e  t h a t  a l l  of ou r  
d a t a  which was r eques t ed  by t h e  R R A C  commi.ssri.on and submi t ted  by 
Lal.;ehuvst, had been a l t e r e d  by seriioir Navy o f f i c i a l s  t o  make us  a  
b e t t e r  c a n d i d a t e  f o r  c l o s u r e .  

I a l s o  fi.nd i t  d i s t u r b i n g ,  and d i f f i - c u l t  t o  unde r s t and ,  why 
T,alcehu~rst was t h e  o n l y  base (consi.de1-ed f o r  c l o s u r e )  who was n o t .  
asked t.c) c:ontj~ic.t: st-utl:i e s  a n d  pl-0v.i de  d a t a  t o  suppor t  becoming a  
receivi.rlq a c t  j.vi. ty . I.lal;el~ul-st j.s un.i.quely p o s i t i o n e d  ad j acen t  t o  
McGuire AFB and For t  Dix. That p o s i t i o n i n g ,  a long  w i t h  an 
e x c e l l e n t  i n f r a s t r u c t u 1 - e  of hangars and runways makes Lakehurs t  a  
prime c a n d i d a t e  t o  r e c e i v e  o t h e r  a c t  i v i  t j - e s  . 

I n  addition, i t  makes no sense  t o  t ~ y a n s f e r  h a l f  t h e  base  
pe r sonne l  t o  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  which i s  the c u r r e n t  p l a n .  Leaving 
a  few hundred employees t o  suppol-t our  a i r c r a f t  launch and 
recovery  miss ion  would s t i l l  r e q u i r e  t h e  base  t o  remain open.  
T r a n s f e r r i n g  h a l f  of t h e  smployees away would o n l y  l e s s e n  o u r  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  t o  suppor t  t h e  f l e e t ,  cause  i r r e p a r a b l e  damage to 
t& economy of Ocean county,  and not  save  t z  government a  penny. 

'1'1he decsyj.ol-1 t.o i : C G F  t 1 1 F  f t F 1 . 1  ~ F s e e m s  to be pu-rery a 5  
pel-sona2' , one .  The manipul.ation oi daca and obl.rlous l.aclc of c o s t  
s a v i n g s  p roves  t h i s .  I t  would b e n e f i t  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  and t h e  
m i l i t a r y  a s  a  whole t o  keep a l l  t he  pe r sonne l  h e r e  and make 
Lakehurs t  a  r e c e i v i n g  a c t i v i t y  i n s t e a d  of b l a t a n t l y  was t ing  t h e  
C e n t e r ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and a s s e t s .  These a c t i o n s  would ho ld  m e r i t  
and t r u l y  save  t h e  government money. 

I t  would be g r e a t l y  app rec i a t ed  i f  t h e  BRAC committee would 
se l - i ous ly  a d d r e s s  t h e s e  i s s u e s  and concerns  which I b e l i e v e  t o  be 
t r u e .  Thank you ve ry  much f o r  your c o o p e r a t i o n ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l i s m ,  
and s u p p o r t .  
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Charles Goins, Representative A 

234 Almira Avenue V" 
Atco, NJ 08004 
April 10, 1995 

Mr. Alton Cornella 
C/O Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella, 

As a group of Vietnam era veterans and employees at Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Lakehurst, NJ, we are deeply concerned with the recent BRAC proposal to 
consolidate the Prototyping and Manufacturing department (P & M) at NAWC, 
Lakehurst, NJ with the Navy Depot in Jacksonville, FL. These two activities have 
tremendous differences in hc t ion ,  business operations and military purpose. 
Implementing this proposal will gravely impact military readiness and the ability of 
the Navy to react to fleet emergencies. 

The purpose of the P & M department at Lakehurst is to provide prototype 
manufacturing support of flight critical aircraft launch and recovery equipment 
(ALRE). Basically, this category of equipment is associated with aircraft carriers. 
We are able to effectively provide this support because we are collocated with the 
ALRE engineering and testing departments. 

The ALRE community is a relatively small group. Our P & M department 
consists of only 214 artisans and engineers. We work on integrated teams with 
engineers and test specialists to resolve problems quickly and efficiently. Being 
collocated allows us to rapidly update changes to equipment under development 
and put into service equipment with mature designs and proven abilities. Moving 
the P & M department approximately 1000 miles away to a Navy production 
oriented Depot in Jacksonville, Fla. will, in effect, void a process that works. 

We also have an even greater concern. Dislocating the prototyping 
department fiom the engineering and testing departments will remove the ability of 
the Navy to react to fleet emergencies when they arise. We take great pride in our 
team's ability to engineer and manufacture alternative equipment quickly and 
satisfy fleet needs. There's not a month that goes by without someone fiom the 
fleet thanking us for responding to emergency situations. This military capability 
would disappear if you break up the team. 



Mr. Alton Cornella 
April 10, 1995 

When you investigate the work we do in the P & M department you will find 
we also correct defective equipment delivered by government contractors. Often 
times this situation is the result of a government procurement policy to increase the 
number of small businesses doing business with the govemment. While overall this 
policy has been good, it has had some failures. When these occur, and they do, we 
are usually called in to collect work in progress and complete the job. In effect, the 
P & M department has provided the Navy a safety net for unfortunate by-products 
resulting from past acquisition reform initiatives. 

As veterans of the military, like yourself, we know first hand the importance 
of having properly working equipment and a great supply system. We know how 
important it is to be able to depend on your equipment, and conversely, the cost of 
equipment that fails. We know our military value at Lakehurst is unsurpassed in 
keeping the carriers operating at 100Y0 capability. , 

You have a great responsibility to fairly determine base closures and 
realignments. Please thoroughly and completely consider the proposal to move the 
P & M department. We are confident, when all the facts are evaluated, that the 
proposal to separate P & M from engineering and test and relocate to Jacksonville, 
Fla. is not militarily or economically sound. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter and consider our concerns. 
Please extend to us the opportunity to meet with you when you visit NAWC, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, in May. My telephone number is 908-323-2955. As 
veterans, we may be able to offer you a more "hands-on" prospective of the military 
value of Lakehurst. 

n Sincerely, 

- - -  
Richard Sidote, USN, Vietnam 

- 
Pete Schoerner, USA, Vietnam 

*flm ALGA T ~ W ~ L  . . 
Vince Favale, USAF, Vietnam Tony Nkniewski, USA, Vietnam u~ e. GL 

William E. Cole, USA, Vietnam 



Mr. Alton Cornella 
April 10, 1995 

Gerard R. Healy, USMC, Vietnam 

s"/J& 
William T. Wiles, USN, Vietnam ~ o # n  H. McIlhenny, USMC, Vietnam 

~hoMas Reidv. u$&c. Vietnam E d 1  M. S~~%&.MSN.  Vietnam 

Al ~agerlunK USA, Vietnam Ihchael fiugKesfrsA, Vietnam 

Ed Leyenaar, USN " 

Mona Thomas Hudson, USAF Ted Kuhn, U. S. Coastguard 

Art Thomas, @MC 
&d d 

Bob Thompson, USN 

~ero~'fiIorwede1, USN 
* 

Vincent Cacciatore, USN 

-- 

&="-- 
Bruce Alessi, USN 

Matthew s ogojewicz, USAF 



Mr. Alton Cornella 
April 10, 1995 

Bob Girard, USA, Vietnam 

I 

anHouten, USN, Vietnam 

4=-* Dennis ~ufphy, SA 

- 

-- 
Tom Cali, USN 

a&- 

Bill Gallagher, 1 
;l$!*4yl.L$, 

n Meye , SN, Vietnam 

YYc)&,,, ificc& 
Dennis Rhodes, USA 

, 4 

~ > M 4 # f ~ p ~  
Geo#ge Seip, ~ s A F ,  Vietnam 

high% Hershberger,UJ~~, Vietnam 

w- ,'e 
Ronald Li3si, USA 

John Ward, USAF, Vietnam 

f 

Jim Makely, USAF, Vietnam 

&j&d -g& 
Willie GreenYUSA 

/ < T m l ~ ~ & h  
Fred Schl ,ASMC, Vietnam 
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Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



400 Surf Avenue 
Beachwood, NJ 08722 
April 18, 1995 

A. Dixon, Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 North Morre Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I would like to actively underscore the MILITARY VALUE of the 
Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst and the 
Naval Engineering Station in Lakehurst, NJ. There would be an 
OVERWHELMING IMPACT on the CAPABILITY of the total defense force 
if the BRAC recommendation to realign Navy Lakehurst was 
accomplished. Navy Lakehurst plays a VITAL and UNIQUE role in 
Naval Aviation. If it wasn't for the Lakehurst effort and the 
INCOMPARABLE EXPERTISE and devotion of the Lakehurst employees 
who perform that effort, fighter and attack aircraft would not be 
able to operate from carriers, or anti-submarine helicopters from 
frigates and destroyers. The marines would not be able to operate 
their Harriers from remote airfields. The MILITARY CAPABILITY of 
our country would be SEVERELY DEGRADED. The BRAC recommendation 
would relocate many Lakehurst employees while others would be 
separated, THEIR CAPABILITY LOST. This loss of expertise and of 
years of specialized experience would be SEVERELY DETRIMENTAL to 
Naval aviation. 

The Public Law for Base Realignment calls for an IMPARTIAL DECI- 
SION based on an effective analysis of the facts. I believe that 
the cost analysis performed on Navy Lakehurst by the Navy's Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee was a preordered conclusion and 
was not based on facts. The data was manipulated to reach prede- 
termined numbers with a complete disregard for the facts. Navy 
Lakehurst is the cornerstone of the U.S. Navy fleet. Your imme- 
diate attention should be given to the shoddy math on the Mili- 
tary value, initial costs, and return on investment in the rea- 
lignment and closure scenarios, which are based on INCORRECT 
assumptions and ERRONEOUS information. ~ealignment or closure of 
Navy Lakehurst would also have a SEVERE environmental impact, as 
the land is regulated by the Pinelands Commission. Navy Lakehurst 
is so specialized, that it cannot be replaced. It is the only 
facility in the world with this specialized experience. The Navy 
GREATLY UNDERESTIMATED the cost to realign or close this base. 

I hope that the BRAC Commission will reverse the decision made by 
the Secretary of Defense that put Navy Lakehurst on the list for 
realignment or closure. 

Sincerely, 

GwwGltdQLI- 
Arthur Aikin 
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Gerry Wagner 
1 104 Aspen Drive 

Toms River, NJ 08753 
Ph: 908-349-6070 

BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sirs: 

Thank you for allowing me to express my opinion on the BRAC process and in 
particular the plans for the Naval Air Warfare Center at Lakehurst, NJ where I have 
worked since moving here with NAEC in 1974 from Philadelphia. I would like to share a 
thought with perhaps a different perspective: 

But first let me preface my comments by saying that I am tryina to be as &!ectlve as . . 

QLE whose job is possibly about to be terminated can be. I recognize we cannot live in 
the past and that change is all around us and can't be eliminated. In fact I have written 
many letters to my congressmen urging them to be brave and be willing to consider 
change by using their common sense - not their political sense. So in good faith I 
cannot say that the BRAC Recommendations before us are all bad and should be 
scraped, even though they affect me adversely. Some installations do need 
restructuring because of the changes that have taken place in their worlds. 

So what then is my point you ask? It is just this - You cannot make an informed 
Ion about I akehurst (or any ~nstalM~on) untll you talk to our customers. You can 

come on base as you plan to and look at the facility so you get an idea of where it is 
you are talking about. You can hold hearings in NYC, as you plan to, to get a myriad of 
opinions from political officials, workers, etc. This too may be of some value. After all in 
the stroke of a pen you are influencing the lives of thousands of people who have a 
right to be heard. 

But gentlemen, your real decision about Lakehurst's future can only be made on 
board our carriers. In my recent assignment I have done computer work on most of 
the Navy's 12 active carriers. My chest still swells with pride when I come on board one 
of these marvels of engineering and work with the officers and crew in the ALRE 
(Arresting, Launch, Recovery Equipment) Maintenance area where I have business. 



Although I have never had the privilege of being on board a carrier while underway, I 
think I can imagine somewhat what it is like. But you, Mr. Commission Member, have a 
responsibility to take a cruise with one of these carriers. At the very least I would urge 
you to visit Norfolk, Jacksonville, San Diego, Alameda, or Bremerton and get a feeling 
of the activities on one of these ships. And when you do, ask everyone you come in 
contact what they think of the role of NAWC-AD Lakehurst.- particularly in the ALRE 
area where our mission lies. Get a feeling for our worth to the Naval Air community by 
repetitively asking this question, "What does Lakehurst do for you?" Start with the 
Skipper and go all the way down to the lowest Seaman. 

It is true that the cessation of the "cold war" has allowed many to point their fingers at 
the military and say, "Who needs them?" Perhaps requirements are less but I would 
think the Navy's portable strike force that can easily go anywhere they are needed, 
would be the last to be eliminated. If all is quiet in Europe, perhaps we should close 
some bases there. If the Pacific poses little threat, maybe we can cut back in this area. 
But let's not cut back on the force that can move their entire base of operations to 
the next, now unknown, hot spot in a short matter of time, our Navy. 

I honestly cannot see how you can make an informed decision on Lakehurst's future 
role in the Navy unless you take the time and spend the effort "come on board". In fact 
if you could do just one thing, I'd recommend this before any of the others. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gerry ~avgner, Engineer 



Docume~lt Separator 



~idwui I. Abanto 
1 1 4  Schoo~~ouse Lane 
Ut. ~ ~ , N J  08054 
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b 
N A T I O N A L  ASSOCIATION O F  RETIRED F E D E R A L  EMPLOYEES 

Greater Lekehurst, N.J. 
Chapter 161 9 

1047-B Buckingham Dr. 
Lakehurst, N.J. 08733 

March 20, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
Room 3E - 880 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

I am writing in behalf of the local Chapter of the National Association 
of Retired Federal Employees, Chapter #1619, Greater Lakehurst, to con- 
vey our concern over a potential situation that needs assurance that the 
recommendations made makes sense overall; a situation which will have a 
deleterious affect on the potential loss of experienced personnel and 
on the community at large. 

The potential situation is that the Naval Air Warfare Center ~ircraft 
Division, Lakehurst, N.J., might be directed to reduce in size and 
scope as part of an on going effort to cut defense costs. 

The Lakehurst Base performs critical functions and is an integral part 
of our military operations. The base provides important support and 
equipment to naval aircraft and aircraft carriers. Lakehurst builds 
equipment for the Navy's aircraft carrier fleet -- most critically -- 
components for steam-powered catapults used to launch jets at sea, and 
the arresting cables that catch aircraft as they land on deck. The 
installation, a research and testing center specializing in aircraft 
carriers take-off and landing systems, has important research and 
development capability. It seems the base should be left intact con- 
sidering the high costs of moving manufacturing operations to other 
bases. It seems that it doesn't make sense to build equipment at one 
site and test it at another when the functions are already at the same 
site -- Lakehurst, NJ. Moving base operations would seem to be too 
costly and yield no military benefit. Does the recommendation of 
downsizing make overall sense! 

Older, experienced engineers and other experienced personnel may leave 
the job rather than move - creating a potential loss of vital personnel. 

The Lakehurst Naval Base is the largest employer of Ocean County. It 
is considered an important source of jobs and income in the region. A 
drastic cutback could have a serious impact on the local economy. 

CIlampiotl ~f Retired Federal Employees 



Honorable ~illiam J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
Room 3E - 880 
loooO Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

1047-B Buckingham Dr. 
Lakehurst, N.J. 08733 

Lakehurst is widely known as the site of the 1937 crash of the Hindenburg, 
a German Airship. Hangar I built in 1919 for the construction of airships 
is a national Historic monument. 

Transferring functions destroys the continuity, loses the historical base, 
loses the experienced manpower and creates the spector of duplication of 
time, materials and equipment and is less efficient and more costly. 

The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft ~ivision, Lakehurst, N.J., with 
its experience and established in-house capability, is there for you and 
our Nation. 

Sincerely yours, 

~aniel C. Raplan 
President 

cc: Mr. John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Mr. Paul Kaminsky 
U n d e r  Secretary of D e f e n s e  

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Congressman Christopher H. Smith 
4th District, New Jersey 

A. ~ i x o n  1/ 
Commission chairman 
Arlington, Virginia 

Mr. Daniel C. Kaplan, President 
NARFE, Chapter #I619 

File 





Mr. A. Dixon 
Commission Chairman 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

I - *&r*6,a& 

5 April 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing as a private citizen and do not represent Navy 
Lakehurst. I will be one of the employees who will be 
attending the BRAC committee meetings on May 5th in New York 
City. I just want to express my opinion, and that is that 
when the committee makes a judgment on whether to close 
Lakehurst or keep it open, that you base your decision 
solely on the facts and figures. 

Major corporations do not make important or drastic 
decisions on just one set of figures, they reevaluate the 
figures over and over again until they have an accurate 
assessment of what needs to be done before they commit 
themselves to any type of policy change. The same format 
should be implemented at these hearings. If the figures 
don't substantiate the initial findings that the base should 
be closed, and unless the figures can prove that Navy 
Lakehurst has no real value, and that if they close it at 
this time, and the cost savings do not exceed the cost of 
letting it remain open, then in good consciousness, the base 
should be taken off the closure list. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. 

Sincerely, 



07 April 1995 
15 Maine Trail 
Medford, NJ 08055 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

As an employee of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Lakehurst, N.J., I am writing to voice my concerns over 
the latest round of base closing deci.sions, The conditions under 
which Lakehurst was put on the closure list is very disturbing 
indeed. I t has come to everyone's attention here that all of 
our data which was requested by the BRAC commission and submitted 
by Lakehurst, had been altered by senior Navy officials to make 
us a better candidate for closure. 

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

In addition, it makes no sense to transfer half the base 
personnel to other activities as currently planned. Leaving a 
few hundred employees to support our aircraft launch and recovery 
mission would still require the base to remain open. 
Transferring half of the employees away would only lessen our 
effectiveness to support the fleet, cause irreparable damage to 
the economy of Ocean county, and not save the government a penny. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

James P. Deffler 
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Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

In addition, it makes no sense to transfer half the base 
personnel to other activities, which is the current plan. Leaving 
a few hundred employees to support our aircraft launch and 
recovery mission would still require the base to remain open. 
Transferring half of the employees away wou1.d only lessen our 
effectiveness to support the fleet, cause irreparable damage to 
the economy of Ocean county, and not save the government a penny. 

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

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

Sincerely, f i  
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Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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



R I C H A R D  AND MARIANNE Y A C H I N S K I  
443 H A L L I A R D  AVENUE 
BEACHWOOD, N J  08733-5000 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



ocumellt S eparator 



Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

It would be greatly appreciated if the B W C  committee would 
seriously address these issues and concerns which I believe to be 
true. Thank you very much for your cooperation, professionalism, 
and support. 
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Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 
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March 30, 1995 

Gregory J. Fisher 
1104 Berkeley Avenue 
Ocean, NJ 07712 

Chairman A. Dixon 
1700 N. Morre St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sir, 

I am very concerned about the proposed "realignment" of the NAWCAD facilities at 
Lakehurst, NJ. The principals and philosophies used to arrive at this decision are not BRAC 
philosophies. That is, the Navy is not proposing this realignment because they feel it will save 
money. More specifically, I am convinced that the proposal to move the Prototyping and 
Manufacturing to Jacksonville, FL will be a costly mistake. Even the report from the Navy 
BSEC to the DoD recommends moving work to the Depots in efforts to save the Depots ... not 
to save money, nor does it claim to make the work done at Lakehurst more efficient. 

The entire american industry has been evolving. Everyone recognizes the benefits to 
having Engineering, Test, Prototyping and Manufacturing all located at the same site. You'll 
hear buzzwords like Concurrent Engineering, Co-location, and the like. If you've every been 
involved with a production process you know that what I say is true. There are many intangible 
benefits that are realized by simply allowing all pertinent personnel work, side by side, in efforts 
to solve problems. Industry is evolving to the Lakehurst configuration. 

Also it's very important that you realize everyone's intentions and agendas. The 
receiving bases are just as apt to "bend" their figures to make the proposal more attractive. A 
good example of the accuracy of the claims made is the following: 

In the 1993 BRAC, NAWCAD Trenton was "closed". The Air Force made claims that 
they would be able to do all engine testing for both the Navy and Air Force in Tennessee, 
without the need for any new facilities or cells. Trenton told the BRAC that Tennessee could 
not handle their workload, but to no avail. Today you'll notice that the Navy is estimating that 
they '11 nced r.early $50 million to build new cells. Suddenly the Air Force cannot accommodate 
as they originally proposed. Do you want to be remembered for similar blunders? 

I guess this entire letter is looking to provide a simple message: Although the targeted 
bases might be tempted to "stretch" their numbers, the actual targeted base being closed is the 
only source that knows the closing costs of their own facilities. Please listen to them ... they 
know. Please do not take the words of Patuxent River and Jacksonville over the word of 
Lakehurst on the impacts of this proposal. This would be an injustice to Lakehurst, and you will 
not see the cost savings that the others are claiming. Better yet, don't even take Lakehurst's 
word on this, ask the Fleet. Ask the boys out on the carriers if we should be tampering with 
this already temperamental process. 
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Farhad H. Choudh'Lry 
10 Mizzen Drive 
Barnegat, New 

27 March, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Morre St. 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

To the Committee Chairperson: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



March 

Dear Sirs : 

I am writing this letter to you to express my deep personal 
concerns about the possible closure of the Naval Air Warfare 
Center Aircraft Division located in Lakehurst, New Jersey. I have 
been employed at this facility for the past 17 years and take 
great pride in the fact that the work accomplished by our 
brilliant technical personnel is unique only to our command. The 
support that we provide to the Naval aircraft carrier fleet is a 
much needed service that at the present time no other facility 
nationwide provides. 

I encourage you during your visits and work for the BRAC 
Commission to not be swayed by previous numbers and data 
provided. "Reality" tells any intelligent person that a Naval 
Captain or Vice Admiral is not going to disobey or report 
anything derogatory about their boss who is a Rear Admiral. It is 
not fair to the 1,974 employees who currently work at this 
facility that the management did not allow the numbers input to 
be the "real" numbers. This is not how this system should work. 
As parents, we try to raise our children to be honest and 
truthful so it is hard to accept the fact that upper levels of 
our management could be so dishonest when they are playing with 
the lives of some many people. 

I hope that your Commission will take a long, hard look at 
discrepancies reported from Lakehurst and consider that the costs 
and work could not be duplicated in other locations for the cost 
savings that have been shown. I also hope that since your 
Commission will take this entire process with an unbiased 
attitude the "right" action is taken at that end of your process. 

Yours truly, 

@&*-A Y&h.d&- 
Patricia Lowman 
30 Double Trouble Road 
S. Toms ~iver, NJ 08757 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Ms. Patricia Lowman 
30 Double Trouble Road 
S. Toms River, NJ 08757 

Dear Ms. Lowman: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of NAWC Lakehurst. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



Docuillellt Separator 



28 December 1994 

Chairman, 
Base Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sir: 
I am just a low-level Federal employee at the Naval Air Warfare Center, 

Lakehurst, N.J. "Thank God" this organization is Government and not private 
industry. You do not have to be a rocket scientist to understand that if it was 
a commercial enterprise, it would have collapsed years ago, and I and many of my 
colleagues would not have cushy jobs that allow many people to do nothing but sit 
in a cubby hole and play computer games all day. Sadly the system rewards 
management if they support a large inefficient bureaucratic structure. 
Unfortunately, the Civil Service Union rules require Federal managers to 
reorganize and retain ineffective and inept personnel. This approach does not 
work in the real world of the competitive marketplace. In 210 B.C., Petronius 
Arbiter, said it all regarding our latest attempt at continuous reorganization. 
He said, "We trained hard . . . .  But it seemed that every time we were beginning to 
form up into teams we would be reorganized. I was to learn later in life that we 
tend to meet any new situation by reorganization; and a wonderful method it can 
be creatingthe illusion of progress while producing confusion, inefficiency, and 
demoralization. 

The bloated Soviet bureaucracy finally went insolvent and failed, and 
eventually so will ours, if we don't reform. Gentlemen, do the right thing, 
relocate or close this unnecessary facility. Disregard the arguments about the 
Test tracks, the Navy owns the land, etc. . They are puffery and responsible 
executives know it. Do not continue paying for bureaucratic welfare. The hard 
pressed taxpayers really deserve better. 

Sincerely, 

An honest bureaucrat 





B O B  CLARK 
R R  6  B O X  4 1 6  

Summerland Key, FL 33042-4104 
P h o n e  /  F A X  3 0 5 1 7 4 5 - 3 4 3 1  

4/5/95 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman, BRACC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Sir, 
You may have been given some incorrect information regarding the Naval Air 

Station in Key West - whether intentionally or not, I can't say. However, the economic 
value of NASKW may have been doubly inflated. 

The actual number of civilians employed at NASKW is 458 (not 1000), as 
reported in the Miami Herald, (source: Capt. J. Munninghoff, our Naval Commander 
here). NASKW appears to have no other mission than that of a Rest and Recuperation / 
Vacation Facility for present and retired military personnel and dependents. 

VAQ33 and UF45 fighter training units have been removed, as have the Hydrofoil 
Squadron, EOD (Explosive Ordinance Disposal) and other tactical units. At last count the 
NASKW training facility had students only 12 times per year. 

The proposed realignment of NASKW as a Naval Air Facility, dodges the question 
of whether it is really a necessary base. This is particularly true if decisions were made 
using inaccurate information. Key West would be better off if the base were either built up 
again or completely closed. 

25% of Key West land area is Navy property and much of that has remained 
unused since the base was closed in 1974. Downsizing NASKW to a Naval Air Facility 
perpetuates this inefficiency. 

The brother of former Secretary of the Navy, Lehmen was hired by Monroe County 
as a lobbyist to keep NASKW off the BRAAC list. Even though Monroe County paid 
$200,000 for such services, it is possible that the above facts were not presented. I hope 
this information is useful as your committee reviews the facts of NAS Key West. 

Sincerely, 

Robert A. Clark 

cc Al Cornella 
Rebecca Cox 
James B. Davis 
F. Lee Kling 
Benjamin Montoya 
Joshe Robles Jr. 
Wendi L. Steele 
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Commissioner Rebecca Cox 

I am a taxpayer who is concerned about the threat of closing the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard and the effect this would have on our 
country's military readiness. 

I can't help but reminisce to the days just prior to World War I1 
when I was a young army soldier stationed at Camp Edwards on Cape 
Cod. 

I recall my training with dummy rifles made of wood. Logs served as 
artillery pieces and trucks as tanks and shortages of supplies were 
the order of the day . This was 1941 and the politicians said that 
no threat existed to America and calls for a strong army fell on 
deaf ears in Washington. Funding was scarce and cuts in the military 
were to be used for other purposes. We all know how wrong that 
thinking turned out to be. When war came America was unprepared. 

After being shipped to the South Pacific on a converted cruise ship 
because there were no naval transports available, I recall being 
placed on red alert for a pending Japanese invasion while on New 
Caledonia in early 1942. Each man given one bullet because there was 
a shortage of ammunition. Thankfully the invasion never came. 
Later in the battle for Guadalcanal I remember the lack of supplies 
due a shortage of surface transport ships. Many of the available 
ships were older and frequently needed repair. This shortsightedness 
caused a lot of unnecessary deaths and hard.ship to the men. Let's 
not repeat this mistake. Surface ships were the life line we had to 
the outside world and repair and maintenance of the ships were 
critical to keeping this open. This still holds true in today's 
world. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been in operation since World War 
I1 and I can say the soldiers of my generation are very grateful for 
the effort the people have put forward for our country in the repair 
and maintenance of our naval ships. I understand that the navy has 
ranked Long Beach above the Portsmouth Shipyard in military value. 
Your committee found the actual dollars saved in the closure of Long 
Beach to be actually much less than the Navy had stated. The work 
must be done somewhere so no savings is gained by closing Long 
Beach. 

Let me say that before you decide to close any base consider what 
impact on future military activities would have. A shipyard is not 
easily replaced. Do not let the young men and women of our armed 
forces go through what my generation had to by letting our guard 
down. America needs the Long Beach Shipyard to remain open. 



June 19, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

I am a taxpayer who is extremely concerned that the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard was placed on the BRAC95 base closure list and the threat of 
closure posed to the Navy's most efficient public shipyard. 

The decisions to be made by the BRAC95 commission directly impact our 
nation's security interests. The possible closure of additional public 
shipyards may eliminate the margin of safety our Navy needs in today's 
troubled world. Even with military downsizing, our Navy will still have 
ships in need of regular maintenance and emergency repairs. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard was ranked above Portsmouth by the Navy in 
military value. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has gained the reputation of being the most 
innovative public shipyard in the nation in management, cost-cutting, and 
performance efficiency. It has established itself as a true center of 
excellence. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard operates as an independent business and 
receives no government subsidies. It has consistently performed under 
budget saving the taxpayer's money while performing efficiently and 
effectively. Excellence should be rewarded! 

The economic impact of closure of Long Beach Shipyard on the metropolitan 
Long Beach and surrounding area is severe and has been greatly under 
estimated. This area has suffered disproportionately from past BRAC base 
closures. I am originally from the Charleston, SC area and I have seen the 
terrible effect a base closure has on the people and local cities and 
towns. Let's keep the jobs generated in the repair of our Navy's ships in 
America's remaining public shipyards. 

BRAC committee staff review of the Navy's estimated cost savings in closure 
of Long Beach showed the proposed cost savings to be much less. Once a 
shipyard is closed, the expertise of a trained workforce and the unique 
facilities are lost to our nation forever. It is simply too expensive to 
reopen or construct a new shipyard. The past BRAC commissions have closed 
two major shipyards. Is this really in the best interest of our national 
security? We still live in a troubled world. 

Our country's ships are now reliably and efficiently maintained and 
repaired at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The work being done at the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard must be done somewhere, either at a public or private 
shipyard, so no savings would be gained by it's closing. It is in the best 
interest of the American taxpayers and our national security for the Long 
Beach Shipyard to remain open. 

15 Donegal Road 
Peabody, MA 01960 



5746 Jaymills Ave. 
Long Beach CA 90805 
June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
l?OO North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22200 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I have been employed at the LONO BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD sinee March 1 ,  
lQ68 and have worked for the government since July 7, lQ66. I started my 
career at age 18 as a 63-2 clerk typist. I have worked hard and am now a 
(33-11 office supervisor. At age 47, I am now facing the fact that I may be 
loging my job due to the cloeure of the LONU BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD. 

Yes, I am eligible for early retirement, but with a 16% penalty 
because I am not age 55. 

I can apply for other government jobs through Merit Promotion, but 
will probably not be selected because of various reasons including hiring 
freezes, my lack of a college degree, or because I am from a different 
department. If I were selected, to accept the job, would be a difficult 
decision to make since that would mean relocating away from my family just 
to complete my federal career for full retirement benefits. My husband 
cannot retire and at age 51, with no college education, it would be 
impossible to find another job if he were to relocate with me. I could not 
make my present salary working outside the government because of my 
education. 

Will you hire me to work in the Los Angeles area, at my present salary 
for a guaranteed period of eight years so that I can retire with full 
 benefit^'? 

I realize the budget mugt be balanced and that, there has to be changes 
made. Closing LONO BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD and rebuilding a dry dock and 
shops in San Diego does not save money now. It does not make good sense to 
close the LONO BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, who is already making money for the 
government. 

You have a very difficult job ahead. Please evaluate the actual worth 
of the shipyards for the sake of the country. I have worked with people in 
the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard for years. I don't want to gee any of us 
lose our jobs. Please consider other options like a ship repair facility. 

Please . . .  help the LONO BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD stay open 
/' 

LINDA S .  MARSHALL 









180 East 53rd Street 
Long Beach, California, 90805 
June 12, 1995 

Honorable Allan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia, 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to express my concern at the plan to close the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. Long Beach is an adaptable facility, large 
enough to accommodate any vessel, and is strategically located. 
It's proximity to the San Diego facility is convenient, and it's 
work force has shown in the past that they are willing and able to 
update and be flexible in the their approach to the requirements of 
today's streamlined military. 

In addition, the closing of this base would reek economic havoc on 
an area already hard hit by the closing of the Long Beach Naval 
Station, and the down sizing of the defence industry in the 
Southern California area. These areas are yet to see any 
significant recovery from the recession, and the unemployment rate 
is currently extremely high. 

California if a big state with lots of electoral votes, I think the 
current administration will need every one to win in the next 
election. The cause will not be helped by the closure of this 
facility. 

Sincerely yours, -* Christine L. Sanburg 





MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 22704, LONG BEACH, CA 90801-5704 USA 

1281 PIER J AVENUE, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802-6393 USA 

INTERNATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC. TELEPHONE:  L . B .  ( 3 1 0 )  4 3 5 - 7 7 8 1  L . A .  ( 2 1 3 )  7 7 5 - 8 5 6 1  

June 12,1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Much has already been said about the reasons for keeping open the Long Beach Navy 
Base. As a local business operating an ocean container terminal, at the Port of Long 
Beach, and involved in foreign trade, we would urge you to take another look at keeping 
open the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Ow city is trying to resolve its largest budget deficit ever and closure of this base would 
negatively impact the local economy, which has suffered greatly in the past few years. 

Please maintain the Long Beach Naval Shipyard at this time. 

Sincerely, 
'h 

International Transportation Services, Inc. 

FAX: (310) 499-0460 I TELEX: 182116 ITSCYN LGB I CABLE: INTERTRANS 



Defense Base Cloeure and Realignment Commiaaion 
ATTN: A l a n  Dixon 
1700  N .  Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

FAX: (703)696-0550 

Dear Mr. Alan Dixon: 

Thank you for your interest in the many presentations on behalf 
of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I would like to take this 
opportunity to present one more: 

While closing LBNSY may seem like the easiest way to save money, 
it is NOT the most cost effective alternative available. The 
cost information that DON used to make its decision to close 
LBNSY was based on a macro view and did not account for the true 
costs; many other alternatives such as CVN homeporting or BOCing 
were not considered. As part of the budget process, more 
realistic closure budgets have been put together. These current 
closure costs, while still underestimated, present a more 
reliable accounting. Also, the following alternative is more 
cost effective and, therefore, should be considered: 

Under a Business Operation Center (BOC) concept, the 
redundant overhead functions of Pearl Harbor, Puget and Long 
Beach Naval Shipyards would be combined and streamlined. This 
would savo DON $180 Million annually. 

B O C i n g  will savo mney  NOW, not 20+ years from now after 
cloeure costs are recouped, 

Making Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and LBNSY Detachments of 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard would maintain flexibility and keep 
Dry Dock #1 available to handle large   hi pa. 

It takes time and aoourato information, and a look at viable 
alternativae to make wise doaimions. Please vote YE8 to koop 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard open, 

Respectfully, 

C. Anna ~ l a s z & s k i  
5365 Paoli Way 
Long Beach, CA. 90903 
(310) 43-7336 





June 19, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite #I425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We read i n  the June 15, 1995 San Diego Union Tribune that  issues related 
to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding the CVN 
Homeport ing in San Diego had  been discussed by BRAC members. We are in the 
process of comment ing on  the DEIS and wanted to  share with you some of our 
concerns regarding this document. 

These concerns are shared by the undersigned organizations. It is our 
analysis that  the DElS is significantly deficient in a number of areas which are 
l isted below and in the attachment. If the issues raised below are not  fully 
resolved and corrected in the final DEIS, it is our belief that the DEIS will be in 
direct violation of NEPA. 

The deficiencies in the DEIS are numerous and significant. For the sake of 
brevity, we have listed the major problematic areas below with more  specific 
problems attached. Our complete comment letter wi l l  b e  available o n  June 26, 
1995, the date of closure of publ ic comment. We wil l  be happy to send you the 
complete l ist of deficiencies and problems in more detail a t  that  time. 

Our concerns are as follows: 

1. Inadequate analvsis of alternatives 

The DElS lacks an adequate examination of alternatives and there are several 
that are possible. The Code of Federal Regulations states that  agencies shall:"(a) 
Riaorouslv exdore  and obiectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and for 
alternatives which were eliminated f rom detailed study, briefly discuss the 
reasons for their having been eliminated. 
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail 
including the proposed action so that  reviewers may  evaluate their comparative 
merits. 
(c) Include reasonable alternatives not  within the jurisdiction of the lead apency. . 
. " There are a number  of alternatives that  are viable for the homeport ing 
project. None of these were evaluated or even mentioned in the DEIS. This is a 
significant fai l ing of this document. 

A decisionmaker mus t  explore alternatives sufficiently to  "sharply defin[e] 
the issues and provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options b y  the 
decisionmaker and the public." 40 C.F.R. 51502.14. Because of the absence of 
a satisfactory evaluation of alternatives, the Navy has failed i n  its duty to foster 
informed decision-making and public part icipation in the NEPA process. This 



DElS ignores reasonable, viable alternatives and therefore is inadequate. 

2. The DElS does not  examine the ful l  impacts of the entire proiect. 

The DElS does not  examine the impacts of 3 CVNs even though it stated, i n  a 
number of Navy documents and memos i n  our possession, that  3 CVNs wil l  be  
homeported here. In addition, the number of and impacts f rom additional 
transient CVNs is not  adequately discussed i n  the DEIS. The DElS is inadequate 
in that all aspects of the proposed project are not  analyzed. For example, the 
DElS does not  discuss the extent t o  which support ships for  the homeported 
CVN1s wi l l  also be  homeported in San Diego. NEPA requires that, "[p]roposals o r  
parts of proposals which are related t o  each other closely enough to  be, i n  effect, 
a single course of act ion shall be evaluated in a single impact  statement." 40 
C.F.R. 5 1502.4 (a). Thus, the EIS mus t  analyze impacts of the homeport ing 
of three CVNs i n  San Diego, not  just those associated with the f irst CVN. 

3. DElS lacks mit ipation for environmental impacts of dredging 

The DElS cites the  intent to dredge 9 mi l l ion cubic yards of bay bottom. 
No mit igations are offered for the impacts of the dredging, attendant impacts on  
fish and wildlife and impacts on  those who consume the fish. Council on  
Environmental Quality regulations require every EIS to  include a discussion of 
means to mit igate adverse environmental impacts. 40 C.F.R. §1502.16(h). In  
fact, the adequacy of an EIS rests upon the completeness of the mit igat ion plan. 
ONRC v. Marsh, 832 F.2d 1489, 1493 (9th Cir. 1987). 

Because the EIS lacks a detailed descript ion of mit igat ion measures for the 
impacts of dredging and an analysis of their effectiveness, the Navy fails to  meet 
i ts  criteria obligation of fostering informed decisionmaking and informed public 
participation. State of California v. Block, 690 F.2d 753,767 (9th Cir. 1982). 

Thank you for your interest in  the environmental process as it relates to 
the CVN Homeport ing project. 

Carol Jahnkow 
an Diego Mil i tary Toxics Campaign San Diego Peace Resource Center 

tLwLw--&& 
Z Kripke Lorraine Demi 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Committee Opposed to  Mil i taarism 

and the Draft 

Roy a s, Chairperson 
San Diego County Chapter 
Surfrider Foundation 

~ f l t % & - 7 4 - -  
J 6 Bravo 
southwest Network for 
Economic and Environmental Justice 



Attachment #1 to June 16, 1995 letter t o  Chairman Dixon of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission 

Additional issues and concerns that  wil l be raised in the June 26, 1995 f rom the 
San Diego Mil i tary Toxics Campaign letter on the DElS include: 

DEIS does not address the cumulative effects of homeport ing the 3 CVNs t o  the 
effects of the already homeported nuclear-powered submarines a t  Ballast Point. 

DEIS does not  adequately assess the transportation routes, holding areas, and 
ult imate disposal of hazardous and radiological waste. Designations of ult imate 
disposal sites are not  made nor are arrangements made for permanent storage 
on  site. 

DElS grossly underestimates the effects of the presence of an active fault  l ine i n  
the construction area. 

DElS proposes an inadequately designed confined disposal facil ity for containing 
toxic material in a marine environment. 

DEIS does not  include Health Risk Assessments t o  assess the increases i n  cancer 
risk and acute and chronic health hazard indices f rom homeport ing of any CVNs. 

The emergency plan for a major reactor accident discussed i n  the EIS is 
completely unworkable, requir ing barging of the carrier only a t  a certain high 
tides. 

The current project description appears to allow sediment that failed toxicity 
screening tests to  be placed on the beaches. 
There is a lack of adequate metals chemistry testing done on turning basin 
material intended for beach disposal. 

DElS does not  accurately reflect and underestimates environmental justice 
issues. 

The €IS lacks information o n  and mit igation for the introduction of the major 
amount of radiological work that  wil l be  conducted as par t  of the servicing of the 
nuclear carriers. 

While c i t ing alleged safety of nuclear-powered vessels, provides neither adequate 
data regarding performance records of naval nuclear reactors so that  an 
independent evaluation may be made, nor sufficient information regarding the 
nature of the reactors and the types of radioactive nuclieds that  might b e  
released in the event of an accident. 

Project descript ion fails t o  include channel widening requests f rom the San Diego 
Harbor Safety Committee even though the recommendations were made to 
improve safety wi th existing traffic in the Bay. The homeport ing of 3 CVNs would 
increase risk and traffic in San Diego Bay. 



SENT BY:Xerox Telecopier 7021 ; 6-19-95 ; 1 5 : 4 6  ; 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION (DBCRC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
ALINGTON, VA 22209 

F A X  C O V E R  S H E E T  

DATE: June 19, 1995 TIME: 

TO: DBCRC PHONE: 703-698-0504 
FAX: 703-606-0550 

FROM: Daniel Rangel PHONE: 310-547-7301 
Long Beach Shipyard FAX: 3 10-547-7367 

RE: Base closure 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 2 

Message 
I am an employee of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard since February 
1977. 1 am also a veteran with 4 years of US Navy service. 1 have been 
married since October 1972 and we have been blessed with nine 
children. 

As the head of my household, I am tasked with making many decisions 
that affect my family. I make many small decisions on my own every day. 
On the decisions that will have a major effect on the family, I talk it over 
with my wife and together we make the best decision that we think will be 
best for the family. Most families, I think, work the way we do and I 
believe that most business also, work in the same manner. 

Making a decision on which Base to close and which one to leave open, 
has to be one of the hardest decisions for anyone to make. With my 
family, I am constantly involved with the daily function of our lives and I 
know what is best for us as a whole. 

With base closure: you are gathered together with not even knowing each 
other and are expected to make decisions that will affect thousands of 
lives. You have not worked with all of the facilities recommended for 
closure on a daily basis. So you rely on the information provided to you 
by others or on the information that you have gotten by on-site visits. 

Your various backgrounds of experience, I think, are in business 
management of military, government or private companies and that's why 
each of you were chosen to be members of this Base Closure 
Commission. 



- - - - . - - - . . . -  - 

SENT 0Y:Xerox  T e l e c o p i e r  7 0 2 1  ; 6-19-95 ; 1 5 : 4 7  : 

Pretend that each of you was an owner of a company and that you are 
required to make a decision on what department to close. Each 
department has supporting data on why they should remain open. So you 
start looking at the past and current overall cost of running the different 
departments and which department is creating the revenue needed to 
operate the company. 

I do not think that you would cut a department that was making money 
and leave one or two departments that are losing money. As a company, 
it would not be too long before you were out of business. 

Now, I am not saying that the Department of Defense (DOD) will go out of 
business. But I am saying; Why would we close a shipyard that is making 
money for us? Long Beach has shown that we are good for the DOD year 
after year. You have seen our record. Compared to the other Yards, we 
made money despite the guided effort by others to starve us out of work. 

I ask that you make your decisions, on base closure, based on the past 
and present merits of each facility recommended for closure. What would 
be best for us, the tax payers, as a whole at this time of budget cutting. 

Thank you for reading this fax and I pray that you be guided in your 
upcoming decisions. 











DEPARTMENT O F  THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

2 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 2 0 0 0  

IN REPLY REFER TO 

Ms. Claire Debus 
1233 N. ?uller $ 7  
W. Eollywood, CA 90045 

11000 
Ser N441C/5U596240 
22 May 95 

Dear Ms. Debus 
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M. R. J&,~SON 
<-APT ,C ZC , 5 S N  
3eputy  Director 
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i * Turbulent Waters 
avy Suggestion That It Might Dredge San Diego Bay and Bury 

Waste There Draws Protests From Environmentalists 
By MICHAEL CRANBERRY Dehplune said "It dorsn't mean they're going to 

I TIMU nArr w n n r ~  do IL but rhey are inform~ng the van- agencies 
that rhir is an idea they wtsh to q l o r e . "  

S AN DIEGO-In an effort to accommodate up Navy officials expressed concern Thursday 
lo three nuclear-powered aircraft urrien aa h t  potential risks to the California least krn. 
put of ilr "Homeporting" p m j e e ~  the U.S. mi(Cr;ltor)r waterfowl and eelgrass Envuonmen- 

Navy is formulating plans for a massive dredgin taWs.meanwhile. meted instronger tenns. I of 9. mego b y  mat m y  bdude  digsing a 3 'rm appalled at the idea." sid Roberl Simmons. 
In the floor of the bay for burying contaminated an urarney who rcpresenu the S i e m  Club in rlr 
mrls laced with heavy metals. oils and PCBs. f e w  lawsuit againat the a t y  of San Diego over 
olfietals disclosed Thunby.  sewage LreatmenL "We start w t h  the bay waters 

Envlnnmentalists have reacted w ~ t h  alarm to as they presently stand They've been identified by 
the dred@ng plan alone-much l e s  its toxic side several investigative comwttecl b the most 
effects. contammnatcd bay warcrs conncctcd with coastal 
If appmved. the Plan would mark the first waters on either coast [San Diego Bay1 is like an 

anywhere in the counvy that the Navy has o l d m a c  ta that's never bee cleaned o r  
disposed of such toxic macend by storing it in 7 d f  

potenually a d A g  m mase condi- 
massive quantitia in oa t  underwater site. said Dan tiom by directly p h g  God knows what quanti- 
Muslin. head of environmrnral planning for the t i a  of tuxic. hazardous wastes. . . . Well. it's 
Navy in its San Diego sector. utterly unthinkable." 

Mwlin said the concmvusial aspect of But Mwh said the plan is necessary to 
the plan is very prelimhay. "But we have been accommodate a much Larger fleet of Navy ships- 
looking at alternative disposal methods." he said including the fluee earners-that may be de- 

Mark Delaplaine. federal consistency s u p e m o r  ployed in San Diego as pan of the Homeportrng 
with the California Coastal Commission ~n San concept of mditary doMIsiPng and consolidating. 
Franc~sco. said the Navy has consrstenrly Pending a federai environmental impact state- 

- - broached the disposal plan dunng its meetings menr that should be finished by  the' end of the 
year. the Navy ardl defiilkly deploy at least one 

up as an option under study." P l e w  see N A W .  A24 
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NAVY: Plan to 
Continued from A3 
?iimltz-class nuclear carrier :n Sari 
Diego by 1997. Cap[. Mark Neu- 
hart. a XavY spokesman. said 
Thursday. 

Two ~0~ven t lona l lY  powered 
arcraft camen.  rhe Kittyhawk 

sand or a arxrure of sand ma 

at the N o h  island - - -  ~ - -  - - 2 . .  - 
Stauon on the C~ronaco peninsuLa. ,.vhlc.i 'hey contend has elevated that at f i t  glsxe. coaitai aurhor- and bay prorecuve goups. and 
willch forms :he geographical cen- counts Oi mercury, ! e a w e r  ltles also nave ?r.vimnmenrai con- wno formerly worked ~ ~ r h  rhe 
terplece of the Say ~rse!f. heavy me:ais. cerns. P-get Sound nouo. said :ha[ :n !he . . -.. ect. :ne .wavy wouic :;re :o 

T o accommodate the ships. :he 
I completc the fcderab ? ~ v ! -  

YavY .wouid need to dredge rO~tTIental Impact staLemenL J; 

the outer Zaln channel 0i :he 
bay :o a deptrr sf 55 fee!. :he :nner 
channel :o 47 feet and ihe turn:ng 

generate wnat Neuhart cslled up to "To dreose :t uo means a :or o i  

an). Wes: :xis: b~:cr,.val; . ..e 2J;':cr. ln :*em 5 2 ':?- 

vince rewe:r-ers ana :he ?cc  ..: -:JL 

, . . - . . - - . - . - . -348 12 m~llion cublc .:ards oi .'dred- dlsturjance and re-juspenslon in 
material." Acou: 11 mlli!on cuoic Lhe ,water. Then you have ..,,ho 

'oJ yards-srd :O 3e unconraninat- knows how much accuracy :n get- J LL ed-would be rdistr.butea on area ung it :n :he hole. The cao may or 
@pches. whlcn r n c  ju*red i iq -  m y  o a o n  e n o w h l c h  

n~frcant sand erosiiln. case you end LID with a iar more 



. -  ?.,. 

port such materials to a Iandfill. 
Muslin said the Navy would 

and bay protective groups, and 
who formerly worked with the o win approval for the proj- 

complete the federal envi- 
ect, the Navy would have to 

ronmental impact statement, or 

was a wet env~ronment .  So. the studies. They also have to weigh 
toxic stuff leaked into the shellfish the public-relations concern oi be- 
beds off Magnolia Bluffs on the ing a good neighbor to everybody 
north side of Elliott Bay." an inland in San Diego." 





June 14, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comrni88ion 
ATTN: Ms. Wendi Steel 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
~rlinqton, VA 22209 

FAX: (703)696-0550 

Dear Ms. Steel: 

On behalf of the WOMEN WORKERS of LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
(LBNSY), I would like to thank you for the intereet you have 
shown during the many presentation8 regarding LBNSY, 

The women of LBNSY have a proud history of service to the Fleet 
dating back to World War 11. Today, we make up 10 percent of the 
LBNSY workforce. Many of the jobs we hold are quality, non- 
traditional trade jobs. We are active in our communities and w e  
pay our t e x a s .  

The lost of these jobe will be very devastating to us, especially 
to those of us who are heads of households. Because of downturns 
in the Southern California economy, the prospect of finding like 
employment is very bleak. 

We work hard to make LBNSY the most e f f i a i o n t  and cost effoative 
shipyard in t h e  Navy. We save the taxpayers money, taxpayers 
like you and me. We serve with pride and dignity, and we hope to 
continue to do so in the future. 

We humbly aak you to vote YES to keep LONG BEACH NAVAL SBIPYARD 
open; not only because of jobs, but because it's the right t h i n g  
to do. 

Respectfully, 

C. Anna ~la&zewsh?i 
5365 Paoli Way 
Long Beach, CA. 90603 
(310) 4 3 - 7 3 3 6  



1 
43 2 West 13 th Street 

Comrnisioner J. B. Davis 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis; 

I am writing to you to express my concern for the political appearance that this 
commission is appearing to take. The Base Realignment and Closure Commission was 
established by Congress to be an independent body whose members are expected to be 
uninfluenced by political bodies. However, after seeing the display put on by the Chief of 
Naval Operations (CNO), Mr. Boorda, at the visit by all eight Commissioners to 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, I can come to no other conclusion but to think this 
commission is just an extended arm of the Clinton administration and will not make the 
hard choices that is needed to reduce excess pier capacity. Obviously, Mr. Boorda was at 
Portsmouth instead of attending to his duties in Bosnia at the request of President Clinton 
and to put political pressure upon you and the other Commissioners not to close the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the base considered lowest in military value and a base which 
has a great deal of excess pier space all in the name of presidential politics. 

I am also writing to you to request that you look at the numbers collected by 
sources outside the political world of Washington, D.C. in order to get the real costs and 
savings realized from closing every base. It has widely been reported that the Defense 
Department has adjusted their numbers so that the particular base that they and President 
Clinton wants closed will save tons of money and cost nothing to close. I am telling you 
that these numbers just don't jive. One known example of this is the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. This shipyard has the smallest number of employees and is the only public yard 
which operates in the "red" year after year. However, the Defense Department claims a 
tremendous amount of savings by closing this base. This makes absolutely no sense to me. 
How an intelligent person would make the decision that they should close their only profit 
making entity is totally above stupidity. How long do think McDonald's would stay in 
business if they were to close their money making franchises instead of their losers. The 
answer is obvious. Yet, the Defense Department and the GAO would have you believe 
that this the right thing to do and there is no politics involved. Give me a break! ! 
President Clinton obviously thinks that he has lost California but can't afford to get off to a 
bad start in his '96 campaign for re-election so he and the Democratic Party do not want 
the Portsmouth Shipyard closed and will change as many numbers possible to just@ their 
means. 

I have enclosed an article from our local paper written by an employee of Gannett 
News Service in New York City. In it you should notice that the numbers he cites were 
given to him by the Los Angeles City Council who hired an independent accounting firm 



in order to verifl the numbers that the numbers given to the Closure Commission are true. 
As you will notice, the numbers given to the Commission appear to come from the private 
shipyards and their lobbyists in San Diego. If this Commission is truly independent and 
above political influence as it should be, this Commission will look at these independent 
numbers and compare them to the politically based numbers, ask the tough questions fiom 
the presenters at the hearing and make the right decision for this nation to keep the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard open and to close the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. Thank you for 
your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely; 

John K. Luffman 



THURSDAY 
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Base carriers 
in Long Beach 
Plan utould help shz$yard 

J une is do-or-die month for the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, and supporters of the military installa- 
tion hope their latest tactical maneuver will keep 
Long Beach off the baseclosure list. 

Under the proposal, the Navy would abandon its plans 
to homeport at least three nuclear aircraft carriers in 
San Diego and. instead, base them at the shipyard, which 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commission has rec- 
ommended be shut down. 

According to Bill Gurzi, chairma?i of Save Our Ship- 
yard, a congressional hearing on the latest round of pro- 
posed base closures will take place June 12-13. The feder- 
al commission will then make its recommendations later 
in the month. 

The stakes are high. The shipyard annually pumps 
$730 million into the regional economv. 

Designating the shipyard 
as a carrier base would 
breathe new life into the mil- 
itary facility. In addition, the I 

I 

proposal makes sense from --Should the Navy 
Lorh the economic and mili- oase three of ~ t s  
:ary standpoint: alrcraft carners rn 

, 
i 

- 7 1 
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June 1 2 t h  - '95 
Tim B. "T ?ma #202 
3808 G P ~  bSt+ P San WQ, A 92103 

Dear U S Senator Alan J. Dixon; . -4 '- 
A d  

M r .  Chairman; 
Honorable S i r ;  

I t ' s  too  bad t h a t  WE THE PEOPLE, don ' t  g e t  t h e  chance t o  
address your Base c losure  Committee. Maybe, i f  t h a t  were t h e  case,  t h e  
Committee might ge t  another  po in t  of view on a l l  t h e s e  base closures .  
Having worked f o r  t h e  Federal  Government before ,  2 know t h e  Theme song 
f o r  members of Congress and Government as a whole. That song i s ,  
I' I D I D  I T  MY WAY ", Regardless of what we t h e  people t h i n k  o r  say,  
you people a r e  going t o  t h i n g s  YOUR WAY. I f  I were wrong, many of Our 
b e s t  bases  would s t i l l  be i n  opera t ion  today, such as San Diego's 
Naval Training Center which was closed and moved t;o Great Lakes, 
That ' s  l i k e  t r y i n g  t o  mount an Elephant 's  t runk on a Racoon. Not very 
s m a r t  o r  p r a c t i c a l  o r  even cos t  e f f e c t i v e ,  Great Ilakes f r e e z e s  up i n  winter  
t i n e ,  San Diego NEVER f r e e z e s  up, 

Mr.Chairman, Senator ,  I ' m  s u r e  you, as I ,  and m i l l i o n s  of Americans, 
remember Our Dec.7th, day of Infamy. What happened i n  H a w a i i  would 
never ever have happened had O u r  f l e e t  s tayed i n  San Diego. A s  an 
American, and having been a Teacher, I would hope, s e r i o u s l y  hope, t h a t  
from t h a t  day, we have learned  Our l e s son  well. With t h e  world s t i l l  i n  
turmoil  such a s  it i s ,  One has t o  wonder i f  i n  f a c t ,  we have, learned  from t h e  
pas t .  I can see  and understand Our Country's need t o  reduce Our deb t ,  
c u t  spending, BUT, a t  what c o s t  t o  Our Country, t h e  men and Women who 
serve  Our country i n  O u r  s e r v i c e s ,  and t o  a l l  Amer.icans and t h e  f r e e  world. 

Closing bases ,  any bases ,  must be done i n t e l l i g e n t l y  so  a s  no t  t o  jeopardise  
freedom, i n  Our country o r  i n  t h e  f r e e  world. Let me p lead  San Diegots  
cause regarding t h e  c l o s i n g  of bases. I watcned your hearing t h i s  morning, 
Lis tened t o  a l l  t h e  comments, and I ' m  s t i l l  watching as I wri te .  The - 
speakers a l l  have made eloquent speeches and pleas .  Let me t e l l ' y o u  
about San Diego. Our Ci ty  was discovered by a s a i l o r ,  Juan Cabr i l lo .  
That w a s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  days of 1800. Since then ,  Sat1 Diego has been t h e  
p o r t  v i s i t e d  by s h i p s  from around t h e  world. Almost s ince  t h e  begining 
of O u r  City, w e  have been t h e  home port t o  the U S Navy and the Paci f ic  
fleet. Like Long Beach, and o the r  Communities up and down t h e  West Coast, 
San Diego a l s o  has  1st c l a s s  s t a t e  of t h e  art high Tech f a c i l i t i e s  
t o  handle any s e r v i c e  and r e p a i r  job requi red  by Our Navy, We have 
Nuclear Subs based here ,  we have exelent  be r th ing  f o r  N a v y  sh ips  and 
c a r r i e r s ,  we have exelent  housing f o r  t h e  Navy and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  
Schools, Hosp i t a l s ,Unive r s i t i e s ,  Spor t s , (  Home of t h e  Chargers, the A F C 
Champions ), we have t h e  world famous San Diego Zoo, Sea World,Wild 
Animal Park, i n  s h o r t ,  San Diego has been N a v y  Town. f o r  as long as 
San Diego, has  been San Diego. O u r  economy i s  75% dependant on O u r  
Navy. To loose  i t ,  we may as well  t u r n  San Diego over t o  Hollywood as 
a Ghost Town f o r  making movies. Worst y e t  w i l l  be a l l  t h e  few jobs we 
have l e f t  f o r  O u r  C i t i zens ,  We a l ready have l o s t  50.000 Defense r e l a t e d  
jobs, ( Gen Dynamics ) t o  Long Beach. 

Long Beach, which you may OR, may not  know, i s  a heavy I n d u s t r i a l  City. 
It has a major O i l  Indus t ry ,  t h e  C i ty  s i ts  on a major Ocean of O i l  
under t h e  ground, it has many r e f i n e r i e s ,  It has s e v e r a l  major Tour i s t  
a t t r a c t i o n s ,  I n  s h o r t ,  it l a c k s  f o r  nothing i n  t h e  inray of employment f o r  
i t ' s  people. San Diego has only O u r  Navy. San Diego belongs t o  Our Navy. 
We have One mi l l ion ,  One hundred Th i r ty  Thousand people here,  3/4th of 
which are Navy f a m i l i e s ,  and C i v i l i a n  workers whose income comes from 



ROBERT A. SMITH 
81 7 W. 9th STREET 

SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 80731 -36 1 
(31 0) 51 9-8942 

June 12th 1995 

tk 
b' 

TO : Chairman Alan J. DIXON 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

SUBJECT : Closing of Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California. 

Dear Chairman Alan J. DIXON: 

Just read the Long Beach California Press-Telegram. "GASP!" I 
In substance, moving the shipyard to San Diego. Cost $268,000.000. (plus the every present 
over rides). Why? Duplication to build shops for machining, welding, pipefitting and many 
other repair shops, docks etc. when said facilities are  already SETUP and dry docks are in 
place to immediately take in carriers and other navy ships. 

Squandering Tax Dollars in San Diego seems to defeat the attempts to balance the budget. Also 
how may millions of dollars to close Long Beach base and shipyard? The base had made 
money and turned it to the general fund. 

The defense of our  nation is paramount. We will have another war. Read our and world war 
histories to date. There are more hot spots all over the globe than the citizens know about. 

What a waste building another shipyard two (2) hours away. Don't close it - use it. 

Respectfully 
r\ 1 









Navy employment. M r .  Chairman, S I R ,  i f  cu t t ing  spending 
i s  the  main object ive of the  Committee, does it make any sense t o  bounce 
Mil i tary  people and Families around jus t  t o  save a buck when it w i l l  
cost  hundreds of thousands of bucks t o  make t h a t  move ? Where's the  
f i nanc i a l  gain ? Where's the  f i s c a l  responsabi l i ty  t o  the  Nation ? 
I ' d  r a the r  give up a meal every day then t o  see any base closed. 
But, I won't hold my breath  e i t h e r  because you a re  going t o  do it YOUR WAY, 
s o  a l l  I can do i s  hope and pray t o  GOD t h a t  you don ' t  close any more 
bases here i n  San Diego. We are  i n  the  process of ge t t i ng  Our 3rd Carr ier  
and I would hope t h a t  jus t  a s  GOD has compassion and mercy f o r  us a l l ,  
a l l  of you f i n e  members of Congress w i l l  have a l i t t l e  f o r  us here i n  
San Diego as well. Please don' t  l e t  us become another Ghost Town. 
I wish I could come before you t o  plead O u r  case, BUT, since your Committee 
i s  hearing ONLY from PIembers of Congress, I would hope, and humbly so, 
implore of you t o  give O u r  beloved San Diego ser ious  consideration i n  the  
i n t e r e s t  of National Defense. 

Warmest Regards & Sincerely 

Tom 13. Arena 



' I :  Rase Iiealiglzment and Closure Cnr11111isio11 
From: Tern Cott 
J )a  tc: 01 I 5/95 
SLI~?: I,ollg Heach Na\.al Ship~rard 

I >car Sirs: 

1 hopc that !?r)LU c o ~ ~ ~ l l i s i o ~ l  11 i l l  listen to the \voice of reason and keep the 
I,nng Heacl~ Na\.al Sliip!~ard ope11. Wl~ile the Na\>- co~~tiilues to explain that 
our facilities are not necessanr. it seeills nlnst peculiar that there are pln11s to 
duplicate the exact faciliti!, in San Diego. A n u \  Dn dock'?. A \\ eld shop'? 
A machine sl~op'? A sllilipfitter shop'? A tool issue shop? A pipefitter shop'? 
C'IIIOII. a11!, amau~lt of reaso~lable logic sllojts that politics is the bottom line 
be11111d the propcxed closure c~f Long Beach. If merit and industrial necessit~, 
\\ere in hct  the criteria. l.ong Beach N a ~ ~ a l  Ship!.ard ~ inu ld  remain opctl tbr 
\,ears to conle. Please do not be \.ictinlized by the Rhetoric the Na\ lS  seen~s 
so quick to spe\\ . 

You can keep the ship!*ard open and ser1.e the coulltn - .  b\! reducing dupl~cit\.. 
Closing the Long Beacl~ Naval Sllip!rard is not the \\,a!* to achie\.e !.our statcd 
gc)als. 

*l'ern, Cott 

I j j g  l Highcliff St. 
Wcstminstcr. CA 92683 
(71 4)S91 -SSh2 



June 13 , 1995 

The Chairman and Co~nmissioners 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Honorable Chairman and Commissioners: 
I am writing to you today to urge you to remove the Long Beach Naval Shipyard from your list 

of military bases recommended for closure. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a well managed 
facility and is essential to the military readiness of the United States. It should be retained. 

There have been many petitions for the preservation of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard based 
upon its economic value to a region which has been severely impacted by the shrinking defense budget 
and those arguments are valid and worthy. I would like, however, to address some additional basic 
factors which i!lustrate the importance to the whole United States of preserving the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard occupies a unique and irreplaceable physical plant which has 
been an essential element of the country's military capabilities, deterrence and readiness. If this 
geographic location is sacrificed to civilian use it will be virtually impossible to recover should future 
military imperatives require it. 

Some military facilities have unique attributes which must be considered above and beyond the 
numerical auditing processes and other non-specific evaluation methods when making these critical 
decisions. Shipyards, most other coastal military installations and many military airbases (particularly 
those near metropolitan areas) are extremely valuable to the government and the military in time of 
war, threat or national emergency. Once surrendered these unique and valuable facilities would 
quickly be assimilated into commercial and other non-military purposes and could never be recovered 
and alternat~\ c. S I ~ L ' S  arc noneustent. 

It would be nice if we never again would need a large and flexible military capability but 
history (both of our country and of the world) and rational observations and evaluations of global 
dynamics indicate that the prudent policy for the United States is to retain strong, flexible and 
comprehensive military capabilities. Prudence also dictates that we should not put too many of our 
eggs in too few baskets. Some duplication of assets and capabilities is necessary and good. 

The world is still a very dangerous place, in many respects it is far more dangerous and 
uncertain than it was a few short years ago during the "cold war" with the Soviet Union. We should 
not jeopardize our ability and flexibility to produce and maintain our naval ships and equipment by 
sacrificing unique and irreplaceable facilities. 

We urge you to retain the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for the security of the United States. 

Sincerely, n 

Long Beach, CA 90803 







The Delense Base Closure and Realignment Commlsslon 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
-4rlington. VA 22209 

Alan J. Dixon. Chairman 
-41 Cornella, i~ommissioner 
Re hecca G Cox, Commissioner 
dames R. Davis, Commissioner 
5.  Lee Kling, Con1 missioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Comm~ssioner 
Josue [Joe) Rubles. Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Dear Chairman and Commissioners, 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and let us keep it in Long 
Reach. It is vital to our economy and to our national security. Our future 1s in yclur 
hands. F e  afe counting oil you to represent Long Beach and nur country 111 your decislnn 
to SAVE THE LUNG BEACH N A V A L  SHIPYARD. 

Thank you for your hard work on our behalf and the countries behalf! 

Sincerely. 

LC 
Erin May 
6 i East 55th Street 
Long Beach, California 90805 



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

Dear Honorable Chairman and Commissioners: 
I am writing to you today to urge you to remove the Long Beach Naval Shipyard from your list 

of military bases recommended for closure. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a well managed 
facility and is essential to the military readiness of the United States. It should be retained. 

There have been many petitions for the preservation of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard based 
upon its economic value to a region which has been severely impacted by the shrinking defense budget 
and those arguments are valid and worthy. I would like, however, to address some additional basic 
factors which illustrate the importance to the whole United States of preserving the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard occupies a unique and irreplaceable physical plant which has 
been an essential element of the country's military capabilities, deterrence and readiness. If this 
geographic location is sacrificed to civilian use it will be virtually impossible to recover should future 
military imperatives require it. 

Some military facilities have unique attributes which must be considered above and beyond the 
numerical auditing processes and other non-specific evaluation methods when making these critical 
decisions. Shipyards, most other coastal military installations and many military airbases (particularly 
those near metropolitan areas) are extremely valuable to the government and the military in time of 
war, threat or national emergency. Once surrendered these unique and valuable facilities would 
quickly be assimilated into commercial and other non-military purposes and could never be recovered 
and alternative sites are nonexistent. 

It would be nice if we never again would need a large and flexible military capability but 
history (both of our country and of the world) and rational observations and evaluations of global 
dynamics indicate that the prudent policy for the United States is to retain strong, flexible and 
comprehensive military capabilities. Prudence also dictates that we should not put too many of our 
eggs in too few baskets. Some duplication of assets and capabilities is necessary and good. 

The world is still a very dangerous place; in many respects it is far more dangerous and 
uncertain than it was a few short years ago during the "cold war" with the Soviet Union. We should 
not jeopardize our ability gnd flexibility to produce and maintain our naval ships and equipment by 
sacrificing unique and irreplaceable facilities. 

We urge you to retain the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for the security of the United States. 

Sincerely, 

-, 



President William J. Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N. W. 
Washington, DC 20500 

Subject: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

Dear President Clinton: 
I am writing to you today to urge you to remove the Long Beach Naval Shipyard from the list 

of military bases recommended for closure. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a well managed 
facility and is essential to the military readiness of the United States. It should be retained. 

There have been many petitions for preservation of the Long Beach Shipyard based upon its 
economic value to a region which has been severely impacted by the shrinking defense budget and 
those arguments are valid and worthy. I would like, however, to address some additional factors which 
illustrate the national interest in preserving the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard occupies a unique and irreplaceable physical plant which has 
been an essential element of the country's military capabilities, deterrence and readiness. If this 
geographic location is sacrificed to civilian use it will be virtually impossible to recover should future 
military imperatives require it. 

Some military facilities have unique attributes which must be considered above and beyond the 
numerical auditing processes and other non-specific evaluation methods when making these critical 
decisions. Shipyards, most other coastal military installations and many military airbases (particularly 
those near metropolitan areas) are extremely valuable to the government and the military in time of 
\\-nr threat or national emergena Once surrrndered these unique 2nd \raluable facilities would 
qu~ckly be assimilated into commercial and other non-military purposes and could never be recovered 
and alternative sites are nonexistent. 

It would be nice if we never again would need a large and flexible military capability but 
history (both of our country and of the world) and rational observations and evaluations of global 
dynamics indicate that the prudent policy for the United States is to retain strong, flexible and 
comprehensive military capabilities. Prudence also dictates that we should not put too many of our 
eggs in too few baskets. Some duplication of assets and capabilities is necessary and good. 

The world is still a very dangerous place; in many respects it is far more dangerous and 
uncertain than it was a few short years ago during the "cold war" with the Soviet Union. We should 
not jeopardize our ability and flexibility to produce and maintain our naval ships and equipment by 
sacrificing this unique and irreplaceable facility. 

We urge you to retain the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for the security of the United States. 

Sincerely, 







June 3, 1995 

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

Commissioner Alton Cornella, 

I am a taxpayer who is extremely concerned about the current BRAC95 
deliberations and the threat of closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

The decisions to be made by the BRAC95 commission directly impact our 
nation's security interests. This includes possible closure of additional 
public shipyards which may eliminate the margin of safety our Navy needs in 
today's troubled world. Even with military downsizing, our Navy will still 
have ships in need of regular maintenance and emergency repairs. This will 
become more critical as the age of the fleet increases due to less new ship 
construction. Why, would the commission want to close the Navy's most 
cost-efficient public shipyard? 

The Lonq Beach Naval Shipyard was ranked third in military value of all 
public shipyards, more important to our national security and defense than 
Pearl Harbor. 
THE NAVY RANKED LONG BEACH ABOVE THE PORTSMOUTH SHIPYARD IN MILITARY VALUE! 

The Lonq Beach Naval Shipyard is in close proximity to the vast majority of 
the Pacific surface fleet. It is the only repair facility south of 
Washington state, public or private, capable of drydocking any ship 
homeported on the West Coast. It is also the only public shipyard with 
direct access to the sea. 

The Lonq Beach Naval Shipyard was recently commended by the U.S. General 
Accounting Office for reducing material waste to the lowest level of any 
public shipyard. It has gained the reputation of being the most innovative 
public shipyard in the nation in management, cost-cutting, and performance 
efficiency. 

The Lonq Beach Naval Shipyard operates as an independent business and 
receives NO government subsidies. Since 1988, it has performed a remarkable 
$110  illi ion UNDER BUDGET, becoming the Navy's most competitive bidder 
against San Diego's private shipyards. Today Long Beach is the Navy's model 
shipyard and is a necessary benchmark towards assuring fair pricing and 
controlling costs for the taxpayer. 

These other facts should be considered: 
1) The Navy is planning to spend upwards of $750 million to build new 
facilities to homeport three nuclear aircraft carriers in San Diego. 
Existing facilities at Long Beach can be readily upgraded to homeport these 
three carriers for less than $25 million. Long Beach already has its ship 
channel dredged, piers ready, and sufficient family facilities. To waste 
almost $725 million to duplicate facilities does not make sense. 

2) The Navy has only scheduled ships for repair at the Long Beach 
facilities through June 1996. This gives the appearance that the final 
decision to close Long Beach has been made prior to the commission hearing 
all the facts. 

3) The Cross Service Study's linear programming model yielded eighteen 
shipyard closure lists. Criteria included: minimum number of sites, maximum 



military value and maximum excess capacity. The eighteen were narrowed to 
six lists which best fit the actual closure objectives. Pearl Harbor and 
Portsmouth were on five of the six lists but Long Beach appeared on only 
one list. Of the final two closure alternative lists presented to you, 
Pearl Harbor and Portsmouth were on both but Long Beach was on only one. 
From this, DOD somehow selected Long Beach for closure. The reason given 
was Long Beach did not perform nuclear work. The fact is that there is an 
existing over capacity in nuclear shipyards. 

It is apparent what has happened: The criteria established for the 1995 
base closings have not been fairly applied in the decision to close Long 
Beach. Why does the Navy want to keep Portsmouth open but rate it below 
Long Beach in military value? Doesn't it appear that the politics of the 
New Hampshire presidential primary has entered into the decision process 

Once a shipyard is closed, the expertise of a trained workforce and the 
unique facilities are lost to our nation forever. The past BRAC commissions 

A'- have closed two major shipyards. With the three pc.tr:,tial 1 9 9 5 - ~ h s u r e " a ~ - ~  
almost 60% of our nation's public shipyards may be closed. Is this really 
in the best interest of our national security? The realignment of our 
remaining major public shipyards is a complex process, needs more careful 
analysis, and should be left for future BRAC commissions. The dust has not 
settled on the previous shipyard closures. It is unknown whether the 
estimated cost savings from these closures has h e n  realized. 

I know that your task is a difficult one and you will make a careful 
decision based on the established criteria and pertinent facts presented 
during the hearings before your commission. The work being done at the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard must be done somewhere, either at a public or private 
shipyard, so no savings would be gained by closing it. 

The recent evaluation of Portsmouth seemed to center around economic and 
job loss factors. The same argument applies to the Long Beach area, perhaps 
even more, due to the negative effect of past BRAC closings on the Southern 
California economy which has not recovered. Military value was the prime 
criteria established for closure of a base. To reiterate: the Navy ranked 
Long Beach HIGHER in military value than Portsmouth. 

The people employed at Long Beach are middle-class, hard working people 
struggling to support their families. They have given many years of their 
lives in support of our country's Naval Forces. America has been well 
served by their dedication and traditional work ethic. Their families 
deserve fairness above political considerations because closure of Long 
Beach will forever change their lives and their children's lives 

As you know our young men and women in our Armed Services may be soon be 
committed to harm's way in Bosnia. Let us leave no doubt in their minds 
that their country supports them by providing the best maintained surface 
ships in the world. Surface ships which provide them transportation, 
support from the sea while engaged on the land and take them safely home 
after their mission is complete. These ships are now reliably and 
efficiently maintained and repaired at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is 
in the best interest of the American taxpayers and our national security 
for the Long Beach Shipyard to remain open. 

A 

15 Donegal Road 
Peabody, MA 01960 





May 18, 1995 

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

Subject: The closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Dear Sir: 

I was employed at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for 25 Years. 
During that time I not only learned a trade but I found out what 
our country is all about. 

In 1967 I had just returned to the United States from a tour in 
Viet Nam with the U.S. Air Force. I was married with two children 
and had limited Marine skills. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard hired 
me as a limited Marine Machinist. I was assigned to Machinists 
that were ex Navy Chiefs in World War 2 and the Korean conflict. I 
not only learn a trade but I learn something far greater that has 
stayed with me all of my life. It was the caring and compassionate 
feeling for the Men and Women that sail our ships. I learn that 
any job that is accomplish on a Navy ship could put a person life 
on the line if it was not done correctly. The term " its good 
enough for government work " was never used in the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. Most of the employees have been in the same 
situation when they were in the service and they realized that any 
ship that was repaired at LBNSY was a ship that could be counted 
on to accomplish its mission. 

In 1982 I went to work at the Supervisor Of Shipbuilding Long 
Beach. We were responsible for the repair of U.S.S. Navy Ships in 
the Private shipyards. The goal of the private shipyards were to 
make as much money as they can by doing the least amount of work. 
In the 10 years that I was with Sup Ship Long Beach I must have 
worked 300 Navy Ships. In every contract I had to assist the 
private contractor in some way as he did not have the manpower, 
knowledge, tooling or the desire to the job in accordance with the 
contract because he knew the Navy would bail him out as they 
needed the ship back on the line. It should be noted that the 
Private yards have to sub contract most of their technical job 
because they do not know how to accomplish the work. 

PLEASE reconsider your decision to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard we need the technical 
employees to keep our Navy strong. 

RAYAND L. PARK 
A PROUD RETIRED LBNSY EMPLOYEE 
2858 Dominguez Street 
Long Beach, California 90810 





June 9,1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As a concerned citizen and as a city civil servant, I am writing you in regards to the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commissions recommendation to place the Long Beach Naval 
Shlr>yard on their list of base closures. The Long Beach Naval S w a r d  is a vital 
economic asset to the city. The shipyard and the employees provide revenue to the city 
and surrounding area local businesses. 

However, possibly even more important to the benefit of the United States, the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard has several assets that other shipyards do not possess. First, it is the 
only shipyard on the west coast that has direct access to the sea which would be of vital 
importance in any attack by foreign powers using anything less than a nuclear shrike . 
Secondly, it has one of the largest existing dry docks on the west coast, and once it has 
been dismantled the cost to rebuild or replace it would be an exireme hardship in these 
times when the economy is on the verge of faltering and the federal &ficit is still rising. 
Thirdly, there is the huge Gennan crane, other existing equipment and the loyalty and 
experience of the employees which have proven to be invaluable to the shipyard in its 
mission to service the fleet, and to the city of Long Beach and the County of Los Angeles. 

In closing, I would also like to lmng to your attention the exorbitant cost of closing the 
shipyard and cleaning the site of hazardous materials in order to make it conform to present 
day standards so the land could be used for future habitation. 

Please, re-consider your decision and remove the Long Beach Naval Shipyard firom your 
list of base closures. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Donald J. Terrell 



CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LONG BEACH 

June 2, 1995 

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING - 181 
OFFICE OF THE DEAN 

(310) 985-5121 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have served as Dean of the College of Engineering at the California State University, Long Beach for 
the past twelve years, and have worked closely with businesses and industries in our area during this 
time. I also recently served four years on the Naval Research Advisory Committee (NRAC) and visited 
most of the naval facilities in the United States and others throughout the world. My duties for the 
NRAC included chairing the Review Team for the Naval Research Laboratory, chairing the Committee 
on Integrated Avionics, and serving on numerous other NRAC panels. Thus, I am familiar with U.S. 
Navy facilities and the important role that the Long Beach Naval Shipyard plays in supporting the 
defense of the United States. 

As I am sure you are aware, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard has the largest drydock on the west coast 
and is one of the few shipyards anywhere that can work on large deck ships. I understand that, unlike 
most other shipyards, the Long Beach facility is operating profitably and has the most efficient labor 
force. Since the Long Beach Naval Shipyard employs a larger percentage of minority workers than the 
others, closure of this facility would disproportionally lay off underrepresented minorities. I understand 
that a substantial error was made early on in estimating the closing costs at around $75 million instead 
of the actual total cost of closing the Shipyard which could exceed $400 million. Also, the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard is the closest Naval repair facility to the largest concentration of U. S. Navy ships on the 
west coast. 

Based on these and other considerations, and the fact that the Los Angeles area has suffered the most 
from defense downsizing, I strongly urge the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
reconsider its recommendation and keep the Long Beach Naval Shipyard in operation. This is very 
important to the economy of our region and to the national security of the United States. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Cordially yours, 

College of Engineering 

1250 Bellflower Boulevard, Long Beach, California 90840-8306 



DORIS I M I L L E R  
4753 MAYBANK A V E  
LAKEWOOD CA 90712 



The Honorable Allan C. Dixon 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arhgton, Va. 22209 

This letter is written in an effort to convince you to vote to keep Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
open. It is my sincere belief that to close this base would be detrimental to the security of the 
United States. Some of the rationale to keep Long Beach Naval Shipyard open are listed below: 

No one can convince me that crowding more ships down to San Diego Naval Station 
will benefit anyone. Traffic and parlung there is already atrocious. On the other hand, 
there is plenty of parlung here at Long Beach (not to mention empty piers and idle 
cranes). 

I just can't see closing a naval shipyard that has 365 wann sunny days a year. That has 
open access to the sea. That is located, (not in some remote island or geographical area 
far away from the mainstream of industd idkastructure), but right in the middle of 
L. A. Harbor. 

What makes a shipyard a shipyard? A shipyard is a place where ships go to get 
overhauled by skilled professional men and women. Men and women that, through 
years of experience obtained by worlung on ships at a shipyard, perform repairs and 
shipalts in a timely manner. A ship's repair does not come out of a box, nor can it be 
ordered fiom a catalog. 

Everyone around my house would appreciate the end to this base closure cloud that has 
been hanging overhead for years now. Get it over with, please. 

Code 270.21 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach, Ca. 90822 



May 18, 1995 

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

Subject: The closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Mister Chairman: 

I was employed at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for 25 Years. 
During that time I not only learned a trade but I found out what 
our country is all about. 

In 1967 I had just returned to the United States from a tour in 
Viet Nam with the U.S. Air Force. I was married with two children 
and had limited Marine skills. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard hired 
me as a limited Marine Machinist. I was assigned to Machinists 
that were ex Navy Chiefs in World War 2 and th.e Korean conflict. I 
not only learn a trade but I learn something far greater that has 
stayed with me all of my life. It was the caring and compassionate 
feeling for the Men and Women that sail our ships. I learn that 
any job that is accomplish on a Navy ship could put a person life 
on the line if it was not done correctly. The term " its good 
enough for government work " was never used in the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. Most of the employees have been in the same 
situation when they were in the service and they realized that any 
ship that was repaired at LBNSY was a ship that could be counted 
on to accomplish its mission. 

In 1982 I went to work at the Supervisor Of Shipbuilding Long 
Beach. We were responsible for the repair of U.S.S. Navy Ships in 
the Private shipyards. The goal of the private shipyards were to 
make as much money as they can by doing the least amount of work. 
In the 10 years that I was with Sup Ship Long Beach I must have 
worked 300 Navy Ships. In every contract I had to assist the 
private contractor in some way as he did not have the manpower, 
knowledge, tooling or the desire to the job in accordance with the 
contract because he knew the Navy would bail him out as they 
needed the ship back on the line. It should be noted that the 
Private yards have to sub contract most of their technical job 
because they do not know how to accomplish the work. 

PLEASE reconsider your decision to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard we need the technical 
employees to keep our Navy strong. 

A PROUD RETIRED LBNSY EMPLOYEE 
2858 Dominguez Street 
Long Beach, California 90810 



June 9, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
Chairman of t h e  Dept. of 
Defense Base Realignment & 
Relocat ion Commission 
1700 North Moore S t r e e t  
S u i t e  1425 
Arl ington,  Va 22209 

Dear Senator  Dixon: 

I have l i v e d  i n  t he  FlushingIBayside a r e a  f o r  over 30 years .  
My husband is  a r e t i r e d  M i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r .  

We have enjoyed For t  Tot ten  over t h e  yea r s  -- t he  l i t t l e  s t o r e ,  
t he  chapel  and j u s t  walking around the  a r e a  i n  t h e  summer. 

Many of my f r i e n d s  f e e l  t he  same way. It would be a g r e a t  i n j u s t i c e  
t o  t he  people of t h i s  a r e a  t o  c l o s e  t h e  For t .  We hope t h a t  you 
w i l l  consider  our  f e e l i n g s .  

Thank you f o r  your t ime and cons idera t ion .  

27-14 166th S t .  
Flushing,  N.Y. 11358 



Chris E.Collier 
4886 Oregon Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90805 
(3 101428-8368 - 

May 26,1995 G' 

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

Dear Chairman and Commissioners: 

I am writing to you in hopes that you will reconsider the recomrneded closure of the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. There are a lot of reason fiom different sorts of people. But 
my main concern is for the security of our country. Closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
would leave only two major ports for maintinance & repair on the west coast. In the event 
of a major conflict, if we lost San Diego Naval Shipyard the whole Southwest United 
States would be open. Of the bases we have, I don't think any should be closed, but that is 
my opinion. With aerospace failing in our area. and the E.P.A. standards being applied all 
big industry is moving out. With the loss ofjobs fi-om such a. closure the economy and 
families of our city would be severly impacted. I AM AGAINST THE PROPOSED 
CLOSURE. 

P. S. I am one of the out of work Aerospace employees that had to find a new career. 

CHRIS E. COLL;IER 
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35 East  Plymouth S t .  - 84 &. L 
Long Beach CA 90805-5839 
May 2 7 ,  1995 

The L , fense  Base Closure &la 
R eau&rlr!lant UVLIL : :~  b SiOr 

I !OV iuOY:r 1 ... vvi LA ., 1,. - ~11 e i 4 ~ 3  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Gentlemen, 

I urge you t o  make every poss ib le  appeal t o  
keep t h e  Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. 

It has served e f f i c i e n t l y  f o r  more than f i f t y  
y e a r s  a s  an e x c e l l e n t  and convenient l o c a t i o n  
from which the  Navy can r e p a i r  any s h i p  i n  the 
Navy' s f l e e t .  

I th ink  it i s  very important t o  our  na t iona l  
secur i ty ,  l y i n g  as it does on ocean's edge and 
gateway t o  Asia. 

Yours very t r u l y ,  





225 E. Del Amo Blvd., B-364 
Long Beach, CA 90805 

May 29, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure 
and Relignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., S t e .  1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to request that you take another look at The Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard closure. The Naval Base shipyard closure 
will have tremendous repercussions that will affect our city in 
many ways. 

The unemployment will be tremendous. We have enough problems 
with earthquakes, fires and floods and illegal immigrants, and we 
don't need any more problems. 

Sincerely, 

mzA\ U@k 
El len Berchtold 



' ,! 
Dear ME Chairman & L ~ b & w  

I am a retired Navy Personnel, I have lived in the Long 
Beach area for the last 13 years. I do my grocery shopping at 
the Naval Commissary Store; and closing the Shipyard would 
mean that the Navy Exchange and Commissary Store will be 
closed also. 

A lot of older Retired Vets and their wives do most of 
their shopping at the Naval Base here in Long Beach most of 
their lives. 

PLEASE CONSIDB NOT CLOSING THE SHIPYARD!! 

I'm urgingyou to take another look at the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard 

It is very important to our economy, and indeed to our 
National Security. 

Respectfully, w,, . k b - 6  





INDUSTRIES. INC. 

Des~gners 

and 

Manufacturers 

of: 

GATORHAWK@ 

SPINNERHAWK" 

SPINMASTERa 

HAWKJAWa 

KITTYHAWK" 

1245 EAST 23RD STREET 
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90806 
PHONE (31 0) 426-9477 
FAX (31 0) 490-9959 

May 25, 1995. 

Attention: Alan J. Dixon, Chalrman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commiss~on 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I would like to see much more in-depth investigation into the reasons for 
recommending the closure of our Long Beach Naval Shipyard??? 

As we understand it , the facility is capable of servicing even our largest aircraft 
carriers. 

It is inconceivable to think of doing away with such an existing facility - thereby 
necessitating massive expenditures to prepare another location. Even in the case of 
privatizing such a facility - we all h o w  tax payers will be burdened with a ma_jor portion 
of such an endeavor. 

Long Beach is at this time even more dependent on its shipyard for employment. 

Long Beach is an international city and an ideal location -LET IT BE!!! 

Thank you for your attention: 

cc Commissioners: 

Josue Robles, Jr. 
Wendi L. Steele 





May 18, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St. Suite 1425  
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon and Commissioners, 

It has come to my attention that the Secretary of Defense has 
placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
This shipyard is very important to not only the people of the 
city of Long Beach, but also to the ~avy's fleet and our economy. 

I do know that the Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides many jobs 
to the people in Long Beach, some of which I know personally. 
It crushes me to see that these people are in danger of losing 
their jobs . 
The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has all of my support. 

Sincerely, 

4iMo56, 
Ernesto E. Edillor 

t ~ 4 . 9  

Ernesto E. Edillor 
1780 W. 25th St. 

Long Beach, CA 90810 



3605 Long Beach B1. #@I, 
Long Beach, Ca. 90807 
June 1, 1995 

The Defense Base C losure  & Realignment Commission 
1700 No r th  Moore S t .  
S u i t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  Va. 22209 

To t h e  Chairmen abd Commissioners: 
I ' m  w r i t i n g  t h ~ s  l e t t e r  t o  p lead  t o  you n o t  t o  c l o s e  down t h e  Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard.  The Long Beach Naval Sh ipyard i s  ve r y  impo r tan t  t o  t h e  w e l f a r e  o f  
t h e  people  here i n  Long Beach Community as w e l l  as t h e  people who a re  employed 
here.  You need t o  keep t he  sh ipya rd  open a t  a l l  cos ts .  Long Beach Naval Ship- 
y a r d  has an e x c e l l e n t  l o c a t i o n  b o t h  l o c a l l y  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y .  The Navy can 
r e p a i r  t h e i r  sh i ps  here, i n s tead  o f  go ing  back eas t  f o r  r e p a i r s .  

I do n o t  understand why p o l i t i c s  have t o  p l a y  such an impo r tan t  p a r t  i n  t h e  
c l osu re  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y .  So many peoples l i v e s  w i l l  be i n  jeopardy  i f  you c l o s e  
t h i s  sh ipyard .  You never know when t h e  enerny w i l l  a t t a c k  t h e  U.S. and t h e  Long 
Beach Naval Sh ipyard w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  m i l i t a R Y  PURPOSES. As l o n g  as t h  r e  i s  
t r o u b l e  i n  t h e  M idd le  Eas t  and Russia t h e r e  i s  no reason t o  shu t  down a c ru& a1 
s t r a g e t i c  advantage p o i n t  and l o c a t i o n  here i n  Long Beach, Ca. I ' m  p l ead ing  

1 
w i t h  you t o  p lease  p lease  p lease keep t h e  Long Beach Naval Sh ipyard open. 

Than you, 8 concern d  taxpayer  and r e g i s t e r e d  v o t e r  d w d k  
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Corporate 
Headquarters 

BWllP International, Inc. 

200 
Oceangate 
Suile 900 

Long Beach 
Californ~a 
90802 

Telephone 
31 0 435 3700 
Fax 
310 436 7203 

June 2, 1995 

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

Attention: Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am very much in agreement with consolidation and downsizing of our military establishment to a level 
which roughly meets the "two war" concept. I am particularly interested in bringing efficiencies to the 
multiple military supply systems through integration, standardization, and improved computerized 
inventory control and, I say these things as a former naval officer who has a naval flight officer son 
presently on active duty. 

I am, however, concerned with the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, not as a local economic 
issue -- which it is, and not as a special interest for either my company or me, but only with respect to 
West Coast shipyard capabilities. While I recognize that the fleet is predominantly based in San Diego, 
adequate support capability is not present there, and Bremerton is a major hardship on surface ship families 
given deployment schedules, and will cause the Navy to loose more than closure savings. 

Long Beach is an excellent facility which should be re-examined for retention and I urge you to do so. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, AS - 
~ . ~ . ~ ~ a ~ l o r  
Vice President Human Resources 



Public 
Corporation 

for thee 
ARTS 
May 26,1995 

T h o  L o n g  D o a s h  R o g I o m m I  A r 1 s  C a r n c l l  

)$I.,, ,UN +S'j! 
100 West Broadway, Suite 360 
Long Beach, California 90802 
3 10.983.3820 
FAX 310.983.3814 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing on behalf of the Public Corporation for the Arts (PCA - Long Beach) and the entire Long 
Beach arts community to urge you to reconsider the recommended closure of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

The people of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more than 50 years. It 
provides much needed jobs to many Long Beach residents and is an excellent location from which the 
Navy can repair any ship in the Navy's fleet. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is very important to our 
national security and to our economy, which has already been devastated by drastic defense cuts and 
base closures 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this urgent request. 

Sincerely, 

,d@ 
~ & r a  . Gibson 
Executive Director 

cc: W. Tucker, III, Congressman 



May 18, 1995 

Arlene I. Aguilar 
125 E, Harcourt St. 

Long Beach, CA 90805 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerelv. 



Diana K. Wolstoncrofl 
6554 Gardenia Ave. 

Long Beach, CA 90805 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

&d.h&bi 
Diana K. Wolstoncroft ' 

V 
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L o n g  B e a c h  C i t y  C o I I c g e  L o n g  B e a c h  C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e  D i s t r i c t  

4 9 0 1  E a s t  C a r s o n  S t r e e t  L o n g  B e a c h ,  C a l i f o r n i a  9 0 8 0 8  

May 30,1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As President of Long Bcach City College, representing approximately 25,000 students, 
850 full time and part time faculty, and 360 support staff, I urge your commission to retain 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a major asset to our national security as well as being a 
major asset to our local community. The shipyard meets a critical need while also meeting 
extremely stringent budget standards. 

The evidence supporting the continued retention of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is 
compelling. First, the Long Bcach Naval Shipyard is the most cost efficient public 
shipyard in America. Second, it is in easy proximity to the navy's largest surface fleet 
home ported in San Diego. Third, it is the only shipyard, public or private, south of Puget 
Sound that has the capacity and capability to repair every typc of ship in the U. S. Navy. 

In short, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard operates at a very high standard of excellence 
and in a very cost efficient manner. Budgetary, national security, and capability 
considerations all strongly argue for the retention and ongoing operation of the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. I ask for your reasoned, objective consideration of the issues which I am 
confident will lead you to support, as I do, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara ~ d & s  
Superintendent President 

cc: Stephen Horn, U.S. Representative, 38th Congressional District 
Beverly D'Neill, Mayor of Long Beach 
James Hankla, City Manager, Long Bcach 
Don Wylie, President of Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 
William Ourd, Chairman, Save our Shipyard Committee 
Trudy Polsky, President, Long Beach Community College Board of Trustees 
L l b a r a l  A r r r  C r m p u r  - 4 0 0 1  E r l t  C a r s o n  S f r e a l  L o n e  B r r c h .  C a l l f o r n l r  0 0 6 0 8  ( 3 1 0 )  4 ' 1 0 . 4 1  1 1 .  P r x :  4 2 0 - 4 1  1 8  

P a c l l l c  C a a . 1  C a r n v u r  1 9 0 5  E h r t  P a c l l l c  C o a r t  H l a h w r y  L o n g  B e a c h ,  Calltornla POBOO (910) 4 2 0 . 4 1  1 1 .  F a r  6 9 9 - 7 Q l P  



SENT B Y : L B C C / L A C  ; 5-31-95 ; 3:53PM ; L B C C  CAMPUS SUPPORT' 7 U 3 t i Y t i u b 9 ~ ~ ~  I 

LONG BEACH CITY COLLEGE 
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

PLANNING AND GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 
4901 E. CARSON STREET / LONG BEACH, CA 90808 

31 01420-4004 or 31 01420-4005 
'FAX 310 420-41 18 

FAX Cover Sheet 

DATE: J k k u l 3 &  

TO: - 
FROM: - 
FAX: 696-0550 

MESSAGE: 

THIS COVER SHEET IS THE FIRST OF ? PAGES 
(If the number of pages received does not match number Indicated, please call) 



37TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 
WALTER R. TUCKER, Ill -- 

4-- 

COMMITTEES:,-.$ -j;jN @ 
TRANSPORTATION AND I N F R ~ T R U C T U R E  

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

COAST GUARD AND MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 

SMALL BUSINESS 
SUBCOMMITTEE: 

TAX AND FINANCE 

419 CANNON BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0537 

(202) 225-7924 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

145 E. COMPTON BLVD. 

h 
COMPTON, CA 90220 

(310) 884-9989 

SATELLITE OFFICE: 

Congress of tbe Iklniteb Sta tes  (TUESDAY ONLY. 1-5 P M I - 
1133 RHEA ST. RM 201 
LONG BEACH, CA 90808 

1310) 21E9175 

May 9, 1995 @Bae'bing.ton, 2BCL 20525-0537 

Mrs. Cherie H. Gean 
2885 Daisy Ave 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1429 
026717 

Dear Mrs. Gean: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard rovides much needed jobs to many of our 

h f! eo le in Lon Beach and an excellent location rom which the Navy can repair any ship k tge Navy's eet. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure, which was submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission on March 1, 1995. I am urgin you to take a few minutes and write to the 
Commissioners of the Base Realignment an % Closure Commission, urging them to take 
another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and 
indeed to our national security. 

Please write to the Chairman and Commissioners at: 

The Defense Base Closure and Reali nment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 142 
Arlington, VA 22209 

4 
(703) 696-0504 

Alan J. Dixon Chairman 
A] cornella, dommissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis Commissioner 
Se IAX Kling, dnmmiwinncr 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, dommissioner 

Thank you for our support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I will continue fighting 
for you here in hashington, D.C. and with you in Califorma's 37th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, 

WALTER R. TUCKER, 111 
Member of Congress 





Miss Christine A. Ho 
~ 6 )  

3604 Caspian Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 9081 0 
May 29, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

Dear Sir or Madam: 
I am a concerned citizen of the City of Long Beach who supports the good 

causes of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. This shipyard is vital to our city's 
economy for it employs our people, and it is also necessary for it ensures our 
nation's defense. Additionally, the Navy also depends on our shipyard as a 
center for making any necessary repairs and maintenance on its ships. Please 
help our fellow citizens by keeping this base open not only as a service to the 
people here in Long Beach, but also to all Americans, so that we all can 
continue to enjoy the freedom that our national defense reassures us with. 

Sincerely, 

Miss Christine A. Ho 
Long Beach resident 



225 E. Del Amo Blvd., B-364 
Long Beach, CA 9 0 8 0 5  

May 29, 1 9 9 5  

Mr. S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure 
and Relignment Commission 
1700  N. Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

I am writing to request that you take another look at The Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard closure. The Naval Base shipyard closure 
will have tremendous repercussions that will affect our city in 
many ways. 

The unemployment will be tremendous. We have enough problems 
with earthquakes, fires and floods and illegal immigrants, and we 
don't need any more problems. 

Sincerely, -- 7 

El len Berchtold 



225 E .  Del Amo Blvd.. B-364 
Long Beach, CA 90805 

May 29 ,  1995 

ML- . James B , Dav i s, C o t m i  ssi oner 
The Defense Base Closure 
and Re 1 i gnmenr Con-mi ssi <In 
1700 N. Moore S t . . ,  Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

I am writing to that you take another look at The Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard closure. The Naval Base shipyard closure 
will have tremendous repercussions that will affect our city in 
many ways. 

The unemployment will be tremendous. We have enough problems 
with earthquakes, fires and floods and illegal immigrants, and we 
don't need any more problems. 

Sincerely, 

El len Berchtold 



225 E. Del Amo Blvd., B-364 
Long Beach, CA 90805 

May 29, 1995 

Ms. Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure 
and Relignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. SteeIe: 

I am writing to request that you take another look at The Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard closure. The Naval Base shipyard closure 
will have tremendous repercussions that will affect our city in 
many ways. 

The unemployment w i l l  be tremendous. We have enough problems 
with earthquakes, fires and floods and illegal immigrants, and we 
don't need any more problems. 

Sincerely, 

El len Berchtold 



0 1 , ! l f N  mi C/ 

Christ Secon aptist Church 
REV. MICHAEL J. EALEY 1471 Martin L. King Jr. Avenue 
Pastor Long Beach, California 90813 

Church (310) 599-3421 
FAX (310) 599-6175 

May 25, 1995 

'I'he Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Ilear Mr. Dixon and Commissioners: 

We, the Pastor, Official Board and members of Christ Second Baptist Church are concerned as 
residents of the City of Long Beach, regarding the issue of the closure of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard that has provided jobs for over 50 years. 

It  i s  crucial to our economy and well being of our community that these jobs are retained at the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

'The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is designed to more than adequately maintain and repair ships. 
'The climate is conducive to its productivity. The record will further indicate that this shipyard 
has operated in the black; hence, a credit to the navy and the community. There are dedicated 
administrators and experienced workers of all trades. 

We urge you to further examine the importance of maintaining operation at this base. To lose 
this kind of top notch facility would be devastating to the metropolitan area and surrounding 
counties. 

" The earnest (heartfelt, continued) prayer ? fa  righteous man makes tremendous power 
available-- dynamic in its workii~g. I r  Jnnfe.~ 5: 16 

'I'hank you for your attention and consideration of this matter 

Sincerely, 

A Church Under the Influence of Jesus 
Acts L:47 Romans X:14 Ephesians 5:18 



May 27, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realigment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Where is the justification for the closing of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard? 

Here in Long Beach we have a profitable, efficient operation at an excellent 
location for the Navy's ships. This cannot be said for shipyards not on your 
closure list. 

As interested taxpayers, we urge your most earnest study of this recommended 
closure. The Long Beach Shipyard has been a stalwart in our community for 
many years and an important adjunct to the Navy. 

Sincerely, 

Freda L. FOX' > 

3501 Rose Ave 
Long Beach, CA. 90807 
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KENWOOD 
KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dorn~nguez St. 
Long Beach, CA 90810 
Telephone (31 0) 639-9000 
Malllng Address: 
P.O. Box 22745 
Long Beach, CA 90801-5745 

May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

I(ENWO0D USA CORPORATION 

Dire&$ of Military Sales 
Military Sales Group 

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dorn~nguez St. 
Long Beach. CA 90510 
Telephone. (310) 639-9000 
Malllng Address. 
P .0  Box 22745 
Long Beach. CA 90801-5745 

May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

KENWOOD USA CORPORATION 

~ i r e c w h f  Military Sales 
Military Sales Group 

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dominguez St. 
Long Beach. CA 9081 0 
Telephone: (310) 639-9000 

Malllng Address. 
P.O. Box 22745 
Long Beach, CA 90801-5745 

May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

Military sales ~ r o u ~  

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dom~nguez St. 
Long Beach. CA 9081 0 
Telephone: (31 0) 639-9000 
Ma~ltng Address. 
P . 0  Box 22745 

May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Commissioner King: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

KENWOOD USA CORPORATION 

~ i rec$  of Military Sales 
Milita Sales Group 

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dorn~nguez St. 
Long Beach. CA 90810 
Telephone: (310) 639-9000 
Malllng Address 
P 0 Box 22745 
Long Beach, CA 90801-5745 

May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James 6. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



David R. Rubin 
1607 Verdugo Blvd. 
La Canada, CA 91011 

May 23, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On the advise of Congressman Carlos Moorhead, my Congressional 
representative for the 27th District in California, I am writing to 
you to express my opposition to the closure of the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

Closure of this shipyard will be a blow to an economy that has 
already suffered the loss of the Todd Shipyard in San Pedro as well 
as the closure of the Naval Station. Closure of this yard will 
also be a severe setback to the fledgling economic recovery of the 
local area as well as the State of California. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a prof itable yard and is still 
vital for military purposes as well as peaceful ones. Among the 
reasons is should be kept open are the following examples: 

1. The shipyard has been profitable for the several years namely 
in performing civilian contracts. The shipyard employs almost 
3,500 people most of whom are civilian workers. The yard also 
supports more than 10,000 total direct and indirect jobs including 
suppliers to the yard and it also contributes $750.0 million to the 
local economy. 

Closing it would throw these people out of work, cause 
business to suffer needlessly, wreck havoc for the local economy 
that is just now starting to climb out of a painful recession, and 
quite possibly cause such a devastating impact on the financial 
health of the region that even partial recovery might never come. 

2. The shipyard, having a dry dock of over 1000 feet, is one of 
only two such shipyards on the West Coast to feature such a dock 
with the other yard being in Bremerton, Washington. 
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As the shipyard has a dry dock of over 1000 feet, it is vital 
that it be kept open to service among other vessels, the R.M.S. 
QUEEN MARY which is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. As the vessel has been recognized as being culturally 
significant to the history of the United States by virtue of its 
having served the U.S. military from 1941 until 1947 as a troop 
transport, the QUEEN MARY will need to be maintained to preserve 
its cultural and historic significance. As the ship will need to 
go into dry dock eventually for inspection and any repairs that 
might be needed, the dry dock in the Long Beach Naval Shipyard will 
need to be utilized. 

If this dry dock is not available, then this would mean taking 
the ship over 1000 miles to Bremerton for work to be done there and 
this would be putting the QUEENMARYin jeopardy for the vessel is 
over sixty years of age and as it has not been to sea in twenty 
seven years. To subject a vessel of this age which has not seen 
open water for this long a period of time, would be to take an 
unnecessary risk should the vessel run into foul weather. 

4 .  The question of military logistics makes the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard the perfect yard for getting a ship from the yard to open 
water quickly and efficiently. With the proximity of the shipyard 
to open water, a vessel can be in open water within ten to fifteen 
minutes. 

This is compared to Bremerton whereby a ship takes thirteen 
hours to reach open sea and compared to San Diego where the 
response time is forty five minutes to one hour. Also, it is my 
understanding that $780.0 million must be spent to dredge the 
channel that leads from the San Diego Naval Station and Shipyard to 
open water. 

5 .  It is also my understanding that the Navy, despite public 
pronouncements, is desirous of keeping the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard open and is looking at another similar sized yard in 
Connecticut for closure. Furthermore, it is my understanding that 
this yard could be closed with no significant financial impact to 
the region whereas closing the Long Beach yard would throw nearly 
3,500 people out of work and thus add to the ever spiraling cost of 
welfare and general unemployment assistance for the country and the 
region as a whole. 

Therefore if looking at all of the factors from both a defense and 
civilian standpoint, closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard would 
not be in the best interests of the Southbay area of Los Angeles 
and Orange counties, the State of California, or the country as a 
whole. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard has demonstrated time and 
time again that it is important to both local and national 
interests and that it can still continue to play a vital part in 
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our nation's defense as well as its civilian usage. 

In closing, I strongly urge you to think very carefully before 
contributing to the decision that could have a negative and 
potentially devastating impact on an entire region. I further urge 
you and your colleagues on the Commission not to close down this 
yard and ask that you all seriously ask yourselves if closing the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard is going to make any difference in the 
ever growing deficit of this country or will its continuance help 
to provide strength and security of a well maintained fleet, as 
well as the employment for over 13,000 Americans? 

I thank you for your time. 

Sincerely yours, 

David R. Rubin 



May 25, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste., 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ATTENTION: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Al Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee King, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

KENWOOD U.S.A. CORPORATION 
2201 E. Dorn~nguez St. 
Long Beach. CA 90810 
Telephone: (310) 639-9000 

Ma~ling Address: 
P.O. Box 22745 
Long Beach, CA 90801 -5745 

SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard Closure 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

In a not so simple world it seems as though one who finds pluses would not simply do 
away with them. 

Certainly, we all understand the need to maintain the positive--Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is positive. That is a fact. 

Please reconsider your decision on closure. 

Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

KENWOQD USA CORPORATION 

~ilita\ry,$ales Group 

cc: Walter R. Tucker, Ill, Member of Congress 



JOHN E. EVANS, JR, D.V.M. 
Diplomate, Amerlcan Board of Veterinary Practitioners 

E. GRAIN, JR, D.V.M. 
Diplomate, American Board of Veterinary Practitioners 

and 
ASSOCIATES 

ANIMAL MEDICAL CENTER EVENINQ P€T CLINIC EAST ARTESIA PET CLlNlC 

1040 South Long Beach Boulelvard 6803 Cherry Avenue 12220 East Artesia Boulelvard 

Compton, California 90221 Long Beach, Callfornia 80805 Artesia, California 90701 
(21 3) 639-1 283 (21 3) 422-1 223 (21 3) 402-41 66 

t - l a n o r a b l e  A1ar.t J. D i x a n ,  Cttait-.manrt 
'The D e f e n s e  E a s e  and Real i gntner-st Commiss ion  
Y.70(3 N o r t h  Muoro St. , Sui. t e  f 429 ,-, ,-, ,.-, - " A{- 2, i ny t o n  , V a .  , LLL(-)Y 

Dear Cor-rgressmar? Uj. :.:or-! : 

The peclipl e o f  t h e  c i  t y  o f  L-ong E e a c h  ar.tcl . t h e  :xw-.t-uuricli rtg conimi.tni t i  es 
1,. ... hosf ~ L C ?  .-ed t h e  L-UIICJ Bei%cl^l Nava l  S h i p y a r d  f u r  m!:~r-e 2rl7al.1 5(:) y e a r s .  
T h e  1-ong Reacti I'.lavai s h i p y a r d  p r o v i d e s  mc!cl't neecied j a b s  t o  many o f  aut-, 
c i t i z e n s  i n  .Izl.>e area. 

I i~!nciers tanci  anc:l a m  .;ymap.thetic:: t o  the r e s f : t o r \ ~ i t J i  1  i t y  o f  y u ~ ~ ; *  ccnmmj .  ttee 
a n d  . t h e  goverr?inen.k i r~ Zzhi !a po!st - c u l  d w a r -  er-a, b u t  a s  a smal l buz;i nessmar i  
ancl c i t i z e n  i n  t h i s  ~ :~3l l i rn t .~r1 i ty~  T w a u l d  l i k g ,  kc:) ~51:: ~ U L I  t c )  C C J ~ I S ~ ~ E ; ' ~  t p l p  

e.f .f e c z t z  OF p a s t  clr3wn.--:ii z i nq 2zha.k t h e  d e f e n s e  i nc tus t r -y  has a 1  r e a d y  h a d  on 
t h e  local  ecorlon-ry of  t h i s  area. A s  y o u  a re  aware, t h e  ecor-tumy 0.6 t h i s  
area i l e p e n d ~ i d  g r - e a t 1  y  ~ipi31-I t h e  d e f  enrse i n d c t s t r y  a n d  re1 n k e d  j c ~ 1 ~ ! 3  al-td 
t h i s  at-ca h a s  ~ : ) e r h a p s  s u f C e r e d  m n r e  t h a n  i ts s h a r e  o f  s u c t l  c : l u s u r ~ ; '  arid 
down.-!si z i ng  . 
I s t t - u n g l y  t i r y e  you t n  r e c o n s i i l e ~ ~  t h e  p l a n  c % u s u r e  oJ: t h i s  base. 

I a l s o  wwocird l i k::e t o  r-<;_.mind yot.tl y a w -  cummiZztzee member-s, ant:d +el l o w  l e g - -  
i s l a ta r - s  t o  can:;icler t h a t  t h e  pri2tslerns w e  face wi th  OLIT. c;jcoi.iamy anci 
g r ~ v e r n m e n t  d i d  n o t  come a b c ~ i i t  over-  s l i g h t  b u t  r a t h e r  o v e r  past g e n e r a -  
. t i u n s : . ;  n e i t h e r .  cart  t h e s e  ~ ~ ) r ' ~ t ) b l e ~ ( t s  b e  c o r r e c t e d  overr n i g h t  a n d  i n  a C e w  
q e n e r a t i o n ~ .  A r-r.t!sh Zzr~ ;l i:.: s!.tc:h p r o b l e m s  c a u l  d  have cin--kolcl a n d  la.;.l-.ing 
c ~ ~ r t s e q u e n c e ~ i i .  fis :;i!-l.::ness may c:anle abul.tt i r - 1  a s h o r t  p e r i o d  artd t h e  
per- i od of  r e c o v e r y  ' t a k e s  l ort g er , :so are  oltrc si c 1:: ecano in i  o  a n d  f~tnvc?nmen2:..- 
al p r a b l e m s .  

o.Ii:~l?n E. ~ v a r d j ~ ~ r  . , D . V . M .  





May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 







May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 









May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



May 23, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, unemployment 
rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about closing the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep ~e yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue or it will become 
a ghost town. 

Marie Carlucci 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 23, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, 
unemployment rise, vagrancy and hornelessness increase, and now to even think about 
closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue 
or it will become a ghost town. 

Fred Bisbey 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 









Chairman and Commissioners 
The Defense Base Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Gentlemen: 

The people of the City of Long Beach and surroundings have 
hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more than 50 years. 
Besides providing much needed jobs, the base is important 
because it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the fleet. 

To lose this location plus the expertise of the people who 
may be very necessary in the near future might very well be a 
catastrophe of the highest order. I urge you to remove this 
important base from the list for recommended closure. 

Ms. Norma Jean Taormina 
3035 N Gold Star Dr. 
Long Beach, CA 90810 



May 24, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to you on behalf of my company and out of concern for the future of Long 
Beach and our nation. Therefore, I must ask that you reconsider your decision to close 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The military cutbacks have already devastated the 
defense industry that is so prevalent in California. It is vital to the local economy and 
surrounding area that the Naval Shipyard remain in operation, and that much needed jobs 
remain intact. 

While the local economy and jobs are indeed a sigr~ificant consideration, the overriding 
issue is our national security. The location and faciiities provided by the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard make it unequivocally essential to sustaining a shrinking fleet in the face 
of expanding global threats. Along with the closure comes the loss of all the critical and 
highly technical skills that are not easily retrieved. 

Upon reexamination of the facts it is clear that the Naval Shipyard is an invaluable asset 
and should have priority with regard to base closures. We simply cannot afford to lose a 
facility that is pivotal !r! nur n?fian2! defense structure. 

Daniel C. Atamian 
Ramp Services Supervisor 

Aeroplex Aviation at Long Beach Airport 
3333 East Spring Street, Long Beach, California 90806 

Phone 800/234-3591 or 310/426-5500 
Fax 310/426-8236 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 5-26=95 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209  n 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner -1 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Realignment and Closure Commission: 

The Long Beach Naval Ship Yard is on the list for closure 

and I am appealing to you not to close this facility now or 

in the future. This ship yard is necessary for the national 

security of this nation. There are at least 3 dry-docks that 

are capable of servicing even the largest ships, if needed. 

The ship yard is also cost effective and a very vital part of 

the national security. 

The proven record of service by the Long Beach Naval Ship 

Yard should speak for itself. But, in its' behalf, I am writing 

this letter to your commission, asking that the facility be 

kept open to continue its' valuable service that is very much 

needed. Also California has had enough problems with Defense 

Contract closure. The economy is very poor, slower than the 

rest of the nation to recover from the recession. 

Respectfully 

2119 Daisy Ave. 
Long Beach, CA 90806=4108 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 5-26=95 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Realignment and Closure Commission: 

The Long Beach Naval Ship Yard is on the list for closure 

and I am appealing to you not to close this facility now or 

in the future. This ship yard is necessary for the national 

security of this nation. There are at least 3 dry-docks that 

are capable of servicing even the largest ships, if needed. 

The ship yard is also cost effective and a very vital part of 

the national security. 

The proven record of service by the Long Beach Naval Ship 

Yard should speak for itself. But, in its' behalf, I am writing 

this letter to your commission, asking that the facility be 

kept open to continue its' valuable service that is very much 

needed. Also California has had enough problems with Defense 

Contract closure. The economy is very poor, slower than the 

rest of the nation to recover from the recession. 

Respectfully 

B ~ P - *  
2119 Daisy ~"e. 
Long Beach, CA 90806=4108 



SCAN 
May 25, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I understand that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is deliberating about 
the possible closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY). As a taxpayer and resident of 
the City of Long Beach, I am writing to urge the Commission to recommend against closing 
LBNSY. 

I am aware of the fine work accomplished at LBNSY and its service and importance to the 
National Defense. LBNSY is one of the most efticient shipyards in the nation; it has been 
consistently rated high in military and strategic value. It is an excellent location from which the 
Navy can repair any ship in its fleet. Moreover, its proximity to the Pacific Fleet and its direct 
access to the open sea make it a vital asset for the country's national security. 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted LBNSY for more than 50 years. It provides 
an important service to the local co~nmunity and surrounding area for dependents and retired 
military families. Its exchange, commissary and other services are utilized by service members of 
all armed services, their families and retired military within the Los Angeles and Orange County 
areas of Southern California. LBNSY provides these services that allow all service members to 
receive the benefits of family assistance when servicing this nation. These services are self- 
funding and are not a financial burden for taxpayers. 

I also know that LBNSY represents thousands of direct and indirect jobs and that its total 
economic impact in Southern California is $750 million annually. Southern California has one of 
the highest unemployment rates in the country, and that rate has increased due to the recent 
closings of Long Beach Naval Station, Naval Hospital, and Tustin El Toro Marine Base. 

LBNSY is the last active facility in the area. If it is closes, where will the service members of 
Southern California, their dependents, disabled veterans and military retirees go to receive the 
benefits they have been promised by this nation? 

President and CEO 
521 E. Fourth Street, Long Beach, CA 90802 

(310) 435-0380 Fax (310) 491-0020 



CHERYL R. AVIROM 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

440 REDONDO AVENUE, SUITE 2 0 2  

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90814 

(310) 4 3 4 - 8 4 6 4  FAX (310) 434-1225 

May 23, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. ~ixon, chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlingtcn, VA 22209 

Re: Lons Beach Naval Shipyard 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is a profit-making center for 
the government - one of the few such shipyards, if not the only 
one. It provides needed jobs in an area already hard hit by the 
closing of the Navy bases in Long Beach and Seal Beach, and the 
thousands of lost jobs from aerospace closures, petroleum company 
closures and downsizing those companies. The I1trickle downw theory 
works in earnest with these lost jobs, resulting in further 
closures of shops, businesses and restaurants which depended upon 
those dismissed employees as their customers. I speak from personal 
experience as I have seen a reduction in my client base and have 
seen my clients1 businesses go under for lack of customers due to 
layoffs and shut downs. 

It does not make any kind of sense to close a successful 
enterprise, especially when it will have such a massive detrimental 
effect on an already burdened local economy. 

Flease keep the Long Beach fJavai Shipyakd alive. Thank you 
for your courtesy and co-operation in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Cheryl R. Avirom 

CRA: cs 

cc: Dianne ~einstein, Barbara Boxer 

base. l t r  



3421 B a l t i c  Avenue 
Long Beach, C A .  90810 

Alan  3 .  Dizon,  Chairman 
The Defense  Base C l o s u r e  and  Real ienment  Commission 
1700 Nor th  Moore S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 22209 

S i r r  

We, t h e  r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  C i t y  o f  Long Beach,  were d i s h e a r t e n e d  and  
d e p r e s s e d  upon l e a r n i n g  t h a t  t h e  Long Beach S a v a l  S h i p y a r d  is on 
l i s t  o f  m i l i t a r y  b a s i s  recommended f o r  c l o s u r e  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  
Base Real ignment  and  C l o s u r e  Corrmission on March 1, 1995.  

The Naval  S h i p y a r d  o f  Long Beach p r o v i d e s  rruch needed jobs  t o  t h e  
thousand  o f  p e o p l e  i n  t h i s  C i t y  o f  Long Beach and  o t h e r   laces as 
w e l l .  I t  i s  an e x c e l l e n t  l o c a t i o n  from which t h e  Navy c a n  r e p a i r  
a n y  s h i p  i n  t h e  Navy's f l e e t .  

We a r e  u r g i n g  you t o  t a k e  a n o t h e r  l o o k  a t  t b e  Lone Beach Naval  
S h i p y a r d ,  a n d  p l e a d i n g  f o r  your  k i n d  b e n e v o l e n t  n o t  t o  approve  t h e  
c l o s u r e  o f  t h i s  Naval  S h i r y a r d .  I t  is vwry i m n o r t a n t  t o  o u r  eco-  
nomy and i n d e e d  t o  o u r  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y .  

Very s i n c e r e l y ,  

O C C C W ~  62, C L b  
LUCENA €2. A L A N G U I  









A RACQUETBALL AND ATHLETIC CLUB 

Wen d i  L. Steele, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms.  Steele: 

Please take another look at  your recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. This shipyard is  very important to our national security, providing an 
excellent location for repair of our Navy's ships. It also provides many necessary 
jobs for our people in Long Beach, thus being vital to our local economy as well. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request to re-examine your 
recommendation. 

Sin c e r ~ l  y yours, 

4918 EAST SECOND STREET, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90803, TELEPHONE 310 438-1176 



Mr. A1 Cornella 
The Defense Base Closure & Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear commissioner Cornella: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, unemployment 
rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about closing the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue or it will become 
a ghost town. 

Marie Carlucci 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 23, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, 
unemployment rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about 
closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue 
or it will become a ghost town. 

Fred Bisbey 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806- 1446 



May 23, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, 
unemployment rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about 
closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue 
or it will become a ghost town. 

Fred Bisbey 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 23, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, unemployment 
rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about closing the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue or it will become 
a ghost town. 

Marie Carlucci 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 22,1995 

Edna G. Jepsen 
2008 Baltic Ave. 
Long Beach, Ca. 908 10 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been a productive, cost effective shipyard on the 

west coast for many years. It also provides the best location for ships on the west coast to 
be repaired. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard also provides jobs for a great deal of people 
living in the Long Beach area. Closure of the shipyard at this time would cause an 
economic strain on the community. 

I hope your decision will be one to keep the shipyard open so the economy of this 
area can continue to move upward instead of in reverse. 

Sincerely, 
P 



May 23, 1995 

Mr. Joe Robles, Jr. 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, unemployment 
rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about closing the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue or it will become 
a ghost town. 

Marie Carlucci 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 23, 1995 

Mr. Joe Robles, Jr. 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, 
unemployment rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about 
closing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue 
or it will become a ghost town. 

Fred Bisbey 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 
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May 11, 1995 

LONG BEACH. CA 90808 
(310) 218-9175 

Mrs. Julia N. Wyatt 
2741 E Jefferson St 
Long Beach, CA 90810-1523 
033877 

Dear Mrs. Wyatt: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Navai Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard rovides much needed jobs to many of our 

eo le in Lon Beach and an excellent location rom which the Navy can repair any ship k tge Navy's fl eet. 
B 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure, which was submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission on March 1, 1995. I am urgin you to take a few minutes and write to the 
Commissioners of the Base Realignment an% Closure Commission, urging them to take 
another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and 
indeed to our national security. A ,- . n 

Please write to the Chairman and Commissioners at: 

The Defense Base Closure and Reali nment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 142 
Arlington, VA 22209 

8 
(703) 696-0504 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis Commissioner 
S. Lee Kling, dommissioner 

I - 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Thank you for our support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I will continue fighting 
for you here in Gashington, D.C. and wlth you in Califorma's 37th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, 

WALTER R. TUCKER, m 
Member of Congress 



-- 
__ . . _ ll_____.__ ----- f i e  t: *.&" /L-.-Z -...--r- '-.' A 3.- 



May 23, 1995 

S. Lee Kmg 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commisisoner King: 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, unemployment 
rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about closing the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue or it will become 
a ghost town. 

Marie Carlucci 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 23, 1995 

S. Lee King 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

'4 - 
Dear Cornrnisisoner King:- ,.,, 

I have lived in Long Beach for almost 8 years now, and I have seen the vacancy rate rise, 
unemployment rise, vagrancy and homelessness increase, and now to even think about 
d;s~,g the &ng Beach Naval Shipyard is ridiculous. 

Please reconsider your decision and keep the yard open. Long Beach needs the revenue 
or it will become a ghost town. 

Fred Bisbey 
2873 Cedar Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90806-1446 



May 22,1995 

Edna G. Jepsen 
2008 Baltic Ave. 
Long Beach, Ca. 908 10 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
Commissioner A1 Cornella 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been a productive, cost effective shipyard on the 

west coast for many years. It also provides the best location for ships on the west coast to 
be repaired. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard also provides jobs for a great deal of people 
living in the Long Beach area. Closure of the shipyard at this time would cause an 
economic strain on the community. 

I hope your decision will be one to keep the shipyard open so the economy of this 
area can continue to move upward instead of in reverse. 



May 22, 1995 

Roger G. Jepsen 
2008 Baltic Ave. 
Long Beach, Ca. 908 10 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
Commissioner A1 Conella 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Conella, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been a productive, cost efficetive shipyard on the 

west coast for many years. It also provides the best location for ships on the west coast to 
be repaired. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard also provides jobs for a great deal of people 
living in the Long Beach area. Closure of the shipyard at this time would cause an 
enconomic strain on the community. 

I hope your decision will be one to keep the shipyard open so the economy of this 
area can continue to move upward instead of in reverse. 

Sincerelv. 

qq&&I?r"l Roger . Jepse 



May 23, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Please take another look at your recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard, This shipyard is vital to orzr national security and provides an excellent 
location for repair of our Navy's ships. It also provides necessary jobs for our 
people in Long Beach and is vital to our local economy. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request to re-examine your 
recommendation. 

Sincerely yours, 

" Owner 

4918 EAST SECOND STREET, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90803, TELEPHONE 310 438-1176 



I d -  



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1) 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
0 

f , v  Arlington, VA 22209 

l'l Dear Mr. Benjamin F. Montoya, 

I am a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respeclfuily 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear that 
the ciosure wouid not only jeopardize our nationai security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it wiii have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
important. i feei that the ciosure of the Navai Shipyard would impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
please take another look at thts situation. I feel it IS very ~rnportant to 
our economy and indeed to our national security. 

Thank you for you time and consideratior: Ir: this matte:. It is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Ann Stanfieid 



Kathryn D. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

~ a t h r - y n ~ .  Allen 



John C. Allen 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

Thursday, May 1 8, 1 995 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location fkom which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

A o l k  C. Allen 



John C. Allen 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 1 8, 1 995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

<7&- c<& 
d'' John C. Allen 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21, 1995 

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

Commissioner James B. Davis, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the hture of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



WALTER R. TUCKER, Ill 
37TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 
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Dear Mrs. Rivituso: . p'\ c (lJ~L A -fbL ,,.,v c.! L-< J ~~3 I 
'-1 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard rovides much needed jobs to many of our F eo le in Lon Beach and an excellent location rom which the Navy can repair any ship E In t e Navy's heet . 
The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure, which was submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission on March 1, 1995. I am urging you to take a few minutes and write to the 
Commissioners of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, urging them to take 
another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and 
indeed to our national security. 

Please write to the Chairman and Commissioners at: 
---- - - -- 

The Defense Base Closure and 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 142 
Arlington, VA 22209 

696-0504 - 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, commissioner 
S. 1 . e ~  K l i n ~ .  Cnmrnissinn~r 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Thank you for our support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I will continue fighting 
for you here in &ashington, D.C. and w~th you in Californ~a's 37th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, 

WALTER R. TUCKER, m 
Member of Congress 



Kathryn D. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 1 8, 1995 

Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 
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Cheri K. Lemons 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Cheri K. Lemons 





Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Allison F. Allen 



John C. Allen 
2721 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 



Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Kathryn D. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 90810 

Commissioner Josue ( Joe ) Robles Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location fi-om which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

~ a t h r ~ h t J .  Allen 



Cheri K. Lemons 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

~ h e h k .  Lemons 



John C. Allen 
272 1 East 2 1 8 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 1 8, 1 995 

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

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

-:,'6ohn C. Allen 



The 5enfense Base Closure & healignment 7 a ~ s s i o n  
17"1 1)ITorth Moore S t r ee t , ,  S u i t e  1&'5 
Arlin,-tl?n, 'JA 22207 

3ea r  Alan J. X x i o n ,  Skiairman 
A 1  Cornel la ,  Commissioner, 
'lehecca G .  Cox, 
dames B. Llavis, 
L. Lee K l i  y,  
BenJanin ? . ;:ant oya , 
Josue (236;  ~ i o b l e s ,  Jr., 

7 I ,,en31 I .  'Zteele: 

'i':;e people of t i l e  C i t y  of Z7ng ?each have hoctec! t h e  Long Beach ilavd. 
C ,,h! pyard f o r  :nore t h a n  50 yea r s .  The Long Beach T'avy Shipyard provides 
milch needed jobs t o  -?my of our  people i n  Long 8each and ar, excel ler i t  
loc i? t i9n  t ' rL:r~ wnich t i le iiavy c2n r e p a i r  any s h i p  i n  t n e  navy' f l ee t .  

Understand t h e  b e c r e t a r y  of ~Jefense  has p l r ced  rhe Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard 7 n  trLe l i s t  of x i l i t a r y  bases  reco  "mended f o r  c losure.  

dill you please t a k e  another  loox a t  t h e  Long Beach N~v.?l bhipyard.  
It i s  venr  i - ~ p c r t a n t  t o  oilr ec,ror?y and indeed t o  our  n a t i a n a l  
s e c u r i t y .  

Remember whan t h e  Ftaw wzs taken  away from Long Beach i n  1?701s. It 
was very bc4 f 01- O U ~  c i t y  ?nd f )r jobs, e t c  . 
t ' lease t a k e  thou~k:t  on t h i s  very important matter.. 

f .1~  Fa the r  served 30 Years i n  t he  ;;avy f o r  t h e  Uriited L t a t e s .  Served 
h i s  coilnt-y we l l  through5 seve-:.l ,vprc,Cl?ief P a t t y  Off i ce r ,  i k d i o  
'Lelephone 3 p e ~  t o r  , G t m ~ z ~ n i c  '?,iol?:: raciia i . ~ n , l  cl;. ss , s t a r t e d  
:une 20, 1921 t o  1952. 

Appreciate  i f  you l r r i l l  t ~ k e  concerde t i sn  of % h i s  very  i r tportant  
ma t t e r ,  t h a t  e f f e c t  r72ny hpor+y?nt l i v e s ,  and a l s o  a grSear, town. 

'Thank You, 
J' 

1,eighvon (p l ace )  2 a r s t  
1847 h .  Lincoln 5 t r e e t  

Long Beach, Ca . 90RlC-2130 



John C. Allen 
272 1 East 2 1 8 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Josue ( Joe ) Robles Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

J' JOG C. ~ l l e n  



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: A1 Cornella 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner A1 Cornella, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the hture of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: Rebecca G. Cox 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the hture of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: Wendi L. Steele 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the fhre of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



Cheri K. Lemons 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18,1995 

Commissioner Josue ( Joe ) Robles Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Cheri K. Lemons 



Cheri K. Lemons 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Cheri K. Lemons 



May 21, 1995 

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

Gentlepersons: 

I wrote you recently about the threatened closure of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. I wish to add a few remarks to my letter, 
and I hope that you and the other Commissioners will be paying 
attention to the attitude of the citizens of Long Beach who 
decry the closure of their Shipyard. 

Calling attention to the following, it is apparent that 
the loss of the only profit-making shipyard in this area would 
not only not result in "loss of 1.9 billion in 20 years", but 
instead would result in a loss of a profit. There is no way 
a shipyard making a profit could result in a loss. 

There is also the problem of the large drydock. However, 
in other closures, there has been great expense in trying to 
furnish similar services at other locations. What do you expect 
will happen if the only Shipyard which can repair even the 
largest Naval vessels is closed and no other shipyard can repair 
these vessels? The expense of furnishing new equipment and 
services alone to other shipyards, if any, at present, is 
enormous and would clearly outweigh any "savings" from closing 
Long Beach. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides repair not only for small 
to moderate vessels but also the largest naval vessels that 
may need repair. 

Please vote in your Commission against closing this valuable 
facility. 

Sincerely, 

Edith L. Ja 
3065 Gold Star Drive, #285 
Long Beach, CA 90810-2743 



ALAN J. D I X O N  May 22, 1995 
1 4 -  

CHAIRMAN DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALINGMENT COMMISSION 

S i r ,  and A l l  members of t h e  Commision: 

Having l i v e d  and worked i n  t h e  Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbor area 
f o r  some f o r t y  y e a r s ,  t h e  p l a n s  t o  c l o s e  t h e  Long Beach N a v a l  
Sh ipyard  leaves many q u e s t i o n  and  v e r y  f e w  l o g i c a l  a n s w e r s .  

A] A f a c i l i t y  t h a t  h a s  o p e r a t e d  i n  t h e  b l a c k  f o r  some y e a r s .  
b] Drydock c a p a c i t y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  service t h e  largest vessels. 
cl E l e c t r i c  power [p rov ided  by So CA E d i s i o n )  c a p a b l e  t o  

restart n e c u l a r  s h i p s  systems 
Dl I f  as t h e  Navy s a y s  t h e  f a c i l i t y  is l a r g e r  t h a n  needed, The 

s u r p l u s  area c o u l d  be  h e l d  i n  r e s e r v e .  The Navy is no t  
paying r e n t  on t h e  l and .  

E l  I know of t h e  t i m e  when two f u l l y  l o a d e d  s h i p s  c o l l i d e d  i n  
t h e  h a r b o r ,  Both s h i p s  w e r e  f u l l y  loaded ,  one had t o  b e  
drydocked,  none of t h e  commercial fac t i l i t ies  c o u l d  pe r fo rm 
t h e  job .  Drydock one w a s  used ,  The l a b o r  w a s  s u p p l i e d  by  
one of t h e  o t h e r  s h i p y a r d  i n  t h e  Harbor.  

Fl  The a p p a r e n t  d e s i r e  of t h e  Navy t o  e s t a b l i s h  major faci l i tes  
i n  San Diego, i n  my way of t h i n k i n g  is not  i n  t h e  b e s t  
i n t e r e s t  of t h e  Navy, t h e  t a x p a y e r s ,  and our  d e f e n s e  

e s t a b l i s h m e n t .  Why? San Diego Harbor c a n  be  e f f e c t i v l y  b e  
b locked,  one sunken s h i p  c a n  c o m p l e t e l y  c l o s e  access t o  t h e  
ocean. A t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e  no f a c i l i t y  i n  t h i s  area h a s  t h e  
needed drydock o r  a l l  of t h e  needed faci l i tes ,  t h e s e  would 
have  t o  be  b u i l t  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  expense  t o  t h e  Amercan 
t a x p a y e r .  

A r e c e n t  ar t ic le  i n  t h e  Long Beach P r e s s  Telegram, w a s  v e r y  
r e v e a l i n g ,  I t  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Navy h a s  some s h i p s  homeported i n  
Japan and  t h e  s c h e d u l e d  work on them is performed by a Japanese  
r e p a i r  f a c i l i t y .  I n  fact t h e  l a b o r  c o s t  is be ing  p a i d  by  t h e  
Japanese  Government, I c a n  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  Navy 's  r e l u c t a n c e  t o  
change t h i s  p rocedure ,  l o o k  at t h e  d o l l a r s  t h i s  s a v e ,  T h i s  is not  
way w e  s h o u l d  b e  d o i n g  b u s i n e s s ,  

Over t h e  y e a r s  American s h i p p i n g  h a s  a lmos t  disappeared f rom t h e  
seas, i n  fact w i t h i n  t h e  last several months American P r e s i d e n t  L i n e  
h a s  t r a n s f e r e d  several s h i p s  t o  f o r g i e n  r e g i s t r y .  Now our  Navy is 
s t a r t i n g  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g  w i t h  s h i p  maintance .  I 

The o l d  addage "BUY AMERICAN" is g o i n g  down t h e  t u b e s  it is t i m e  w e  
reverse t h e  t r e n d .  

KEEP THE LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, 

B r i n g  t h e  s h i p s  back home f o r  maintance  and u p d a t i n g .  

CA. YACHT MARINA BERTH 202 BOX 55, WILMINGTON CA 90744 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May21, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: Joe Robles, jr. 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner Joe Robles, jr., 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the hture of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fiRy years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



Mr. Al Cornelia, Comn3issioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 Notih Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Ariington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. AI Cornella, 

1 am a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. 1 respecffully 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear that 
the ciosure would not only jeopardize our nationai security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it wiii have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone iiving in this community it is very 
important. 1 feel that the ciosure of the Naval Shipyard would impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
please take another look at this situation. I feel it is very important to 
our economy and indeed to our nationai security. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this matter. It is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Ann Stanfieid 



Mr. S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Clwure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite -I 425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. S. Lee Kling, 

I arn a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respecffuily 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear thst 
the closure would not only jeopardize our national security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it wiil have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
important. I feel that the closure of the Naval Shipyard would impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you t~ 
please take another look at this situation. ! feel it is very important to 
our economy and indeed to our national security. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this matter. It is greatly 
appreciated. 

L/ 
Cindy Ann Stanfield 





Mr. Josue ( Joe ) Robfes, Commissioner 
Thie Defense Base Closure and Rea!ignrnent Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street, Suite A 425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Josue ( Joe ) Robies, 

I am a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respectfully 
recluest that you keep our bong Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear that 
the! ciosure would not only jeopardize our national security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it will have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
important. I feei that the ciosure of the Naval Shipyard wouid impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
please take another look at this situation. I feel it is very important to 
oul- economy and indeed to our nationai security. 

Thiank you for you time and consideration in this matter, It is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Ann Stanfieid 



Ms. Wendy i. Steele, Cor~~tnissionet- 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1770 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. Wendy L. Steele, 

I arm a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respecffully 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear that 
the ciosure wouid not oniy jeopardize our national security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it will have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
itnportant. I feel that the closure of the Naval Shipyard would impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
plesse take another look at this situation. I feel it is very important to 
our econotny and indeed to our national security. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this matter. It is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, rl 

Cindy Ann Stanfield 
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May 10, 11995 QIEIa$~ington, @(a: 20515-0537 

Mr. William H. Pearson 
223 E Ellis St 
Long Beach, CA 90805-4638 
131770 

Dear Mr. Pearson: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard rovides much needed jobs to many of our 

eo le in Lon Beach and an excellent location rom which the Navy can repair any ship 
!!n tge Navy's fleet. 

F 
The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure, which was submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission on March 1, 1995. I am urgin you to take a few minutes and write to the 
commissioners of the Base Realignment an % Closure Commission, urging them to take 
another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and 
indeed to lour national security. 

Please write to the Chairman and Commissioners at: 

The Defense Base Closure and Reali nment Commission 
1700 Nortlh Moore Street, Suite 142 
Arlington, VA 22209 

I 
(703) 696-0504 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Davis, Commissioner 
S. 1.e Kli~og; Comissioner 
Benjamin .F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, dommissioner 

Thank you for our support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I will continue fiphting 
for you here in &ashington, D.C. and wlth you in Califorma's 37th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, . 

WALTER R. TUCKER, m 
Member of' Congress 

WRTIllr 



May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



John C. Allen 
2721 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. COX 
Defense: Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our peo.ple in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

,/Jbhn C. Allen 



Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Kathryn D. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

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

Dear Ccxnmissioner Davis: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our peolple in Long Beach and an excellent location fiom which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

~ a ' t h r $ d ~ .  Allen 



Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 501 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in .the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases rt:comrnended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

K ' k L  Allison F. Allen 



Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

Commlissioner Josue (Joe) Robles Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 PJorth Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlii:on, VA 22209 

Dear Clornrnissioner Robles: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Allison F. Allen 



Cheri K. Lemons 
272 1 East 2 1 8 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 5 0  years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location fkom which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. Z r  

Cheri K. f y b n s  



Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

Comn~issioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 5 0  years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank; you for your time and consideration. 

Allison F. Allen 



Allison F. Allen 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18,1995 

Commkissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear C:ornmissioner Steele: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases r~ecommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 



WALTER R. TUCKER, Ill 
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May lo, 1995 plpt-ras'ljington, Bd 20515-0537 

Mr. Antonio Mendoza 
2667 E Van Buren St. 
Long Beach, CA 90810-1342 
260583 

Dear Mr. Mendoza: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Naval Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard rovides much needed jobs to many of our 

eo le in Lon Beach and an excellent location rom which the Navy can repair any ship A Pn tEe Navy's eet. 
P 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure, which was submitted to the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commissitrn on ,March 1, 1995. I am urgin you to take a few minutes and write to the 
Commissioners of the Base Realignment an 5 Closure Commission, urging them to take 
another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and 
indeed to our national security. 

Please write to the Chairman and Commissioners at: 

The Defense Base Closure and Reali nment Commission 
1700 Nortlh Moore Street, Suite 142 
Arlington, VA 22209 

S 
(703) 696-0504 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Rebecca G.. Cox, Commissioner 
James B. Ilavis, Commissioner 
S. Lee W g ,  Commissioner 
Benjamin IF. Montoya, Commissioner 
Josue (Joe) Robles Jr., Commissioner 
Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 

Thank you for our support of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I will continue fighting 
for you here in &ashington, D.C. and wrth you in California's 37th Congressional District. 

Sincerely, 

WALTER R. TUCKER, m 
Member of' Congress 



Cheri K. Lemons 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 113, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

~ h e g  K. Lemons 



Cheri K. Lemons 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Cl~airman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secxetary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank :you for your time and consideration. 

Si r ly, fl4 [ l -  
Cheki K: Lemons 



Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Kathryn D. Allen 
2721 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location fiom which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

1 thank you for your time and consideration. 



Thursday, May 18, 1995 

Kathryn D. Allen 
272 1 East 2 18 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases re:commended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyarld. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank :you for your time and consideration. 



1 BP OIL 

BP Oil Supply Company 
One World Trade Center, Suite 2450 
Long Beach, Cal~fornia 90831-2450 
(310) 491-4950 
Fax: (310) 491-4900 
Telex: 62923944 

TWX: 910-321-2896 

May 22,1995 

Ms. Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
17'00 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2 2 209 

Dear Ms. Steele: 

I am writing to urge you and the commission to please review the 
decision to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard has provided many jobs to the people of Long Beach, 
anld this has helped to foster the Long Beach we see today. 

It has also become a landmark of sorts, lending itself to the history 
and ambiance of its surroundings. 

As a resident who lives and works in Long Beach, I implore you to 
reconsider the decision to close the shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

Cathy L: Williams 
BP (Oil Company 



1 BF' OIL 

BP Oil Supply Company 
One World Trade Center, Suite 2450 
Long Beach, California 90831-2450 
(31 0) 49 1-4950 
Fax: (310) 491-4900 
Telex: 62923944 
TWX: 910-321-2896 

May 22,1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 2 2 209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to urge you and the commission to please review the 
decision to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Long Beach 
Nalval Shipyard has provided many jobs to the people of Long Beach, 
and this has helped to foster the Long Beach we see today. 

It :has also become a landmark of sorts, lending itself to the history 
and ambiance of its surroundings. 

As a resident who lives and works in Long Beach, I implore you to 
reconsider the decision to close the shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

Cathy L. killiams 
BP Oil Company 



John C. Allen 
2721 East 218 TH. Place 

Long Beach, CA 908 10 
'Thursday, May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 5 0  years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases rt:commended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

, /' 
- lohn C. Allen 



Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 1 8 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our pec~ple in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in .the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Aliison F. Allen 



Allison F. Allen 
272 1 East 2 1 8 TH. Place 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 

May 18, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

The people of the City of Long Beach have hosted the Long Beach Shipyard for more 
than 50 years. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard provides much needed jobs to many of 
our people in Long Beach and an excellent location from which the Navy can repair any 
ship in the Navy's fleet. And it is one of the only bases that shows a monitory profit. 

The Secretary of Defense has placed the Long Beach Naval Shipyard on the list of military 
bases recommended for closure. I urge you to take another look at the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. It is very important to our economy and indeed to our national security. 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

Allison F. Allen 





1 BP OIL 

BP Oil Supply Company 
One World Trade Center, Suite 2450 
Long Beach, California 90831-2450 
(310) 491-4950 
Fax: (310) 491-4900 
Telex: 62923944 
TWX: 910-321-2896 

Mr. Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
17'00 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Montoya: 

I am writing to urge you and the commission to please review the 
decision to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard has provided many jobs to the people of Long Beach, 
anid this has helped to foster the Long Beach we see today. 

It has also become a landmark of sorts, lending itself to the history 
and ambiance of its surroundings. 

As a resident who lives and works in Long Beach, I implore you to 
reconsider the decision to close the shipyard. 

Sincerely, - 

Cathy Williams 
BP (Oil Company 



BP OIL BP 011 Supply Company 
One World Trade Center, Suite 2450 
Long Beach, California 90831-2450 
(31 0) 491-4950 
Fax: (310) 491-4900 
Telex: 62923944 
TWX: 91 0-321-2896 

May 22, 1995 

S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

I am writing to urge you and the commission to please review the 
decision to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard has provided many jobs to the people of Long Beach, 
and this has helped to foster the Long Beach we see today. 

It has also become a landmark of sorts, lending itself to the history 
anti ambiance of its surroundings. 

As a resident who lives and works in Long Beach, I implore you to 
reconsider the decision to close the shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

Cathy f Williams 
BP Oil Company 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 1 924-6445 in CA 
31 0 / 426-6445 
3 10 / 426-4556 FAX 

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

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Being a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Llong Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Loma. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Naval Shipyard has been a very in~pvrlant part of our economy for over 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as well as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOB HILL'S, INC., dbal 
B 0 8  HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

Bob H. Hill 
President 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 / 924-6445 in CA 
31 0 / 426-6445 
31 0 1 426-4556 FAX 

May 22, 1995 

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

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dea~r Mr. Cornella: 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Beirlg a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Long Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Loma. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Naval Shipyard has been a very important part of our economy for over 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as v\rell as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOEI HILL'S, INC., dbal 
BOEI HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

Gk3@kQ Bob H. Hill 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 / 924-6445 in CA 
31 0 1 426-6445 
3 10 1 426-4556 FAX 

May 22, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox, Comm~ssioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Being a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Long Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Loma. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Naval Shipyzrd h2s been a verj  ixportciilt part of our economy for o'ver 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as well as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOB HILL'S, INC., dbal 
BOB HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

/\ \ 

Bob H. Hill 
President 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 1 924-6445 in CA 
31 0 / 426-6445 
310 1 426-4556 FAX 

May 22, 1995 

Mr. S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Beirlg a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Long Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Lorna. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Navai Shipyard has been a very impotiant part of our economy for over 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as well as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOB HILL'S, INC., dbal 
BOB; HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

G%3(/* 
Bob H. Hill 
President 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 1924-6445 in CA 
31 0 I 426-6445 
3 10 / 426-4556 FAX 

Mr. Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Montoya: 

Please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Being a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Long Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Loma. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Naval Shipyard has been a very important part of our economy for over 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as well as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOB HILL'S, INC., dbal 
BOB HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

Bob H. Hill 
President 



CORPORATE OFFICE: 
1390 E. Burnett St., Suite. B 
Long Beach, CA 90806-3599 

TELEPHONE: 
800 / 924-6445 in CA 
31 0 / 426-6445 
31 0 / 426-4556 FAX 

May 22, 1995 

Ms. Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD - LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Ms. Steele: 

Plea.se take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Being a member of the Long Beach Port Ambassadors and also in business 
in Long Beach, I have always admired the good job that the Naval Shipyard 
has done. 

San Diego is a beautiful harbor, but as you very well know you could lose 
access to your whole fleet if one ship sunk at the small entrance to the ocean 
at Point Loma. 

With the super dry dock that we have in Long Beach we can handle large 
ships. 

The Naval Shipyard has been a very important part of our economy for over 
50 years. If the shipyard was closed it would put many people out of work, 
as well as put companies out of business. 

Sincerely, 

BOB HILL'S, INC., dbal 
BOB HILL HYDRAULIC CRANE RENTALS 

01;(M* Bob H. Hill 

President 
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Ms. Georgie B. Vaughan 
3200 E. South 
Long Beach, CA 90805 

May 22, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Relignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman: 

I am urging you and your Commioners to take another 
look at NOT closing the Long Beach Shipyard for a 
following reasons. (To verify my reasons, I have 
enclosed an article published by the Press-Telegram Ma$ 2lstr 
tit1e:"How to beat Navy at its own gamew.) 

I am quoting some of these section. 

1. "Long Beach is the only shipyard showing a profit 
for the Navy. 

Lon Beach estimates that the shipyard accounts for 
3757 miqlion annually In the local economy plus 3,100 

direct jobs at the Terminal Island complex and an 
additional 7,000 jobs that rely on the facility. 

3. Long Beach has provided data to the Commission 
showing that, in fact, the kind of large ships in the 
Navy's future inventory cannot be serviced unless Long 
Beach remains open." 

I feel that firing workers is bad economic for our 
community and especial workers near retirement. 

I hope you can at least for ten years for those workers 
near retirement or keep the shipyard open. 

Sincerelt, 



DETAliS F3 

blueprint to save the Yard 
only decommissioned nuclear boat doa t .  percent of the cornmunitips f&ng b m  

And next door to the Neuti!~~~, bbo-b of' c.rosures have failed to do since the miitsly ' base ows h 0 to do it world9s most powerful underwater navy began shutting dam fac~ties 1988: it 
glide in and out of the piers of the 550-me won. By James R. Carroll 

From Our Nat~onal Bureau near Long I s lad  Sound, General Dflamics New London Naval Submarine Base. & the Long Beach ~~~d shipyard faces Colp.'~ Electric Boat Division is construct- Groton is submarines. its moment of truth next month before the GROTON Corm - The histories of ing a new SeawoK the next in a long i n e  of so h a a n e  the ~~~h independent Defense Bme Closve md submarines and Groton have been inter- submarines that have slipped down the 1993, the p,, proposd pulling UP 
hdigulent c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  G ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~  twined for 200 years. ways here. and moving the sub base and its 19 boats to to save its sub base is a textbook example of 

The first submarine, the Turtle, was built Up the river's wooded shores a few miles, other ports. how to beat the Navy at its own game. here during the mca Revohtion the b l ~ k  h d k  of the USs Nautilus sits at "It i.& O U ~  of the Clear blue,n recded Long k a C h  advocates have not studed 
There was a thriXngsub-b*ding anchor, swamped duly by t o ~ ~ & s .  The William Moore, presdent of the Chamber Grotonb stov clOsely, but hieve they 
here the h a o f t h e  19th  cent^ Nav7s fvst nuclear sub, and the frst sub to of Commerce of Sovtheastern Connecticut. 

Today, on the edge of the Thames River go under the North Pole, the Nautilus is the Groton fought M and did ~nmn+h;-- o A 
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YARD: How to beat Navy at its own 
CONTINUED FROM A1 
have similar keys to victory. 

"The cases are parallel not 
because we studied Groton," said 
Larry Taub, Long Beach's Wash- 
ington lobbyist on the shipyard, 
"but because (we both followed) 
the right strategy, which is: before 
you can develop a case to save 
yourself, you have to look a t  why 
the Navy is saying you're so 
horrible. Once you see the flaws in 
that, you can begin to build your 
defense." 

Taub has firsthand knowledge 
of the Groton base. A former 
submariner, he once was home- 
ported here. 

To be sure, a shipj.ard and n sub 
base have decidedly different func- 
tions. hut there are numerous 
paral1t.i~ htltivecn the threat now 
facing thc. I.ung Rt.ai.11 yard and 
the  ~1tu;itioll that confronted 
Grotcrn two years ago: 

o In t h e  Navy's proposals t o  
close both Groton and Long 
Fcach, the cervice argued that its 
ii;rinliing f1ei.l made the faciiities 
unnecessary and that other op- 
tions would be cheaper. 

In Groton's case, the h a y  
cnntended that there were too 
!:!any piers for thc number of subs 
i r  had. (Although the ~ u b  hase is in 
C;~*oton, it is named. confusingly, 
after New I,or.don. a larger city 
:ic.roz.j thc Tha~ncs. 1 

In L'ong Reach's case, the N a w  
+,I,!,-.$ tlicre i s  excess repair and 
i;i;iinten:incc c-pacity in its ship- 

I A .  , . ~  - > ,  . . : , I  -?  

when in fact it already had 19 and the sub base, Groton's advocates 
had a total capacity for 31. were in constant communication 

The Naavy, Groton showed, also with the base-closing commis- 
underestimated the costs of mov- sion's staff, the people who inter- 
ing functions and facilities to pret for the panel n~embers the 
other bases. mass of information that pours in 

L~~~ h s c h  has compiled data during the weeks before the final 
that advocates say illustrate major hit list is voted on. 
Navy mistakes. "The poor commissioners have 

F~~ the N~~ esti- SO much flashed in front of them," 
mates that closing L~~~ ~~~~h Oefinger said. "The real battle is 
would save $1.9 billion over 20 at the staff level. You've got to get 
years. to the ~ t a f f . ~  

SOS (;hairman Bill Gurzi said Long Beach is doing just that. 
the savl.ngs estimate makes no Taub is in constant conversa- 
sense because Long Beach is the tion with the commission staff, 
only shipyard showing a profit for sometimes two to t h e e  times a 
the IVavy. day. 

"How can they save $1.9 billion *'You don't just submit your 
over 20 years from a facility that is document in writing from 3,000 
costing them nothing to operate?" miles away and expect the words 
he asked. "If a facility is producing to leap off the page," Gurzi said. 
money, there's no way to justify "It's very helpful to have people in 
savings from its closure." Washington to go over these 

Equally lie!, said Taub, are the points letter by letter with the 
Ka~y ' s  assumptions about fleet tc.ornmis.-,on~ ..;tdi'f." 
size and the need for Long Beach's AltIlnu$ thi, ~ I . o t o n  sub base 
huge dl? dock. ;iccl)~nit.ci hi. ,111oat 3 quarter of 

The PTaiy contends that the dry the regon's  $4 bi1ii:jn annual 
dock is not needed. But Taub said economy - as we!l as 1,100 
Long Beach has proklded data to civilian j,;i,- 2nd 4,OCO military 
the conlmission showing that, in jobs - the  econo~llic arguments 
fact, tht? kinds of l x g e  ships in the prohablv hid  the least impact on 
Xacy's future inventory cannot be the ~ommis~ion .  &loore and Oefin- 
serviced unless Long Beach re- ger said. 
mains open. - 9 t~ Long Beach estimates that the  

Groton  showed the corn- shipyard account.5 f821-$;5; milljo:~ 
mission that in order to accommo- annually in the local econom:i-, 
date the subs moved from Con- plus 3,100 direct jobs at  tile 
necticut? the X a ~ y  had to spend a Terminal Island c o m p l ~ ~ s  ahd ::I? 

lot of money on new facilities additional 7.000 job,- th.it re!? (>:I 
elsewhere. -- - 

the facility. 
Under the federal base-closing 

law, the only way the commission 
can reject recommended closings 
from the military is to find that 
there were significant deviations 
from the criteria to be used for 
picking targets. 

And that's just what the com- 
mission did in Groton's case. 

On June 25, 1993, the panel 
unanimously agreed that the Na- 
vy failed to properly account for 
the availability and condition of 
facilities a t  bases that would re- 
ceive the Groton subs, did not 
fully document cost and manpow- 
er required for the sub base's 
closing and misstated the savings. 

The commission vote to keep 
Croton was 7-0. 

That same day, the panel had a 
tougher, closer vote. 

The commission earlier had 
added the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard to the Penta on's list as f :i possible candidate or closure. 
I3ut the panel fina!ly dtlcided, on a 
4-3 vote, to keep the Lung Beach 
Kaval Shipy:iril open, amid warn- 
ings by some members that the 
fhcility surely would get another 
look in 1995. 

The warning proved accut~~itt). 
'This year, the Navy and the 
Pt.l;tagon have proposed closing 
:he Long Bench yard. 

E:it the military didn't opt to 
refight another battle. It left 
Gyoton alone. 

A partial view of the 550-ac 
Base at Grotcc. Conn.. from s 

-- . - - -. -- 



~ilaintcnuncc capacity 111 its ship- 
yorcls it nceds lo get rid of. 

Ear ly  on, t h e  percept ion in 
(;~.oton was thnt the Kavy had 
n~ade :I prrctctcrminrd decision to 
j v t  tlson the base, regardless of 
what its analysis contluded. 

Ciroton's advocates ultilllately 
511uwcd that, in fact, this was true. 
'l'he Navy ran computt!r analyses 
that specifically excluded Groton 
in any sub-basing scen:irios. That 
was in violation of the congressio- 
nally established guidelines for 
base closings. 

Long Beach, led hy thc Save Our 
Shipyard (SOSI Committee, be- 
lieves it is proving a similar Navy 
prejudice. Rep. Stephen Horn, 
It-Long Beach, laid out evidence to 
the commission that the Navy 
decided before it conducted any 
analysis that the Long Beach yard 
should go, then came u p  with data 
to back its predetermined conclu- 
sion. 

The value of numbers 
Numbers  are the currency 

of the base-closui'e process, and 
Groton found major errors in the 
Navy's figures. 

"There were a lot of people 
involved very early on in 1993 
whose attitude was, 'If (closing 
New London) really makes sense 
from an Atlantic defense stand- 
point, who are we to fight it?' " 
recalled Mark Oefinger, manager 
of planning and development ser- 

. vices for the town of Groton. 
"Then we started looking a t  the 
numbers, and the numbers truly 
didn't make any sense a t  all." 

For example, the Navy under- 
stated the ca acity of the sub base, 
saying it cou ! d hold only 17 boats, 

,-,'I ,!. < A ,  L A ,  \ , t \ J l  t ,  ., J Z  8 ,  
I I J L  ~ J I  I I I U I I ~ J  U I I  I I ~  iv I r i C 1 1 1 L 1 t  7 :l~alLlon'l1 I \)\)[) ~ 0 1 1  I ll,i[ lY ' lV ( I l l  11 0 1 0 1 ~  : l i ~ ~ f l ~ '  

elsevvliere. - 
7- - - -- 

Long Beach is attacking thr. 
Nay7 on sim~lar k ~ o ~ ~ n d s .  S h ~ p -  
yard supporters have charged that 
the scl-v~ce 1s tlylng to move ahead 
with thc construction o f  new 
shorc?slde fac~lities a t  its mcgabase 
in S03n Diego that will duplicate 
facilities already in Long Beach 

'A critical eye' 
I n  Groton, a coalit ion of 

elected officials, local busilless 
leaders and committed communi- 
ty volunteers was buttressed with 
the expertise of retlred naval 
officors who didn't like what their 
former bosses were t q i n g  to do. 

The retired officers, hloore said, 
"hrirng a critical eye to the process. 
They know how the Navy works. 
CVhal; types of things to go after. 
Whal, you have to look for." 

He headed the Sub Base Re- 
alignment Coalition thnt hired a 
retired admiral as  its Washington 
lobbjist and included amon 
local talent a former sub % ase its 
commander and a defense con- 
tractor that won an Academy 
Award for prowding the authentic 
sountls in the film "The Hunt for 
Red ~Dctober." 

Long Beach has a coalition 
similar to Groton's, and a t  the 
commission's A ril 28 hearing in 
San Francisco, t R e shipyard's sup- 
porters brought out their big gun: 
retired Adm. Peter Heckman, who 
comnlanded all the Navy's ship- 
yards through 1991. 

Heckman told the panel that 
without Long Beach and its large 
dry dock, the Navy would be in a 
bind trylng to repair its aircraft 
carriers and other large vessels. 

Throughout their fight to keep 
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May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Since ely, 7 



May 19, 1995 

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

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your coinsideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
n 



May 19, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
173C N c x t h  Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: Cl.osure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May21, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: Alan J. Dixon 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Chairmim Alan J. Dixon, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the future of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importance to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 





Mr. James 0. Davis, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
17'00 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. James a. Davis, 

I am a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respectFully 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open. I fear that 
the ciosure would not only jeopardize our national security, which is 
highly important to me and my family, but also the impact it wiii have on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
important. I feel that the closure of the Naval Shipyard would impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
please take another look at this situation. I feel it is very important to 
our econorny and indeed to our national security. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this mattar, it is greatly 
appreciated. 

u 
Cindy Ann Stanfieid 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21,1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: Benjamin F. Montoya 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the future of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importame to our economy and to our national security? 
For more than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach !$hipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of ail, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our conununity, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 



120 W. Louise Street 
Long Beach, CA 90805 
May 21,1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissioners 
ATTN: S. Lee Kling 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioner S . Lee Kling, 

The people of the city of Long Beach and the remaining 3,100 employees of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard have been repeatedly hammered over and over again by so many 
institutions that has wanted the Naval Shipyard closed. 
Once again the future of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard lies in your hands. Will you 
please take another look at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Can you weigh the 
importa.nce to our economy and to our national security? 
For moire than fifty years the people of the city of Long Beach have hosted the Long 
Beach Shipyard. It provides much needed jobs to many of our people in Long Beach and 
other neighboring cities. Most of all, it is an excellent location from which the Navy can 
repair any ship in the Navy fleet. Please harden not your hearts, protect our jobs, protect 
our community, and keep the Naval Shipyard open. 

Thank You, 

G illermo Gu' tivan D&*- 



May 19, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlingt.on, Virginia 22209 

Re: Closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

This letter is written to urge the members of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission not to close the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Shipyard has provided employment for many families 
in Long Beach for over 50 years. 

Your consideration of this request is most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



PA:;. Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
The Defense Rase Closure and Realtgnrnent Commission 
4 7100 Narih Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Ariingtor;, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. Rebecca G. Cox, 

I atn a concerned resident of Long Beach, California. I respectfully 
request that you keep our Long Beach Naval Shipyard open, I fear that 
the closure would not only jeopardize our national security, which is 
highly important to me and my farniiy, but aiso the impact it wiii hsve on 
the jobs and people in the Long Beach area. This may not be very 
important to you but to someone living in this community it is very 
important. I feel that the closure of the Navai Shipyard wouid impact a 
blow that Long Beach may never recover from. I am urging you to 
please take another look at this situation. I feel it is very important to 
our economy and indeed to our nationai secur-ity. 

Thank you for you time and consideration in this matter, it is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, I 

Cindy Ann Stanfield 



Dagny Collier 
4886 Oregon Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90805 
(3 10)428-8368 

May 22,1995 

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

Dear (%airman and C'omrnissioners: 

I am writing to you in hopes that you will reconsider the recommeded closure of the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. There are a lot of reason fi-om different sorts of people. But 
my main concern is for the families of the Long Beach area A lot of the families that live 
in Long Beach are supported by a family member that is employeed at the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. And the money that they spend in Long Beach also helps support ow 
city's already failing economy. 

As the PTA President at a local Long Beach Public School, I see a lot of families 
that reflect the failing economy. Thank you for your attention. 

0- 
Dagny Collier 



BP OIL BP Oil Supply Company 
One World Trade Center, Suite 2450 
Long Beach, California 90831-2450 
(31 0) 491-4950 
Fax: (31 0) 491-4900 
Telex: 62923944 
TWX: 910-321-2896 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Ar1:ing ton, VA 2 2 2 09 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

I arn writing to urge you and the commission to please review the 
decision to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard has provided many jobs to the people of Long Beach, 
ancl this has helped to foster the Long Beach we see today. 

It h.as also become a landmark of sorts, lending itself to the history 
and ambiance of its surroundings. 

As (a resident who lives and works in Long Beach, I implore you to 
reconsider the decision to close the shipyard. 

Sincerely, 

cathyU~. Williams 
BP Oil Company 


