DCN 1541

4.11.95
To:
From:
Through:

RE:

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya

e

i

Deirdre Nurre, Interagency Team Environmental Analyst

¢ u»\’%w 7CZV\’

-
Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis /2’ ¢—

DRAFT Costs of Compliance and Costs of Cleanup for Air Force Logistic
Centers (ALCs)

You requested me to provide data on costs of compliance and costs of cleanup for Air
Logistic Centers. The following draft response presents such information budgeted for the Air
Force Bases hosting ALCs for Fiscal Year 1995.

My analysis of compliance costs derives from the comprehensive base questionnaires
which were answered at the base level. The questionnaires permitted individual bases some
flexibility in categorizing environmental compliance costs. Thus, comparing costs from one base
to another cannot be done with much specificity. Environmental cleanup costs for ALC bases
were submitted to the Commission by the Base Closure Executive Group.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE BUDGET AT ALC BASES FOR FV958

ALCs

Hill
Robins
Tinker
Kelly
McClellan

ALCs

Hill
Robins
Tinker
Kelly
McClellan

)

Haz Waste
Disposal

1,300,000.00
1,500,000.00
5,653,000.00
2,384,000.00
1,321,000.00

Natural Resources

$

784,000.00
176,000.00
630,000.0C

0-
112,000.00

Permits

$175,000.0C
486,000.00
105,000.00
G-
158,000.00

General - E<t.

E 1,863,00G.0C
7,730,700.CC
76,000.00
232,000.00
4,416,000.00

8
7
15,8

1,

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP BUDGET AT ALC BASES

Year Complete

2050 %
2011
2023
2023
2034

1,5612,000.00
36,600,000.00
95,000,000.00

130,661,000.00

$

Costs to FY94-Actual Costs FY35 to Complete-Est.
110,000,000.00

235,858,000.00

71,938,000.00
249,007,000.00
181,949,000.00
705,446,000.00




I. Environmental Compliance Costs:

Hazardous Waste Disposal/Remediation: This figure includes costs of storing, treating, and
disposing of hazardous and toxic wastes, as well as immediate spill response activities. This
figure could vary from one year to the next according to the kinds of waste-producing industrial
activities and status of storage compliance efforts which increase or decrease from year to year.

Natural Resources: This figure funds the base’s natural resources management plan, wetlands
inventory, forest survey, and timber management including the planting of new trees as needed.
The figure varies from one base to another depending upon natural factors such as existence of
wetlands and endangered species, and could vary over time depending upon scheduled
requirements to complete surveys and inventories.

Permits: Funds identified in this category pay for permits including National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits for wastewater, permits for stormwater runoff,
and operating permits established under Title V of the Clean Air Act. Note that the amounts
tdentified purchase the permits and do not pay for cost of compliance with permits. The cost of
one permit at one base was estimated; all other permits costs reported are reflected in the base
questionnaire.

General: This category groups a number of cost categories together for purposes of this brief
analysis, because the Air Force environmental offices which submitted data identified their
compliance costs in categories which were not comparable. Among the activities grouped under

tius category may include. but are not limited to:

&)

« Underground Storage Tank (UST) survev and remedial work

¢ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) costs tor spill control plans. spiil control
supplies, and compliance training

¢ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA ) costs for completion of Environmental Impact
Statements

¢ Compliance with air, NPDES. and stormwater permits

¢ Capital purchases for pollution control equipment such as air scrubbers, etc.

Il. Cleanup Costs:

Costs to complete cleanup are estimates which could change depending upon several
factors. Additional contamination discovered as investigation and cleanup proceeds,
contaminated areas which prove not to be as extensive as initially estimated, and changing costs
of developing technologies for investigation and cleanup could increase or decrease estimated
cos's. In general, the earlier a base is in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
process, the more uncertain is the knowledge of contamination, and the less accurate is cost to
completion.
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Factor

AIR FORCE COBRA ASSUMPTIONS

Depot Downsize

Depot Closure

Time to Close

Positions eliminated
before workload move

Timing of position eliminated
Civilian personnel leave cost

Personnel shop to hire
at receiving base

Personnel retraining cost
Cost to realign personnel

Production transition costs
Amount of equipment moved

Equipment transportation cost
Equipment excess cost
Supply transportation cost

Procurement of new
equipment

MilCon Administrative

MilCon cost avoidance
Base conversion agency cost

3 years

15% efficiency factor in a
reduction of 1,844 Civilians

All in 1988
Recognized as a BRAC cost

$4000/new employee
$14,000/new employee
N/A

Productivity losses 5% per
impacted employee

All associated with workload
move

Est. 4% of equipment acquisition
Recognize excess as BRAC cost
None

No equipment repurchased
Unknown

$15 million recognized ?7?
COBRA calculation

6 years

Newe O %
All in 2001
All recognized as s BRAC cost

Same
e
$30,000 per employee

COBRA calculated plus
cost to run parallel lines

All moved or exéssed
and repurchased

Same
Same
Est. 1% inventory value

5% of logsing base’s
equipment repurchased

New & rehab space
None recognized
COBRA + $30 million

!_Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
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CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

THIS BRIEFING IS CLOSE HOLD

CLOSE HOLD




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

UPDATI

L
« AIR FORCE DEPOT DOWNSIZE FINALIZED 8 FEB 95

« AFMC TECHNOLOGY REPAIR CENTER (TRC)
CONSOLIDATIONS STUDIES NOT COMPLETED

« DATA REFLECTED BEST JUDGMENT BASED ON
AVAILABLE DATA

-

/

CLOSE HOLD




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING
Potential Infrastructure

Drawdown Millions of Square Feet)

DRAWDOWN

CURRENT
AVAILABLE

REMAINING

e

PROVIDE OVER 1.9 MILLION SQ FT TO DLA
\POTENTIAL DOWNSIZING OF 1.5 DEPOT EQUIVALENTS |NFRASTRUCTURE/

CLOSE HOLD 3 4/1095




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

/

Potential Capacity Downsize

(Millions of Direct Labor Hours)

CAPACITY
REDUCTION

CURRENT
CAPACITY

REMAINING

POTENTIAL DOWNSIZING OF OVER 1 DEPOT EQUIVALENT

CLOSE HOLD

4 41095




CLOSLE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

/ Commodity And Process Consolidations

Personnel Impacts
Commodity OC OO0 SA SM WR

Composites/Plastics -37 -49 -46 |+225|-163
Engine Related -125 -100
Hyd -2

ATE Software ’,_.f_o-g';

Sheetmetal Repair -218

Instrument Repair

Abn Electronics

Metal Mfg

Paint/Depaint -19
Misc -32 || -20
Total -1058 +237 -433

y

CLOSE HOLD

5 4/10:95




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING
COBRA Costs for
Downsizing Initiatives

1-TIME 20YR STEADY
COST NPV STATE ROl  'PERS
(SM)  (SM) (SM) (YRS) SAVINGS'

Consolidations 184 (992) 89

F-111 Phase out? 13 (688) 54

Other Reductions? 22 (1185) 93

Total Downsizing 219 (2867) 235

1Includes reduction in the BOS tail
2 Reflects costs/savings associated with personnel reductions only

CLOSE HOLD 6 4/10/95




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

CURRENT STATUS

TRC CONSOLIDATION STUDIES COMPLETE

SITE SURVEYS CONDUCTED

AFMC CORPORATE REVIEW PROCESS COMPLETE
BCEG REVIEW

REVISED ESTIMATES OF COST AND SAVINGS
« IMPROVED DETAIL
« IMPROVED BACKUP

« POTENTIAL OF IMPROVED BRAC REALIGNMENTS

- /

CLOSE HOLD 7 4/10.95




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

HERE

e OSD

« UPDATERECOMMENDATION
« UPDATE JCSG-DM DATA BASE

« BRAC COMMISSION AND STAFF

CLOSE HOLD 8 4/1095
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CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING

COBRA ANALYSIS

v

CLOSE HOLD

9 4/10:95




CLOSE HOLD

1995 AF BRAC DEPOT UPDATE BRIEFING \

/ COBRA Costs for TRC Consolidation Scenarios

1-TIME 20YR STEADY
COST NPV STATE ROI PERS

(SM) (SM) (SM)  (YRS) SAVINGS®

BRAC TRC Baseline' 183 (952) 86 2 1844

Revised Baseline®~ 234 CI&) 92 3 1987
Revised Baseline®* 217 (975) 91 3 1987
Revised Baseline>”® 127 (1055) 91 2 1987

1 TRC portion of service recommendation

2 Reflects costs/savings for all infrastructure reductions

3 Facilities not reused by DLA

4 Facilities reused by DLA

Qﬂeflects costs/savings for TRC rearrangement/demolition only

6 Includes an 8% reduction in the BOS tail

CLOSE HOLD







BRAC Implementation
(Depot)

1 4/10/95 3:45 PM




TRC Commodity And Process
Consolidation Refinement
Process Overview

EVENTS

FEB

MAR

APR

. SECAF/CSAF MEETING-AFMC

SENIOR LEADERSHIP

. AFMC FINALIZED TRC STUDIES

- RELIGNMENT AND DOWNSIZING
- TRC AND PROCESS REVIEW

. BRAC TRC SITE SURVEYS

. AFMC SENIOR BUSINESS PLANNERS

INTEGRATION (TRC STUDIES/SITE
SURVEY)

. FINAL AFMC RECOMMENDATION

COMPLETE

- AFMC/CC APPROVAL
- AF BCEG APPROVAL
- BRIEF SECAF

. BRIEF BRAC COMMISSION STAFF

27

28

2 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Tasking

o Identify how AFMC will achieve BRAC
. .recommendations

~ o Reduce capacity by 8.9M DPAH

- o Reduce depot infrastructure by 6.8M sq ft
e Identify 1.9M sq ft space for DLA

e Eliminate 1706 DMBA manpower authorizations

3 4/10/953:45 PM



Implementation
(Capacity)

(Millions of Direct Labor Hours)

Capacity
F/EF-111
impact

Consolidate
Capacity

Reduction

Force Structure
Alignment

4 4/10/95 3:45 PM
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Personnel Savings - BRAC Implementation (1713)

Composite/Plastic -26 -26 -12 |+135 -106
Hyd/Pneu . -3 -10 -4 -59 -3
Tubing (Metal Mfg) -5 -4 -1 -2 +1
ATE Software (Avionics) -88| | -26 -46 -21 +73
Sheetmetal Repair / Mfg -170 |+353 -38 -40 -192
Machine Mfg (Metal Mfg) +16 -63 -31 -50 +77
Foundry -2 +7 -7 -2
Instrument/Display -184  -101 +242| | -43
Abn Electronics -39 -42 -108 | -15
Electronic Mfg (PWB) -29 23 | +38 |
Electro/Mech Support Equip 11 -3
Injection Molding -3 +2
IPE Software (Engines) -34 | +6
Plating -7 +15 @ -28 -6
Engine Related -50 1-112
Realignment Totals -590 +62 -252 +30. --181
Downsizing Totals -185 -127 -183 -148- -139
Grand Totals
BRAC Implementation Totals -775 -65 -435 -118-  -320 -1713

Initial BRAC Planning Totals -1058  +237 -433 +14.  -466 -1706




Improved Realignments

¢ Printed Wire Boards (OO-ALC vs WR-ALC)

e Sheet Metal Repair/Manufacturing (Leave with A/C vs
O0O-ALC)

o Instruments (OC-ALC and WR-ALC vs SM-ALC)

e Plating (Consolidate 11 processes at single sites/
- Downsize 15 in place vs SM-ALC to OO-ALC)

7 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Printed Wire Boards

e BRAC: Consolidate at WR-ALC

e Collocation with avionics

e« Change: Consolidate at 00-ALC
e Collocation with avionics not necessary
e 0O most mature multi-layer capability

o Achieve additional 56% capacity reduction

A

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and O ption

Infrastructure Capacity PE
Reductions Reductions Reductions
(Sq Ft) (DLH)
BRAC 25,000 132,124 14
Change B B S
Rl 300 A0 C7y 2]
Improvement 1300 74,020 7

8 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Sheet Metal Repair/Manufacturing

e BRAC: Consolidate at 0O-ALC

o Efficiencies

e Synergy

e Minimal residual

e Change: Downsize
¢ Integral to commodity production
e Eliminates need to duplicate one of a kind fixtures

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and Option

Infrastructure Capacity PE
Reductions Reductions Reductions
(Sq Ft) (DLH)
BRAC 87,800 143,809 87
jdd ; FO 0 S o bR /5 F
improvement 317,000 26,653 70

0

9 4/10/95 3:45 PM




e Utilized TRC for instruments

Instruments
e BRAC: Consolidate at SM-ALC (except gyros/compasses)

o Utilizes instrument facility

e Change: Consolidate OO at OC and SM at WR

e Lowest cost option from TRC study

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and Option

Infrastructure
Reductions
(Sq Ft)

BRAC
Change

Improvement

94,600
(32,400)

T

Capacity
Reductions
(DLH)

PE
Reductions

202,940
(62,220)

10 4/10/95 3:45 PM



Plating

o BRAC: Downsize; move SM-ALC to OO-ALC

e Eliminates one full plating shop

¢ Minimizes transportation expenses (if transferring) by placing
SM workload at nearest ALC

¢ Change: Consolidate 11 and downsize 15 processes

e BRAC recommendation incompatible with other BRAC
recommendations

o Composites/plastics require plating process support
(chemical milling)

e Hydraulics requires plating process support
e Reduces requirement to route high volume assets

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and Option

Infrastructure
Reductions

BRAC
Change

improvement

26,050
(19,950)

Capacity PE
Reductions Reductions
(DLH) q4F
I 46
5F, €30
16,470 (1)

11 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Recap

Infrastructure | Capacity PE
Reductions |Reductions Reductions
(Sq Ft) (DLH)

Printed Wire Boards 1300 74,020 7
Sheet Metal (Rpr/Mtg) 37,000 26,653 70
Instruments (32,400) (62,220) 43
Plating (19950) 16,470 (1)
Net (14,050) 54,923 119

12  4/10/95 3:45 PM




Personnel Savings - BRAC Implementation (1832)

| ocC o]0 SA SM WR
Composites/Plastics -26 -26 -12 135 -106
Hyd/Pneu -3 -10 -4 -59 -3
Tubing (Metal Mfg) -5 -4 -1 -2 +1
ATE Software (Avionics) -88 -26 -46 -21 | +73
Machine (Metal Mfg) +16 -63 -31 -50 +77
Foundry -2 +7 -7 -2
Instrument/Display +64] -101 221 [+129]
Abn Electronics -39 -42 -108 -15
Electronic Mfg (PWB) +29 | -9 -41
Electro/Mech SE -3
Injection Molding -3
IPE Software (Engines) -34 +6
Plating |5 -10 -20 -5 -6
Engine Related -50 -112
- Realignment Subtotals -170 -258 -213 -356 +104
Sheetmetal Repair / Mfg -43 -10 -16 -17 -71
Downsizing Subtotals -185 -127 -183 -148 -139
Revised Totals -398  -395 -412 -521 -106
BRAC Implementation Totals -775 -65 -435 -118 -320

Grand Totals
-1832
-1713




SQUARE FEET IN MILLIONS

Infrastructure Change
(SQ Footage)

30 -

TRC
CORE
CAPACITY

DEMO
DLA
OTHERS
BANK
TOTAL

w
£
ol
7
<
o

14 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Capacity Change

(Millions of Direct Labor Hours)

Capacity

Consolidate
Capacity

Reduction

F/EF-111 Impact
Force Structure
Alignment

15 4/10/95 3:45 PM



Summary

Personnell Sq Ft | Capacity
Tasking 1706 6.8M 8.9M
BRAC 1713 6.6M 9.6M
Revised 1832 6.5M 10.0M

16 4/10/95 3:45 PM




BACKUP BRIEFING CHARTS




TRC

DLA SPACE
(REQ: 1.9M SQ FT)

1.797

CORE DLA BANKED DEMO

18 4/10/95 3:45 PM
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Capacity

F/EF-111
impact

Force
Structure
Alignment

Downsize to

Core
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Capacity
Reduction
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Directed Infrastructure Drawdown
(Millions of Square Feet)

25

20-

1 5 - 1:1:1:1:.3:1:3:5:

10+

o
o

Current Available
Squeeze Down
Downsize to Core
Consolidate

Final

Planned Demolition
Facility Drawdown




Personnel Savings - BRAC Implementation (1713)

Downsizing
oc OO SA SM WR
Cleaning | -g] o [-1d 0 0
Machine Repair -46 -26 -80, | -12| -7
Inspection -28 -10] [-50 [-15 [ -20
Software OFP -39 -65 -4 | -80 | -56
Paint/Depaint -40 -13 17| | -22| | -27
PSL -11 10| [-20] |[-16 | -12
Elect Mfg (Harness) -13 -3 2 -3 [-17
Total -185  -127 -183 -148 -139

GRAND TOTAL -782



ANALYSIS
PRINTED WIRE BOARD
MANUFACTURING

e BRAC OPTION: WR-ALC / with PCS
o Compares OO-ALC & WR-ALC
e Assumed Command quantity 4374 units

OO-ALC
OO-ALC WR-ALC Advantage
e Cost Per Hr $51.91 $93.70 $41.79
e Hours Req'd 24,925 34,099 9174
* Cost to Mfg $1.29M/yr $3.20M/yr $1.9
e 20 yr total $38.0 $64.0M $26M
e Equip Pur -0- $113K $113K
e ROI 2yrs 1yr (1 yr)
e NPV $-6991K $-7679K $688K
* One X Cost $1723K $1146K ( $577K)

e Capacity sq ft 17,487 19,295 1808

22 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Instruments - Analysis

Cost PEs ROI NPV

'SM $20M 71 7 ($25M)

WR/OC $18M 117 4 ($57M)

23 4/10/95 3:49 PM




Instruments to OC & SM

e BRAC Recommendation: Consolidate at SM-ALC

¢ Option: Consolidate instruments at OC-ALC and

SM-ALC (gyros and compass excepted)

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and Option

Infrastructure Capacity PE
Reductions Reductions Reductions
(Sq Ft) (DLH)
BRAC 127,000 265,160 86
Option 43,900 252,845 92
Improvement (83,100) (12,315) 6

24 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Instruments at OC-ALC

e BRAC Recommendation: Consolidate at SM-ALC

 Option: Consolidate all instruments at OC-ALC

Comparison of BRAC Recommendation and Option

Infrastructure Capacity PE
Reductions Reductions Reductions
(Sq Ft) (DLH)
BRAC 127,000 265,160 86
O ption 39,600 400,470 55
Improvement (87,400) 135,310 (31)

25 4/10/95 3:45 PM




Engine Related

e BRAC: Not Specified

e Change: Consolidate three of the six component subgroups
e Consolidates three additional product lines to single site
e Realigns where appropriate

e Continues to effectively support overhaul and repair

Comparison of BRAC

Recommendation and Option

Personnel
Reductions

BRAC
Change

Improvement

44

46

2

26 4/10/95 3:49 PM




Engine Related

~» Commodity subgroup consolidations:

Subgroup OoC SA

Gear Boxes
Pneudraulics
Electronics
Blades & Vanes
Bearings

Fuel Controls

OX X000
O |0]|I0] O O X

27 4/10/95 3:45 PM



Capacity

OC o]0 SA SM WR TOT
Current Capacity 7,849,171 7,614,503 8,782,041 7,068,314 8,186,758 39,500,787
Core Capacity 7,876,788 5,759,308 5,250,222 4,998,320 8,165,379 32,050,017
Difference 27,617 -1,855,195 -3,531,819 -2,069,994  -21,379 -7,405,770

Current Capacity 7,849,171 7,614,503 8,782,041 7,068,314 8,186,758 39,500,787
Workload 7,277,347 5,256,392 5,523,965 6,839,096 7,652,203 32,549,003
Difference 571,824 5,256,392 3,258,076 229,218 534,555 6,951,784

28 4/10/95 3:45 PM
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # gecual- A

FROM: EL OO0, woittidn” G, 0 Dpos A VR
MEAD \CE - PEE o\ ENAST TTLE: C O WA S5 10n 12
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
AN S W T BT LORS (Y OB
INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: A, V(2 L0 sTe ¢ EpotEls
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FY1 ACTION
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA
STAFF DIRECTOR v COMMISSIONER COX
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMISSIONER DAVIS i//
GENERAL COUNSEL / COMMISSIONER KLING
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA
_ COMMISSIONER ROBLES
DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON K/) COMMISSIONER STEELE
—
DIR./COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
DIRECTOR OF R & A [ 5 :
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER 1
NAVY TEAM LEADER |
| DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION { AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER \/
| CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER i | INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER |
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL , CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER | X i |
DIR.JINFORMATION SERVICES j ‘
TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
' Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature / \// Prepare Reply for Commissioner’s Signature
Preparé Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response
>< ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions / FYI
Subject/Remarks:
\P\OM‘D‘@‘O\N C  COPKR OF 1493 DECPST HAMNDRIO i,

B GUlioE TO USAT B\R Lo6sT s GEN\T\“&QS"

. Due Datczo Z ﬁ\lt"'u’“ i Routing Date: Q Date Originated: (! Iy Nl Mail Date:
; SIS IPA L_)u ;\Lt YO
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International

April 17, 1995

Gen James B. Davis

Defense Base Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street

Arlington, VA 22202

Plasssn rei 3 0 s“.un‘:a)ar\ 1 L\‘E)

. o~ .mvv‘“.nﬂ O lT'
Pitai e R ety Kty ernasants

DAY

Dear Gen Davis,

Thought you might be interested in this piece of work from my company. We have had many
requests for the document since it seems to be one-of-a-kind. If you need (or want) anything
related to the subject, we will try to get it for you.

As you can see, I am right down the street from you in Crystal City. If I can be of assistance please
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Introduction

The Department of Defense's network of supply and maintenance depots remains excessive for
the military force structure that exists today. Attempts by senior DoD officials to encourage the
Services to pare down surplus depot infrastructure voluntarily -- by promoting workload
consolidation, greater interservicing, and the privatization of most "non-Core" depot
maintenance functions -- have had only moderate success. Aided by Congressmen representing
depot-dominated constituencies, Service logisticians have compiled impressive records of
resisting turf encroachment, both from the private sector and other Services.

It is in the best interests of national acrospace development for commercial firms to obtain more
military depot workload. Since the Services are unlikely to surrender it willingly, a
comprehensive, well-thought-out marketing campaign will be necessarv. The first step in
mounting such a campaign is to study the competition. This Depot Handbook meets that
need by providing essential reievant information on the capabilities. capacities, and operating
environment of privaie aerospace industry's major compeu:ors: the Air Force's five Air
Logistic Centers. On a closely related 1ssue, the Depot Handbook provides a status update

on the current 1995 base realignment and closure process.

This document was prepared using unclassified, open-source material. It draws on insights
provided during interviews with senior Department of Defense (DoD) personnel, military staff
officers, and Congressional staff members. Questions or comments should be directed to SDS

International which alone remains responsible for report contents.

-
T
Brian E. Wages

Project A

SDS international
One Crystal Park « 2011 Crystal Drive » Suite 100 » Arlington, Virginia 22202-3709 « (703) 553-7525 » Fax (703) §75-7447
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A Guide To USAF Air Logistics Centers

1.0 Overview

Title 10 of the United States Code requires DoD activities to "maintain a logistics capability
(including personnel, equipment and facilities) to ensure a ready and controlled source of

technical competence and resources necessary to ensure effective and timely response to a
mobilization, . . . contingency, . . . or other emergency requirement."’ Within the Air Force
that task falls primarily under Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC), which is charged with
managing the integrated research, development, test, acquisition, and sustainment of Air Force
weapon systems. To accomplish these tasks, AFMC operates a number of laboratories, test

centers, and logistics depots.

This Handbook provides a summary of information on AFMC's five logistics depots, known as
Air Logistics Centers (ALC). The five are: Sacramento ALC (SM-ALC) at McClellan Air
Force Base (AFB), California; Ogden ALC (OO-ALC) at Hill AFB, Utah; Oklahoma City
ALC (OC-ALT) at Tinker AFB. Oklahoma; San Antonio ALC (SA-ALC) at Kelly AFB, Texas;
and Warner Robins ALC (WR-ALC) at Robins AFB, Georgia. Each is discussed in the context
of: the base on which it is located; its surrounding community; the depot functions it performs;

the racilities, equipment, and special competencies that the individual ALC managers consider
make their depot unique; and workload. Much of the information was extracted from ALC

inputs to the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group charged with reviewing all military depots in
developing DoD's 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations. Manpower, mission,
and workload changes associated with DoD's BRAC 95 closure/realignment recommendations
are not reflected herein except as specifically noted. Information and data are current as of

February 1995, and are presented in the following format:

Field and Facilities. Provides an indication of an air base's suitability to support

additional aircraft and missions, and to conduct test and training activities.

'Title 10, United States Code, Chapter 146, Section 2464.
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Major Tenants. Lists other key military activities operating at the base.

Relationship to Local Community. Shows an ALC base's economic impact in its

immediate area.

Specialization. Identifies each ALC's areas of expertise by listing the commodity
groups for which it has been designated a Service Center of Excellence (Technical Repair

Center) and its Technology Application Program Management (TAPM) assignments.”

Unique Facilities/Equipment. Identifies ALC facilities, equipment, and capabilities

considered unique or one-of-a-kind.’ Lists may not be all-inclusive.

Workload. Data tables showing each ALC's potential maximum workload capacity, its
existing workload capacity, its actual programmed workload, and that amount of the
programmed workload identified as "Core" for fiscal years (FY) 1996 and 1999.
Workload figures are shown as thousands of Direct Labor Hours (kDLH) and are
aggregated according to the DoD commodity group reference system shown on the
following page. (Workload Tables are explained in detail at Attachment 7.)

*Military depots assigned primary responsibility for the maintenance and repair of specific weapon systems.
system components, or categories of components are known as Centers of Excellence for those systems,
components, or categories of components. Technology Application Program Management (TAPM)
responsibility pertains to advanced technologies and equates to being designated the organization of primary
responsibility within DoD for developing a particular technology, disseminating information on it to appropriate
companies and agencies, and encouraging both its employment in new military products and -- where possible --
its insertion into older ones.

3This Handbook reports on those facilities, equipment, and capabilities that have been identified by the depots

- themselves as being unique or of particular importance. It was not within the scope of this study to verify ALC

claims as to the uniqueness of such assets or competencies, or to attempt to determine their wziliry (through
clarifying the amount of worklioad they process, frequency of use, future requirement for use in light of the
projected retirement of the assets or systems they service, or whether or not the facility, equipment, or capability
could be modified to service other systems or components). In many cases, it was not possible to determine
from the source material whether it was a particular item of maintenance equipment or the facility containing it
that was unique, as in the cases of buildings with special TEMPEST shielding, shock mounts, and special
insulation. Likewise, in many cases it was not possible to determine whether some facility or capability was
independent and separate or was embedded in a larger facility/competency as a sub-component or specialty. In
some cases, the capabilities highlighted were not directly associated with depot maintenance activity, as with
laboratories collocated with a depot maintenance operation but not actually performing maintenance work. It also
was often not possible to determine whether special equipment could be relocated to another depot, or whether a
comparable maintenance capability existed in private industry.

o
'
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Workload and areas of specialization are categorized in accordance with the DoD-established

commodity groups reference system shown below:

DoD Commodity

Groups List

Aircraft Airframes:

c. Fixed Wing

(1) Transport/ Tanker / Bomber
(2) Command and Control
(3) Light Combat
(4) Admin/ Training
d. Other

Aircraft Compongnts
4 pan
Alrcraft Structures
Hydraulic/Pneudraulic
Instruments

Landing Gear

Aviation Ordnance
Avionics/Electronics

APUs

Other

Manufacture and Fabrication

Sea~oooo

(PR

Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE)
a. Aircraft

C. WB‘l'amdés / Vanes (Type 2)

Missiles and Missile Components
a. Strategic
b. Tactical/ MLRS

7. Ground and Shipboard Communications and
Eiectronic Equipment
a. Radar
b. Radio Communications
Wire Commumca’uons

clrof

e. NavngatloAlds _
f.  Electro-Optics / Night Vision Equipment
g. Satellite Control / Space Sensors

o Munmons / Ordnance
d. Ground Generators
e. Other

Software .
a. Tactical Systems
b. Support Equipment

i2.

13. Special Interest ltems

Bems Refurblshment

v brationi{Type ). . .

¢. Test, Measurement, and Diagnostic
Equipment (TMDE)

14, Other

Table 1-1:

Note: Shading denotes commodity groups in which

SDS International

Commodity

Groups List

the ALCs do not have significant workload.
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2.0 Sacramento ALC (SM-ALC)

Sacramento ALC is the Air Force's F-111 and A-10 depot. It provides logistical support
(supply and maintenance) for these and other assigned aircraft, for multiple aircraft electrical and
pneudraulic systems, and for ground-based communications and electronic equipment.
Commensurate with its advanced capabilities in composites, electro-optics, and
microelectronics, it also has responsibility within DoD for the development and fielding of
advanced composites, fiber optics and fiber optic connectors, and very high speed integrated
circuits (VHSIC). '

2.1 McClellan AFB, California

McClellan AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately nine miles north of
downtown Sacramento, California. Sacramento is Northern California's major interior
transportation hub. It is located on the main railroad line running into the San Francisco Bay
area from the East Coast. and sits at the junction of Interstate 5, the West Coast's primary north-
south arterv (extending irom San Diego to Vancouver, British Columbia). and Interstate 80, a
principal east-west roadway crossing the American Midwest (running from New York to San
Francisco). The nearest deep-water ocean port 1s at Oakland approximatelv 70 miles away.
Oakland can be accessed overland or via the Sacramento River (through the Sacramento Port

Facility).
2.1.1 Field and Facilities

McClellan AFB has one 10,600-foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear
and 471,550 square yards (approximately 97 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron.
Permanently assigned aircraft require over 50 percent of the apron space. Four C-141-
equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency operations.*
Four C-141-equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base does not have an
operational fuel hydrant system.

“The limiting factor is material handling equipment (MHE).

SDS International -4 -
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The base does not control or manage any ranges. The nearest suitable special-use airspace” is as

shown below:

Warning/Restricted/Military Operating Area (MOA)  W-260 134 NM
Low-altitude MOA: W-260 134 NM
Supersonic MOA: W-283 170 NM
Scorable gunnery range complex: Fallon B-19 130 NM
Electronic Combat range: Fallon TACTS 188 NM
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Fallon TACTS 188 NM

Travis and Beale AFBs and Mather Field (formerly Mather AFB) all lie within a 50-mile radius
of the base. The nearest ground force installation where joint training can be accomplished is
Army Fort Hunter Liggett, 160 NM from McClellan. The nearest Navy installation where joint
training can be accomplished is Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon, 130 NM from McClellan

~ 2.1.2 Major Tenants

Major associate units on McClellan AFB include: Headquarters 4th Air Force, Air Force
Reserve (AFRES); 940th Air Refueling Group (ARG), AFRES; Defense Distribution Depot,
McClellan (DDMC), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA); and the Defense Megacenter,
Sacramento, (DMCS), Defense Information Services Agency (DISA).

Headgquarters, 4th Air Force. 4th Air Force is one of the three Numbered Air Forces
(NAF) comprising the AFRES. It commands five airlift wings (AW) operating C-130, C-
141, and C-5 transports; one special operations wing (SOW) operating MC- and AC-130
aircraft; one airmobility wing (AMW) operating C-130 transports and KC-10 and KC-135
tankers; and one aeromedical airlift group (AAG) operating C-9 aeromedical airlift
transports. The Commander, 4th Air Force, his headquarters element, and one ARG are
stationed at McClellan. The headquarters employs approximately 400 personnel.

940th ARG. The 940th ARG (AFRES) operates 10 KC-130E tanker aircraft and
provides aerial refueling support for both active-duty and gained forces. Approximately
900 personnel are in the unit. (Note: the 940th was slated to relocate from McClellan to
nearby Beale AFB in late 1994. As of 3 April 1995, that moves has yet to be undertaken.)

Defense Distribution Depot, McClellan (DDMC). Operated by DLA, DDMC
stocks, stores, and issues defense goods. Categorized as a Collocated Depot, the DLA
operation interfaces closely with the SM-ALC depot maintenance activity by providing
repairable carcasses to the ALC which, in turn, returns the items to serviceable status and

SMilitary Operating Area (MOA) with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block
of at least 20,000 feet within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor
no higher than 2000 feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of
4200 square NM within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets
and strafe within 800 NM.

SDS International -5-
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re-enters them into the DLA distribution system. It employs approximately 600
personnel.

Defense Megacenter, Sacramento (DMCS). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site for
one of 16 DoD data processing and telecommunication "megacenters" to be operated under
the umbrella of DISA, DMCS is responsible for data processing workloads for the Navy,
Air Force, and Air National Guard in a region encompassing Northern California,

Oregon, and Washington. DMCS has approximately 150 employees working out of a
recently constructed 76,000-square-foot facility that serves regional data processing
requirements and houses the only DISA Continental US (CONUS) AUTODIN switching

center west of Oklahoma.®
2.1.3 Relationship to Local Community
McClellan AFB is located in the Sacramento Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). Total
population (FY 92) is 1,148,000. Total employment (FY 93) is 764,000. Average annual job

growth is 14,000 and average annual per capita income is $20,400.

Work force population at McClellan:

Active duty military 3,000
Reserve military 1,200
Civilian 10.600
Total 14,800

McClellan AFB is the iargest industrial employer in Northern California. The work force
annual payroli {military and civilian) is $516 million. This produces a local area economic
impact of approximately $2.2 billion. The total value of McClellan's land (3,786 acres),
buildings (549 non-residence and 693 residence), and infrastructure is estimated at $2.2

billion.”

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 31,000 jobs (13,000 direct, 18,000
indirect), 4.1% of the Sacramento MSA employment total. Combined with other Sacramento
MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (1,600 jobs), the cumulative impact of McClellan's

‘During BRAC 93, the Commissioners identified 43 DISA information processing centers for closure with their
workloads to be consolidated at 16 megacenters.

"This is the value figure reflected in documents released recently by the base Public Affairs Office. While no
detailed explanation was offered as to how this estimate was reached, it most probably is a more accurate
reflection of market value than the figures presenting replacement value shown in the chart at Attachment 1, Air
Force Depot Capaciry/Plant Comparisons, which were provided in response to the Joint Cross-Service Group
data call.

SDS International -6 -
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closure in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would be to increase the total employment loss to

4.3% of the Sacramento MSA's total.

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with shuttering McClellan AFB would

amount to $514 million. Return on investment would be achieved in 5 years.

2.2 Sacramento ALC Depot

While the F-111 and A-10 are Sacramento ALC's primary assigned aircraft, the depot also
provides a second source of repair for the F-15 and KC-135, and has been designated to
assume responsibility for the F-22 when that aircraft begins entering service at the turn of the
century. The F-117 and F-22 Program Managers are located at the depot. Additionally,
Sacramento ALC manages a broad variety of: aircraft-related electronic accessories,
hydraulic/pneudraulic components, and flight control instruments; battle tank and man-portable
weapon system electronic components and electro-optics (night vision devices); and over 200
ground communications systems, including ground control equipment used to track and control
space vehicles. It operates the McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center (MNRC), which has the
only industrial nuclear reactor in DoD, and a fighter-sized non-destructive inspection (NDI)

facility that reportedly is one of the most comprehensive in the US.

DoD's submission to the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 95) Commission
proposed realigning workloads among the Air Force depots to consolidate selected specialties at
each. The specialty areas recommended for consolidation at Sacramento ALC are: composites
and plastics, hydraulics, instruments/displays (with some unique work retained at other ALCs),

electrical/mechkanical support equipment, and injection molding.
2.2.1 Specialization

Sacramento ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellence for the following systems:

Aircraft Airframes: F-111, A-10, T-39, F-22 (planned); Aircraft Battle Damage
Repair.

Aircraft Components (Hydraulic/Pneudraulic): actuators, servo actuators,
accumulators, valves, servo valves, cylinders, motors, manifolds, pumps, control boxes,
servo dampers, dash pots, reservoirs, gearboxes, brake assemblies, snubber assemblies,
filter assemblies, compensators, fan assemblies, mode selector assemblies, and pitch
control ratio assemblies.

SDS International -7 -
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Aircraft Components (Instruments): accelerometers, altimeters, transducers,
central air data computcrs, flight data recorders, attitude indicators, horizontal situation
indicators, stall warning, position transmitter indicators, cockpit voice recorders, standard
flight data recorders, and crash survivable flight data recorders.

Aircraft Components (Avionics/Electronics): airborne generators, generator
control units, control panels, voltage regulators, inverters, frequency converters, power
supplies, battery chargers, motors, aircraft linear/rotary actuators, aircraft screw jacks,
winches, gear boxes, miscellaneous electro-mechanical devices, and accessories.

Ground Communications and Electronic Equipment (Radar, Radio, Wire):
peculiar C3I test equipment; various radio, television, communications, and navigation
systems; indicator group; computer group; search radar equipment; electronic
countermeasures equipment; meteorological instruments and apparatus; radar training
devices; automated data processing equipment; and computer central processing units.

Ground Communications and Electronic Equipment (Electro-optics/Night
Vision Equipment): common power control units, electronics units, M-1 power
control unit, laser rangefinders, driver viewers, M-1 thermal imaging system, tank thermal
sight, integrated sight unit, man-portable common thermal night sights, ground laser target
designators, ground vehicular laser locator/designators, individual and crew-served
weapons night sights, night vision goggles, and aviator night vision imaging systems.

Ground General Purpose Items (Ground Power Generators): 5-t0-200
kilowatt gasoline, diesel. and turbine powered stationary and mobile generator units for
ground communications, bare base operations, forward air control use, disaster relief
requirements, and any other need for routine or emergency AC electrical power.

Ground General Purpose Items (Other): Rigid wall shelters.

Sacramento ALC has the following Technology Application Program Management assignments:

Fiber optics and fiber optic connectors
Micro-electronics [Very high speed integrated circuits (VHSIC)]
Advanced composites

2.2.2 Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities

SM-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as
unique to the depot:

F-111 Cold Proof Facility. This is the only certified F-111 structural test facility in
existence. It is an 8500 square foot (SF) enclosed environmental chamber used for testing
F-111 aircraft in a flight simulation environment. Aircraft airframes are stressed on a
wing fixture at sweep angles of 26 and 54 degrees, from -3G to +7G, at temperatures
down to -40° (produced by a complex system for vaporizing liquid nitrogen), to detect

SDS International -8 -
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catastrophic structural failures. The chamber also has an advanced acoustic system
capable of detecting secondary failures, such as popped rivets, broken bolts, and cracked
panels.

McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center (MNRC). The MNRC is the only reactor
facility in the Air Force and is the only DoD licensed source for providing Neutron
Transmutation Doping for silicon use in the semiconductor industry. It is a 4500 SF
facility with heavy radiation shielding for the one megawatt research-type reactor. Itis
used to perform neutron radiography of aircraft structures for non-destructive inspection
(NDI) purposes, to assess the survivability of electro-optic components in nuclear and
space environments, and for related general testing purposes.

NDI Facility. In conjunction with the MNRC, this reportedly is the most
comprehensive fighter-sized NDI facility in the defense industry. It has 8000 SF of
heavily shielded production space with state-of-the-art equipment for NDI using x-ray,
ultrasound, mag particle, dye penetrant, and eddy current techniques. It includes robotic
and conventional applications and can be used to inspect an entire aircraft as well as
components.

Near-Field Test Range with 1000-meter Tower, Near Field Probe, and
Munson Test Track. This complex of related facilities is used for testing the Army's
TPQ-36/37 Fire Finder phased array radar. Transferred from the Sacramento Army
Depot, it includes a 3900 SF close-tolerance anechoic chamber with precision alignment
rails for positioning the radar in the chamber to calibrate near range beam pattern. The
tower provides provides target simulation. The test track is a military-specification (mil-
spec) designed bumpy road simulating rough terrain which is used to stress the Fire
Finder system between burn-in and final calibration. While this complex is the only DoD
test facility, Hughes is the svstem prime contractor and reportedly has duplicate or
comparable capability.

Hydraulics/Pneudraulics Component Repair Complex. Claimed to be the most
advanced facility of its kind in the world, this complex provides the largest aircraft-related
hydraulic and pneudraulic overhaul and repair capability in DoD. It consists of 3 modern
buildings with 186,000 SF of production space designed to provide unique power, fluid,
and air systems. It has five separate hard-plumbed hydraulic manifold systems with 4000
psi working pressure proofed to 6000 psi, thousands of feet of stainless steel piping, and
70 hydraulic test stands. The facility has controlled temperature/humidity and sustains a
300,000 class air particle clean room environment, and includes a 100,000 class
metrology lab and 100,000 class laminar flow stations. It has a computer operated
mechanized material handling system, precision lapping equipment, and precision
measuring equipment. Its high tolerance Flow Grind capability with specialized
grinding equipment is believed to be world-class.

Air Force Ground Communications Electronics Overhaul and Repair
Complex. The complex consists of 14 separate buildings with some 473,000 SF of
production space used to manufacture, overhaul, repair, modify, integrate, and test
systems ranging from hand-held radios to computer integrated radar systems. Two of the
larger facilities in the complex, with 75,000 SF each, are special reinforced steel structures
with filtered power, special security, and TEMPEST shielding. These are used for the
insertion of advanced microelectronic technologies into fielded systems. Special skills and
equipment are used to perform depot maintenance on several broad categories of systems.
Ground Communications systems include LF/HF/VHF/UHF radios, troposcatter
systems, microwave systems, and ground-based jammers. Air Traffic Control and
Navigation systems include ILS, PAR, TACAN, and VOR equipment. Radar systems

SDS International -9 -
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include phased array and feedhomn types, fixed site and mobile equipment, height-finder,
search, three-dimensional, and over-the-horizon backscatter sets. Meteorology systems
include storm-tracking radars, satellite tracking systems, and weather forecasting
equipment. Miscellaneous systems include microwave, electronic imagery, sensors,
copy exploitation, and electronic warfare training devices. The complex also deals with
IFF equipment, along with Telephone and Teletype systems. Under these broad
categories, the complex works on components ranging from computers and television
monitors to antennae and control systems for launching unmanned orbiters.

Aircraft Instrument and Electronic Component Facility. This 90,000 SF
facility provides for the test and repair of the full range of pressure, temperature,
humidity, time measurement, flight control and navigational instruments, and flight data
recorders. Special competencies exist for reverse engineering (logistics retrofit
engineering, or LRE), repair of unsupportable electronic equipment, large wire harness
test automation, specialized test equipment manufacture, test system overhaul process
development, and military-standard technical manual development.

Ground Power Generator and Engine Test Facility. This facility has a
dynamometer test capability of up to 500 kilowatts to support work on ground power
generators for all Air Force aircraft and ground support systems.

Laser Test Bed and Outdoor Laser Range. This complex houses the only test and
calibration equipment of its kind and provides the capability to align hand-held and tank
laser systems and laser-designating equipment. The equipment is readily relocatable.

AN/FPS-117/-118 Integrated Logistics Support Facility (ISF). This 3700 SF
facility houses a reconfigurable phased array 592-class radar system that is used to test
multiple separate production versions of the item.

Sacramento Injection Molding Facility. This reportediv is the largest facility of its
kind in DoD and provides a test and development arena for the resolution of probiems
relating to composites and plastics. It manufactures parts using up to 20 pounds of
material on dies up to 4 feet square. (A similar facility at Ogden ALC is limited to 16
ounces of material on dies no more than 16 inches square.)

Additonal unique facilities/capabilities include:

F-111 Radome Test

ISF for Modular Control Equipment (MCE) (TYQ-23)

ISF for Communications Nodal Control Element (CNCE) (TSQ-111)
Electronic Warfare ISF (806L. System)

ISF for Ground Wave Emergency Network (GWEN and COMSEC)
A-10/F-111 Avionics Integrated Support Facility

Electro-Optics and Night Vision (image intensification, thermal imagery, and lasers)
Optical Measurement System (laser mapping of parts)

2.2.3 Workload

The following table presents a breakout of the Sacramento ALC workload -- by DoD
commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. An explanation of the workload table is provided at
Attachment 7.
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Sacramento ALC Workload Chart
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH)

Potential Programmed | Programmed
Relevant Maximum Existing Total Core
Commodity Groups Capacity Capacity Workload Workload
FY9e | FY99 |FY96 |[FY99 | FY96 [ FY99 |FY96 |FY99
1. Aircraft Airframes
c. Fixed Wing
(1) Tanker/Transport / Bomber 945 983 809 819 636 570 441 441
{2) Command and Control
(3) Light Combat 1,456 1,520( 1,442 1,460 1,181 1,056 835 907
{4) Admin / Training
d. Other 162 164 - - - - - -
2. Aircraft Components '
b. Aircraft Structures 668 525 226 229 175 157 175 157
c. Hydraulic / Pneumatic 737 815 483 492 400 358 357 357
d. Instruments 524 542 278 281 215 193 215 183
e. Landing Gear
f. Aviation Ordnance
g. Avionics / Electronics 781 870 449 457 373 334 344 334
h. APUs
. Other
j. Manufacture and Fabrication 853 720 590 513 460 354 460 354
3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE)
a. Aircraft ! ] | |
c. Blades / Vanes i ? |
4. Missiles and Missile Components *
a. Strategic i | |
b. Tactical / MLRS : ‘
7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip j
a. Radar 1.2261 1,235 715 702 | 4811 430/ 3831 430
b. Radio Communications 679 734] 836 340 231; 207! 177 177
c. Wire Communications 230. 233 202, 214 144 129 | 807 118
d. Electronic Warfare j 10! 7 - - | - - - -
e. Navigation Aids i 482 501 276 | 279 190 170 165 | 165
f. Electro-optics/Night Vision Equip| 1671 2151 157] 180] 127] 109] 127] 109
g. Satellite Control/Space Sensors | 184 186 171 173 117 105 32 32
10. Ground General Purpose ftems ! |
¢. Munitions / Ordnance | f ,: 3,
d. Ground Generators i 111] 1131  100] 101 94| 84 62 62
e. Other 66 61 66 61 66 59 - -
12. Software o
a. Tactical Systems | 455 452 397 401 323 289 211 211
b. Support Equipment 453 358 325 328 264 237 184 184
13. Special interest items
a. Bearings Refurbishment I !
c. TMDE l
14. Other 37| 37 37| 37 32 29 - -
; i l |
Total | 10,227] 10,271] 7,058| 7,068] 5,509] 4,871] 4,249 4,231

Table 2-1:
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3.0 Ogden ALC (OO-ALC)

Ogden ALC is DoD's primary depot for the repair and overhaul of aircraft landing gear, brakes,
struts, and wheel assemblies, performing some 70 percent of the total DoD workload in this
area. It is the Air Force's F-16 and C-130 depot, and provides the sole current source of repair
for Minuteman and Peacekeeper silo-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (SBICBM). The
center also conducts overhaul, modification, testing, and support functions for a wide range of
other components, including rocket motors, small missiles, air munitions and guided bombs,
photonics imaging and reconnaissance equipment, and simulators and training devices.
Additionally, Ogden ALC has responsibility within DoD for developing and fielding new
photonics, software, and reliability and maintainability (R&M) practices and standards.

3.1 Hill AFB, Utah

Hill AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately eight miles south of Ogden,
Utah, on the northern outskirts of Salt Lake City, the state's capital and major metropolitan
center. It has ready access to the main railroad line running into San Francisco from the East
Coast, and sits near the junction of Interstate 15, one of the primary north-south arteries in the
Rocky Mountain region (extending from Calgary, Alberta, to San Diego), Interstate 84, a
principal roadway linking Salth Lake City with Portland, Oregon, and Interstate 80, extending
to the San Francisco Bay area. Portland and Oakland are the nearest deep-water ocean ports.
Both are approximately 750 miles away and accessible by rail and highways. Hill AFB is
within 750 air miles of any point along the US Western coastline.

3.1.1 Field and Facilities

Hill AFB has one 13,500-foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and over
472,000 square yards (approximately 97 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron. Permanently
assigned aircraft require over 87 percent of the apron space. Seven C-141- equivalent aircraft
can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency operations.? Twenty C-141-

equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system.

*The limiting factor is material handling equipment (MHE).
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The base currently controls the Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR), which includes both
Restricted and MOA airspace.’ The range begins approximately 40 NM west of the base and
encompasses over 17,000 square miles of airspace, the largest overland block of controlled
airspace in DoD. With 2675 square miles of surface area, it provides full-scale weapons
delivery capability for most air-to-surface and surface-to-surface weapons, and some air-to-air
weapons. In conjunction with the Army's adjacent Dugway Proving Grounds, it offers almost
4000 square miles of impact area, a four-season climate, and terrain that varies from the 4300
foot desert floor to 12,000 foot mountains, making it ideal for the testing of cruise missiles.

The range can accomodate most special weapons and has electronic warfare capability.

The nearest suitable special-use airspace'® is as shown below:

Warning/Restricted/MOA: UTTR 90 NM
Low Altitude MOA: UTTR 90 NM
Supersonic MOA: Austin/Gabbs CN 246 NM
Scorable gunnery range complex: Eagle/UTTR 50 NM
Electronic Combat range: Kittycat/UTTR 71 NM
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: ~ UTTR 97 NM

Hill AFB 1s the sole AFB within the state of Utah. Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, is the next
clesest one at 205 miles away. The nearest ground force installation where joint training can be
accomplished 1s Army Camp W. G. Williams, 42 NM from Hill. The nearest Navy installation

where joint training can be conductec is NAS Falion, 325 NM from Hill.
3.1.2 Major Tenants

Major associate units on Hill AFB include: 545th Test Group, AFMC; 388th Fighter Wing
(FW), Air Combat Command (ACC); 419th Fighter Wing FW, AFRES; and Defense
Distribution Depot, Ogden (DDHU), DLA.

545th Test Group. Manages operation of the UTTR. This responsibility includes the
scheduling of training and test sorties for all military services along with the testing of
munitions and rocket propellants.

® Under DoD’s recommendations for BRAC 95, AFMC would transfer management responsibility for operating
the UTTR to Air Combat Command (ACC). While range availahility could be reduced somewhat, the transfer
would have little overall impact on Ogden ALC activities.

""MOA with 2 minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within
800 NM.

L2
'
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388th FW. The 388th FW is part of the 12th Air Force, one of the four NAFs included
in ACC. The 388th commands three operational squadrons of Block 50 F-16 fighter
aircraft and is one of the Air Force's premier combat deployment units.

419th FW. The 419th FW is part of the 10th Air Force, which is one of three NAFs
comprising the AFRES. The Wing includes the 466th Fighter Squadron (FS) operating
F-16 aircraft at Hill and the 944th Fighter Group (FG) operating F-16 aircraft at Luke

AFB.

Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden (DDHU). Operated by the DLA, DOHU
receives, stores, and transports defense goods. It works closely with the OO-ALC depot
maintenance activity by providing indoor and outdoor storage, packaging, and
transportation functions for all non-explosive Minuteman and Peacekeeper missile assets.
Approximately $7 billion in goods are stored in over 3 million square feet of covered and
open storage space. It employs approximately 1,100 personnel and is one of the 25 DLA
depots remaining after 4 were earmarked for closure in BRAC 93. (Note: DDHU is one
of four DLA depots DoD has recommended for closure in BRAC 95.'")

3.1.3 Relationship to Local Community
Hill AFB is located in the Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 1,127,000.
Total employment (FY 93) is 659,500. Average annual job growth is approximately 15,000,

and average annual per capita income is $16,900.

Work force population at Hill:

Active duty military 4,700
Reserve military 1,250
Civilian 15,200
Total 21,150

Of this total, approximately 10,400 (1,900 military and 8,500 civilian) work in the OO-ALC
depot.

Hill AFB is the single largest basic employer in Utah. The work force annual payroll (military

and civilian) is $510 million. This produces an annual local area economic impact of

' DoD has recommended that DDHU be disestablished and all DLA activity there cease except for the operation
of a 36,000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve personnel. The decision is supported on the basis of
declining storage requirments at the facility and the need to reduce infrastructure within the DLA. The other three
Defense Distribution Depots recommended for closure in BRAC 95 include Memphis, Tennessee; Letterkenny,
Pennsylvania; and Red River, Texas. DLA depots selected for disestablishment in BRAC 93 included:
Charleston, South Carolina; Tooele, Utah; Oakland, California: and Pensacola, Florida. A DoD proposal to
close the depot at Letterkenny, Pennsylvania, at that time was rejected by the BRAC Commission.
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approximately $1.7 billion. The total value of Hill’s land (6,698 acres), buildings (1,475

residence and non-residence), and infrastructure is estimated at $8 billion.'”

The total estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of approximately 33,500 jobs
(14,700 direct, 18,800 indirect), 5.1% of the Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA employment total.
Considering other Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA job adjustments from prior BRAC decisions
(1,500 jobs added as a result of consolidations in BRAC 93), the impact of Hill’s closure in
BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would amount to 4.8% of the MSA total.

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with shuttering Hill AFB would amount

to $1.4 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 30 years.

3.2 Ogden ALC Depot

In addition to Ogden ALC’s responsibility for landing gear, wheels, and brakes, the depot
provides worldwide engineering and logistics management for the F-16, involving over 3,000
aircraft flown by 21 countries. It also maintains the C-130 and F-4, and provides extensive
support for the Navy/Marine F/A-18. The center conducts overhaul, modification, testing, and
support functions for a wide range of other aircraft compenents, including ejection seats. 20MM
guns. ram air turbines, electrical/mechanical instruments, and missile launchers. Its proximity
to the UTTR facilitates the depot's execution of its responsibilities for the US SBICBM fleet.
Several of OO-ALC's facilities are located at Oasis on the UTTR, permitting the test,

maintenance, and disposal of ICBM rocket motors/components under isolated conditions.

DoD’s submission to the BRAC 95 Commission proposed realigning workloads among the Air
Force depots to consolidate selected specialties at each. The specialty areas recommended for
consolidation at Ogden ALC are: airborne electronic automatic equipment software, sheet metal

repair and manufacturing, foundry operations, unique work with instruments/displays, airborne

electronics, and plating.
3.2.1 Specialization

Ogden ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellence for the following systems:

"*See Attachment 1, Air Force Depot Capacity/Plant Comparisons, Note 9, on market value versus replacement
value.
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Aircraft Components (Hydraulic/Pneudraulic): ram air turbines, missile control
hydraulic actuation systems, LGM-30 (Minuteman) shock isolator.

Aircraft Components (Instruments): electrical/mechanical instruments, multi-
function displays, and pressure/temperature/humidity/navigational instruments.

Aircraft Components (Landing Gear): wheels, brakes, struts, and related
components for approximately 70 percent of DoD's landing gear inventory in all aircraft
categories, including transport/tanker/bomber, command and control, light combat, and
admin/training.

Aircraft Components (Aviation Ordnance): ejection seats, egress systems, 20-
and 30-millimeter guns, missile launch control systems, gun racks, external fuel tanks,
bomb racks, adapters, and pylons.

Aircraft Components (Other): photographic/reconnaissance/imaging equipment and
physiological trainers.

Missiles and Missile Components (Strategic): LGM-30 (Minuteman) and LGM-
118 (Peacekeeper) launch and launch control facility electronic equipment and flight
control units, ground transportation and handling equipment, ground support equipment,
rocket motors, cables, and pyrotechnic switches.

Missiles and Missile Components (Tactical): Maverick, Sidewinder, Short-
Range Attack Missile (SRAM), Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), Advanced Cruise
Missile, Paveway I and II, GBU-15 Laser Guided Bombs (LGB), missile guidance
control units, electro-optical, infrared, laser, and TV seeker control sensors, signal
processing units, and missile test sets.

Ogden ALC has the following Technoiogy Applicarion Program Managemen: sssignments:

Photonics
Software Support Technology
Reliability and Maintainability Engineering

3.2.2 Unique Facilities’/Equipment/Capabilities

OO-ALC officials have spotlighted the following facilities. equipment, and/or capabilities as

unique to the depot:

Strategic Missile Integration Complex. This 5-building, 3-silo, 58,000 SF
complex is one-of-a-kind within DoD. It is the only DoD facility capable of simulating
launch scenarios with 90’ vertical below-ground silos constructed to meet Minuteman and
Peacekeeper silo hardness and operational requirements. The test site is a replica of an
operational site and includes capsule and control equipment and interfaces, buried antenna
systems, power and air supplies, and high-stress approach roads. Construction meets
TEMPEST classified data processing and physical security requirements. Sensitive ICBM
guidance system instruments and equipment are isolated by a large concrete seismic mass.
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Survivability and Vulnerability Integration Center. This is a 4-building, 81,000
SF complex dedicated to the simulation testing of nuclear hardness, survivability,
reliability, and electromagnetic compatibility of defense systems. The facilities simulate
six environments required to test weapon system specifications such as those required for
Minuteman and Peacekeeper. The environments include: nuclear radiation, provided by
flash x-ray machines and a linear accelerator; airblast, provided by a blast load generator
capable of simulating nuclear overblast pressures in excess of 1000 psi on buried
structures; shock and vibration, provided by an eight-shaker triaxial system capable of
supporting a 5000 pound test article; in-flight shock and vibration profiles, provided by
the vibration facility; electromagnetic pulse events, provided by a laser triggered pulser of
various waveform and energy capabilities; and electromagnetic interference (EMI) and
compatibility testing, provided by EMI generators and fiber-optic instrumentation
equipment in a large anechoic chamber simulating free space.

Missile Motor Dissection and Propellant Analysis Facilities. These include
various specialized structures, pits, test stands, and buildings at Hill AFB and at Qasis on
the UTTR, and offer DoD's only solid propellant NDI capability for motors associated
with both small tactical missiles and large ICBMs. The facilities meet stringent explosive
safety clear zone quantity distance requirements, combine heavy explosive shielding with
patterned frangibility, and contain remote propellant machining equipment for motor
repair. The Computed Tomography Facility provides extensive radiation
containment and has a power source capable of generating energy levels from 11 to 15
million electronvolts, an output that is 14 to 36 times greater than other DoD computed
tomography systems. The High Energy X-Ray Facility reportedly is the only such
facility sited for explosives and is rated for 1,000,000 pounds of 1.3 class and 100,000
pounds of 1.1 class. Static Test Pads accommodate vertical and horizontal static rocket
motor firing in environmentally controlled facilities.

Thermal Treatment Unit. This encompasses a 21,000 SF facility on a 21,000 acre
remote site and is the only environmentally licensed propellant disposal site capable of
disposing of Minuteman and Peacekeeper solid rocket motor propeliants.

Automated Landing Gear Repair Facility. This is a 377,000 SF structure
specifically designed to facilitate maximum efficiency in the overhaul, repair,
modification, and testing of all-Service landing gear and gear components ranging in size
from the small T-38 nose gear to the massive main gear trucks of the C-5. It is fully
automated and includes such features as 12 foot minimum clearance jib cranes, outsize dip
and plating tanks, an overhead hoist system designed to load components from the largest
gear systems onto machinery such as grinders, lathes, and hones, and walk-in continuous
flow throughput ovens.

Photographic Image Quality Test and Cartographic Camera Calibration
Facilities. These are multi-storey facilities for testing aerial photoreconnaissance and
space-based sensors. All but the top floor are underground for enhanced vibration
isolation and security. The Quality Test facility provides a single source of repair for
sensitive imagery systems using multiple off-axis parabolic mirror collimators. The
Cartographic Camera Calibration facility uses 121 collimators to calibrate cameras
used for cartographic purposes.

Tactical Missile All-Up-Round Maintenance Facility. This explosive certified
structure permits testing and repair of multiple fully loaded and fueled tactical missiles
such as the Maverick.
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Avionics Integrated Support Facility. With 144,000 SF, this facility is unique in
both design and location. The entire facility is essentially a secure vault, radio frequency
bonded, fenced, and requiring security code access. It houses a sensitive compartmented
information facility (SCIF), radar anechoic chambers, software testing laboratories,
storage libraries and workspace, and was designed to allow a full range of testing without
transfer of electronic emanations into or out of the building. The facility has engineering
laboratories for the development, test, and integration of software and hardware for the F-
4, F-16, Minuteman, Peacekeeper, and the Air Force Mission Support System.

Additional unique facilities/capabilities include:

Peacekeeper and Minuteman Missile Storage and Repair Facility
Missile Support Equipment Repair Facility ,

Compass Transmitter and Magnetic Azimuth Detector Test Facility
Underground 20MM Automatic Gun Test Firing Facility

F-16 Emergency Power Unit Test Facility

Ram Air Turbine Wind Tunnel

Maverick/Sidewinder Missile Guidance & Control Section Test/Repair
Facilities

Advanced Cruise Missile Imaging Radar System Test Facility

Hot Site Computer Recovery Facility

Cartridge Activated Device and Munitions Surveillance Testing Facilities
Cold/Heat Soak for Minuteman Motors

Lithium Battery Storage/Disposal

Physiological Trainer (Altitude Chamber) Maintenance and Repair
Fighter-Size Aircraft Robotics Bead Blast Stripping

Fighter-Size Aircraft Laser Automated Decoating System

Robotic Canopy Polisher

Investment Casting

Airborne Reconnaissance Overhaul Capability (Photo and Electro-Optical
Sensors)

Optical Refurbishment Overhaul Capability

Imaging System Overhaul Traveling Teams

Software Technology Support Center

Neural Engineering and Self-Organizing System

3.2.3 Workload
The following table presents a breakout of the Ogden ALC workload -- by DoD commodity
group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups displayed in the table are those for

which one or more of the five ALCs has a workload commitment. An explanation of the
workload table is provided at Attachment 6.

SDS International - 18 -




Y

3 April 1995

Ogden ALC Workload Chart
(In Thousands o: Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH)

1995 Air Force Depot Handbook

. Potential Actual Total Total Core
Relevant Maximum Capacity Workload Workload
Commodity Groups Capacity Projection Projection Projection
FY96 |FY99 | FY96 |FY99 |FY96 |FY99 | FY96 ! FYag
1. Aircraft Airframes
¢. Fixed Wing
(1) Tanker/Transport / Bomber 469 469 469 469 631 543 631 543
(2) Command and Control
(3) Light Combat 1,870 1,870 1,381 1,381 849 691 809 691
(4) Admin / Training
d. Other
2. Aircraft Components
b. Aircraft Structures 311 311 311 311 234 241 170 241
¢. Hydraulic / Pneumatic 41 41 41 41 13 13 13 13
d. Instruments 192 192 192 192 105 124 105 124
€. Landing Gear 1,028 1,028| 1,028| 1,028 514 488 514 488
f. Aviation Ordnance 419 419 419 419 138 104 138 104
g. Avionics / Electronics 812 812 511 511 389 430 389 430
h. APUs 89 89 89 89 27 29 27 29
. Other 1,103| 1,103 492 492 238 256 162 180
j._Manufacture and Fabrication 63 63 74 74 76 76 76 76
3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE)
a. Aircraft 1011 101 101! 1011 122 146 8 102
c. Blades / Vanes | % | ‘ 3 *
4. Missiles and Missile Components | ! | | | 3
a. Strategic 7461 746 7461 7461 715 674! 715/ 674
b. Tactical / MLRS 569 56¢1i 5601 569 170 181 136 1871
7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip ;‘ | ‘ ; ] | j ‘
a. Radar | | i | | |
b. Radio Communications | ! | ! | ! L
c. Wire Communications 3 'l | | |
e. Navigation Aids | o |
f. Electro-optics/Night Vision Equip '
g. Satellite Control/Space Sensors | i |
10. Ground General Purpose ltems | ! ’
c. Munitions / Ordnance | ! j
d. Ground Generators | ‘ H | |
e. Other 103 103 103 103 | 110 120 110 120
12. Software ]
a. Tactical Systems | 755 755 755| 755] 664 653 664 653
b. Support Equipment 313 313 313 313 221 214 221 241
13. Special Interest ltems
|___a. Bearings Refurbishment 20 20 20 20 5 5 5 5
c. TMDE l
| 14. Other 1
' Total | 9,005 9,005| 7,614| 7,614| 5221| 4,988 4,895 4,895

Table 3-1:
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4.0 Oklahoma ALC (OC-ALC)

Oklahoma City ALC is the Air Force’s primary center for the repair and maintenance of tanker
and bomber aircraft, including the KC-135 and B-52. The depot also administers an inventory
of over 17,000 aircraft and missile jet engines, ranging from the Korean War vintage J33 engine
used with T-33 trainer aircraft to the advanced F118 used in the B-2 and the F107 and F112
used in cruise missiles. Matching its advanced capabilities in engine commodities and structural
components, OC-ALC holds responsibility within DoD for fostering development in the areas

of mechanical systems and nuclear hardness and survivability.

4.1 Tinker AFB, Oklahoma

Tinker AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located on the southeast edge of Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma. As well as the state’s metropolitan center and regional Uanspoﬁaﬁon hub,
Oklahoma City is the both state’s largest city and seat of government. Tinker AFB is accessible
to one of the major rail systems crossing the southern US, and it sits at the intersection of two
key interstate highways. Entrances to the base are on Interstate 40, the transcontinental artery
extending from Wilmington, North Carolina to the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Nearby is
Interstate 33, a central north-south freeway linking Duluth, Minnesota. with Laredo, Texas, 2
primary North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) gateway into Mexico. The base is
approximateiv 460 miles from deep-water ports on the Gulf of Mexico. Strategically located
200 miles south of the geographic center of the US, Tinker is within 1200 miles of 134 DoD
and 56 Air Force installations. This location is about a day and a half by truck from most US

cities.

4.1.1 Field and Facilities

Tinker AFB has two active runways. The primary is 11,100 feet long and is composed of both
asphault and concrete while the secondary is approximately 7,800 feet long. There are 705,652
square yards (approximately 146 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron, and permanently
assigned aircraft require nearly 64 percent of the apron space. Six C-141- equivalent aircraft
can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency operations.'*> Ten C-141-
equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system.

"The limiting factor is material handling equipment (MHE).
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The base does not control or manage any ranges. The nearest suitable special-use airspace’* is

as shown below:

Warning/Restricted/MOA: None
Low-altitude MOA: O’Neill 394 NM
Supersonic MOA: None
Scorable gunnery range complex: Falcon 79 NM
Electronic Combat range: Razorback 162 NM
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Gulfport MDS 566 NM

The nearest Active Duty Air Force units are Vance AFB and Altus AFB, both Air Education and
Training Command (AETC) bases located approximately 100 NM from Tinker. The closest
ground force installation where joint training can be accomplished is Army Fort Sill, 68 NM
from the base. The nearest Naval Unit where joint operational training could be accomplished is
NAS Dallas, approximately 200 miles south. At Tinker itself, however, the Navy bases key
components of its TACAMO (Take Charge and Move Out) command and control operation,
including Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadrons Three and Four of the Navy's Strategic
Communications (STRATCOMM) Wing One.

4.1.2 Major Tenants

Major associate units on Tinker AFB include: 552nd Air Control Wing (ACW), ACC; 507th
ARG, AFRES; Navy STRATCOMM Wing One; Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City
(DDOO), DLA; and Oklahoma City Megacenter (DMCQO), DISA.

552nd Air Control Wing. The 552nd ACW is part of 12th Air Force, one of the four
NAFs under ACC. As part of the ACC’s mobile strike force, the 552nd flies E-3
AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System) aircraft with radar and other sensors to
provide deep-look surveillance, warning, interception control, and airborne battle
management. Tinker AFB contains the operator, source of repair for engine and airframe
components, and support manager for the Wing. All USAF AWACS training also is
conducted at Tinker. _

507th ARG. As Oklahoma’s only AFRES flying unit, the 507th commands the 465th
Air Refueling Squadron (ARS) operating KC-135 aircraft at Tinker. (The unit formerly
operated F-16s.) It is part of the 4th Air Force, one of the three NAFs comprising the
AFRES. Oklahoma City ALC is the Wing’s primary source of depot mainenance.

“MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within
800 NM.
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Navy STRATCOMM Wing One. This one-of-a-kind-unit in the Navy operates out
of Tinker because of its central location. Fleet Air Reconnaissanec Squadrons Three and
Four fly E-6 TACAMO aircraft to provide a secure communications link from the National
Command Authorities and Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Navy’s Ballistic Missile Submarine
fleet. Air Force airframe artisans perform depot maintenance on the E-6 airplanes in Navy
hangars while sailors perform field level work. Almost 1200 military and civilian
personnel are assigned to the organization.

Defense Distribution Depot, Oklahoma City (DDOO). Operated by the DLA,
DDOO receives, stores, issues, inspects, and ships defense goods, with the exception of
munitions, for Tinker AFB. This activity includes material quality conirol, preservation
and packaging, inventory, and transportation functions. It employs approximately 1100
personnel, nearly all civilian.

Defense Megacenter, Oklahoma City (DMOC). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site
for one of 16 DoD data processing and telecommunication “megacenters” to be operated
under the umbrella of the DISA, DMOC operates computer systems for Tinker and
manages data processing workloads of 110 additional bases in 46 states. It employs 245
personnel, all civilian.

4.1.3 Relationship to Local Community
Tinker AFB is located in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma MSA. Total population (FY 92) is
981,000. Total employment (FY 93) is approximately 583,000. Average annual job loss is

1.265. and average annual per capita income is $17,649.

Work force popuiation at Tinker:

Active duty mulitary 7,400
Reserve military 235
Civilian 14.400
Total 22,035

Tinker AFB is Oklahoma’s largest single-site employer. The work force annual payroll
(military and civilian) is $752 million. This produces a local area economic impact of
approximately $2 billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market value of
Tinker’s Jand (5,031 acres), buildings (763 residence and non-residence), and infrastructure.'”

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 48,000 jobs (22,000 direct, 26,000
indirect), 8.2% of the Qklahoma City MSA employment total. If closure was directed as a
result of BRAC 95, this would be the first BRAC decision to cause job losses in the MSA.

*See Attachment 1, Air Force Depot Capaciry/Plant Comparisons, Note 9, on marker value versus replacement
value.
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It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with shuttering Tinker AFB would

amount to $1.3 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 42 years.

4.2 Oklahoma City ALC Depot

While the B-1, B-2, B-52, C-135, and E-3 are Oklahoma City ALC’s primary assigned aircraft,
the depot also repairs the VC-25, VC-136, and 25 other Contractor Logistics Support Aircraft.
The Commodities Directorate tracks nearly 45,000 exchangeable and commodity items used on
defense weapon systems. These multiple parts include radomes, fuel accessories, control
valves, turbines, blades, altitude indicators, and oxygen regulators. In terms of software
development, Oklahoma ALC is the first DoD organization to be certified by the Software
Engineering Institute for Software Process Maturity Level Two.

DoD’s submission to the BRAC 95 Commission proposed realigning workloads among the five
ALCs to concentrate selected specialties at each. The specific areas recommended for
consolidation at Oklahoma ALC are: airborne electronic automatic equipment software,

machining manufacturing, airbormne electronics, and plating.
4.2.1 Specialization

Oklahoma City ALC 1s designated a Service Cenier of Excelience for the following svstems:

Aircraft Airframes: B-1B. B-2, B-52, C/KC/VC/EC/RC/OC/WC-135, and E-3.

Aircraft Components: aircraft related exchangeables (radomes, cowls/fairings,

structural components), engine instruments and automatic flight controls, oxygen and
other gas generating equipment, constant speed drives/integrated drive generators, air

driven accessories, and air valve systems.

Engines (Gas Turbine) (Aireraft): 157, TF30, TF33, F101, F-107, F108, F110,
F112 and F11§; engine related exchangeables, including fuel accessories, control valves,
filters, starters, turbines, compressors, and blades and vanes.

Software (Support Equipment): avionic automatic test equipment and industrial
plant equipment software.

Oklahoma City has the following Technology Application Program Management assignments:

Mechanical Systems :
Nuclear Hardness and Survivability
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4.2.2 Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities

OC-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as
unique to the depot:

Air Accessories Overhaul/Test Facility. This 114,00 SF facility provides single
source repair, overhaul, calibration, and testing of any air driven item in the Air Force
inventory. It has 22 test cells designed to contain high-speed rotating components (such
as air turbine motors) in the event of failure. The building houses equipment required to
generate, control, and condition compressed air from ambient temperature to 300 PSIG
and 800° F at flow rates of up to § pounds per second to simulate inflight operational
conditions. One "super cell” is capable of boosting test capability to 800 PSIG, 1400° F,
and 3-9 pounds per second. The facility produces over 16,000 items per year and will be
able to support C-17 and F-22 components when these weapon systems come fully on
line.

Cruise Missile Engine Facility. This 104,000 SF facility is reported to be the only
DoD self-contained single source maintenance repair/test center specializing in cradle-to-
grave overhaul and production testing of air launched cruise missile engines (F107 and
F112).

Oxygen and Associated Equipment Overhaul Facility. Over 22 different types
of life support equipment are overhauled annually in this 14,000 SF facility, with over
8000 items being repaired tested, and calibrated.. The building is isolated to preserve a
clean. dry, oil-free environment, cnd contains specialized chemical cleaning systems.
overhaul and calibration equipment, and oxygen purging/filling systems. The faciliry is
the only single source oxygen overhaul facility in the Air Force.

Avionics Integrated Support Facility. This is a 98,000 SF purpose designed
facility constructed of specially designed brick and mortar with reinforced concrete fioors.
walls, and ceiling. It is the only B-1B/E-3/B-52/A1.CM and Rotary Launcher complete
avionics test facility in DoD, and provides single source software maintenance and
integration of computer programs for these systems. The facility enables ground
integration and test of avionics system software through the combined use of weapon
system specific avionics components and one-of-a-kind hardware/software.

Jet Engine Test Facilities. The 61,000 SF of work space in these two special
buildings contain a number of medium test cells and 4 single source test cells that are the
only ones in DoD rated in the 100,000 pound thrust class. These high-performance celis
are capable of handling up to 4000 pounds of air per second, up to 150,000 pounds per
hour of fuel, and, for afterburner cooling, up to 5500 gallons per minute of water. An
eleven foot centerline allows for the testing of engines with up to an 11 foot diameter inlet.
A monorail system is used to transport engines from the buildup floor into the cell,
providing a five-minute engine installation time. All cells are multi-engine capable. Each
utilizes the Pacer Comet Il Automated/Computerized Engine Test and Data Acquisition
testing system. An Automatic Vibration Diagnostic system provides engine signature
analysis and trim balance data. The facilities can be used for standard runs, endurance
testing, and accelerated mission testing.

to
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B-1B Compact Range Facility. This 9800 SF facility encloses an anechoic chamber
mounted on an adjustable 19 x 37 foot isolated pad for protection against seismic vibration
in the testing of the B-1B APQ-164 multi-functional radar antenna. It permits the antenna
to be tested in both phased array and low observable antenna configurations.

Fuel Control and Accessories Consolidated Test Facility (CTF). The CTF is
a 63,500 SF, $13.6 million state-of-the-art facility designed to provide environmentally
friendly, National Fire Protection Association rated safety controls to meet fuel wetted
testing needs for engine controls and accessories. Completed in 1994, it houses an
Automated Fuel Accessory Test System and has special charcoal filters and recycling
distillation units to preclude the leakage of ozone depleting chemicals. It supports the
performance of maintenance and repair on the multiple variants and configurations of
F101, F108, F-110, F-118, TF30, and TF-33 engines, and has growth capability to
accommodate others.

Materials Test Facility. This is a 27,000 SF laboratory configured to conduct crack
growth rate and fatigue life testing on such aircraft compnents as wing skin and actuator
rods. It also performs material properties determination in such areas as assessing
adhesive strength. The facility uses five servo-hydraulic material test systems with
programmable digital controllers to replicate in-flight cyclic loading of aircraft
components.

Muitiple Workload Industrial Complex. Shadowing almost 2.4 million SF (61
acres), this is the longest covered repair facility in DoD. It is used for special aircraft
periodic depot maintenance (PDM), engine repair, aircraft/engine accessory overhaul, and
depot repair for -135 airframe structure. It includes: a 500,000 SF highbay for handling
aircraft ranging ir size from -135s to A-7s, the entire arca of which is supported by
convevers and overhead cranes: a 1.000.000 SF Jowbay which has been reconfigured in
many combinations (as dictated by workioad and surge requirements) for maintenance of
cngines, aircraft structures. and aircraft and engine components; a 40,000 SF chemical
cleaning facility (which also empiovs a unique Carbon Dioxide Pellet Blasting
System!: 50,000 SF of area for engine and component plating and plating preparation; a
42,000 SF heat treatment facility: 21,000 SF of automated-stacker vertical storage space;
12,000 SF of chemical and metallurgical labs; and aimost 650.000 SF of administrative
space.

B-2 Weapon System Support Center. This 124,000 SF facility will perform
ground integration and test of B-2 systems software. A "B-2 Datalink" hub is located in
the crypto vault of this facility providing classified electronic logistics management
connectivity between Northrop Grumman, Tinker AFB, Wright-Patterson AFB,
Whiteman AFB, Langley AFB, Edwards AFB, and the Pentagon.

Paint Hangar. Billed as "the premier aircraft paint facility in DoD," this is a 109,000
SF, two-bay hangar sized to perform corrosion control on any weapon system in the Air
Force, including the C-5 and 747-size aircraft. Both docks are designed to allow complete
stripping, washing, chemical treating, and painting. Each has an independent
environmental control systen:. Multi-directional manlifts provide easy access to the upper
portions of aircraft. The facility has centralized breathing air and chemical distribution
systems for efficiency and ease of operation. The facility operates a prototype Large
Aircraft Robotic Paint Strip System using high pressure water for paint removal on
large, thin-skinned aircraft. Its Paint Proportioning and Mix System automatically
measures, mixes, and delivers on demand only the amount of coating necessary.
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Blade and Vanes Repair Center. OC-ALC is the only DoD center certified to repair
F101 and F110 high pressure turbine blades. This 140,000 SF facility houses all of the
processes for blade and vane inspection, repair, and recoating in a single location. It
provides for automated cleaning, manual and automated inspection, welding (including
microplasma welding, superalloy welding at elevated temperatures, and automated laser
welding), machining, advanced electrophoretic coating, vibratory finishing, air and water
flow testing, post-repair NDI, automated and high velocity plasma spray, shot peening,
activated diffusion healing, and vane restrike.

E-3 Maintenance Hangar. Purpose designed, this facility is notable for facilitating
maintenance and repair of the E-3 rotodome. "Texas Tower" platform maintenance
workstands permit the servicing and repair of rotodomes in place, while overhead bridge
crane systems can remove the 14,000 pound rotodome easily when required.

Additional unique facilities/capabilities include:

Engine/Automatic Flight Control Instruments Repair

Electrical Discharge Machining of Nozzles and Blades

Avionics Reliability Center for Inertial Navigation, Attitude Heading
Reference, and Automatic Flight Control Systems

High Force Axial Torsion Test System

Centralized Aircraft Support System

4.2.3 Workload
The following table presents a breakout of the Oklahoma City ALC workioad -- by DoD
commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups dispiaved in the abie

are those for which one or more of the five ALCs has a workioad commitment. An expianation
of the workload table is provided at Attachment 6.

SDS International - 26 -




PRvpp——

3 April 1995

1995 Air Force Depot Handbook

Oklahoma City ALC Workload Chart
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH)

: Potential Actual Total Total Core
Relevant Maximum Capacity Workload Workload
Commodity Groups Capacity Projection Projection Projection
FY96 |FY99 |FY96 |FY99 |[FYg6 |[FY99 | FY96 | FYS89
1. Aircraft Airframes
c. Fixed Wing
(1)} Tanker/ Transport / Bomber 2,839 2,609 2,202/ 2279| 2211| 2,476] 2,155] 2,023
(2) Command and Control 459 688 266 289 355 570 301 512
(3) Light Combat
{4) Admin / Training
d. Other
2. Aircratt Components
b. Aircraft Structures 434 434 430 404 418 334 417 334
c. Hydraulic / Pneumatic 885 885 279 278 188 181 188 181
d. Instruments 712 712 238 227 290 264 290 264
e. Landing Gear
f. Aviation Ordnance 1 1 1 1 - - - -
g. Avionics / Electronics 218 218 172 218 62 139 62 93
h. APUs
. Other 817 817 584 594 213 217 126 131
_i. Manufacture and Fabrication 294 294 158 162 95 97 a5 97
3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE)
a. Aircraft 4,912 4,912 2,559 2497 2410 2,347 2,370] 2,308
c. Blabdes / Vanes u 529 529 | 155 155 | 54 76| 54 76
4. Missiles and Missile Components | !
a. Strateqic | ! > ! ! i'
b. Tactical/ MLRS r | 5 ; : %,
7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip 5 % i |
a. Radar ! | |
b. Radio Communications 5 ! |
¢. Wire Communications 1
e. Navigation Aids
f. Electro-optics/Night Vision Equip
g. Satellite Control/Space Sensors
10. Ground General Purpose Items {
¢. Munitions / Ordnance ! !
d. Ground Generators i i
e. Other
12. Software
a. Tactical Systems 250 240 248 238 336 364 325 325
b. Support Equipment 446 455 446 455 412 339 299 299
13. Special Interest ltems
a. Bearings Refurbishment 62 62 12 10 11 15 11 15
c. TMDE 4 4 4 3 2 2 - -
14. Other
Total 12,863 12,863 7,753 7,811 7,058 7,122 6,695 6,658

Table 4-1:
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5.0 San Antonio ALC (SA-ALC)

San Antonio ALC is the Air Force C-5, C-17, and T-38 depot facility. 1t is also the Air Force's
primary center for the repair and overhaul of selected families of aircraft jet engines, engine-
related exchangeables, and gas turbine engines for secondary power systems. It has
responsibility for all Air Force nuclear ordnance and for reentry vehicle components, and
manages cryptological equipment. Consistent with SA-ALC's high level of experience in
metallurgy and manufacturing, the depot has responsibility within DoD for fostering the
development of advanced metals and ceramics, and for pursuing advanced robotics.

5.1 Kelly AFB, Texas

Kelly AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately 5 miles southwest of
downtown San Antonio, Texas. San Antonio is the major interior transportation hub for
highways and rail lines in south-central Texas. Increased traffic and development from NAFTA
has supported the city’s continually growing importance in this capacity. Kelly is adjacent to
one of the major railroads crossing the southern US and other lines extending south into
Mexico. It sits at the junctures of two major highwavs. including Interstate 10, the nation’s
southernmost transcontinental artery linking jacksonville. Florida. with Los Angeles, and
Interstate 33, a centralized north-south route extending froms Duiuth. Minnesota. through manyv
major cities in the midwest and Texas down to Monterrev in the Nuevo Leon province of
Mexico. The nearest deep-water port 1s on the Gulf of Mexico approximately 175 miles east. It
can be accessed overland via Interstate 37, which junctures with Interstate 10 east of the base.
Kelly’s location is strategically valuable for operations in Central and South America, and the

Carribbean.

. 5.1.1 Field and Facilities

Kelly AFB has one 11,550 foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and
778,042 square yards (approximately 161 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron. Permanently
assigned aircraft require nearly 42 percent of the apron space. Three C-141- equivalent aircraft
can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency operations.'® Twenty C-141-

equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system.

'*The limiting factor in this case is trained load crews.
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The base controls and manages Yankee Range, a 2,600-acre unscored tactical air-to-surface
gunnery range located 68 NM miles south of the base. Although the Range lacks full-scale
weapons delivery capability, it can be certified for laser use and has a limited capacity for
ground threat simulation. The nearest suitable special-use airspace'’ is as shown below:

Warning/Restricted/MOA: W-228D 187 NM
Low-altitude MOA: W-228D 187 NM
Supersonic MOA: W-228A,B,C,.D 190 NM
Scorable gunnery range complex: McMullen 71 NM
Electronic Combat range: Claiborne 316 NM
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Gulfport MDS 529 NM

Randolph AFB, located 18 miles northeast of Kelly, is the nearest Air Force installation with
flying operations. Lackland AFB and Wilfred Hall Hospital are adjacent to Kelly, and Brooks
Medical Center is approximately 10 miles away.'® The nearest ground force installation where
joint training can be conducted is Army Fort Sam Houston, 29 NM from Kelly. The closest
Navy installation where joint training can be accomplished is NAS Dallas, 217 miles north of
the base.

5.1.2 Major Tenants

Major associate units on Kelly AFB include: Headquarters. Air Intelligence Agency (ALA
433rd AW, AFRES; 149th Fighter Group (FG), Air National Guard (ANG); Defense
Distribution Depot, San Antonio (DDST), DLA; and Defense Megacenter, San Antonio
(DMSA), DISA.

Headquarters, Air Intelligence Agency. The AIA provides direct intelligence,
security, electronic combat, foreign technology, and treaty-monitoring support to national
decision-makers and field air component commanders. It furnishes combat commanders
with data enabling them to decide when to exploit, jam, decieve, or destroy hostile military
communications. It also presents tailored intelligence assessments in support of Air Force
planning and policy formation. The AIA works in conjunction with the SA-ALC
cryptologic depot maintenance program.

"MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within
800 NM.

"*Primarily a medical research facility, Brooks has been fingered for closure by the Air Force as part of DoD's
BRAC 95 hit list.
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433rd AW. The 433rd AW is part of the 4th Air Force, one the of three NAFs
comprising the AFRES. 1t commands the 68th Airlift Squadron (AS) which operates C-5
cargo atrcraft in support of worldwide DoD military operations.

149th FG. The 149th FG is an ANG unit assigned under the major command of the
ACC. It operates F-16 aircraft in both air-to-ground and air-to-air roles.

Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio (DDST). Operated by the DLA, the
depot stocks, stores, issues, and ships defense goods and materials used at Kelly,
additional Air Force installations, and units of the other services in the San Antonio
region. It works closely with SA-ALC by packaging and shipping repairable items to the
depot, which, in turn, returns the goods to serviceable status and re-enters them into the
DLA distribution system. It employs approximately 900 personnel, all civilian.

Defense Megacenter, San Antonio (DMSA). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site
for one of 16 DoD data processing and telecommunication “megacenters” to be operated
under the umbrella of the DISA, DMSA provides information processing services and
products supporting the needs of the San Antonio region. Its functions are divided into
four categories: application support, operational support, technical support, and business
management support. The Center runs 61 application systems that support the depot
maintenance activities of SA-ALC.

5.1.3 Relationship to Local Community

Kelly AFB is located in the San Antonio, Texas, MSA. Touwal population (FY 92) is 1,377,000.

Total emplovment /FY 03012 T21.000. Average annual job growih is 12,750, and average

annua!l per capita income is $17.284. For the past five vears, San Antonio consistentlv has been

PR ~em T mem mitiome v dbwes VTS it S B Lot SR TN . . s . R
one °7 e IoT ien Cige i IIe o >OI0 I0TE dnnuial net o Crealion (1005 adast minus Jodbs 10st).

Worlk force population at Keliv:

Active duty militarv 4,800
Reserve military 3,950
Civilian 14,100
Total 22,850

Kelly AFB is one of the largest single-site, high technology employers in southern Texas, and
over 13,000 of Kelly's workers are affiliated with the ALC. The total work force annual
payroll (military and civilian) is $692 million. This produces a local area economic impact of
approximately $2 billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market value of

Kelly's land (3,996 acres), buildings, and infrastructure.’®

"See Attachment 1, Air Force Depor Capaciny/Plant Comparisons, Note 9, on market value versus replacement
value.
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The estimated impact of base closure would be the Joss of 43,200 jobs (18,100 direct, 25,100
indirect), 5.9% of the San Antonio MSA employment total. Combined with other San Antonio
MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (59 jobs), the cumulative impact of Kelly’s closure
in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would cause the total employment loss to remain at 5.9%

of the MSA’s total.

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with closing Kelly AFB would amount

to $653 million. Return on investment would be achieved in 10 years.

5.2 San Antonio ALC Depot

While the center is well-known for managing and repairing engine modules and nuclear
ordnance, and for manufacturing parts for engines and fuel systems, it conducts several
additional operations of significant note. Along with supporting the Air Force's newest
transport, the C-17, and the aging C-5 and T-38 fleets, the depot services C-131, A-37, OV-
10A, and T-37 aircraft. In all, San Antonio ALC supports 33 types of aircraft, over 19,000
aircraft engines, and more than 50,000 auxillary engines, which comprise three-quarters of the
Air Force engine inventory. It manages all Air Force nuclear ordnance, all liquid missile
propellants used by the Air Force and NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration).
and the Air Force’s fleet of boats and ships. The depot maintains some of the physically largest
hangars and maintenance facilities in the US to accommodate the outsize transport fieet it

supports.

DoD’s submission to the BRAC 95 Commission recommended realigning workloads among the
fiveAir Force depots to consolidate selected specialties at each. The specialty areas proposed for

consolidation at San Antonio ALC are: foundry operations, industrial plant equipment

software, and plating.
5.2.1 Specialization

San Antonio ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellence for the following systems:

Aircraft Airframes: C-5, C-17; paint and corrosion control for large-bodied aircraft.
Aircraft Components: fuel accessories, automatic test equipment, engine controls and

instruments, automatic gearboxes, F-15 and F-16 secondary power systems, F-16 engine
start system, conventional starters, and organic manufacturing.
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Engines (Gas Turbine): J69, J85, TF34, TF39, F100, J60, F117, and T56; engine
components and component fabrication; GTCPs 180-5, 180-7, 397, 85-56, 85-70A, 85-
71, 85-72A, 85-106A, 85-180L, 85-180(C), 165-1, 36-50, and Patriot.

Missiles and Missile Components (Strategic): components and equipment
involved in nuclear weapon handling, test, delivery, launch, firing, and weapon control,
including trailers, launchers, racks, and ICBM reentry vehicle (RV) microcircuits.

Software (Support Equipment): automatic test equipment software.

San Antonio has the following Technology Application Program Management assignments:

Advanced Metals and Ceramics
Robotics and Automation

5.2.2 Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities

SA-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as

unique tc the depot:

Engine Test Facility. This 65,000 SF facility provides for testing all versions of the
Pratt and Whitney F100 engine used in the F-15 and F-16, the TF-39 used in the C-5, the
T56. and the TF39 Engine Build-Up Unit. The facility is capable of testing any turbofan,
turboshaft. or turbojet engine in the DoD inventory. The current test cell consiguration
includes four universal turbofan anc turbojet multi-engine capable test cells, two T56
turboshaft propeller test cells, and two T56 dvnamometer test cells. All utilize the Pacer
Cornet Il Automated/Computerized Engine Test and Data Acquisition test system, employ
quick engine connect test adapters, a mechanized material handling system, inlet air
turning vanss, an Automatic Vibration Diagnostic system, and a noise abatement treatment
system. The facility also employs a Gas Path Analysis system for determining
engine/module performance from thermo-mathematical relationships.

Advanced Fuel Accessories Repair and Test. This is a 50,000 SF facility
specially designed to accommodate the configuration of the Advanced Fuel Accessories
Test System for testing fuel wetted components. Test stations are fully automated and can
evaluate a broad variety of different engine and airframe fuel accessories such as pumps,
valves, fuel controls, and atomizers. The system is environmentally friendly and
munimizes the explosion/fire haza-d previously associated with fuel component repair.

Cryogenic Spin Test Facility. This is a 9500 SF building with special systems and
shielding to permit cryogenic spin testing to be performed on engine disks in order to
identify potential critical flaws. Disks are mounted on a special test assembly, balanced,
lowered into an insulated and heavily shielded spin pit which is momentarily flooded with
liquid nitrogen to cool the assembly (down to approximately -320° F), spun in the pit at
15,000 rpm for one minute, and then allowed to free spin to a stop some 20 minutes later.
The facility contains five spin pits and special associated plumbing for the liquid nitrogen
and pit vacuuming.
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Gas Turbine Engine Repair and Test. This is a 137,000 SF facility that collocates
multiple formerly-separate test systems and assembly shops. Approximately one-third of
the production space is a near-clean-room environment with a 300,000 classification.

Unified Fuel Control Test Facility. This is a unique, "explosion-proof” 95,000 SF
facility dedicated to the inspection, repair, and testing of F-100 engine unified fuel
controls. It also possesses the capability to overhaul and test fuel nozzles for the F-100,
T56, and TF39, fuel controls for the TF39 and T56, and fuel atomizers for smaller GTE.
The building is equipped with special ventilation, fire detection and suppression, and
blast-proofing systems. It encompasses 89 test stands that are predominantly computer
controlled electro- and hydromechanical systems designed to simulate the conditions and
inputs test items will face in use.

Aircraft NDI X-Ray Facility. Construction on this 60,000 SF facility began in mid-
1994 and is scheduled for completion in mid-1995. It will enable SA-ALC to perform
NDI and substrate evaluation for C-17, C-5, and smaller aircraft.

Large-Aircraft Depot Maintenance Hangar. With over one million SF of
floorspace, this is the largest permanent bridge construction hangar in DoD and one of the
largest in the world. Designed to support work on the C-5, it is capable of completely
housing six of the massive aircraft simultaneously. Extra-high hangar doors, three track-
mounted bridge cranes, and a 10,000 pound capacity remote controlled hoist for removal
of the aircraft's horizontal stabilizer are among the hangar's purpose-designed features.
High roofing pockets permit four C-5s to remain jacked at the same time.

Aircraft Corrosion Control/Depaint. This 88,000 SF facility is the only one of its
size in DoD which uses non-carcinogenic Plastic Media Blasting to remove coatings from
airframes. It is the only one with the capability for stripping C-3 aircraft and can also
handle smaller weapon systems. Overhead "stacker cranes" provide hands-on three
dimensional accessibility to the entire aircraft

Nuclear Weapon Components Repair and Test. SA-sLC possesses a unigue set
of facilities for conducting environmental stress screening which permits the repair and
testing of ICBM RV components, nuclear related aircraft components, and nuclear
munitions handling equipment. It is the only DoD installation with this composite
capability. The underground Multi-Use Centrifuge can attain an acceleration rate of
200 Gs with an onset rate of 50 Gs per second. With a capacity of 50,000 G-pounds, it
can accommodate a payload of up to 1000 pounds. It is used to simulate G forces and
timing intervals required to arm fuses. The High Impulse Transducer Test System
is a high performance piezoelectric accelerometer that produces a haversine mechanical
shock event of up to 100 kgs to test the impact transducers found on RVs. The Altitude
Temperature Test Chamber produces a thermal cycle/altitude test environment that
can simulate altitudes of up to 200,000 feet with temperature ranges of from -10° up to
+350° F with indefinite holding time throughout the range. The Shielded Cable
Tester assesses a component's ability to perform to mil-spec with an acceptable amount
of degradation. The three above-ground Accelerator Rotary Centrifuges can
accelerate a 150 pound payload to 150 Gs at a radius of 63 inches. The unit has a capacity
of 22,500 G-pounds and can accomplish acceleration/deceleration from 1 G to 150 Gs to
1 G in 15 seconds. A Shock Machine Test System can subject components
weighing up to 500 pounds to various levels and types of shock and stress with max
acceleration of 600 Gs or 30,000 Gs (with dual mass shock amplifier) and a min/max
pulse duration of 2 microseconds min/80 microseconds max. An Isothermal Storage
Room holds components in a dust-free and temperature/humidity controlled environment.
The Thermotron Temperature Chamber stresses components with a programmable
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temperature variance capability of from -100° F up to 300° F at a rate of up to 9° F per
minute. The Shielded Microwave Anechoic Test Facility is equipped with
unique, frequency-specific absorbent material and is used to evaluate the performance of
Minuteman MK-12 RVs,

Additional unique facilities/capabilities include:

Textile Laboratory

Integrated Support Software Engineering Facility
Rubber Products Manufacturing

Production of X-Ray Quality Aluminum Castings
Stereolithography Pattern/Part Development

C-5 Engine Pylon Repair

Halon Recovery, Recycling, and Recharging Facility
Bicarbonate of Soda Blast Stripping of Jet Engine Components
Robotic Shot Peening System

Non-Contact Dimensional Inspection
Auto-Prompting Inspection System

5.2.3 Workload

The following table presents a breakout of the San Antonio ALC workload -- by DoD
commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups displayed in the table
are those for which one or more of the five ALCs has a workload cormmitment. An explanation

of the workload table 1s provided at Attachment 6.

1)
I
'
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San Antonio ALC Workload Chart
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH)

. Potential Actual Total Total Core
Relevant Maximum Capacity Workload Workload
Commodity Groups Capacity Projection Projection Projection
FY96 |FY99 | FY96 | FYQ99 |FY96 |FYQ99 | FY96 | FYQ9
1. Aircraft Airframes
c. Fixed Wing
(1) Tanker/ Transport / Bomber 3,251 3,251 1,542( 1,573 1,006 821 833 821
(2) Command and Control
(3) Light Combat
(4) Admin / Training 795 795 388 2 341 - - -
d. Other
2. Aircraft Components
b. Aircraft Structures 162 162 93 90 56 57 17 19
¢. Hydraulic / Pneumatic 4 4 3 4 3 3 2 3
d. Instruments 24 24 14 12 8 7 6 5
e. Landing Gear 15 15 6 8 4 5 4 4
f. Aviation Ordnance
g. Avionics / Electronics 142 142 119 97 96 79 33 31
h. APUs 559 559 292 288 159 148 112 102
. Other 443 443 235 288 302 340 91 93
j. Manufacture and Fabrication 1,058 1,058 298! 417 123 152 120 120
3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE) i ;‘ » |
a. Aircraft 73181 7,318 4,948 5001 3,665 3,396, 2,615 2,626
c. Blabdes / Vanes ? ‘ ! ‘ E
4. Missiles and Missile Componenis ‘ , | )
a. Strategic 2000 200 1071 109 gei 100! 58! 57
b. Tactical / MLRS f
7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip | |
a. Radar i E %
b. Radio Communications | !
c. Wire Communications
e. Navigation Aids j |
f._Electro-optics/Night Vision Equip | H | | |
9. Satellite Control/Space Sensors | | !
10. Ground General Purpose Items | | ! !
c. Munitions / Ordnance | 6i 6| 2 3| 2| 3 1 2
d. Ground Generators ! ’ | |
e. Other
12. Software :
a. Tactical Systems ' 26 26 19| 20| 19 16 18 14
b. Suppon Equipment 241 241 180 207 165 177 153 155
13. Special Interest ltems
a. Bearings Refurbishment
c. TMDE 978 978 651 685! 448 478 406, 410
14. Other | |
‘ |
! Total | 15,220 15,220| 8,807 8,804| 6,496| 5,782 4,463 4,463
Table 3-1: San Antonio ALC Workload Chart

SDS International

-35 -




3 April 1995 1995 Air Force Depot Handbook

6.0 Warner Robins ALC (WR-ALC)

Warner Robins ALC is the Air Force’s F-15, C-130, and C-141 depot, providing cradle-to-
grave logistics support and depot-level maintenance for these. Additionally, Warner Robins is a

primary maintainer of sophisticated aircraft avionics systems and weapons, including the Low-
Altitude Navigation and Targeting Infrared for Night (LANTIRN) system, and the AIM-120
Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM). WR-ALC's proficiencies in airframe
and avionics support have resulted in the center being assigned responsibility within DoD for
promoting technology advancement in a number of related fields, including corrosion control

and electronics systems architecture.
6.1 Robins AFB, Georgia

Robins AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately 15 miles south-southeast
of Macon, Georgia. In the center of the state, Robins is about two hours' travel time from the
major transportation hub of Atlanta. It has access to the national railway system and sits within
minutes of both Interstate 16 and Interstate 75. Interstate 16 links nearby Macon with Interstate
95, the main highway extending down the entire East Coast with access to the major waterports
of Savannah, Georgia; Charleston, South Carolina; and Jackonsville, Florida. Interstate 75 is
one of the principal north-south arteries east of the Mississippi River extending from Sault Sain:
Marie, Ontario to the Fort Myers metropolitan area of Florida. Savannah is the nearest deep-
water ocean port at 136 NM away, and it can be reached directly overland via Interstate 16.
Robins 1s the only East Coast Air Force facility with depot maintenance activity to support

military requirements in peace and war..

6.1.1 Field and Facilities

Robins AFB has one 12,000-foot asphault runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and
653,344 square yards (approximately 135 acres) of usuable aircraft parking apron. Currently,
permanently assigned aircraft require only 10 percent of the apron space. However, Robins is
scheduled to become the US main operating base for the E-8 Joint Surveillance and Target
Attack Radar System (Joint STARS), and beddown of those aircraft assets will reduce surplus
ramp space appropriately. Six C-141- equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time
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for mobility/contingency operations.?® Eleven C-141-equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one

time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system.

The base does not control or manage any ranges. The nearest special-use airspace’' is as shown

below:
Warning/Restricted/MOA: None
Low-Altitude MOA: W-157A 200 NM
Supersonic MOA: W-157A 200 NM
Scorable gunnery range complex: Grand Bay 103 NM
Electronic Combat range: Townsend 123 NM
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Tyndall ACMI 195 NM

The nearest Active Duty Air Force unit where active training can be accomplished is Dobbins
AFB, 85 miles from Robins. The closest ground force installation where joint training can be
accomplished is Army Fort Benning, 73 NM from the base. Beaufort Marine Corps Air Station
(MCAS), 142 miles from Robins, is the nearest Naval/Marine unit where joint training can be

accomplished.
6.1.2 Major Tenants

Major associate units currently on Robins AFB include: Headquarters, AFRES; 19th Air
Refueling Wing (ARW), Air Mobility Command (AMC):; 9th Space Warning Squadron (SWS).
Air Force Space Command (AFSPC); Sth Combat Communications Group (CCG), ACC:
Defense Distribution Depot, Warner Robins (DDWG), DLA,; and Defense Megacenter, Warner
Robins (DMWR), DISA. (Note: the 116th FW, ANG, currently based at Dobbins AFB, GA.,
and equipped with F-15s, is scheduled to relocate to Robins AFB at the beginning of 1996 and
convert to the B-1B.)

Headquarters, AFRES. The Air Force Reserve supports the Active force by
performing missions that encompass fighter, bomber, airlift, aerial re-fueling, rescue, and
weather reconnaissance operations. It provides disaster relief in the US and supports
national counterdrug efforts. The Reserve commands three numbered NAFs with nearly
78,000 reservists operating 400 aircraft ranging from F-16 fighters and B-52 bombers to
C-5 transports and KC-135 tankers.

*The limiting factor is load crews.

*'MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within
800 NM.

\FS
-~
'
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19th ARW. Under AMC, the 19th ARW flies KC-135 aerial refuelers to provide global
refueling for bomber, airlift, fighter, air defense, and special mission aircraft.

9th SWS. Under AFSPC, the 9th SWS operates and maintains a solid-state phased
array PAVE PAWS detection radar. As part of the worldwide space and missile warning
network, the radar provides missile early-warning data to US Space Command; North
American Aerospace Defense Command; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the
National Command Authorities.

S5th CCG. Comprised of the 51st, 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Combat Communications
Squadrons, the 5th CCG provides mobile and transportable command and control
communications along air traffic control systems worldwide. Under the ACC, the
Group’s squadrons deploy in support of joint task force, combatant command, and Air
Force flying wing operations and exercises.

Defense Distribution Depot, Warner Robins (DDWG). Operated by DLA, the
Depot stocks, stores, packages, and transports defense goods for depot-level maintenance
activities along with the active and reserve units on the base. DDWG also provides parts
and equipment to armed forces located worldwide and foreign military customers. Most
items maintained at Warner Robins support maintenance of F-15, C-130, and C-141
aircraft, along with navigation and airborne electronic warfare systems. WR-ALC works
closely with DDWG by providing lab analysis of fuels and by repairing/testing electronic
and structural components before they are re-entered into the DL A distribution system.

Defense Megacenter, Warner Robins (DMWR). Designated in BRAC 93 as the
site for one of 16 data processing and telecommunication “megacenters” to be operated
under the umbrella of the DISA, DMWR operates systems linking battle space applications
to the battlefield via DoD and commercial satellites. The center houses mainframes and
mudtier computers running 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to support over 170 data
processing services for WR-ALC. AMC, AFRES, and ANG units.

6.1.3 Relationship to Local Community

Robins AFB is located in the Macon, Georgia, MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 296,000.
Total employment (FY 93) is 157.800. Average annual job growth is 1,850, and average

annual per capita income is $17,542.

Work force population at Robins:

Active duty military 3,750
Reserve military 750
Civilian 13,380
Total 17,880
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Robins AFB is Georgia’s largest industrial complex. The work force annual payroll (military
and civilian) is $686 million. This produces a local area economic impact of approximately $2
billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market value of Robins’ land

(8,790 acres), buildings, and infrastructure.”

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 31,100 jobs (15,600 direct, 15,500
indirect), 19.7% of the Macon, Georgia, MSA employment total. Combined with other Macon
MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (9 jobs), the cumulative impact of Robins’ closure
in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would cause the total employment loss to remain at
19.7%.

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with closing Robins AFB would

amount to $1 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 18 years.

6.2 Warner Robins ALC Depot

While the F-15, C-130, and C-141 are Warner Robins ALC’s primary airframe responsibilities,
the center manages over 200.000 items representing the full range of avionic functions an<
technology. These items fall into the categories of aerospace communications. navigation
equipment, airborne bomb and gun-directing systems. target acquisition svstems, and mos:
airborne electronic warfare equipment. The depot supports the LANTIRN navigation and
targeting system, the Joint Tactical Information Distribution System (JTIDS), and the Woriwids
Military Command and Control System (WWMCCS). It holds responsibility for procurement,
supply, and maintenance functions for most Air Force bases along the East Coast, as well as for
the Atlantic Missile Test Range, Newfoundland, Labrador, Greenland, Iceland. Bermuda, the
Azores, and all Air Force and Security Assistance Program activities in Europe, Africa, and the
Middle East.

DoD’s submission to the BRAC 95 Commission recommended realigning the workloads among
the Air Force depots to focus selected specialties at each. The specialty areas proposed for
consolidation at Warner Robins ALC are: tubing manufacturing, airborne electronic automatic
equipment software, sheet metal repair and manufacturing, machining manufacturing, airborne

electronics, electronic manufacturing (printed wire boards), and plating.

*See Attachment 1, Air Force Depot Capacity/Plant Comparisons, Note 9, on market value versus replacement
value.
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6.2.1 Specialization

Warner Robins ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellence for the following systems:

Aircraft Airframes: F-15, C-130 transport, C-130 Special Operations Forces (SOF)/
Special Mission aircraft, and C-141.

Aircraft Components: flight data recorders, gyroscopes, fasteners, miniature
precision instrument bearings, aging aircraft structures, airborne electronics technology
repair, life support, radio frequency analysis measurement, C-130 propellers, electronic
warfare systems, flexible computer integrated manufacturing, and special fuels testing.

Other: shelf-life extension data (Air Force Executive Agent), Joint Logistics Systems
Center, physical sciences, and Depot Maintenance Management Information System.

Warner Robins has the following Technology Application Program Management assignments:

3

-~

Power Systems

Environment Stress Screening
Advanced Electronics Systems Architecture
Force Management

Corrosion

Environmental Technology Needs
Product Data

Software Engineering

Electronic Manufacturing and Repair
Obsolete Micro-Electronics

Aircraft Manufacturing and Repair
Aircraft Structures Technology Needs

.2.2 Unique Facilities/Eqguipment/Capabilities

WR-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as

unique to the depot:

Avionics Complex. This avionics complex is the single largest electronics repair
activity in DoD housing over 535,000 SF of environmentally controlled avionics design,
test, repair, and manufacturing capacity. Its specialized capabilities provide for the full
spectrum of workloads, from the latest surface mount technologies found in the
LANTIRN and Joint STARS programs to 1930s' vacuum tube technologies found in the
ARN-6 radio compass. Antenna Microwave Radiation Pattern and Boresight
evaluation capabilities are supported by eight indoor antenna ranges with shielded
anechoic chambers to prevent radio frequency noise from infiltrating into the surrounding
production facility. Removable exterior walls facilitate the introduction/removal of
antennae and test equipment. The F-111 range has a seismic isolation pad. The facility
has an extensive capability for Printed Wiring Board Manufacturing in a 17,000 SF
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section dedicated to the design and manufacture of double sided and multi-layered printed
wiring boards. Design-to-purpose construction feaures in this area are typical of most
parts of the facility and include an extensive industrial waste system, recessed flooring for
wet processing areas, special exhaust systems, deionized water, explosion-proof rooms
for chemical mixing and distribution, and floor-to-roof sealed walls to prevent chemical
leakage that could contaminate other facility operations. The Hybrid Microelectronics
Manufacturing section of the facility consists of 2600 SF of class 10,000 clean room
with additional special utilities, including liquid/gaseous nitrogen dispensing and a static
dissipative raised floor system to preclude electrostatic discharge. The LANTIRN
technology repair center features a 2,000 SF class 10,000 clean room, a 400 SF laser light
tight room, and other systems essential for overhaul, repair, and test of the system. The
Avionics Complex also features 2 Optic Repair stations with isolated seismic
foundations, 16 laser safe firing rooms with interlocked door seals, and a total of over
12,000 SF of Clean Rooms ranging from class 10,000 up to class 300,000. The
facility has special security and access control, a unique software production facility, and
multiple tooling and manufacturing shops to support its needs. Systems supported by the
facility include Joint STARS, E-3, F-15, F-111, C/AC/MC-130, MH-53, MH-60, B-52,
the Global Positioning System (GPS), Miniature Receive Transmit (MRT), and
LANTIRN.

Avionics Integrated Support Facility (AISF). This is a 215,000 SF complex
containing modular multi-system engineering facilities developed to support specific
avionics subsystems. Its general capabilities include real time system integration testing,
operational flight program (OFP) software development, testing/reconfiguration,
compilation, configuration control, off-line subsystem analysis, data reduction,
comprehensive self-diagnostics, and maintenance of software documents for a variety of
operational and support systems. AISF facilities provide data communication and
software data transmissior. to operational vser units. AISFs resident to WR-ALC include
LANTIRN, Joint Tactical Information and Distribution System Centralized Software
Support Activity (JTIDS CSSA), SOF Extendible Integrated Support Environment
(EISE), and PAVE TACK. The Electronic Warfare AISF (EWAISF) has a 10,000 SF

ensitive compartmented information facility (SCIF), four electromagnetic screen roomis.
two microwave anechoic chambers. and emergency power generation. The overall
complex supports most major weapon systems, including Joint STARS, E-3, F/EF-111,
F-15, C/AC/MC-130, MH-53, MH-60, B-52, C-141, F-16, GPS, MRT, OA-10, B-1B,
C-5, and C-17.

Security Assistance Electronic Warfare Support Facility. This is a 21,000 SF
facility constructed with Foreign Military Sales (FMS) funds to be used exclusively for
FMS purposes. The facility includes labs within security vaults and has many of the same
features found in the AISF complex. Included in the systems it supports are FMS
versions of the ALR-46/69 electronic countermeasures (ECM) pod. the Royal Saudi Air
Force F-15 Tactical Electronic Warning System (TEWS), and the Advanced Radar
Warning Receiver/Countermeasures Dispenser (ARWR/CMD).

Gyro Repair Facility. This is a 69,000 SF facility purpose designed to support
organic overhaul and testing of gyroscopes, accelerometers, and indicators. The entire
facility is a certified clean room (75 percent to 300,000 class and 25 percent to 100,000
class), temperature/humidity-controlled, with extensive seismological stable piering. The
facility houses 12 general purpose automatic test stations, 31 manual test stations, 9 mass
spectrometer leak detector systems, 14 dynamic balancers, 2 random drift automated test
stations, and a number of other specialized equipments.
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Additional unique facilities/capabilities include:

Aerospace Fastener Testing/Manufacturing
Miniature Precision Bearing Testing
Electronic Failure Analysis

Automated (Paperless) Depots

Corrosion Prevention/Control

Bicarbonate of Soda Paint Stripping
Computer Integrated Manufacturing

Metal Finishing Facility

F-111 Crew Escape Module Parachute Packing
F-15 Robotic Painting

Fluid Cell Press

Special Maintenance Hangars/Complexes for F-15, C-141, C/AC/MC-130

Aircraft and Component Refurbishment
Electron Beam Welder
Automated Aircraft Rework System
Metallograph Image Analysis System
Rheometrics Spectometric Materials Analysis

6.2.3 Workload

The following table presents a breakout of the Warner-Robins ALC workload -- by DoD
commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups displayed in the table
are those for which one or more of the five ALCs has a workload commitment. An explanation
of the workload table is provided at Attachment 6.
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Warner Robins ALC Workload Chart
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH)

Relevant
Commodity Groups

Potential
Maximum
Capacity

Actual
Capacity
Projection

Total
Workload
Projection

Total Core
Workload
Projection

FY96 |FY99

FY96 | FY99

FY96 |FY99

FY96 | FY99

1. Aircraft Aiframes

c. Fixed Wing

(1) Tanker/ Transport / Bomber

2,104 2,104

2,104 2,104

2,544 1,349

2,376f 1,349

(2) Command and Control

(3} Light Combat

1,084, 1,084

1,084} 1,084

918} 1,267

652 1,267

(4) Admin / Training

d. Other

2. Aircraft Components

b. Aircraft Structures

801 801

656 656

472 477

472 477

Hydraulic / Pneumatic

. Instruments

503 503

412 412

296 299

296 299

. Landing Gear

Aviation Ordnance

. Avionics / Electronics

2,153 2,153

1,763| 1,763

1,267 | 1,280

1,267 1,280

. APUs

|7 |~|o|ae

. Other

463 463

388 388

277 280

277 280

j. Manufacture and Fabrication

514 514

432 432

312 315

312 315

3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE)

a. Aircraft

c. Blabdes / Vanes

4. Missiles and Missile Components

a. Strategic

b. Tactical / MLRS

2

2D
e
95}

(0%

7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip

18; 181

a. Radar

. Radio Communications

n
N

. Wire Communications

. _Electro-optics/Night Vision Equip

i O

b
C
e. Navigation Aids
f
a

. Satellite Control/Space Sensors |

10. Ground General Purpose ltems

l

¢. Munitions / Ordnance

[N SIUEN DIV S S

d. Ground Generators

N O B B

O I O T

e. Other

12. Software

a. Tactical Systems

1,358 1,358

795 795

764 888 764 888

b. Support Equipment

906 906

530 530

509 592 509 592

13. Special Interest ltems

a. Bearings Refurbishment

-

c. TMDE

14. Other

l

Total

| J
l

| 9,913] 9,913

!

8,187| 8,187

7,376 6,763| 6,941 6,763

Table 6-1:
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7.0 1995 Base Reélignment and Closure Process (BRAC 95)

7.1 Background

BRAC 95 is the last of three rounds of closure activity mandated under current legislation.”’ As
late as mid-December 1994, defense analysts were anticipating that the list of military
installations recommended for closure or realignment under BRAC 95 would be nearly as large
as the lists from the three previous closure rounds combined.”* This expectation had been
supported repeatedly by DoD officials who were quick to point out during most of the year that,
while military manpower and equipment had been cut by a third since the end of the Cold War,
basing infrastructure had been reduced only by some 18 percent. In January 1995, initiating
preparations for developing the Pentagon's BRAC 95 closure/realignment proposal, Deputy
Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) John Deutch established an "overall 15 percent reduction
in plant replacement value" as "a minimum DoD-wide goal."* It was believed widely that
military research facilities, laboratories, and depots would be particularly vulnerable, and that
the Air Force, after avoiding heavy hits in these areas previously, stood to lose perhaps two of

its five remaining depots.

Shortly before the end of 1994, however, Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) William J. Perrv
told surprised reporters that he expected the 1995 list to be about the same size as the list from
BRAC 93. The rationale for this 'expectation undershoot' was given by DEPSECDEF Deutch
in an interview shortly before the list was made public: "We need time," Deutch said. "to
balance the base-closing costs and the base-closing savings, and complete the transfer of

"?¢ With defense funding at its lowest level in nearly half

facilities to productive community use.
a century, and the recoupment of closure/realignment outlays requiring, on average,
.approximately seven years -- only after which can closure savings begin to be realized -- the
Administration apparently was unwilling to squeeze Pentagon operational and procurement

accounts any further.

"The BRAC process and enabling legislation are explained at Attachment 2. For a detailed discussion of prior
BRAC actions, see the SDS study Promoting/Protecting Contractor-Provided Depot Maintenance, 30 December
1994.

A summary of major base closures from prior BRAC rounds is at Attachment 3.

®Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95), 7
January 1994.

**Reported by Eric Schmitt, “Pentagon To Seek Scaled-Back List Of Base Closings,” New York Times, 25
February 1995, p. 1.

SDS International - 44 -




3 Apnl 1995 1995 Air Force Depot Handbook

The list of bases recommended by DoD for closure and realignment was released officially on
28 February 1995. True to Perry's promise, what originally was supposed to have been the
“mother of all BRACs" turned out affecting only 146 military facilities in the US.?” Of those,
only 35 major installations were identified for closure or significant downsizing -- and it seemed
a stretch to call some of them major. The manpower adjustments associated with these
proposals amounted to a net increase of 4,400 military positions (the result of personnel
returning home after the closure of US bases overseas) and a net loss of roughly 34,000 civilian
positions.”® Interestingly, none of the Air Force's ALCs were on the closure list although all

five were identified for realignment action.

Rather than close any ALCs, the Air Force consolidated some workloads and accepted relatively
modest manpower cuts at three of the depots. "The net effect of [Air Force] depot
realignments,” according to the DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report, will be "to transfer .
approximately 3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 product lines across the five

depots."?’ The formal report continued:

Programmed work reductions, downsizing through contracting or transfer to other
Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads . . . result in the reduction of real
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots, and a reduction in manhour capacity
eauivalent to about two depots. The proposed moves also make available over 25
nuilion cubic feet of space to the Defense Logistics Agency for storage and other
purposes, plus space to accept part of the Defense Nuclear Agency and other
displaced Air Force missions.™

As reported in a recent arucle in Aviarion Week & Space Technology, the Air Force presented "a
powertul argument that more money could be saved by reducing the size of all five aircraft
maintenance depots than by closing one or two of them."*' SECDEF Perry is quoted as having

n32

found the arithmetic “"compelling.
7.2 Depots -- A Special Interest Item

Military depots and depot capacity were to have received particularly close scrutiny by DoD in
preparing its BRAC 95 closure/realignment list. The 1993 BRAC Commission had identified

“'The list of major facilities in the US and its territories identified for closure/realignment is at Attachment 4.
A list of net gains/losses by state is at Attachment 5.

®DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report, p. 5-126.

*bid.

*'John D. Morocco, "Air Force To Trim, Not Close, Depots," Aviation Week & Space Technology, 6 March
1995, p. 22.

21bid.
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the need to pare down "the clearly excess capacity within the DoD depot system" as one of
several Issues for Further Consideration in BRAC 95, and had pointed to two areas as offering
opportunities to help do this: greater consolidation and interservicing of common workloads
within the military depot structure, and more extensive exploitation of private-sector depot

maintenance capability.”

Noting in its final report that the Pentagon "has been attempting for approximately 20 years
without significant success to interservice depot maintenance workload," the 1993 Commission
attempted to promote broader interservicing in four specific commodity areas -- wheeled
vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft, tactical missiles, and ground communications -- with its closure/
realignment recommendations.’ While some progress was made, the Commission still felt
there were both the need and opportunity for more, and urged its successors to focus on the
issue: "The efficiencies to be realized from interservicing dictate DoD conduct an exhaustive

review and present its recommendations/actions during the 1995 [base closure] round."*’

Regarding privatization, the 1993 Commission came to the belief during its deliberations that the
domestic sector could provide a potentially cost-effective option to DoD's in-house capability
for repairing and maintaining its equipment. Further, they felt that moving work to the private
sector could also have "a positive impact on maintaining the nation's industrial base."*
Accordingly, the Commission "strongly” recommended that SECDEF "address the private-
sector capability, within the context of an integrated national industrial philosopny. in his

recommendations for the 19935 round of base ciosures.””

The Administration's DoD leadership appeared to be paving heed to the advice . . . inttially. In
preparing for BRAC 95, DEPSECDEF Deutch directed the establishment of five Joint Cross-
Service Groups to pinpoint common support functions in designated functional areas, and to
"oversee DoD Component cross-service analyses of these common support functions" in
identifying candidate bases for closure under BRAC 95.** (A sixth Joint Cross-Service Group

was established to develop guidelines for measuring the economic impact of closure/realignment

331993 Report to the President, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 1 July 1993, p. 2-1. Fora
detailed examination of the depot issue, interservicing, and private sector capabilities, see the SDS study
Privatizing Depot Maintenance, 1 November 1994.

31993 Report 10 the President, p. 2-1.

¥Ibid.

*Ibid, p. 2-2.

YIbid.

%¥Deutch Memorandum, 1995 Base Realignments and Closures.
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recommendations.) The five functional areas were: depot maintenance, test and evaluation,

laboratories, military treatment facilities, and undergraduate pilot training.

During the same time period in which the Joint Cross-Service Groups were beginning their
activity, the privatization issue was being studied extensively by a Defense Science Board Task
Force on Depot Maintenance. It its April 1994 report, this Board concluded that commercial
firms did in fact offer a cost-effective alternative to publicly accomplished depot maintenance
and recommended measures designed to bolster industry’s opportunities to acquire depot
workload.*”* Most of these recommendations were accepted by DoD and codified in a May 1994

memorandum on Depot Maintenance Operations Policy by Deutch.*

The good intentions for promoting reductions in depot infrastructure through greater
interservicing and privatization, however, began to unravel just after mid-year, well before the
Services began to get serious about identifying base closure candidates. The push for greater
privatization of depot activities was the first thread to be pulled loose. Concerned with the
potential adverse impact on their constituents of reduced government workload, Congressmen
representing depot-dominated districts responded to the Depor Maintenance Operations Policy
memorandum with a strong display of bi-partisan protectionism by inserting "hooks" into the
FY 95 Defense Authorization and Appropriation Bills that effectively prohibited DoD from

implementing the Deutch-directed efficiency measures.

The decisive Democratic election upset in November to some degree constituted another thread
working free. While it launched a supposedly new breed of populist. reform-minded
Republicans toward Washington, ostensibly mandated to carve bloat out of the federal
bureaucracy -- in fact, the very sort of allies that Defense base closure advocates had long been
seeking*' -- the strong pro-military orientation of the new master-designates of the Capitol led
the Administration into digging itself into a $25 billion budgetary hole that subsequently left

little room for significant base closure outlays.

Y

¥Depot Maintenance Managemenr. Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force, published by the Office of
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition & Technology, April 1994.

“Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Subject: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy, 4 May 1994.
“'Republican vows to do away with big government presented the Administration a unique win-win opportunity
for proposing major reductions in the defense infrastructure. If a large BRAC list survived the all-or-none
Congressional consideration process, the Administration could claim its share of the credit for fiscally responsible
action on behalf of long-standing military desires to downsize basing. If the list were rejected by a Republican-
dominated Congress, the Administration could accuse the opposing party of self-serving hypocrisy. From a
cynical point of view, stacking the list with bases from low-vote, Republican-controlled districts (including, for
example, Ogden ALC, Utah, and Oklahoma City ALC, Oklahoma, two Republican strongholds) would have
presented the Administration with an opportunity to exact highly focused revenge in the bargain.
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Even before they started preparing to swear in their new freshmen and claim committee gavels,
Republican incumbents on the Hill intensified their attacks on the Administration's record of
military funding. Asserting that the Democrats had managed to slash the defense budget
drastically and still create a shortfall of between $40 and $150 billion over the Future Years
Defense Program, they vowed to set things straight in the coming session.** The
Administration, smarting at Republican charges that military readiness had eroded under its
stewardship as a result of the diversion of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding to pay
for peace-keeping operations ("feel-good foreign policy"), and stung by accusations that the
hefty reductions in Defense procurement accounts amounted to forcing the military to eat its
seed corn (with implied dire consequence for future military capability), on 1 December 1994
announced a six-year, $25 billion Presidential Defense Funding Initiative. This was derided by
the Republicans as mere political smoke and mirrors (and, at any rate, insufficient), but it had
the practical consequences of limiting the Administration's ability to cope with a large base
closure pricetag. The $3.8 billion required up front to finance DoD's relatively modest BRAC
95 proposal for BRAC 95 was a tough enough pill to swallow. With the 1996 presidential
elections already much on everyone's mind in Washington, budget concerns, plus the potential
angry reaction of voters hurt by base closures, appear to have figured prominently in holding
the Administration's closure list down.

Yet another wayward thread was the inability of the five functional Joint Cross-Service Groups
to reach agreement on appropriate interservicing and consolidation in all but a few instances.
The full extent of this incapacity became apparent only with the publication of the Base Closurc
and Realignment Report in March 1995. Discussing the outcome of the Joint Cross-Service
Group on Test and Evaluation, which was representative of the outcome in most of the groups,

the report observed wryly:

Cross-servicing and downsizing . . . proved to be a considerable challenge. In
general, the Military Departments concluded that preservation of core test facilities,
which have irreplaceable land, air, and water ranges, precluded closures of major
facilities and that cross-servicing of T&E functions would not be cost effective.*?

Referring to the Depot Maintenance Group, the report noted that, while its recommendations

had been directly responsible for only limited cross-servicing, the recommendations had been

“ The $40 billion figure was the Congressional Budget Office's estimate; $150 billion, that of the General
Accounting Office.
“Base Closure and Realignment Report, p. 4-3.
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used by the Services to develop "what they believe to be more cost effective in-house

solutions."**

If deciding to keep work "in-house" was one of two themes common to Joint Cross-Servicing
Group outcomes, the other was putting a positive, upbeat face on feverish unproductivity. This
was done primarily by asserting that, even if the groups did not actually maximize cross-
servicing, their deliberations "laid the foundation for further cross-servicing downstream,
outside the BRAC process."** And in similar fashion, not unlike a politician requesting he be
given just one more term in office to finish tasks not yet complete, SECDEF Perry already has

suggested that one or two more closure rounds will be necessary in the future.

7.3 Courses of Action

It is reasonable to assume that, if the Administration requests enabling legislation for another
round or two of base realignments, the Congress that pushed the line-item veto will grant the
request. This presupposes that the current closure round proceeds essentially as laid out by

DoD. Action on the do-it-again front, however, 1s unlikely until the current process has been

brought to a successful conclusion.

That is not necessarily an assured thing. Of the eight members appointed to the BRAC 95
Commission (four by Republicans and four by Democrats), three have been highlighted so far
for potential conflicts of interest (Al Cornella, Wendi Steele, and retired AF General J. B.
Davis).** Cornella and Davis have recused themselves from deliberations in which the conflicts
could surface. Steele, a close associate of Senator Don Nickles (R-OK), has declined to do so
on the grounds that her principles and objectivity put her above such concerns. The proof will

be in the process.

That process is now underway but with few solid indications where it is headed. Historically,
BRAC commissions have largely accepted DoD-proposed closure lists, tinkering with them
primarily at the margins. Whether the same pattern will be repeated this year remains in
question. Commission Chairman Alan J. Dixon already has gone on record as stating that
DoD's list of bases for closure is too small. "Even more installations will be added to the list of

those marked for closing," Dixon has said, footnoting: "We've already made a determination

“Ibid.
SIbid.
“BRAC 95 Commission member biographies are included at Attachment 6.
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that we will add some.""’ It s too early to judge to what extent the reality will catch up with the

rhetoric.

8.0 Conclusions
v Depots Avoid Comparison With Private Sector. ALCs perform many

legitimate "Core" depot maintenance functions but appear also to be engaged extensively in
research and maintenance/repair activity that is not inherently or exclusively military in nature.
The extent to which these activities could be accomplished equally well in the private sector at
comparable cost -- or more cheaply -- has not been examined thoroughly and systematically.

Data provided by the ALCs does not encourage such an examination.

\ Depots Are Insular and Insulated. Information presented on -- and assessments
made of -- depot uniqueness by individual ALCs indicates, to some degree, a lack of awareness
on the part of depot managers of the facilities, equipment, and capabilities that exist today in
private industry. In spite of sporadic sniping at each other, the individual ALCs do not even
appear to be fully aware of the facilities, equipment, and capabilities resident at other ALCs.

N Depots Duplicate Competencies/Workload. Clearly, there is extensive
duplication of facilities, equipment, anc workload among the ALCs. However, there is no
information presented justifying that duplication in terms of total end items and weapon systems
supportec or other objective. guantifiabie qualities. It is likelv that a review of Navy/Marine and

Army gepots would reveal similarly repeated capabilities.

N Depot Self-Valuation Emphasizes the Subjective. One-of-a-kind facilities,
equipment, and capabilities are a source of much justifiable pride at each ALC. Unfortunately,
this prevents the actual value ("cost benefit" or "cost utility") of these facilities, equipment, and
capabilities from being measured objectively. Many facilities and equipment appear to exist
solely or primarily to support small numbers of weapon systems that are in limited use with
and/or being retired from the US military. In some cases, the only current user is a foreign
military service. In no case is an income capitalization or similarly objective appraisal technique
employed to justify the retention of capability or duplication of capacity. The application of
such techniques could provide an objective basis for identifying uneconomic functions for

transfer to the private sector.

“’Richard A. Serrano, "Panel Questions Decision to Close Long Beach Yard," Los Angeles Times, 7 March
1995, p. 1.
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Air Force Depot Capacity/Plant Comparisons

Sacramento Ogden . Oklahoma City San Antonio Warner Robins
Capacity, Workload, [SM-ALC] [OO-ALC] [OC-ALC] [SA-ALC] [WR-ALC]
Facilities & Land' McClellan AFB, CA Hill AFB, UT Tinker AFB, OK Kelly AFB, TX Robins AFB, GA
FYa6 FY99 FY96 FY99 FY96 FY99 FY96 FY99 FY96 FY99
Baseline (kDLH)
Capacity Index (Cl)? 7,058 7,068 7,614 7,614 7,753 7,811 8,897 8,804 8,187 8,187
Programmed Workload® 5,509 4,871 5,221 4,988 7,058 7,122 6,496 5,782 7,376 6,763
Utility Index (Ul)* 78% 69% 69% 66% 91% 91% 73% 66% 90% 83%
Eare B ST S
Required Core Capability® 4,831 4,824 4,895 4,895 6,695 6,695 4,429+ 4,429+ 6,941 6,941
Req Core/Cl 68% 68% 64% 64% 86% 86% 50%+ 50%+ 85% 85%
Programmed Core® 4,249 4,231 4,895 4,895 6,695 6,658 4,463 4,463 6,941 6,763
Prgm Core/Cl 60% 60% 64% 64% 86% 85% 50% 51% 85% 83%
Prgm Core/Req Core 88% 88% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100%+ 100%+ 100% 97%%
Prgm Core/Prgm Workload 77% 87% 94% 98% 95% 94% 69% 78% 94% 100%
"""" Potential (kDLH) ' [
Max Capacity’ 10,227 10,271 9,005 9,005 12,863 12,863 15,220 15,220 9,913 9,913
Cl/Max 69% 69% 85% 85% 60% 61% 58% 58% 83% 83%
Prgm Workload/Max 54% 47% 58% 55% 55% 55% 43% 38% 74% 68%
Req Core/Max 47% 47% 54% 54% 52% 52% 29%+ 29%+ 70% 70%
e . RO TSRO STt SOOI RO
Workload® $482 $456 $374 $399 $881 $1,000 $993 $979 $628 $583
Plant Replacement Value® | $3,100  $3,619 | $2,701 $2,944 | $2,405 $3,415 | $1,436 $1,554 | $1,975 $2,442
Workioad/Plant Value 16% 13% 14% 14% 37% 29% 69% 63% 32% 24%
Facilities (kSF) S TN EO N/ A
Total (Substandard) " 3,432 (88) 4,981 (1,866) 5,447 (290) 4,750 (1,146) 3,938 (992)
Expansion Space'’ 1,168 (1,015) 1,318 (525) 1,844 (675) 489 (70) 775 (56)
. e
Owned' 3,786 962,021 5,020 4,661 8,720
Developed 3,350 4,710 2,071 3,016 4,085
Available to develop' 436 9,406 266 862 502

[Notes on foliowing pages]




Notes for Table "Air Force Depot Capacity/Plant Comparisons”
[Source: Air Force Data Call Supplements submitted to Joint Cross Service Group on Depot Maintenance, February 1995]

1. Capacity in thousands of Direct Labor Hours (kDLH); Workload in kDLH or $ millions (m$); Facilities in thousands of square feet
(kSF); Land in acres.

2. "Capacity Index" (Cl) is defined as overall depot maintenance production capacity assuming existing facilities and equipment (plus
funded, in-process facility and equipment improvements for FY99) and a single-shift, 40-hour work week.

3. Workload currently programmed for FYs shown.
4. "Utility Index" (Ul) is "Programmed Workload" as a percentage of "Capacity Index" (Prgm Workload/Cl).

5. Capability to be maintained by the ALC to perform depot maintenance work designated as "Core" (including both own-Service and
other-Service requirements) in accordance with OUSD(L) Memorandum dated 15 November 1993, subject: Policy for Maintaining Core
Depot Maintenance Capability. While the OUSD(L) policy memorandum provides broad guidance, the implementation of that
guidance resulting in the designation of "Core" requirements is a Service function and is not wholly standardized between the Military
Departments. "Required Core Capability” may include surge requirements as well as peacetime needs.

6. Programmed workload for the FYs shown that is assigned against "Core" maintenance functions.

7. "Maximum Potential Capacity” assuming current projected workload remains as assigned, sufficient production demand to justify
maximum hiring with no significant new investment in capital equipment, no MILCON beyond that already approved and funded, and a
single-shift, 40-hour work week.

8. Current workload projections for FYs shown expressed in millions of doliars.

9. Estimated replacement value (in FY95 dollars) of equipment and facilities (including buildings, pavements, and utilities) associated
directly with depot maintenance activity. Note that this does not equate to "market value" as used in the commercial appraisal of real
estate (which generally is determined through applying a combination of cost, sales comparison, and income capitalization techniques,
and which must account for demand within a more universal market framework) and can be used only for "rough order of magnitude”
comparisons between military installations so-valued. This artificiality is reflected in the detailed tabular data breakouts for each
installation which reflect a steady appreciation in "value" of both facilities and equipment, irrespective of their diminished utility
resulting from accrued depreciation (a function of physical deterioration, functional obsolescence, and external obsolescence).

10. Total area (in thousands of square feet) of buildings and special pads used to perform depot maintenance functions. Does not
include general purpose space used by multiple organizations on a base, uncovered storage space, or ramp space. That part of the
total that is contained in buildings rated "substandard” or "inadequate" is shown in parentheses.
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Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Process

After hundreds of military installations were shuttered in the 1970s following the end of the
Vietnam War, members of Congress enacted Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code
(USC), in order to impede the base closure process and thereby protect their constituencies from
the adverse economic consequences of such actions. This required the Department of Defense
(DoD) to notify Congress if an installation became a closure or realignment candidate, and
imposed expensive and time-consuming environmental evaluations on all prospective closure

actions. The law effectively halted base closures.

By the mid-1980s, however, Congress began to recognize that base-structure bloat constituted
an increasingly unacceptable burden on the military departments and was forcing DoD to direct
an ever-greater percentage of diminished operating funds to the maintenance of unneeded
facilities. Thus, Congress cooperated closely with the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) in 1988
to develop a mechanism that would permit base structure to be reduced commensurately with
force structure reductions while insulating individual legislators from the political consequences.
The result was Public Law 100-526, enacted in October 1988, which created a BRAC
Commission under SECDEF to independently study domestic base needs and recommend
facilities for closure or realignment. The Commission subsequently recommended that 86

facilities be closed and 59 others be realignec.

In January 1990. the SECDEF attempted tc implement additional base closures without prior
coordinaton with Congress or the benefit of advice from an independent group (the 1988
BRAC Commission's charter had by then expired). In the face of Congressional protests that
base selection had been politically influenced, agreement was reached between the executive and
legislative branches to reestablish an objective (and, ostensibly, politically neutral) closure/
realignment mechanism. The result this time was Public Law 101-510, signed in November of
1990, which established a BRAC process significantly different from that employed in 1988
and provided for BRAC recommendations to be made in 1991, 1993, and 1995. One of the
two main changes between the new process and the one employed in 1988 was that, under the
new system, proceedings were to be more open and involve actively soliciting input from the
communities affected. The other was that, unlike 1988 when the BRAC Commission worked
under SECDEF and itself identified and recommended facilities for closure, the new system cast
the BRAC Commission in the role of independently reviewing and analyzing facility changes
recommended by the SECDEF, and then reporting its conclusions directly to the President.

th
i
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In 1991 the BRAC Commission recommended 34 base closures and 48 realignments. In 1993,
the Commission added 73 installations for further consideration as potential closure/realignment
candidates to the 165 facilities originally recommended by the SECDEF, and subsequently
recommended 130 closures and 45 realignments. For 1995, the last year that existing
legislation provides for BRAC activities, it had been predicted that more facilities would be
recommended for closure/realignment than the total of all facilities affected during the previous

three BRAC rounds.

Main Provisions of Public Law 101-510

Commission Membership. The BRAC Commission consists of eight members appointed
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. Nominations must be
submitted by the President to the Senate by not later than 3 January 1995 or the BRAC
process for 1995 is terminated. In identifying nominees, the President should consult
with the Speaker of the House of Representatives on two, the Senate majority leader on
two, and the minority leaders in both houses on one each. For 1995, the only member
nominated to and confirmed by the Senate so far is the Commission's chairman-designate,

former Senator Alan Dixon (D-IL).

Base Selection Criteria. Bases are to be nominated, evaluated, and selected for closure or
realignment on the basis of (a) six-year force-structure plans submitted by DoD as part of
the FY96 Defense Budget process, and (b) specific selection criteria identified and
published by the SECDEF by not later than 15 February 1995 (and not disapproved by a
joint resolution of Congress before 15 March 1995). The prioritized criteria shown below
were used in BRAC deliberations in both 1991 and 1993.

Military 1. Mission requirements and operational readiness impacts.
2. Land, facility, and airspace availability.
3. Ability to accommodate contingency and mobilization requirements.
4. Cost and manpower implications.

Investment 5. Extent/timing of potential costs and savings.

Impacts 6. Economic impact on communities (including, for BRAC 95,

cumulative.impact in light of prior BRAC actions)

~

Ability of receiving communities' infrastructure to support change.

8. Environmental impact.
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Sequence of Events. All BRAC Commission members must be nominated to the Senate by
not later than 3 January 1995. (While not covered by the law, it is reported that SECDEF
has given all of the Services until 3 January to submit to him their recommendations for
base closure and realignment.) The SECDEF must promulgate the list of military
installations within the US being recommended for closure or realignment by not later than
15 March 1995. After holding public hearings and conducting deliberations, but by not
later than 1 July, the BRAC Commission transmits its findings and conclusion to the
President. The Commission can change any of the SECDEF's recommendations if it
determines he deviated substantially from the force-structure plan and/or selection criteria.
By 15 July the President must approve or disapprove the Commission's
recommendations. If he approves, he transmits his certification to Congress which then
has 45 legislative days to enact a joint resolution disapproving the recommendations. If it
fails to do so, the indicated closures and realignments go into effect. If the President
disapproves the Commission's recommendations, the Commission has until 15 August to
submit to the President a revised list of recommendations. The President then has until 1
September to forward a certification of approval of the revised list to Congress, which
again has 45 legislative days to enact a joint resolution of disapproval. If the President
does not forward his certification of the revised list to Congress by 1 September, or if the
Congress enacts a joint resolution of disapproval, the BRAC process for 1995 is
terminated. The President and Congress must approve or disapprove the Commission's
recommendations in their entirety. The process does not allow individual bases or

facilities to be singied out.

W
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Prior BRAC Actions -- Major Base Closure Summary*

16 Closures

Chanute AFB, IL

Mather AFB, CA

Pease AFB, NH

George AFB, CA

Norton AFB, CA

Naval Station Brooklyn, NY

(US and Territories)

BRAC 88

Philadelphia Naval Hospital, PA
*Naval Station Galveston, TX
*Naval Station Lake Charles, LA
Presidio of San Francisco, CA
Fort Sheridan, IL

* Denotes facilities that were never opened

26 Closures

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN
Fort Devens, MA

Fort Ord, CA

Sacramento Army Depot, CA
Hunters Point Annex, CA
Chase Field NAS, TX
Moffett NAS, CA

Naval Station Philadeiphia. PA

Castle AFB. CA

28 Closures

Vint Hill Farms, VA

MCAS EIl Toro, CA

Naval Hospital Oakland, CA
NAS Cecil Field, FL

NAS Agana, Guam

Naval Station Charleston, SC
NAS Dallas, TX

Plattsburgh AFB, NY

K.I. Sawyer AFB, MI

BRAC 91

Naval Station Long Beach, CA
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA
Naval Station Puget Sound, WA
Tustin MCAS, CA

England AFB, LA

Bergstrom AFB. TX

Carswell AFB. TX

Eaker AFB, AK

Jefferson Proving Ground, IN
Lexington Army Depot, KY
Army Material Tech Lab, MA
Fort Douglas, UT

Cameron Station, VA

Grissom AFB, IN

Loring AFB, ME

Lowry AFB, CO

Myrtle Beach AFB, SC
Richards-Gebaur ARS, MO
Rickenbacker ANGB, OH
Williams AFB. AZ
Wurtsmith AFB, Ml

Naval Electric Systems Engineering Center, San Diego, CA

BRAC 92

Naval Station Mobile, AL

NAS Alameda, CA

Naval Station Treasure Island, CA
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL
NAS Barbers Point, HI

Naval Station Staten Island, NY
Homestead AFB, FL

Gentile AFS, OH (DESC)

Newark AFB, OH

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes, MD

Table A3-1:

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Naval Training Center Orlando, FL

NAS Glenview, IL

Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC

O'Hare IAP ARS, IL

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA

Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia, PA

Major Bases Closed (Prior)

“List presents only facilities identified for closure, not those identified for realignment. Closures and
realignments are considered "major” when they result in the loss of at least 300 military/civilian jobs.
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Closure Summary By Service
Major Domestic Base Closures
Bases Stat BRAC 88 BRAC91 BRAC93 Basesleft Reduction
Army 109 -7 4 -1 97 11%
Navy Marine Corps 168 4 -9 -20 135 20%
Air Force 206 -5 -13 -5 - 183 11%
Defense Agencies 12 0 0 2 10 17%
Totals 495 -16 -26 -28 425 15%

Table A3-2:

By-Service Base

Closure Summary (Prior)

Closure Summary By State

State BRAC
CA 4
!
FL -
IL 2
PA 1
IN 1
NY 1
OH 0
SC -
VA 1
LA 1
MA 1
Ml -
All Others 3

Totals 16

88 BRACO9I

6

26

[ey

(89

N NN

L

4

28

States With More Than 1 Major Base Closure
BRAC 93

Total % of All
19 27
5 7
4 6
4 6
4 6
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
2 3
2 3
2 3
13 19
70 100

Table A3-3:

SDS International
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3 April 1995
1995 Department of Defense BRAC List of
Major Facilities for Closure and Realignment”
(US and Territories)
Closures
Army Navy Air Force DLA
Installation A Jobs®: Installation A Jobs: Installation A Jobs: Installation 4 Jobs:
Net Net Net Net
Gain/(Loss) Gain/(Loss) Gain/(Loss Gain/(Loss)
Fort (8,536) Adak NAF, AK (678) North 0 Memphis {1,300)
McClellan, AL Highlands Air Defense
Guard Depot, TN
Station, NY
. Fort Chaffee, (247) Long Beach (4,029) Ontario |AP 0 Ogden (1,113)
¢ AR NSY, CA AGS, CA Defense
é Depot, UT
. Fitzsimons (2,903) Guam SRF, (663) Rome (1,067) Red River (2,901)
‘ Amy Medical GuU Laboratory, Defense
| Center, CO NY Depot, TX
i Price Support (225) Indianapolis (2,841) Roslyn AGS, (44) Letterkenny (378)
: Center, IL NAWC-AD, IN NY Defense
5 Depot, PA
Savanna (450) Louisville (1,464) Springfield- 0
Army Depot NSWC DET, Beckley MAP
Activity, 1L KY AGS, OH
Fort Ritchie, (2,344) White Oak (202) Greater (387)
MD NSWC DET, Pittsburgh
MD IAP ARS. PA_
+ Selfridge (609) South (936) Bergstrom Air ; (585)
. Army Weymouth Reserve ;
" Garrison, Ml NAS. MA Base. TX
i Bayonne i (1,367) Meridian NAS, |  (2,581) Brooks AFE, (8,759)
. Military Ocean ; MS TX
Terminal, NJ
Seneca Army (325) Lakehurst i (1,783) Reese AFB, (2,083)
Depot, NY NAWC-AD, NJ § X
Fort (521) Warminster (348)
indiantown NAWC-AD,
Gap, PA PA
Red River (2,901)
Army Depot,
TX
fFort Pickett, (254)
VA

Table A4-1: BRAC 95 -- Major Base Closures

“Data extracted from News Release No. 095-95, "Secretary Perry Recommends Closing, Realigning 146 Bases," released by
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), 28 February 1995, and from the formal Department of Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Report published by DoD in March 1995. Closures and realignments supposedly are considered
“major” only when they result in the adjustment of at least 300 military/civilian jobs. A review of information included in the
two sources cited, however, fails to clarify why bases such as the Air Force's North Highlands Air Guard Station, NY, are
reflected as "Major Closures." Similarly, there is no explanation for the omission from the list of DLA's Defense Distribution
Depots at Letterkenny, PA, and Red River, TX. They have been included here by the author.

%0 Jobs include active, reserve, and student military personnel along with civilian and on-base contractor positions.
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3 April 1995
Realignments
Army Navy Air Force
Installation | A Jobs®': Installation A Jobs: Installation A Jobs:
Net Net Net
Gain/(Loss) Gain/(Loss) Gain/(Loss)
Fort Greely, (724) Key West 20) McClellan 379
AK NAS, FL AFB, CA
Fort Hunter (478) Guam Naval (2,421) Onizuka AS, (1,875)-
Liggett, CA Activities, GU CA
Sierra Army (592) Corpus Christi (142) Eglin AFB, FL 719
Depot, CA NAS, TX
Fort Meade (129) Keyport 64 Robins AFB, (534)
(Hospital), MD NUWC, WA GA
Detroit 186 Malmstrom (779)
Arsenal, Ml AFB, MT
Fort Dix, NJ (739) Kirtland AFB, (6,850)
NM
Fort Hamiiton, (49) Grand Forks (1,625)
NY AFB, ND
Charles E. (121) Tinker AFB, (704)
Kelly Support OK
Center. PA :
Letterkenny (2.090) Kelly AFS. T ! 22
Army Depot, :
PA
Fort i (182; Hill AFE, UT 47
Buchanan. PR i :
Dugway i (1,096)
Proving
Ground, UT
Fort Lee (205)
(Hospital), VA

Table A4-2:

BRAC 95 -- Major Base Realignments

5! Jobs include active, reserve. and student military personnel along with civilian and on-base contractor

positions.
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Department of Defense Recommended
BRAC 95 Job Changes by State™

A JOBS: A JOBS:
STATE GAINS/(LLOSSES) STATE GAINS/(LOSSES)
Military® | Civilian* Military Civilian
Alabama . (5,877) 931 Montana (719) (60)
Alaska (773) (368) Nebraska 0 0
Arizona 147 184 Nevada 87 85
Arkansas (40) (207) New Hampshire 0 0
Caiifomnia 602 (3,988) New Jersey (758) (1,866)
Colorado (841) (1,320) New Mexico (3,188) (1,950)
Connecticut 13 (609) New York (41) (1,415)
Delaware 0 0 North Carolina 703 0
District of Columbia 225 0 North Dakota (1,506) (119)
Florida 3,754 679 Ohio 1,313 512
Georgia 791 (613) Okiahoma 1,870 (379)
Guam (2,104) (2,665) Oregon 0 0
Hawaii 995 773 Pennsyivania (221) (3,379)
Idaho 123 3 Puerto Rico (59) (123)
Illinois ‘ (72} (588) Rhode Island 522 572
indianza ' (23} 1.027; South Carolina 4,569 31
lowa 0 0 South Dakota 0 f 0
Kansas (10) (4) Tennessee 222 (996)
| Kentucky ‘ 1,401 '1,385) Texas (375) | (6,606)
Louisiana ; {39) (60) Utah (173) | (1,889)
Maine ‘ 218 5 Vermont 0 0
Maryland (481) (1,211) Virginia 4,354 (511)
Massachusetts (628) 453 Washington 780 0
Michigan o (280) West Virginia o] 7)
Minnesota 0 0 Wisconsin (6) 0
Mississippi (1,519) | (710) Wyoming 0 0
Missouri 1,164 | (4,102)
|
NET JOB ADJUSTMENTS 4,397! (34,219)

Table A5-1: BRAC 95 -- By-State Job Losses

** Includes Guam, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.
**Includes all active, reserve, and student personnel.
** Includes all civilian and on-base contractor positions.
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1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission

Member Biographies

ALAN J. DIXON, Chairman

Alan J. Dixon was confirmed by the US Senate October 7, 1994, as chairman of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission.

Dixon, 67, is a senior partner in the corporate and business department of the St. Louis-based
law firm of Bryan Caveé, which he joined in 1993 after representing Illinois in the US Senate for
12 years. Until his defeat in the Democratic primary election in 1992, Dixon had enjoyed an
unbroken string of 29 election victories dating from 1949 when, while attending law school, he,
was elected police magistrate in his hometown of Belleville, Iilinois.

In 1988 and again in 1990, Democratic Senators elected him unanimously to serve as chief
deputy whip, their number three leadership post.

During his Senate career, Dixon held important positions on the committees on Armed Services,
Small Business, and Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

On the Armed Services Committee, he chaired the Subcommittee on Readiness, Preparedness
and Sustainability, which oversees 38 percent of the US defense budget. The subcommittee
was one of those responsible for making sure US manpower and weapons systems employed in
the Persian Gulf War were adequate for the task. In 1990, he co-authored the legislation that
created the commission he now chairs and the process under which the federal government
operates to close realign military bases in the United States.

Dixon began a 20-year career in the Illinois General Assembly with election to the House of
Representatives in 1950. As a legislator, he wrote or co-sponsored legislation that produced or
nurtured the state's modern criminal code, the modern judicial article to the Illinois Constitution,

the state's community college system, and its open meetings law.

He served as lllinois Treasurer from 1971-77, during which tine his policies earned hundreds of
millions of dollars for Illinois taxpayers and he established investment incentives for Illinois
barnks to encourage them to invest locally.

He was elected Illinois Secretary of State a margin of 1.3 million votes in 1976. In 1978, he
was re-elected by 1.5 million votes, becoming the first candidate in Illinois history to carry all
102 counties in the state, including all 30 townships in suburban Cook County and all 50 wards
in the City of Chicago.

He was the first Democratic statewide candidate to disclose the sources and amounts of all
campaign contributions, and since 1970, his personal financial assets and liabilities were a
matter of public record.

Dixon is a graduate of the University of Illinois and holds a law degree from Washington
University in St. Louis. He and his wife, Jody, have three children and seven grandchildren.
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AL CORNELLA

Al Cornella is the President of Cornella Refrigeration Inc., a Rapid City, South Dakota, firm
specializing in commercial and industrial refrigeration. He is a US Navy Veteran with service in
Vietnam and has been active in military issues for over a decade.

Cornella has also served on a number of boards and commissions in South Dakota, including
the Rapid City Chamber of Commerce. During his tenure with the Chamber, he served as
Chairman of the Board of Directors from 1991-1992 and as Chairman of the Military Affairs

Committee.

In 1992, Mr. Cornella was appointed by former South Dakota Governor George Mickelson to
serve on the State Commission on Hazardous Waste Disposal.

Mr. Cornella currently serves on the boards of the South Dakota Air and Space Foundation and
the Rapid City Economic Development Loan Fund.
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REBECCA G. COX

Rebecca G. Cox is currently a Vice President of Continental Airlines, Inc. She joined
Continental in January, 1989. In 1993, she served as a Member of the Defense Base Closure &

Realignment Commission.

Before joining Continental, Cox served as Assistant to the President and Director of the Office
of Public Liaison, President Reagan's primary outreach effort to the private sector. She was
also appointed by the President to serve as Chairman of the Interagency Committee for
Women's Business Enterprise.

Prior to her 1987 White House appointment, Cox had served as Assistant Secretary for
Governmental Affairs at the Department of Transportation. As Assistant Secretary, she we
responsible for coordinating legislative strategies and non-legislative relationships between the
Department and Congress, as well as ensuring a continuing Departmental program for effective
communication and policy development with other Federal agencies, state and local

governments, and national organizations

Ms. Cox had previously served at the Department of Transportation as Counselor to Secretary
Elizabeth Dole and as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Government Affairs.

Before coming to the Department of Transportation, Cox worked in the US Senate first as staff
assistant, then legislative assistant and, finally, as Chief of Staff to US Senator Ted Stevens.
As Chief of Staff, she was responsible for managing the Senator’s Alaska staff, the leadership
duties of the Office of the Assistant Majority Leader and the oversight of his Subcommittee
assignments including those involving the Commence, Appropriations, and Governmental

Affairs Committess.

In 1976, she received a B.A. degree from Depauw University in Greencastle. Indiana and a
Juris Doctorate degree from the Columbus School of Law. Catholic University, Washington,
D.C. in 1981.

Ms. Cox resides in Newport Beach. California with her husband Chris and their two children.
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COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT
(Costs in $M)

Air Force Navy Army Army
Kelly AFB Long Beach Red River Letterkenny

ROl year 9 0 0 0
NPV 283 1,949 1,497 952
One-time Costs 582 75 60 50
One-time Savings 7 0 0 0
Steady State Savings 76 131 123 78
Positions
Population 19,104 3891 2,971 3,017
Eliminated 1,245 1697 1,861 1,287
Realigned 16,415 472 1,040 803
% Eliminated 7% 44% - 63% 43%

% Realigned 86% 12% 35% 27%



COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT

ROI 'year
NPV

One-time Costs
One-time Savings
Steady State Savings

Positions

Population

Eliminated
Realigned

% Eliminated
% Realigned

Air Force
Kelly AFB

9
283

582

7
76

19,104

1,245
16,415

7%
86%

(Costs in $M)

Navy
Long Beach

0
1,949

75

0
131

3891

1697
472

44%
12%

Army
Red River

0
1,497

60

0
123

2,971

1,861
1,040

63%
35%

Army

DoD

Letterkenny 10 Depots

0
952

50

0
78

3,017

1,287
803

43%
27%

43,723

12363

28%



COMPARISON OF DOD DEPOTS CLOSED

Activity Positions Base
Eliminated Population

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 701 7236
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 1223 7541
Charleston Naval Shipyard 1088 5430
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 764 3076
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola ' 1000 3110
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 1464 3606
Toelle Army Depot 1268 3024
Letterkenny Army Depot 1287 3017
Maval Shipyard, Long Beach 1707 3891
Red River Army Depot 1861 2971
Total 12,363 42,902
Kelly AFB 1245 19104
McClellan AFB 1438 12588
Newark 1578 171

Base Population does not include students at Mare Island, Pensacola, Alameda, and Norfolk

- If included percent eliminated would be lower

Percent
Eliminated
0.10
0.16
0.20
0.25
0.32
0.41
0.42
0.43
0.44
0.63

0.29

0.07
0.1
0.89




COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES
ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS

AVERAGE PER BASE
BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIO‘NS ANNUAL STEADY
POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS
ARMY 1 3,355 62 1,472 85
NAVY 2 4,808 181 1,135 72
AIR FORCE ? 14,332 578 1,342 82

1
2
3

6,032 | 217 1,254, 77

Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle

includes Shipyards--Philadephia, Mare Isiand, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacola, Norfolk
Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included
here for purpose of comparison only)



AF DEPOT MAINTENANCE ENDSTRENGTHS

COMPARISON OF AIR FORCE DEPOT MAINTENANCE REDUCTIONS WITH DOD

40000 1
35000 1
30000 |
25000
20000 +
15000 |
Depot Positions Eliminated
10000 + Air Force  Army Navy BRAC 89-95
FY 89 38,374
FY96 27.465 FY 89 - 96 Alr Force
5000 | Total Reductions 10,909 12,363
Eliminated 10,909
. =28%
Population 38,374
0 t t + —+ + t —+ t —+ } +
FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FyY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00

FY 01



TRACK OF POSITIONS AT KELLY AFB

TOTAL ELIMINATED REALIGNED
94/4 BASE POPULATION 19,104
FORCE STRUCTURE CUTS (1,444) (1,444)
97/4 BASE POPULATION 17,660 1,245 16,415
NON AF TENANTS 2,206 2,208
15,454
AF TENANTS 5,358 5,358
ALC POPULATION 10,096 1,245 8,851
DIMBA (0)
DEPOT O/H (560)
BOS TAIL (40)
INFRASTRUCTURE (705)
AF LGM POSITION 1,245/ 10,096 = 12.3%
IF TRC ADDED 1,245 + 446 /10,096 = 16.7%

TO REACH 28% ELIMINATION 10,096 * .28 - 2,827 -



'BUDGET

NO BASE CLOSURE
BRAC 95

OSD SUBMIT

CLOSE 0 DEPOT
CLOSE 1 DEPOT

CLOSE 2 DEPOT

95 BRAC

CURRENT. DOLLARS, MILLIONS
m NVIRONMENTAL

COSTS SAVINGS SAVINGS
FY 96 -01 FY 96-01 EY 96-15
1048 ~ 868 N/A

%

2N

0 0 0
1105 1212 8616
917 870 6461
N

1545~ 628 944 - 74 8087
2209 664 1019 75 9897

1626

1810

PERCENT
RETURN

PER YEAR

10.81%

10.25%

4.87%

- 5.14%




SUMMARY OF CRITERIA IV &V
CONSTANT DOLLARS, MILLIONS
EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

TOTAL 20 YEAR STEADY PERSONNEL
1-TIME NPV STATE ROI SAVINGS
1) DEPOTS
KELLY 582 -283 76 9 1245
McCLELLAN 574 - -392 87 7 1438
DUAL CLOSURE 44 51 -1 2683
SUBTOTAL 1200 624 162  (0.14)
2) PRODUCT CTRS & LABS
KIRTLAND 277 464 62 3 1375
BROOKS 185 -142 27 7 391
ROME 53 -98 12 4 50
SUBTOTAL 515 -704 101  (0.20) 1816
3) LARGE AIRCRAFT
GRAND FORKS 12 447 35 Imed 837
MALMSTROM 17 -54 5 4 0
SUBTOTAL 29 -501 40  (1.38) 837
4) SPACE
ONIZUKA 124 172 30 (0.24) 8 398
5) AETC
REESE 37 -257 21  (0.57) 2 217
6) ALL OTHERS 157 -1020 81 (0.52) 835

OSD SUBMIT 1047 -3646 363 (0.35) 6014
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BRAC 1988

Budget Request
Authorization

Appropation
Army
Navy
Air Force
Def Agencie
Total
BRAC 1991
Budget 3equest
Awthorization
Apprapriation
Army
Nawy
Air Farce
Oef Agencies
Totsl
BRAC 1993
Budget Request
Authgrization
Appropr ation
Army
Navy
Air Force
Def Agencies
Totat
BRAC 1995
Budget Request
Authorization
Appropriation
Army
Navy
Air Force
Det Agencies
Total
SOURCES OF FIGURES:

FY1936

FY1837

FY1998 Fy 1893

TOTAL (Environ) TOTAL (Enwion) TCTAL (Envion) TOTAL tEnviron) TOTAL (Enviton] [CTAL (Ewion) TOTAL (Envion) TOTAL {Enwiont TGTAL {Environ) TOTAL_|Environ]

Y1990 FY1991 FY1952 Y1993 FY1994 FY1995
500.0 \ 91€.5 6336 440.7 719 876
500.0 1.01€5 I 6745 4407 128 g7 6
500.0 991 . €586 4157 12 87
1869 00 4035 s 17 217) 2583 71e| 128 00| 876
8.6 00. 704 13 364 136 962 338 00 00 00
215 00 5182 1981 2505 1§75 612 408 00 00 0O
00 00l 00 00, 06 00 00 00i 0O 00 00
4630 | 9981 | 6586 415.7 {128 87.6
; 100.0 l1,743.6 1,8005 | 3987
297.0 11,7436 1,526.3 ' 3987
100.0 1,618.6 1,5263 265.7
593 357, 360.8 500, 3939 587, 190.6
; ! 578 411 3520 96.3 6685 150.8| 322.8
i 245 1818| 6487 1627| 1926  63.0] 94.)
‘ ’ 00 00' 00 00 00 00| 00
3317 1,361.5 1,245 © 6075
| i 1.2000 1 2.189.0
‘ 11440 2.133.0
i ; | 11440 I 2,322.9

i ‘ |
l . %4 00 1138
; 7844 00]1,4385
2735 00| 3024
: 803 0.0{ 2894
. 1 L 1,1746 21141

Budget Reguest Figures from C-1

Authorization & Appropyiation Figures from Canference Reports
Services/Defense Agencies” Figures fram Budget Justification Books

66.8
0.0
0.0
00
| 9648
437, 37134 1249
955| 4227 858
00f 168.7 141
00| 0.0 0.0
964.8 |
i2,148.5
t
0.0: 1234 00
0.0| 156733 0.0'
0.0 265.9 0.0
06| 18538 0.0!
'2,148.4 !
| 7846
] 182.0 0.0,
. 509.1 0.0,
s 00
00 00
784.6

1215

0.0
1044
230
00
1274

808.8

266
4313
2918

593
808.8

8242

298.0
3910
135.2

8242

57.3! } '
68.8 ' :
121, ,
D.OI l
| | |
0.0' 233 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 7336 0.0 538 0.0,
0.0 2985 0.0 3211 0.0,
6.0 103 ¢0 10 0.0‘
1,065.7 1 3758

0.0 ** outyear & environmental
¢.0; costs upknown until

0! comoletion af BRAC 1995
¢0



AIR FORCE
DEPOT DISCUSSION

Mr. Ron Orr
21 Apr 95
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REVIEW OF PERSONNEL SAVINGS FOR KELLY AFB BASED ON
PERCENT OF POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Assumption: Number of personnel eliminations has a direct relationship to the installation population

Recommendation: A careful examination of the positions eliminated and the baseline installation
population is necessary to ensure that reductions for all services are evaluated in a consistent manner

- The percent of positions eliminated at Kelly AFB as reported by the commission:

1245 eliminations / 19,104 authorizations = 7% (6.5% rounded up)

- The use of 19,104 as a population base should be adjusted to include 1444 reductions in the manpower baseline which occur prior
to BRAC i.e., from the present to FY97/4:

Ao 4

1245 eliminations / (19,104 - 1444 authorizations) = 1245/ 17,660 = 7.1% \‘_

o o 053, 020
- The Kelly AFB analysis includes 7564 tenant authorizations and associated BOS (AFRES, ANG, Air Intelllgence Agenc;)‘Reglonal
SIGINT Operations Center, etc) and no personnel savings were taken (i.e. no savings result by moving AFRES C-5s to new site):

1245 eliminations / (17,660 - 7564 authorizations) = 1245/ 10,096 = 112.3%

- Based on these adjustments, the manpower baseline for the Air Logistics Center and associated BOS is 10,096 authorizations:

Beginning population - manpower adjustments - tenant organizations = 19,104 - 1444 - 7564 = 10,096

We believe this approach is more consistent with the methodologies used by the other services




REVIEW OF PERSONNEL SAVINGS FOR McCLELLAN AFB BASED ON
PERCENT OF POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Assumption: Number of personnel eliminations has a direct relationship to the installation population

‘Recommendation: A careful examination of the positions eliminated and the baseline installation

population is necessary to ensure that the reductions for all services are evaluated in a consistent manner

- The percent of positions eliminated at McClellan AFB using the commission’s methodology:

1438 eliminations / 12,588 authorizations = 11% (11.4% rounded down)

The use of 12,588 as a population base should be adjustéd to include 1584 reductions in the manpower baseline which occur prior
to BRAC i.e., from the present to FY97/4:

1438 eliminations / (12,588 - 1584 authorizations) = 1438 / 11,004 = 13.1%

The McClellan AFB analysis includes 2442 tenant authorizations and associated BOS (AFRES, USCG, DLA, DFAS, etc.)
and no personnel savings were taken (i.e. no savings result by moving the AFRES C-5s to another site, etc):

1438 eliminations / (11,004 - 2442 authorizations) = 1438 / 8562 = |16.8%

Based on these adjustments, the manpower baseline for the Air Logistics Center and associated BOS is 8562 authorizations:

Beginning population - manpower adjustments - tenant organizations = 12,588 - 1584 - 2442 = 8562

We believe this approach is more consistent with the methodologies used by the other services




Billets

JCSG-DM Workload Transfers

1200 97 %
1000 -
800 -

600 -
400 - 90%
200 -

Marines Navy Army Total

1Service Requested

BMAF Manning Level

Volume Analyzed: 1.63 M DLHs / 1009 Billets
Other Services confirmed AF workload transfer assumptions
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COMPARISON - WORKLOAD AND
PERSONNEL DRAWDOWN

(BASELINE FY1992)
FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97

D
R
A
W
D
O
W
N

——AF WKLD ——ARMY WKLD ——NAVSEA WKLD

= = AFPERS - - ARMY PERS - - NAVSEA PERS

Sources: 1. FY 92-93 Workload - DDMC Corporate Business Plan (1992-1997);
FY 94-97 Workload - DDMC Business Plan (1995-1999)
2. Personnel - DDMC Business Plan (1995-1999)
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3300

ECONOMIC SECURITY

27 APR 1995

Mr. Ben Borden
Defense Base Closure

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

Dear Mr. Borden:

I have enclosed two copies for the Commission’s use of the
Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance Functional
Analysis process Summary.

I hope you find these useful.

Sincerely,
obert %. Mey;Z
Director

Base Closure

Enclosure

Copy to: House and Senate Reading Rooms




OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
' (INSTALLATIONS)

SUBJECT: Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance Functional Analysis
Process Summary

_ This memorandum forwards the Functional Analysis Process Summary of the Joint
Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance.

James R. Klugh

/ Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Logistics)

Attachment: As stated




BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance
Functional Analysis Process Summary

Section 1. Introduction/Background

In previous Base Realigrment and Closures (BR2AC)
cycles, the analyses and development of recommendations for
closures and realignments were conducted solely within the
DoD Components. As a result, alternatives that involved
"cross-service" actions were not developed.

To enhance opportunities for consideration of cross-
service tradecff and multi-service use of the remaining
infrastructure, on January 7, 1594, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense (DZPSECDEF) issued a memorandum creating six Joint
Cross~Service Groups, including the Joint Cross-Service
Group for Depot Maintenance (JCSG-DM). These joint groups
were to work with the Military Departments and the Defense
Agencies in areas with sicgnificant potential for cross-
service impacts in BRAC 95.

In his memorandum, the DZ2SECDEF pointed out that
significant reductions in infrastructure could only be
achieved after careful studies addressed not only structural
changes to the base structure, but also operational and
organizational changes, with z strong emphasis on cross-
service utilization of common support assets. Throughout
the BRAC 95 analysis process, the DoD Components were
directed to look for cross-service or intra-service
opportunities to share assets and for opportunities to rely
on a single Military Service fcr support.

One of the six cross-service groups established by the
DEPSECDEF was for depot maintexnance. It was chaired by the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defexnse (Logistics). Membership
of the group consisted of:

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Logistics

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (RD&2)

The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics)

The Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff Logistics

The Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations
and Logistics

The Director, Defense Logistics Agency

e The Joint Staff Director of Logistics
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To support the JCSG-DM a Technical and Support Group
component was established. Its membership was initially
comprised of the DASD (ER&BRAC); the DASD  (Production
Resources); the ADUSD for Maintenance Policy; and
representatives from the Military Departments, Joint Staff,
Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Nuclear Agency, Program
Analysis and Evaluation, DoD Comptroller, and the DoD
Inspector General.

The JCSG-DM directed its efforts toward supporting the
overall DoD goals for selecting bases for realignment and
closure. These goals were outlined in the DEPSECDEF
memorandum of January 7, 1994:

DoD Components must reduce their base
structure capacity commensurate with
approved roles and missions, planned
force draw downs and programmed workload
reductions over the FYDP. For BRAC 895,

" the goal is to further reduce the
overall DoD domestic base structure by a N
minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 4
replacement value. Preserving readiness
through the elimirnztion of unnecessary
infrastructure is critical to our
national security.

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of
common Support assets. DoD - Components
should throughout the BRAC 95 analysis
process, look for cross-service or
intra-service opportunities to share
assets and look for opportunities to
rely on a single Military Department for
support.

Consequently, the JCSG-DM translated the DoD goals into
the following objective: to develop a methodology that
could generate alternative rezlignment and closure actions
for further reducing capacity or replacement value of DoD-
wide maintenance depots without adversely affecting
readiness. This objective was the foundation upon which the
JCSG-DM shaped its analytical framework.

The JCSG-DM further established a goal that the
Military Departments should size to core, i.e., retain only
the minimum depot infrastructure needed to preserve the
capabilities within organic depots to meet readiness and
sustainability regquirements of the weapon systems that
support the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) contingency
scenarios.




Section 2. Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary
Analysis Assumptions

The JCSG-DM accepted only one basic assumption. It was
assumed that the “people will follow the worklocad”; i.e., if
a depot maintenance workload is transferred to another
location, the JCSG-DM assumed that the number and types of
qualified skilled labor needed to perform the worklocad will
be either available in the new location or will relocate to
the new location. This assumption was based upon the
considerable experience in past BRAC efforts.

General Analytic Concept

For BRAC 95 analysis purposes the Military Departments
will size to core, i.e., retain only the minimum depot.
infrastructure needed to preserve the capabilities within
the DoD organic depots to meet the readiness and :
sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that
support the JCS contingency scenarics. Most of each
Military Department’s core capability regquirements would be
retained by Service-controlled depots while the balance
would be obtained from other Service depots through
interservicing.

The JCSG-DM recognized that there might be special
requirements that should be included in the core sizing
considerations, such as last source of repair and efficiency
and economy factors. However, final sizing decisions might
be revised based on future policy decisions, and those
issues should be handled on a case-by-case basis. Military
Departments seeking an exception to the size-to-core concept
should justify that exception to the JCSG-DM.

Analytical Baseline

The JCSG-DM established its analytical baseline with
the following eight criteria:

e The initial focus would be on the depot maintenance
activities at 24 remaining DoD organic depot
- maintenance facilities.
e The analysis would be structured and performed on a
- commodity basis.
e Standard working definitions would be developed and
- provided to the Military Departments.
¢ The quantification of core capabilities and
capacities would be based upon the FYDP.
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e Production shop capacities and utilization would be
based upon the current year funded and outyear FYDP
programmed workload mix.

e (Capacity and utilization would be measured in
accorcdance with the principles established by the
Defense Depot Maintenance Council study on capacity

measurement. -
e 2All measures would be based on a one-shift, 40-hour
‘workweek.
Data Call

Based upon the analytic assumptions, concepts, and
baselines, the Technical and Support Group developed for
approval by the JCSG-DM a standardized report and data call
for use by the Military Departments. The report which was
approved and forwarded to the Secretaries of the Military
Departments on April 4, 19%4, included the following:

° tior viical = ion. This sesction
contained the uncderlying JCSG-DM analytical ;o
foundations including the objective, analysis .
baszeline, assumptions, and general analytic concept.

e Section 2., Catecories. The JCSG-DM identified 14

maior categories or cecmmodity groupings for
consideration in BRAC 53. These categories were
chcsen because they represented the current major
and projected commodity lines serviced by DoD ‘depot

- maintenance activities. These 14 major groupings
were further divided into 50 subgroupings.

° cti itv. This section provided
the definition of excess capacity and the framework
for the Military Departments to calculate total
capacity and excess capacity. The concept of
maximum potential capacity was identified and
defined.

e Section 4. Measures of Merit/Common Data Elements.
The JCSG-DM provided suggested measures of merit for
the Military Departments use in evaluating
alternatives developed by the JCSG-DM. The measures
were cross-walked back to the applicable approved
Military Value Criteria.

® 3 ran .
and Closures (BRAC 95). This appendix provided
policy guidance issued by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense and the Under Secretary of Defense
{Acgquisition and Technclogy).

e Appendix B, Working Definitions. The JCSG-DM
developed a set of common working definitions in
order to establish a common foundation for
deliberations on BRAC 95. It was stated that while
these definitions had a basis in DoD policy,




a—————

procedures, and operations, they were not considered
“official” definitions but rather working
definitions tailored to this specific task.

s 2Appendix C, DoD Mgmgxg'
or D i n . This document defined core

depot maintenance and provided the DoD-approved
methodology- to compute core depot maintenance
requirements.

e 2pvendix D, Standard Data Call. The JCSG-DM
designed a standard data call to facilitate the
required cross-service analysis. The data call
consisted of two sections, one for capacity
measurement and the second for measuring measures of
merit. Instructions and standard tables were
provided to ease both preparation and evaluation.
Preparers were 1nstructed to contact their Military
Department’s BRAC 95 ofifice for any required
clarifications.

Section 3. Description of Functional Analysis Summary S

Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool

During the first week in June, members of the JCSG-DM

were advised of a linear program, called the Joint Cross-
Service Anzlysis Tool (JCSAT), cevelonbd by the Center for
Naval Analysis for use in BRAC 95. It was suggested that
this program, with some modifications, could be used as a
standard tool by all Joint Cross-Service Groups. The
Technical and Support Group was tasked to evaluate the model
to determine how it could be employed and what
specifications and assumptions would be needed for its
operation.

The stated goals of the JCSAT were to eliminate excess
DoD infrastructure, maintain a2 high quality infrastructure,
and generate a product that could survive in the BRAC
environment. The data elements required for operation of
the JCSAT were as follows:

e Functional values. The merit of performing a cross-

service function at a given site or activirty.

e Functional capacities. The capacity of each site or
activity to perform a given cross-service function.

e DoD cross-sexrvice functional requirements. The
future DoD regquirement to perform each cross-service
function.

e Military Values. The Military Department assessment

of the Military Value of each site or activity.

Through these data elements the JCSAT would attempt to
find the best allocation of the future DoD cross-service
functional requirements to the activities for use as a




baseline for further analysis. The best allocation was
defined as consolidation of cross-service functional
allocations into a small set of high value sites or
activities that have the capacities required to perform the
work. Given this set of sites or activities, allocations of
core workload requirements would be based on functional
value.

A single Tri-Department BRAC Group consisting of
representatives from each Military Department was formed to
assist all of the JCSGs. This group was established to
execute runs of the JCSAT using certified data, objective
functions, and policy imperatives established by the JCSGs.

The Technical and Support Group received briefings and
documentation relating to the JCSAT. Notional data was
developed and forwarded to the Tri-Department BRAC Group for
a trial run. Additionally, mecdel documentation was provided
to Logistics Management Institute (LMI) for their analysis.
The trial run was successfully accomplished in a timely
fashion. LMI advised that the JCSAT was sensitive to
Military Values and recommended that Military Values be
provided on a broad range scale. LMI further suggested that
the JCSAT be modified to reflect workload shifts from i
activity to activity. The £findings of the Techniczl and
Support Group were briefed to the JCSG-DM, and use of the
JCSAT was epproved on July 25, 15%4.

Use of the JCSAT requireé the development of functional
values. In order to develop Zunctional values, measures of
merit applicable to performances of workloads at specific
locations were identified and maximum points were assigned
to each category:

e (Core workloads/core capabilities - 30 points

e Unique/peculiar core workload, capabilities, and
capacity - 15 points

s Unigque/peculiar core workload test facilities - 15
points
Other workloads - 25 points

Environmental issues - 10 points

From those broad categories specific questions were
developed to assist in the application of each value to a
commodity. It was envisioned that these weights would be
applied to each commodity at each activity and an overall
rating would be developed for each commodity at each
activity. Decisior Pad Analysis Software (DPADS), a simple
spreadsheet software, was approved for use in assisting in
the calculation of these functiocnal values.
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Costs

The JCSG-DM investigated if costs could be considered
as part of the joint analysis process. The Defense Depot
Maintenance Council had developed, apart from.BRAC, a
methodology designed to estimate the costs and savings
associated with potential interservicing of depot
maintenance workloads. There was a proposal to use this
me:hodology as a tool to screen alternatives for ;ea51b111ty
prior to forwarding the alternatives to the Military |
Departments for complete evaluation. It was recogcnized that
the Military Departments would use COBRA in their '
evaluations.

It was subsequently determined that the cost accounting
practices of the Mllltary Departments were too diverse to
make meaningful comparisons at the commodity level without
further leveling. It was believed by the JCSG-DM that there
was not £ficient time to issue a revised data czll and . :
conduct tne cost normalization that would be requ*red to ‘
conduct egquitable comparisons. . .

It was proposed and accepted that the JCSG DM would
utilize a modified or functicnal COBRA as a cost feasibility
test for the JCSG-DM developed alternatives. This course of
action would be consistent with the expressed plans of the
other JCSGs. The JCSG-DM was advised that such a furictional
CO2RA was under developmeu. by a separate joint group
composed of representatives oI each of the Services.

On July 29, 1994, the JCSG-DM formally approved:
e DPRDS
Optimization Model

General functional value methodology

Alternative development process

Requested site Military Values be provided
simultaneously with functional values in a standard
broad range scale

On August 24, 1994, the JCSG-DM approved:

e Specific functional value weights

e Use of functional COBR2

e Site Military Values on a range from 0-100

o The over-all analytic methodology -

On August 25, 1994, the BRAC Steering Group was briefed
on the JCSG-DM planned analytic methodology.

The JCSGC-DM was subsequently approved to receive data
and to begin the analysis process on August 29, 1994.
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Data Review

Military responses to the data call were requested to
be delivered on September 6, 1995. At that time the Data
Analysis Team began meeting full-time in spaces located in
the Hoffman Building.

Initial submissions were incomplete. However, database
input was prioritized and the LMI representative began
construction of the database with the data available.

The development of the database enabled the Data
Analysis Team to identify many data discrepancies. Those
discrepancies were then provided to the representative from
the owning Service for resolution. Purification of the
database continued throughout September and October with the
last revision being made on November 2, 19%4. All changes
to the data were certified in accordance with individual
Military Department certificz:zion procedures. All entries
in the database were provided to the representatives of the
Military Departments for valication. In addition to
auditing individual inputs to the database, the DeDIG
completed a comprehensive datzbase audit on November 2,
1994. ©No significant discrepancies were found.

Excess Capacity/Reduction Targets

The decision by the JCSG-DM to “size to core” made the
establishment of excess capacity and reduction targets a
straightforward procedure. & target range for excess
capacity was established. ThLs top of the range was defined
as capacity minus core worklcad. The bottom was capacity
minus total programmed worklozd. Excess capacity targets
were then established from certified data DoD-wice, by
Service, by commodity group, a=zd by activity.

The establishment of excess capacity targets resulted
in a large amount of the DoD excess capacity being
classified in the "“Other” commodity group. It was
determined by the JCSG-DM that there were not sufficient
categories of commodities to properly identify this
workload. The Services were asked for any new recommended
commodity groupings. Additional commodity groupings were
approved at the October 11, 1534, meeting of the JCSG-DM.
Revised excess capacity targets were updated based upon
certified data to include the new commodity groupings.

Functional Values

It was required that functional value be established
for every commodity at every location. This would result in
a ranking by activity, by commodity, across Service lines.




There were three elements necessary for calculating

functional value:

e Data required for numeric calculations {(this
comprised the largest portion of the functional
value)

Independent Service evaluation

e Data Analysis evaluation

In order to level the playing field, members of the
Data Analysis Team reviewed each of the scores. Four
scoring conventions were developed:

e Relative importance of workload is not dependent
upon size.

e For purposes of calculating functional values,
workloads less than one work year (1615 DLEs) were
considered zero.

e If no unique and/or psculiar workload was reported
iz response to the czta call, then no credit was
given for unique and/cr peculiar capacity or test
facilities. _ '

e Wxen scoring for environmental issues, a compliance
waiver constituted a problem by definition. The -
distinction between a2 “significant” and “minor”
problem was a Service judgment.

The JCSG-IM approved worxsheet was replicateéd for each
commodity at each depot in ths database. The database
applied scores to be calculated from the data. The Data
Analysis Team then reviewed the Service scoring and applied
their scores in accordance with the conventions detailed
above.

Site Military Values

The JCSG-DM had asked for the site Military Values on a
standard broad range scale. It was decided by higher
authority that site values would be provided on a one-to-
three scale. These values were received by the JCSG-DM on
November 16, 1954.

Optimization Runs

During the months of October and November, 1294,
several requests were processed to the Tri-Department BRAC
Group to obtain optimization runs. The results of each run
presented the top three solutions for each cf the optimized
Criteria.

The first request, dated October 14, 1594, contained
certified data from the JCSG-DM database for capacity, core,
and maximum potential core.
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Reqguest Number 2, dated October 17, requested runs that
would (1) minimize the number of sites and (2) minimize
excess capacity based on data provided by Request Number 1.
The JCSG-DM decided that workloads in commodity groups 14,
15, and 16 should be excluded from optimization run
calculations because they represented workloads that were
peculiar to individual Services and/or individual depots.
Core requirements were not to exceed current capacity.

Request Number 3, dated October 25, contained
functional values and changes received in certified data and
requested new runs as requested in Request Number 2 as well
as additional runs to maximize functional value. 3Because
runs from Request Number 2 did not sufficiently cdecrease
excess cazacity, this request asked that core could be
allocated up to maximum potential capacity.

Request Number 4, dated October 28, containesi some
changes znd corrections in certified data used in previous
runs. Trhe analysis of previous runs indicated trzt there . '
were many depots that the optimization model coulé not ¢
select as potential closures because of core regquirements
for one or two commodity groups (termed “show stoppers”).
In order to enable the optimization model to selec:t any
depot as z potential closure candidate, a notionzl depot was
created trzat had sufficient maximum potential to create
enough slack to absorb core for these “show stoppers.” This
request established the noticnal depot with selected maximum
potential capacity amounts and asked for runs consistent
with Reguest Number 3.

Request Number 5, dated November 1, contained some
changes in certified data and to the maximum potexntial
capacity attributed to the notional depot. This regquest
specified that core should £ill up capacity at rezl depots
before shifting any core to the notional depot. .

Request Number 6, dated November 2, contained some
recalculations of functional values based on new information
from depots and some minor corrections. This reguest asked
that previously requested optimization calculations be
accomplished using updated information.

Reguest Number 7, dated November 4, corrected maximum
potential capacity for Oklahoma City ALC to zero and
indicated other minor corrections. In a subsegquent meeting
with representatives from the Tri-Department BRAC Group, the
Data Analysis Team was advised that the optimization model
had difficulty in processing data when the input ranged from
hundreds to millions. To overcome this, the data was
rounded, thus giving the impression that there were data
input errors. Dr. Nickel also expressed reservatiocns on the

10




reliability of runs and the potential for Pentium chip
problems.

Request Number 8, dated November 16, contained Military
Value information and asked for only a set of runs to
maximize Military Value combined with other constraints.

Request Number S, dated November 17, contained minor
“adjustments in data for the notional depot and asked for a
full set of runs.

Runs received from the Tri-Department BRAC Group were
verified via an Optimization Model created and operated by
LMI representatives to the Data Analysis Team utilizing a
486" computer, thus avoiding any questions concerning
potential errors introduced by faulty Pentium computer
chips.

Development of Alternatives

The Data 2Analysis Team met on numerous occasions to
review optimization information. The first concern of the
Data Analysis Team was to ensure that the optimization model
contained the correct certified numbers. In this context,
many discrepancies were determined after certified data were
input into the JCSG-DM database. The correction of these
discrepancies resulted in additional optimizatiocon recuests
being processed

The r.ext concern of the Data Analysis Team was whether
the optimization runs could eliminate sufficient excess
capacity. This was solved through use of the maximum
potential capacity and use of a notional depot as previously
described.

Finally, the Data Analysis Team was to make
recommendations for closures and realignments. To
accomplish this task, the Data Analysis Team reviewed each
optimization run line-by-line. The Data Analysis Team was
directed to challenge the Mildeps to consoclidate workloads
including increased interservicing.

The Data Analysis Team concentrated their efforts on
optimization runs that produced significant numbers of
potential closures. The computer spread of core was then
analyzed to determine what further consolidations of
workloads were feasible. The end results were
recommendacions to the full JCSG-DM of alternatives that
included significant numbers of potential closures along
with major reductions in the number of locatiens performing
work in the same commodity.

I
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Four of the six best model runs had identical closure
recommendations. The best of the fifth run also presented a
viable alternative. The best of the sixth provided only
limited reductions in capacity and was not considered
further.

Using the procedures outlined above, the Data Analysis
Team analyzed the five best runs and developed two
alternatives for consideration by the JCSG-DM.

On November 21, 1994, the JCSG-DM approved the two
alternatives. On November 22, 1994, the alternatives were
forwarded to the Military Departments. : '




ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3300

SeouRITY December 13, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP.CHAIRPERSONS

SUBJECT: Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary

At our December 2nd meeting, we discussed the need for a
summary describing each Joint Cross-Service Group’s (JCSG)
functional analysis process to help document the Department’s
BRAC 95 effort. Your summary will be valuable in supporting our
process during the Commission’s independent analyses and in
preparation for Commission hearings.

Your summary should follow the general format shown at
Attachment 1. Please forward a copy to the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations by January 27, ' '
1995, to help us in drafting the DoD report to the Commission. .

Additionally, your sub-group/study team should ke
raintaining records and files documenting your process as
indicated at Attachment 2. We will give you more information on
document reproduction and distribution reguirements later.

If you have guestions, contact Mr. Bob Meyer at 614-5336.

\ -~
,/T?Qu41~,ja\\—
(ﬁshua Gotbaum
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FORMAT FOR JCSG SUMMARY

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on

Functional Analysis Process Summary

Executive Summary
Section 1. Introduction/Background

- JCSG’'s text is not limited to, but should include discussion
of its vision for balancing functional requirements with capacity
and readiness.

Sectiocn 2. Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary

- Concise/succinct, vrocess-criented descrivtion of the JCSG’'s
overarching functiocnal analysis process (e.g., should include
organization and relationships of the JCSG and its subgroup(s);
development of overall analytical framework, internal controls,
and data gathering; functional capacity analysis; consideraticon
of non-BRAC policy for develcging functional closure or ‘
realignment alternatives; and the follow-on interactive process
with the Military Departments).

Sectiocn 3. Description of Functicnal Analyses Summary
- Conciss/succinct, analvsis-criented descrivtion of the JCSG's
analyses and methodologies for developing functional closure or
realignment alternatives (e.g., should include criteria/measures/
factors, analytical methods and tools; analysis of capacity:
functional value analyses; interaction with follow-on Military
Departments’ analyses, etc.). :

Section 4. Joint Cross-Service Functional Alternatives
- The alternatives forwarded to the Military Departments'

MAppendices (if required)

Attachment 1
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JCSG RECORD KEEPING AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

1. *Joint Cross-Service Functional Analysis Process Summary
- A short summary with concise, succinct descriptions of (1) the
JCSG's process, (2) its analyses/methods, and (3)-its
alternatives

2. *Internal Control Plan

3. *JCsG Analyfical framework

- C(Criteria/Measures/Factors
- Data Calls/Questionnaires

4. *Functional excess capacity analyses (plan and results)

5. w*Aanalytical toecl outputs/runs with'suppcrcing data/screens/
analyses produced to develop alternatives forwarded to the MILDEPs

6. *Alternatives transmitted to the Military Departments . '

7. *Meeting Minutes

* (Consistent with the requirements of law and DoD policy, JCSGs will
reproduce and provide copies to the Commission, the Congress, and GAO.
JCSGs will maintain and make available upon request all othex policy,
data, information, and analyses considered by the JCSG in developing
functional closure and realignment alternatives.

NOTE: See alsc BRAC 95 "Kickoff" Memorandum, January 7, 1994, and
Joint Internal Control Plan, April 13, 1894, for documentation
reguirements.

Attachnment 2
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FAX

TO: Mr Frank Cirillo FROM: Lt Col Barry W. Pitcher
DBCRC HQ USAF/LGMM

1030 Air Force Pentagon

Phone DSN 696-0504 Washington D.C. 20330-1030

Fax Phone DSN 696-0550
Phone DSN 225-5257

Subj: Using Capacity and MPC Fax DSN 225-9811
Data in Evaluating Depot
Optlons
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i REMARKS: . Jrgent 2y Soryourrsview L Reon ASAS
Mr Cirilic:
| prepared anc am forwarding the fcllowing paper a1 vr Orr s request 10 adaress the
cha~t (see atch 1) indicating all-depot workloads from the twe “tier 111" depois could b
within the Maximum Potential Capacity (MPC) of the other three ‘tiar | and " depots. | preparec
it in anticipation of a tasking that never came from vour statf to address this chart. My paper
defines and outlines the most aporopriate use of both capacity terms, and clarifies the
thecrstical nature of MPC. i aiso describes differences betwsasn Service-certifisd JOSG-DI
MPGC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be meaningiully analyzed when

combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the capacity implications of closing
an Air Force depot.

-
2 supponsc

I hope you and the rest of the DBCRC staff tind it useful in your continuing analysis of DCD
depots.




Talking Paper
on
Applying Capacity and Maximum Potential Capacity Information
in Depot Maintenance Planning

Purpose:

- This paper was developed to explain differences between current capacity and Maximum
Potential Capacity (MPC) information. It defines and outlines the appropriate use of both
capacitv terms, and clarifies the theoretical nature of MPC. [t also describes differences
between Service-certified JCSG-DM MPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be
meaningfully analyzed when combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the
capacity implications of closing an Air Force depot.

Background:

- The DBCRC staff developed a chart (atch 1) indicating that all AF workloads could be
supported within the MPC of the three AF “tier I and II"" depots (OC, OO and WR-ALCs)
while closing the two “tier II” depots (SA and SM-ALCs).

The JCSG-DM datz base contains certified data reoomnr_v Current Capacity and MPC
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Discussion:

- Although JCSG-DM MPC data was certified by the Services, differences in how this data was
generated caused it to be largely discounted during JCSG-DM deliberations

- Services reported certified MPC data to the JCSG-DM based on different approaches and
philosophies.
-- AF depots reported MPC data for each JCSG-DM commodity group based on an industrial

estimate of the maximum number of hours which could be produced by reconfiguring /
adding work stations to available facilities.

--- Supported by historic production information and industrial engineering data.

-- Navy stated they estimated Navy and Marine Corps MPC data for each commodity group
based on the highest capacity level they believed could be engineered within their current
industrial facilities.

--- Navy stipulated “gross inefficiencies and extraordinary management attention”” would be
required” (o operate at the upper end of these maximum capacity levels.

-- Army also used an estimating technique when establishing MPC data for commodities at
their depots.

t

Capacity data is most meaningful when considering the specific commodity group it describes.
-- Capacity information is usually not viewed as relevant to other commodity groups.
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The AF Technology Repair Center \ TRC) concept impiemented in the early 1970s specialize
e . { N M

-- Eliminated most duplication in ALC capacity and estabiished a single repair line everv
specific item and fer most commaodities. )

--- C-£ aircrafi. structures and software, General Electric iet eneines. Aircraft fuel
compenents, Aircralt Power Units, Nucjear Weapon Components.
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Single-sited maintenance and test activity examples at SM-ALC:

—- F-111 and A-10 aircraft, structures and software, Hydraulic componeats, General Flight
Instrument components and Central Air Data Computers, Ground Communication and
Electronics systems, and Ground generators

Unique capacities required to support workloads at any closing ALC would have to be
established at a gaining ALC.

--- Some existing facilities may be able to be modified to provide adequate support.
---- Fighter aircraft overhaul facilities are generally available at the other ALCs.
--- Some unique facility requirements may only be met through new construction.

---- SA-ALC's C-5 airframe overhaul, strip and paint facilities, and their F100 engine
compressor disk cryogenic spin test facility.

-— In some cases, the cost of depot operations may increase after workloads are transferred
because efficiencies from state-of-the-art facilities currently available at a closing depot
may not be achieved at a gaining depot due to limitations on new construction which
will prevent facility replicauon.

---- SM-ALC’s centralized hvdraulic overhaul and test facility.

---- SA-ALC’s centralized fuel component overhau! and test facility.
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--- Zapacuy 1o overnaul of aircraft structural components cannet be effectivelv apphed (o
e overhaul of jet engines.

--- Capacity to overhaul missiies cannot be 2ffectively applied to the overhaul of
communication electronics components,

~ ! o em ey . ! -~ =~ M ~r ‘H\-
elated capacity (the less common situalen):

--- Capacity to overhauj large aircrait has good application to the overhaul of fighter-sized
aircraft, but there is much less application of fighter aircraft capacity to large aircraft
overhaul because of the substantial size differences between the facilities and equipment
associated with depot maintenance on these 1wo classes of aircraft.

Reusing Industrial Faciiities:

—- Facility requirements to overhaul aircraft instrument components are very similar to
those required for the overhaul of tactical missile guidance and control components;
therefore, the facilities supporting either commodity group can be reconfigured {with
appropriate equipment) to support the other,
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Conclusions:

- The DBCRC chart (atch 1) incorrectly infers that capacity required to support workloads at SA
and SM-ALC is currently available at OC, OO and WR-ALCs.

-- Capacity to support most of the workloads at SA and SM-ALCs is unique, single-sited. and
available only at those two depots.

--- Includes unique equipment and support facilities.

--- Such capacity would have to be moved or replicated befor a potential gaining depot
could support these workjoads.

—-- Some facilities may be avQai13E’i&“&f’?ﬁa"c’?@“‘ﬁiﬁﬁg ALCs that could be adapted for
reuse in support of these workloads.

-- SA and SM-ALCs can be closed and capacity could be established at OC, QO and WR-
ALCs 1o support the workloads from SA and SM-ALC, but only at a substantial cost and
increased operational risk.

--- Estimated to cost approximately $1.2 B using COBRA cost model.

--- AF views this alternative as neither affordable, due to the very high one-time cost, nor
acceptable, due to the higher risk to mission readiness.

- JCSG-DM MPC data has limited practical application.

-- MPC information reflects the potential capacity level that could be expected to be achieved
within existing depot facilities, not actual capacity existing at that depot at this time.

-~ JCSG-DM MPC data cannot reiiably be compared between Servizes hecause of diffarencas

tn Service technioues for develcping this date
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Comparison of Closure COBRA data from each Military Department (costs in $M)

ROI year
NPV

costs and savings:
one time costs

one time savings
Steady state savings
positions:

population

eliminated
realigned

% eliminated
% realigned

Air Force
Kelly AFB

9
-283

582
7
76

19,104

1,245
16,415

7%
86%

Navy
Long Beach

0
-1,949

75

-131

3,891

1,697
472

44%
12%

Army
Letterkenny

0
-1,497

60

-123

2,971

1,861
1,040

63%
35%

Army
Red River

0
-952

3,017

1,287
803

43%
27%
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HEADLINE: BASE CLOSURE PANEL TARGETS USAF DEPOTS

DATELINE: WASHINGTON

BODY :
Rejecting the Pentagon's recommendations, the Defense Base Closure and

Realignment Commission has added all five U.S. Air Force aircraft maintenance
depots to the list of military installations it is reviewing for possible
closure.

The depots at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Tex.; McClellan AFB, Calif.; Robins
AFB, Ga., and Tinker AFB, Okla., were among the 35 installations added to the
original list of 146 recommended for closure or realignment by the Defense Dept.
earlier this year. The Pentagon recommended major realignments at the depots,
arguing that more money could be saved by reducing the size of the five
facilities than by closing one or two of them (AW&ST Mar. 6, p. 22).

''"We are going to peel each depot like an onion and find out what the real
cost savings are,'' commission member Gen. J. B. Davis, USAF (Ret.), said.

The issue of depot maintenance consolidation has long been a source of
controversy between the Air Force and private industry. Industry officials argue
more maintenance work should be open to the private sector to sustain the
defense industrial base during these lean budget times.

But Air Force Secretary Sheila E. Widnall told a House subcommittee last
week that closing any one of the depots would require reduplicating its
capability at a cost of about $ 500 million. Associated environmental cleanup
costs would add another $ 500-700 million. She said that would equal the total
amount the Air Force has set aside for this latest round of closures.

''We would have to take everything else off the table,'' USAF Chief of Staff
Gen. Ronald Fogleman said. Although he initially thought at least one or two
depots should be closed, Fogleman said an analysis of the costs involved changed
his mind.

RETAINING THE DEPOTS also keeps open the option of privatizing them in the
future. Fogleman said he could conceive of a contractor moving in to Kelly AFB
to take over C-5 work there, for example. The facility and workforce would be
retained, but under contractor rather than government management. This
‘'‘privatization in place'' scheme is expected to be recommended by the
independent Commission on Roles and Missions.

Separately, the Pentagon has launched an effort to repeal the 40% cap on the
level of depot maintenance work available to private industry. Language to that
effect has been added to the proposed Fiscal 1996 defense authorization act.




—
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Aviation Week and Space Technology, May 15, 1995

Among the 11 Air Force installations the commission added to its list were
Grand Forks AFB, N.D.; Laughlin AFB, Tex., and Columbus AFB, Miss. Also added
were the Army's Space and Missile Defense Command, Huntsville, Ala., the Naval
Air Station at Pt. Mugu, Calif., and the Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville,
Fla. The panel will make its final recommendations to President Clinton in late
June. Congress then must accept or reject the entire list.

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE-MDC: May 18, 1995
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Base Closure Commission

Page 55
Korea, and in the Middle East, the threat that today is Iraq,

. . Page58
airfield to support the two headquarters in this particular

1 1
2 but in the near future, could become [ran; that such a 2 joint communications clement. And I, in turn, then asked the
3 requirement, in fact, calls for a force as postulated in a 3 Air Force to take a look at how best that could be
4 bottom-up review. 4 accomplished. .
5 And so when we looked at what force we needtobe | 5 e answer back to me from them was that it can be
6 able to bed down, to be able to train, to be able to support, | 6 best accomplished, and in the overall scheme most
7 to be able to deploy to overseas theaters for conduct o 7 economically accomplished, by, in fact, retaining'that
8 operations, that is the kind of a strategy and force size 8 airfield, MacDill, that earlier been put up for
9 that we considered and compared against the infrastructure | 9 elimination.
10 that we need to do what needs to be done, Mr. Chairman. 10 ==~ CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, you've proposed
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: [ guess, along those lines, I'd |11 inactivating the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks unless
12 like to ask, are you satisfied that sufficient capacity has 12 you determune prior to December *96 ~- and [ quote — "that
13 been retained to support the potential need for a more robust]13  the need to retain ballistic missile options effectively
14 force structure in the future? Are you satisfied with that? |14 precludes this action.”
15 GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: [ am satisfied that thej1s What has prevented an earlier decision on the need
16 structure we have now is robust enough to handle the force 16 to retain these options that would have enabled the
17 that we have today and any changes that we now can possibly 17 Commission to act on a more definitive type of
18 foresee. 18 recommendation?
19 And, secondly, that, as [ testified already, the 19 MR. DEUTCH: Frankly. Mr. Chairman, the question
20 structure that we are retaining has sufficient additional 20 about the treaty implication of closing that missile wing at
21 capbe::city, either to do what you postulate, but, more likely, |21 Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late
22 to be a candidate for further reductions. 22 in the process, after we received February 3rd or 4th the
Page 56 . ) Page 59
1 CHAIRMAN DIXON: And are dyou saying to me that you | | recommendation from the Air Force. .
2 and the Joint war-fighting commanders-in chief are satisfied | 2 _ In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it’s
3 that the basing infrastructure that remains provides 3 not just a Department of Defense matter. We have to
4 sufficient mobilization and deployment capacities to support| 4 interagency views from others about the treaty implications.
S atwo major regional conflict scenario? 5 That’s ﬁi{:g to take some period of time. :
6 GENE SHALIKASHVILI: Absolutely, yes. 6 I believe that the material transmitted to the
7 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, or, Secretary | 7 Commission includes a view from our General Counsel and our
8 Deutch, whichever would care to answer this, was any 8 Undersecretary for Policy that we think that it’s clean from
9 consideration given to consolidating and realigning smaller | 9 the point of view of the treaty. But we do need to have
10 bases or functions to those larger bases which were 10 interagency confirmation of that, and we will report back to
1 essethall¥ exempt from closing because of their strategic |11 you as soon as that’s available and will try to doso on a
12 locations’ ) ) 12 prompt basis. :
13 MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, I think the answer to |13 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Mr.
14 that question is yes, that cular piece of analysisis 114 Secretary, is it your opinion that can be made available
15 one which was done by the individual services, and I believe{15 to us prior to our rwgonsxblhty to act in late June?
16 that detail on the question is best directed to the 16 SECRETARY PERRY: We're certainly going to make
17 individual services, sir. 17 every effort to do so. I can’t promise because this requires
18 . CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Shalikashvili, will thej18 the performance of an interagen;:fy process, but we’re
19 basing infrastructure that is being proposed today be 19 certainly going to make every effort we can to clear this up
20 sufficient to support any probable restationing o 20 for you as quickly as ible. . .
21 forward-deployed forces in terms of available land, usable |21 CHA‘IRMAN DIXON: I appreciate that. Did the Air
22 facilities, and necessary training facilities and ranges? 22 Force or your staff exclude F.E. Warren Air Force Base from
Page 57 ) o Page 60
1 GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: The answer is yes, in some| 1 consideration because of keeper missile-basing?
2 - probably in most cases. Certainly, it is sufficient to 2 SECRETARY PERRY: Mr. Chairman, I cannot explain
3 base any kind of realignment from overseas to the United 3 why the Air Force did or did not put a certain base on their
4 States that we can possibly envision. 4 list, but
5 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now. according to the '95 DOD base 5 F.E. Warren, of course, was not one of the bases that came on
6 closure report, General, you have validated the airfield 6 their final recommendation to us.
7 requirements for the two unified commands at MacDill and have | 7 1 do have the impression that the Air Force
8 determined that the Air Force should take responsibility for | 83 examined all possible alternatives for the basing of the
9 supporting those requirements. 9 Minute Man system consistent with the bottom-up force
10 Durtng the "91 and '93 rounds, the Joint Staff was 10 structure that is, I think, between 450 and 500 in our plan.
11 unable to validate those requirements. 11 So all possibie options, I’m sure, were looked at by the Air
12 Can you explain what has changed to permit 12 Force on missile-basing. I can’t explain why they came up
13 validation now? 13 with this particular one. I'm sure they can. )
14 GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: [ cannot speak specifically |14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can you, Mr. Chairman?
15 for the judgment — what the judgments were based on before. 15 GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I can only tell you that
16 When | looked at the issue, it was my determination that the |16 the documentation that I reviewed indicated clearly that they
17 two commands in 17 considered all ogtiops. Certainly, they were driven by
18 MacDill did require access to an airfield. Additionally, 18 availability of silos into which Minute Man [II missiles
19 there is a joint communications element located at MacDill {19 could be relocated, and where it made most economic and
20 that re‘ﬁ\:;m the capacity to deploy on very short notice. 20 war-ﬁghtmlg sense to reduce those silos, and that drove them|
2t t those three issues drove me to conclude that 21 to the conclusion to go to Grand Forks.
22 there is, ia fact, a valid requirement for the use of an 22 But you will see when you examine the
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

March 24, 1995
- Pesa rsisr io this numter
The Honorable John M. Deutch when M@%\“\b
Deputy Secretary of Defense '
1010 Defense Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301-1010
Dear Secretary Deutch:

During your recent testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission on March 1, 1995, you indicated that interagency coordination would be required to
determine whether the proposed inactivation of the missile field at Grand Forks Air Force Base
would jeopardize future deployment options under the ABM Treaty.

As you know, the Commission must make its recommendations to the President on the
Defense Department’s base closure and realignment recommendations by July 1. I hope you will
make every effort to complete the interagency review of the issues surrounding the proposed
deactivation of the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks Air Force Base by early June in order that
the results of this review will be available to the Commission before we make our
recommendation to the President on this proposal.

Thank you for your assistance in this important matter.
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KUTAK ROCK

A PARTNERSHIP ATLANTA
INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS CENVER
SUITE 1000 KANSAS CITY
1101 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N W LITYLE ROCK
NEW YORAK
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036-4374 OKLAHOMA CITY
OMArA
202-828.2400 PHOENIX
FACSIMILE 202-828-2488 PITTSBUAGH

March 31, 1995

Mr. John H. McNeill, Esq.

Senior Deputy General Counsel
(International Afftairs & Intelligence)

Office of the Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon, Room 3E963

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. McNeill:

As we discussed, on behalf of the City of Grand Forks, North Dakota, we would like to
express our concern with the treaty implications of the Depariment of Defense recommendation
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ("Commission") to realign Grand
Forks Air Force Base. In part, the Department of Defense recommendation is sound as it
recognizes that Grand Forks AFB must not be realigned if to do so would restrict United States
ballistic missile defense options. ~ For that very reason the Department of Defense
recommendation must be withdrawn as it limits United States options to a single treaty-compliant
ABM system deployment area -- Washington, D.C. -- which for various reasons has already

been rejected.

In part, the Department of Defense recommendation is flawed, as it suggests that
maintaining "{a] small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks" would preserve the right of the
United States to deploy an ABM system at that location. We believe this suggestion is
erroneous. In voting to advise and consent to the ratitication of the ABM Treaty, the U.S.
Senate understood that it was voting on an agreement that would permit each party, among other
things, to deploy an ABM system at an area containing strategic offensive weapons. The
Senate’s understanding is now part of the treaty itself and cannot be changed through creative

reinterpretation.

As well as requesting that you review our analysis of the ABM Treaty contained in this
letter, Iam enclosing for your review the prepared statements of Ambassador Edward L. Rowny
(LTG., U.S.A., Ret.), before the Senate Armed Services Comumittee on January 24, 1995 (TAB
1), and before the Commission at its Regional Hearing on March 30, 1995 (TAB 2). For the
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various reasons contained in his statements, Ambassador Rowny believes that inactivating the
missile wing at Grand Forks AFB will severely limit the BMD options available to the United

States under the terms of the ABM Treaty.
Introduction

The Department of Defense has recommended to the Commission the realignment of
Grand Forks Air Force Base by inactivating its 321st Missile Group provided that, prior to
December 1996, the Secretary of Defense does not determine "that the need to retain ballistic
missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action.” The BMD options referred
to by the Department of Defense, among other areas, are delineated in the ABM Treaty of 1972,
which, with its subsequent modifications, limits the United States to one ABM site deployed
either at Grand Forks AFB or within the Washington, D.C. area. It appears that the Department
of Defense itself has not fully considered the effects that its recommendation might have on the
ABM Treaty, and that its caveat regarding BMD options reflects the uncertainty underlying its
recommendation. On March 1, 1995, Deputy Secretary of Deafense John Deutch testified before

the Commission as follows:

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the question about the treaty implication of closing that
misstle wing at Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late in
the process, after we received February 3rd or 4th the recommendation from the

Alr Force. In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it's not just a
Department of Defense matter.  We have to get interagency views from others

about the treaty implications. That's going to take some period of time.

Transcript of Open Meeting at 53-59.

Were the Commission to adopt the Department of Defense’s recommendation, the United
States, consistent with its treaty obligations, could deploy an ABM system only within its capital
area, and would seriously compromise its BMD options.

Discussion

A. The ABM Treaty

The Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems ("ABM Treaty") was signed in
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Moscow on May 26, 1972, and entered into force on October 3, 1972.! Under the treaty, the
United States and the U.S.S.R. agree not to deploy an ABM system anywhere other than at two
sites within each country. ABM Treaty, art. IIl.  Article III(2) of the treaty permits each party
to deploy one limited ABM system to protect its capital; Article III(b) permits an ABM system
to protect an intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. Id. The treaty states that
this latter deployment area must "contain[ ] ICBM silo launchers.” 1d. The ABM Treaty is of

unlimited duration. Id. at art. XV, § 1.

Accompanying the ABM Treaty is a document entitled "Agresd Statements, Common
Understandings, and Unilateral Statements Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missiles"
(hereinafter referred to as "Accompanying Document”). Within the "Agreed Statements” section
of the documents, the parties state their understanding that the two ABM system sites within
each country must be separated by no less than 1,300 kilometers from center to center. Within
the "Common Understandings" section of the Accompanying Document, the U.S. delegation
"notes that its ABM systein deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers, located west
of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment

area."”

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ABM Protocol") further restricting the
deployment of ABM systems.? Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and the
U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM Protocol limits
each party to one site only. ABM Protocol, art. I. The eftect of the ABM Protocol is to restrict
the United States to maintain its choice of Grand Forks AFB as the ABM deployment area under
Article III of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by its selection of Moscow.
The protocol provides a single exception to these restrictions. Each party is allowed to reverse
its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article III site not initially chosen. ABM
Protocol, art. II, § 1. Each party may do so only once and, before initiating construction at the

! Ratification of the ABM Treaty was advised by the United States Senate on August 3,
1972. On September 30, 1972 and October 3, 1972, respectively, the President of the United
States ratified and proclaimed the ABM Treaty. The United States and the U.S.S.R. exchanged

Instruments of Ratification on October 3, 1972.

? The U.S. Senate recommended ratification of the ABM Protocol on November 10, 1973
and on March 19, 1976, the protocol was ratified by the President. The nations exchanged
Instruments of Ratification on May 24, 1978. The ABM Protocol was entered into force on
May 24, 1976 and subsequently proclaimed by the President on July 6, 1976.
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new site, must notify the other country according to the procedure agreed to in the Standing
Consultative Commission and during a year in which the ABM Treaty is scheduled for review.
Id. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and the next
review is scheduled for 1997. ABM Treaty, art. XIV, §2. As Article II, paragraph 2 of the

ABM Protocol explains:

[IIn the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to dismantle
or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deploymant area of ICBM
silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area
centered on its capital, as permitted by Article Ill(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet
Union would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its
components in the area centered on its capital and to deploy an ABM system or
its components in an area containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article
ITI(b) of the Treaty.

The United States and the former Soviet Union have also negotiated agreements within
the Standing Consultative Commission ("SCC"), established by Article XIII of the ABM Treaty.
Four such agreements relating to the ABM Treaty were declassified shortly before January 1993.
See United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact Sheet: The United States and
Russia Declassify Five Agreements from the Standing Consultative Commission (January 1993).
One agreement in particular concerns procedures for the replacement or dismantling of ABM

systems and is discussed below:.

B. Inactivating the 321st Missile Group Would Limit the United States to the Washineton,
D.C. Area as Its Sole Possible ABM Deplovyment Arza

By inactivating the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB, the United States would
impose unacceptable limitations on the ballistic missile defensz options to which it agreed in the
ABM Treaty. Any suggestion that would allow the United States to inactivate the 32 1st missile
group (or most of it) and still retain its ballistic missile defense options, is contrary to the text
and spirit of the ABM Treaty and threaten its continued viability. This is no insignificant
matter; the ABM Treaty continues to be held in the highest regard. As the Washington Post
recently reported, "(t]he Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty is the linchpin to its
arms control strategy.” Dana Priest & Thomas W. Lippman, ABM Treaty Under Attack as
Relic of Cold War, Wash. Post, March 13, 1995, at Al, A4, See also David A. Koplow,
Constitutional Bait and Switch: Executive Reinterpretation of Arms Control Treaties, 137 U.
Pa. L. Rev. 1353, 1367 (1989) ("[T]he ABM Treaty has come to be recognized as one of the
most successful and important arms control agreements."); United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Fact Sheet:  The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty at 3 (May 235, 1994)
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("President Clinton has reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the ABM Treaty. The
Administration considers it indispensable to stability, to the START I and START II reductions,
and to longer-term reductions in strategic offensive arms.").

A discussion of why two suggested alternatives to keeping the 321st Missile Group active
should not be adopted follows.

1. Grand Forks AFB and Washington, D.C. Are the Only Two Permitted
Deployment Sites: The United States Cannot Unilaterally Designate a Different
ABM System Deployment Area Consistent with the ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty does not permit the United States to unilaterally designate a different
ICBM launch site as an ABM system deployment area. Article III(b) permits each party to
deploy an ABM system "within one ABM system deployment area . . . containing ICBM silo
launchers.” It has been suggested that this provision should be read to allow each party to
change its chosen deployment area at will so long as only one Article ITI(b) ABM system is
deployed at any given time. For at least two reasons, this construction must be rejected.

Eirst, there is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that either party ever considered such
a construction before it was raised in this country as a purported way to finesse the inactivation
of the 321st Missile Group under the Commission process without affecting BMD options. On
the day the ABM Treaty was signed, in the document accompanying the treaty and with the
understanding of the Soviet delegation, the United States designated Grand Forks AFB as its
Atticle I[I(b) deployment area. That Grand Forks AFB would be the site was a common
understanding of the parties to the ABM Treaty. See Accompanying Document, § 2(A).

It is true that the United States did not make its designation contingsnt on some Soviet
representation that it would deploy an ABM system in some particular venue, but it is also
irrelevant.  Treaties are specialized agreements that do not require reciprocal or mutual
obligations from each party to be binding. See Koplow, supra, at 1408-09. Indeed, mutuality
of treaty obligations has been described as "wholly unnecessary as a matter of law." Id. The
United States’ representation to the U.S.S.R. may thus bind our country without imposing any

obligations on the former Soviet Union.

Second, there is ample support for the proposition that the "one ABM system deployment
area” permitted by Article III(b) means one and one alone; the ABM Treaty does not permit the
United States to move its ABM system unilaterally from ICBM field to ICBM field.




KUTAK ROCK

Mr. John H. McNeill, Esq.
March 31, 1995
Page 6.

Significantly, when the ABM question was raised by the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. Boatwright) testified before the Commission
on June 17, 1993 as follows:

"If [Grand Forks AFB] is closed and all silo launchers are eliminated, the U.S.
would have the right to relocate the U.S. ABM system to the nation’s capital, nor
to another ICBM base or some other location."

Mr. Boatwright’s statements should be given significant weight because it finds support
in the text of the ABM Treaty, its subsequent history and protocols, has not received the
attention it deserves, and cannot be understood without reference to the history of that important
agreement. It is clear that the parties to the ABM Treaty considered this issue because they
negotiated detailed procedures for dismantling an ABM system and deploying one elsewhere.

The 1974 ABM Protocol establishes Grand Forks AFB as this country’'s ABM
deployment area but allows for a one-time reversal of this choice entailing deployment of an
ABM system in the Washington, D.C. area. ABM Protocol, art. I, § 1. Neither the ABM
Treaty nor any of its protocols contains any other procedure through which the U.S. or the
U.S.S.R. may change its choice of sites for the deployment of an ABM system.

Even more to the point is the agreement negotiated in the SCC entitled “Supplementary
Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction, and
Notification Thereof, for ABM Systems and their Components of July 3, 1974" ("Supplementary
Protocol"). This agreement was signad in Geneva by representatives of the U.S. and U.S.S.R.
on October 28, 1976. As its title suggests, the Supplementary Protocol establishes procedures
governing the replacement, dismantling or destruction of ABM systems both within a deployment
area and in the event either party decides to exchange deployment areas as permitted by the
ABM Protocol. The Supplementary Protocol reads, in part, as follows:

The Procedures shall apply to ABM systems or their components, when they are
being replaced within a deployment area on the basis of Article VII of the Treaty
on the Limitation of ABM Systems of May 26, 1972, hereinafter referred to as
the Treaty, as well as when a deployment area of an ABM system or irs
components is being exchanged on the basis of the Protocol to the Treaty of July

3, 1974.

Supplementary Protocol at I(1) (emphasis supplied).
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The Supplementary Protocol provides clarion notice that neither party to the ABM Treaty
intended Article III(b) to grant the U.S. and U.S.S.R. free license to select which ICBM field
to protect and to change their selections as many times as desired provided only that, at any
given time, no more than one ABM system is deployed. The Supplementary Protocol establishes
procedures that would apply were the United States to exchange its designation of Grand Forks
AFB for Washington, D.C. under the ABM Protocol, but says nothing about the redesignation
of ICBM sites that has been suggested recently. If the United States inactivates the 321st Missile
Group, it will have the option, consistent with the clear language of the ABM Treaty, of
deploying an ABM system in the Washington, D.C. area and nowhere else. Further proof of
this obvious construction is found later in the Supplementary Protocol at section IV, entitled
“Procedures for Exchange of the Deployment Area of an ABM System or its Components,”
where it is stated:

Each Party may, at its discretion, completely dismantle or destroy the ABM
system and its components in the area being exchangad, and thereafter deploy an
ABM system or its components in the other area permitted in Article 11 of the

Treaty and the Protocol thereto . . . .

For the United States, "the other area" is Washington, D.C. The ABM Treaty provides
no other alternatives. The ABM Protocol speaks only of a one-time reversal and deployment
in the national capital area while the Supplementary Protocol establishes procedures for effecting
this one-time reversal. The suggested regime permitting at-will, unilateral redesignation of our
Article III(b) deployment area is clearly not part of the ABM Treaty, it is ultra vires and must
be avoided.

Article ITI(b) of the ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ABM systems to a single area
“containing ICBM silo launchers." The United States, having selected Grand Forks AFB as that
area, and having done so in writing with the approval of the U.S.S.R., is not empowerad under
the ABM Treaty to select a new site other than Washington, D.C. The ABM Treaty does not
provide for such equivocation and would not counsel a unilateral reinterpretation of the
agreement twenty-three years after it was signed. Indeed, it is a fundamental principle that each
party to a treaty must interpret it in good faith. Vienna Convention of the Law of Treaties, art.
31 (opened for signature May 23, 1969); Restatement (Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of
the United States § 321 (1987). Were the United States to adopt a new and self-serving
interpretation of an important treaty provision it would violate this principles at the expense of

its credibility abroad.
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2. Retaining 2 Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB in Order to
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the Intent

of the ABM Treaty

Included in the Department of Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is
the following: "A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required.”
The statement refers to Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an ABM system
deployment area within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers.” The idea is that, by
retaining "[a] small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy an ABM
system there would also be retained. The notion cannot stand, however, because it relies upon
an interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose.

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM silo
launchers" in Article I1I(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested, that the
U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile ABM system
to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and no logistic support
and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their operational status? Or does
the phrase reflect the parties’ determination to allow each country to deploy an ABM system for
the protection (in some measure) of an operational missile field? Intuition dictates the correct
answer, as does resort to the history of the ABM Treaty.

The most illuminating available history of the ABM Treaty are records of the Senate’s
consideration of the agreement. It has been argued that, as 2 matter of U.S. constitutional law,

"[dJetermining whether the Senate formed a coherent view of a particular clause . . . is the
essential inquiry"” of treaty interpretation. Koplow, supra, at 1404. Professor Koplow explains:

[O]nce [the Senate’s] understanding [of a treaty] has been shown to exist, there
is no conceptual difficulty in assessing its legal status. The Senate’s
understandings and conditions, however evidenced, are fully binding upon the
President once the treaty is ‘made.” The Senate’s view of the treaty, whether
explicit or implicit, is an integral part of the treaty, and the President cannot
proceed to ratification on any other terms. . . . In effect, the Senate gives its
advice and consent to a particular treaty regime, not a blank check for any other

type of arrangements . . . .

Id. at 1404-05 (emphasis in original). See also David Hodgkinson, The Reinterpretation of the
ABM Treaty: Policy Versus the Law?, 21 W. Australia L. Rev. 238, 274 (1991) ("The Senate’s
understanding of the treaty to which it conseats is binding on the President. . . ." (quoting M.
Bunn, Foundation for the Future 162-67 (1990) (ellipses in original))).




KUTAK ROCK

Mr. John H. McNeill, Esq.
March 31, 1995
Page 9.

The Senate’s understanding of the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" is subject to no doubt.
The Senate understood the ABM Treaty to allow the deployment of ABM systems to protect (1)
each nation’s capital and (2) an area actually containing ICBM’s, not simply launchers. The
following statements made on the Senate floor illustrate this point in no uncertain terms:?

® Senator Byrd - "The ABM Treaty restrict the Soviet Union and the United States
to two defensive networks each. One would shield a major offensive weapons
site, and a second would be placed near each country’s capital.” (118 Cong. Rec.

26647 (Aug. 3, 1972));

o Senator Jackson - "Both we and they are permitted two ABM sites, one at our
respective national capitals and one located so as to defend strategic offensive
weapons.” (118 Cong. Rec. 26693 (Aug. 3, 1972));

o Senator Buckley (one of two Senators to oppose the Senate resolution advising the
ratification of the ABM Treaty) - "The immadiate objectives of the treaty, of
course, is to limit antiballistic missile systems to nominal levels, where each side
agrees to defend its national capital and one strategic missile site . . . ." (118
Cong. Rec. 26703 (Aug. 3, 1972));

. enator Kennedy - "The only exceptions [to the prohibitions on deploying ABM
systems] are made for a National Capital site and for the protection of a single
ICBM site.” (118 Cong. Rec. 26763 (Aug. 3, 1972)); and

° Senator Fong - "[The ABM Treaty] [l]imits each side to one ABM site for the
defense of its respective capital and one site each for the defense of an ICBM

field." (118 Cong. Rec. 26707 (Aug. 3, 1972)).

The Secretary of State’s contemporaneous analysis of the treaty likewise adopts the same
interpretation of Article III(b). It reads, in relevant part, as follows:

> The House of Representatives appears to have shared the Senate’s interpretation.
Representative Les Aspin, for example, noted that, under the treaty, “[(e]ach [party] will limit
ABM systems to two sites -- one in defense of its national capital, the other in defense of an
ICBM field.” (118 Cong. Rec. 26344 (Aug. 1, 1972)). Similarly, Representative Michael
Harrington had reprinted in the Congressional Record an article from the Defense Monitor
adopting the same interpretation. (118 Cong. Rec. 23873 (June 30, 1972)).
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The heart of the treaty is article III, which spells out the provisions under which
each of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, ong in an ICBM
deployment area, and one at its national capital. . . .

The two ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will serve different
purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM deployment area will afford
some protection for ICBM’s in this area. ABM coverage at the national capitals
will permit protection for the National Command Authority against a light attack,
or an accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of missiles, and thus
decrease the chances that such an event would trigger a nuclear exchange.

S. Exec. Rep. No. 28, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. 3 (1972) (reprinting analysis) (emphasis
supplied).

Similarly, it was assumed during Senate hearings on the ABM Treaty that Article III(b)
allowed for the deployment of an ABM system to defend missiles. See generally Strategic Arms
Limitation Agreements: Hearings on S.J. Res. 241 and S.J. Res. 242 Before the Comm. on
Foreign Relations of the United States Senate, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. (1972). The committee
report, for example, contains references to the Grand Forks ABM system as designed "for the
protection of Minutem[e]n," Id. at 232 (Statement of Donald B. Brennan, senior fellow,
professional staff, Hudson Institute), and to "defend ICBM's." Id. at 408 (Statement of Dr.

Henry Kissenger).

In short, the suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile Group
except for some minimal number of gutted silo launchers cannot be squared with the clear
meaning of Article IlI(b), and thus must be rejected. The Article III(b) ABM system
deployment area was meant to defend ICBM's, not empty silos.

Conclusion

The Department of Defense has recommendad the realignment of Grand Forks AFB
"unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain
ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action.” If the 321st Missile
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Group at Grand Forks AFB is inactivated, the United States will have imposed severe and
unacceptable limitations on its ballistic missile defense options. As such, Grand Forks AFB

should not be realigned.

Enclosures: as stated.

cc. w/ enclosures:  Ambassador Edward L. Rowny
Senator Kent Conrad
Senator Byron Dorgan
Rep. Earl Pomeroy
Mayor Mike Polovitz
Mr. John Marshall, Esq.
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling,it is a pleasure to
appear before you today to discuss the practical and legal affects of a decision to realign

Grand Forks Air Force Base.

As the Chief START negotiator under President Reagan, Special Advisor to
Secretary of State Shultz for Arms Control Matters under both Presidents Reagan and
Bush, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff Representatives to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT Il) under the Carter Administration, | feel compelled to express my grave concern
over the Department of Defense's recommendation to inactivate the 321st Missile Group
at Grand Forks, North Dakota. By taking this course of action, the United States would
unacceptable restrict its ballistic missile defence options and needlessly spend millions
of dollars that could be saved if an alternative ICBM site were inactivated. Some have
suggested that the United States could finesse the ABM Treaty implications by leaving
some minimal number of ICBM launchers at Grand Forks. This solution is unsatisfactory
because it could undermine the ABM Treaty regimen as well as jeopardize efforts to

consummate the START Ii Treaty.

For nearly two decades | took part in, or was in charge of, negotiations with the

USSR on nuclear strategic issues. In 1982 | was a member of the first five-year review




of the ABM Treaty and in 1987 was in charge of the second five-year review of the ABM
Treaty. Based on my experience and continued contacts with officials of the Department
of Defense, and members of the U.S. Congress, | am convinced that closure of the

missile facilities at Grand Forks would be a serious mistake.

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS

One of my gravest concerns is that Grand Forks AFB might be realigned without
serious consideration as to whether this action might limit our ballistic missile defense
options under the ABM Treaty. This is not a matter to be taken lightly. As the
Washington Post recently reported, "[tjhe Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty
is the linchpin to its arms control strategy,” |, too, am concerned about the damage that

this contemplated action might inflict on the treaty.

As you are aware, the Treaty Between the United States of American and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
(hereinafter "ABM Treaty") was signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, and entered into
force on October 3, 1972. The ABM Treaty provides among other things, for the
restriction of the numbers of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment areas maintained by
the two nations. Article Ili(a) of the treaty permits each party to deploy one limited ABM
system to protect its capital;, Article fli(b) permits an ABM system to protect an

intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. The treaty states that this latter
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deployment area must "contain [ ] ICBM silo launchers.”

On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both parties issued a number of agreed
statements and came to a common understanding on certain issues intricately related to
the treaty. One common understanding reached by the parties concerned where the U.S.
would deploy its Article lii(b) ABM system. On this point, the U.S. Delegation stated, (and
I quote), "that its ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launders, located
west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher

deployment area.”

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ABM Protocol”) further restricting
the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and
the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM
Protocol limits each party to one site only. The effect of the ABM Protocol is to restrict
the United States to maintain its choice the Grand Forks AFB as the ABM deployment
area under Article il of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by its selection

of Moscow.

The protocol provides a single exception to those restrictions. Each party is
allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article Ill sit not initially
chosen. Each party may do so only once and, before initiating construction at the new

site, must notify the other country according to the procedure agreed to in the Standing
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Consuiltative Commission and during a year in which the ABM Treaty is scheduled for
review. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and
the next review is scheduled for 1997. As Article Il, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol

explains:

[l]n the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the
deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or
its components in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article
Ili(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle
or destroy the ABM system and its components in the area centered on its
capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area

containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article lll)b) of the Treaty.

1. Preserving a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB In Order to
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the Intent of

the ABM Treaty

| have heard the suggestion that preserving a small number of ICBM launchers at
Grand Forks might satisfy the requirement of the ABM Treaty while allowing for the
effective inactivation of the 321st Missile Group. | am dismayed that the Department of

Defense would entertain this suggested disingenuity. Yet, included in the Department of

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny
‘Lt. Gen., U.S.A., Ret.) 4




—

Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is the following: "A small number
of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required.” The statement refers to
Article lli(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an ABM system deployment area
within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is that, by retaining "[a] small
number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy an ABM system there
would also be retained. The notion cannot stand, however, because it relies upon an

interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose.

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM
silo launchers" in Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested,
that the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile
ABM system to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and
no logistic support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their
operational status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties’ determination to allow each
country to deploy an ABM system for the protection of an operational missile field?
Common sense and the history of the ABM Treaty point to this second meaning as the

correct answer.

Some of the most important and illuminating history of the ABM Treaty is contained
in the records of the Senate’s consideration of the agreement. The Senate understood
the phrase "ICBM silo launchers” as used in Article lli(b) of the treaty to refer to ICBM

fields, not simply launchers. Statements made by a number of senators during
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consideration of the ABM Treaty confirm this understanding, as do references in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee report. The Senate’s understanding of the ABM

Treaty became law when it voted for ratification.

The suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile Group
except for some minimal number of silo launchers cannot be squared with the meaning
of Article i(b) as ratified by the Senate that the ABM system deployment area was meant

to defend an ICBM complex and not simply several ICBM launchers.

Accordingly, to the extent the United States desires to maintain the ability to field
an ABM site and still remain in compliance with the ABM Treaty, the suggested
destruction of all but several ICBM launchers should be rejected. Further, not
withstanding the fact that the Grand Forks ABM system has been on inactive status since
1976, closure of Grand Forks AFB or reducing the number to only a few launchers would
extinguish any reserved rights of the United States under Article Il of the Treaty to

activate a ABM system, if required in the future.

2. The Suggested "Solution” Would Jeopardize United States Credibility With Russia

and the Other Former Soviet Republics

A related but independent problem concerns our credibility with the successors to

the U.S.S.R. Russia, and the other Republics of the former Soviet Union have agreed
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to abide by the terms of the ABM Treaty. Over the past two decades the Soviets, and
now their successors, have expressed apprehension that the United States intends to
walk away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. The U.S.S.R. has considered the
ABM Treaty to serve their interests, whereas the U.S. has come to believe that the ABM
Treaty, especially as narrowly defined by the Soviets, has prevented the United States

from developing defenses which would protect it from a crippling first-strike.

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, military officials of Russia and the other
nuclear state, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, have indicated that they would be
amenable to amending the ABM Treaty so as to permit all parties to work jdintly to
develop defenses to protect against ballistic missile attacks. If the United States were to
realign Grand Forks with the intention that it could retain its ballistic missile defense
options and before it worked out details with the nuclear republics of the former Soviet
Union, it might well spark a belief that the United States was attempting to unilaterally

change the ABM Treaty rather that work jointly to amend it.

Realigning Grand Forks could alienate many of the members of the United States
Senate and House of Representatives who have steadfastly supported the ABM Treaty.
In the Missile Defense Act of 1992, the congress specified that the development of U.S.
programs for strategic defenses must be "treaty compliant,” that is, that the United States
can plan to defend only one site. In the 1992 amendment to the Missile Defense Act, the

Congress repeated its stipulation that planned strategic defenses be "treaty compliant,”
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and further stated that the one permitted site by Grand Forks. Thus, any action to close
Grand Forks AFB, as part of a base closure exercise without prior consultation with the
Congress and resolution of the open ABM Treaty issues would be considered by them
to be a serious breach of faith and could jeopardize the National consensus on Arms

Control.

In summary, | am convinced that closing the missile facilities at Grand Forks, North
Dakota under the aforementioned suggested pretenses threatens to undermine our

credibility and should not be undertaken.

START Il TREATY IMPLICATIONS:

In addition to ABM Treaty implications, no actions should be contemplated which
jeopardize prospects for ratification of the START |l treaty. The uncertainty surrounding
this treaty requires the retention of the 321st Missile Group. President Bush and

President Yeltsin signed the START Il Treaty on January 3, 1994, in Moscow; on January

15, 1993, President Bush submitted the START |l Treaty to the Senate for its advice and
consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when the Treaty will be ratified by the

Senate.

| agree with views of Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr. expressed recently before the

Senate Armed Services Committee. Admiral Chiles counseled that, because of the
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uncertainty surrounding the ratification of START I, "we should allow the ratification
process to take place [before we] draw down Peacekeeper and Minuteman III"
deployments. More significantly, Admiral Chiles noted that it will be difficult to implement
START Il unless we adhere to the ABM Treaty. On this point the Admiral stated: "I

believe that without an ABM Treaty, we would not be able to move to a START I1."

Similarly, | believe that until the START Il Treaty situation is ratified and all
strategic allocations are determined, prudent planning requires the retention of the 321st

Missile Group, and good faith compliance with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty.

COST ISSUES:

A decision to inactivate the 321st Missile Group would unnecessarily cost millions
of dollars; dollars that could be saved were a different ICBM field chosen for inactivation.
The missile field at Grand Forks is this country’'s newest and most modern installation.
It is also the one ICBM field inextricable linked to the ABM Treaty. If the United States
adopts the suggestion to redesignate its Article Ili(b) deployment area, the ABM Treaty
and its protocols would require us to dismantle to destroy any and all ABM components

currently located in the Grand Forks area, including all ABM launchers and radars.

| am distressed that this cost item has not, to this point, been taken into account.

A fully informed decision regarding Grand Forks cannot be made without considering
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these important items. Moreover, the failures to account for such costs violates the spirit,
if not the letter, of Section 2925 (a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
year 1994, which expresses the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of Defense
should consider all direct costs to Federal departments and agencies when deciding base

closure issues.
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INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATING CO.¢SULTANTS
2700 Calvert Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20008
(202) 9863752
FACSIMILE (202) 986-4752

February 2, 1995

Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman BRAC 1995
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425

Arlingion, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Dixon:

In my written testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee submitted at its January
24, 1995 hearing on ballistic missile issues I stated that it is my considered judgment that closing
the military facilities at Grand Forks, North Dzkota, would be prejudicial to the national security
interest of the United States. After having served as Chief START Negotiator under President
Reagan, Special Advisor to Secretzry of State Shultz for Arms Control Matters under both
Presidents Reagan and Bush, and Joint Chiefs of Stzff Representative to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT II) under President Carter it is my recommendation that no
consideration be given to closing ihe Grand Forks AFB missile field.

In my Senate testimony I outlined three main reasons for making this recommendation.
First, the Grand Forks AFB missile field is directly linked to the ABM Treaty and officials of
Russia and other republics of the former Soviet Union could consider closing Grand Forks a
signal that the U.S. intends unilz:erally to change the ABM Treaty. Second, it could seriously
jeopardize programs for developing and employing theater 2nd strategic anti-ballistic systems to
defend the United States. And third, closure of Grand Forks could possibly violate the Missile
Defense Act of 1991 as well as zlienzte many members of the United States Congress.

While I am not aware of any specific plans to close Grand Forks AFB, I am convinced

that any such move would be a miscalculation in arms control policy. The ABM Treaty
implications of such an action could prevent us from developing a sound defensive system to/
protect the United States. In short, it is not in the national security interest of the United Statés

to close Grand Forks AFB.

I have enclosed a copy of my testimony for your review. If you have any questions, or
if I may be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call me at (202) 986-4752.

Respectfully,

Oobrd & (5

Edward L. Rowny
Ambassador (Lt. Gen./ USA, Retired)

Enclosure: as stated.
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CHAIRMAN THURMOND AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

IT IS A PLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC
MISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES.

AS THE CHIEF START NEGOTIATOR UNDER PRESIDENT REAGAN, SPECIAL
ADVISOR TO SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOR ARMS CONTROL MATTERS,
UNDER BOTH PRESIDENTS REAGAN AND BUSH, AND IN MY CAPACITY AS THE
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STRATEGIC ARMS
LIMITATION TALKS (SALT II) UNDER THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION, IT IS MY
CONSIDERED JUDGMENT THAT THE ABM TREATY OF 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL
TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY INTEREST, IS IN
JEOPARDY OF BEING VIOLATED BY THE UNITED STATES.

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS

THE TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC
MISSILE SYSTEMS (HEREINAFTER "ABM TREATY") WAS SIGNED IN MOSCOW ON

MAY 26, 1972, AND ENTERED INTO FORCE ON OCTOBER 3, 1972. THE ABM
TREATY PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTION ON THE NUMBERS

OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE (ABM) DEPLOYMENT AREAS MAINTAINED BY THE
TWONATIONS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY ORIGINALLY PERMITTED EACH SIDE
TO HAVE ONE LIMITED ABM SYSTEM TO PROTECT ITS CAPITAL ANDANOTHER
TO PROTECT AN INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE (ICBM) LAUNCH AREA.

DURING THE NEGOTIATIONS OF THE AGREED STATEMENTS AND COMMON
UNDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOMPANY THE TREATY, IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE
UNITED STATES ABM SYSTEM DEPLOYMENT AREA FOR DEFENSE OF ICBM SILO
LAUNCHERS "WILL BE CENTERED IN THE GRAND FORKS ICBM SILO LAUNCHER
DEPLOYMENT AREA" AT GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE (AFB), NORTH DAKOTA.

AT THE 1974 SUMMIT MEETING BETWEEN THE U.S. AND THE Ij.S.S.R., THE
NATIONS SIGNED THE PROTOCOL TO THE ABM TREATY ("PROTOCOL"). THE
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PROTOCOL’S EFFECT IS TO RESTRICT THE UNITED STATES TO ITS CHOICE OF
GRAND FORKS AFB AS THE ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UNDER ARTICLE III OF THE
TREATY. IN RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PROVIDES:

1. Each party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two
provided in Article III of the Treaty for dzployment of anti-ballistic missile

(ABM) systems.

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article II of this Protocol: the United States
of America shall not deploy an ABM system or its components in the area
centered on its capital, as permitted by Article III of the Treaty.

Protocol, Article 1.

. TO ALLOW SOME FLEXIBILITY TO THE NATIONS, ARTICLE II OF THE
PROTOCOL ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS ORIGINAL CHOICE OF AN ABM
SITE. THUS, UNDER THE ABM TREATY, THE UNITED STATES IS ALLOWED ONLY
TO DISMANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABM SYSTEM AT GRAND FORKS AFB AND
DEPLOY AN ABM SYSTEM IN THE WASHINGTON, D.C. AREA. THE PROTOCOL
DOES NOT ALLOW THE NATIONS TO SELECT ABM DEPLOYMENT AREAS
DIFFERENT FROM THOSE DESIGNATED IN THE COMMON AGREEMENTS TO THE
TREATY, AND CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RIGHT TO ALTERNATE BETWEEN THE
ORIGINAL ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA AND THE ALTERNATE SITE (WASHINGTON,
D.C.) "MAY BE EXERCISED ONLY ONCE." (EMPHASIS ADDED.)

ACCORDINGLY, TO THE EXTENT THE UNITED STATES DESIRES TO
MAINTAIN THE ABILITY TO FIELD AN ABM SITE AND STILL REMAIN IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ABM TREATY, RELOCATION OF THE ABM
DEPLOYMENT AREA FROM GRAND FORKS AFB TO AN AREA OTHER THAN THE
NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA WOULD NOT BE ALLOWED.

RUSSIA, AND THE OTHER REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION,
HAVE AGREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERMS OF THE ABM TREATY. OVER THE PAST
TWO DECADES THE SOVIETS, AND NOW THEIR SUCCESSORS, HAVE EXPRESSED
MISGIVINGS THAT THE UNITED STATES INTENDS TO WALK AWAY FROM ITS
OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE ABM TREATY. THE FORMER STATES OF THE U.S.S.R.
HAVE CONSIDERED THE ABM TREATY TO SERVE THEIR INTERESTS, WHEREAS
THE U.S. HAS COME TO BELIEVE THAT THE ABM TREATY, ESPECIALLY AS
NARROWLY DEFINED BY THE SOVIETS, HAS PREVENTED THE UNITED STATES
FROM DEVELOPING DEFENSES TO PROTECT ITSELF.

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION, MILITARY OFFICIALS OF
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RUSSIA AND THE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, UKRAINE, KAZAKHSTAN, AND
BELARUS, HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AMENABLE TO AMENDING
THE ABM TREATY SO AS TO PERMIT ALL PARTIES TO WORK JOINTLY TO
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILE ATTACKS.

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPMENT WHICH THREATENS TO
UNDERMINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD RELATIONS THE U.S. AND THE
FORMER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISHED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 1995
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES THROUGH THE DEFENSE BASE
AND REALIGNMENT PROCESS. I AM CONCERNED THAT THE GRAND FORKS AFB
MISSILE FIELD MAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POTENTIAL BASES TO BE CLOSED
OR REALIGNED.

AT THE END OF 1994 I HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONSIDER THE
RAMIFICATIONS OF CLOSING GRAND FORKS AFB IN A LETTER TO GENERAL
RONALD R. FOGLEMAN. AT THAT TIME I CONCLUDED THAT:

“...closing the military facilities at Grand Forks, North Dakota, would be prejudicial to
the national security interest of the United States."

MY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT ANY ACTIONS TO DISMANTLE
THE GRAND FORKS BALLISTIC MISSILE FIELD COULD UNDERMINE THE ABM

TREATY REGIMEN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

> First, Russia and other republics of the former Soviet Union could consider the
closing of Grand Forks a signal that the United States intends unilaterally to
change the ABM Treaty.

> Second, it could seriously jeopardize programs for developing and employing
theater and strategic anti-ballistic systems to defend the United States, the
direction in which we need to be focusing our security efforts.

> Third, closing Grand Forks may lead to a violation of the 1992 amendments to
the Missile Defense Act of 1991, which provides that all strategic defenses must
be treaty compliant and that the one permitted site must be Grand Forks.

THE MISSILE FIELD AT GRAND FORKS AFB IS INTRICATELY LINKED TO THE
ABM TREATY. IF THE UNITED STATES WERE TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS BEFORE
IT WORKED OUT DETAILS WITH THE NUCLEAR REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION, IT COULD GIVE THOSE REPUBLICS GROUNDS FOR BELIEVING
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THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS ATTEMPTING TO CHANGE UNILATERALLY THE
ABM TREATY RATHER THAN WORK JOINTLY TO AMEND IT.

MOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVENTS IN THE BREAKAWAY
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT HAS PLACED ON U.S.-RUSSIAN
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY THE U.S. TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS
WOULD NOT ONLY FURTHER FRUSTRATE OQUR ATTEMPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER
HARMONY ON A BROAD RANGE OF DEFENSE/SECURITY ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD
SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZE THE STABILITY OF THE OTHER FORMER SOVIET

REPUBLICS WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY.

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAND FORKS WILL INHIBIT, IF NOT ENTIRELY
PROHIBIT, THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS WHICH
ENCOMPASS THE DEPLOYMENT OF DEFENSES AT MORE THAN ONE SITE.
MOVING TO ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE
WITH THE RUSSIANS, AND POSSIBLY OTHER FORMER REPUBLICS OF THE SOVIET
UNION. IN OTHER WORDS, IT COULD COMPLICATE LONG-RANGE PLANS TO
BUILD A NEW SITE AND EVEN PLANS FOR EVENTUALLY ESTABLISHING A
MULTIPLE SITE DEFENSE OF THE UNITED STATES.

FURTHER, NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT THE GRAND FORKS ABM
SYSTEM HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SINCE 1976, CLOSURE OF GRAND
FORKS WOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGHTS OF THE UNITED STATES
UNDER ARTICLE III OF THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AN ABM SYSTEM, IF

REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE.

FINALLY, IN THE MISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF 195!, THE CONGRESS SPECIFIED
THAT THE DEVELOPMENT OF U.S. PROGRAMS FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSES MUST
BE "TREATY COMPLIANT", THAT IS, THE UNITED STATES CAN PLAN TO DEFEND
ONLY ONE SITE. IN THE 1992 AMENDMENT TO THE MISSILE DEFENSE ACT, THE
CONGRESS REPEATED ITS STIPULATION THAT PLANNED STRATEGIC DEFENSES
BE "TREATY COMPLIANT", AND FURTHER STATED THAT THE ONE PERMITTED
SITE BE GRAND FORKS. THUS, ANY ACTION TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB, AS
PART OF A BASE CLOSURE EXERCISE, WITHOUT RESOLUTION OF THE OPEN ABM
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. IN THE POSITION OF VIOLATING NOT
ONLY THE ABM TREATY BUT ALSO ITS OWN COMPLIANCE STANDARDS.

IN SUMMARY, I AM CONVINCED THAT CLOSING THE MILITARY FACILITIES
AT GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA, WOULD BE A GRAVE MISTAKE. THE ABM
TREATY IMPLICATIONS OF SUCH AN ACTION WOULD BE SERIOUS CAUSE FOR
CONCERN BY OFFICIALS OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION, PREVENT THE
DEVELOPMENT OF A SOUND DEFENSIVE SYSTEM TO PROTECT THE UNITED
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STATES AND PLACE THE UNITED STATES IN THE POSITION OF POTENTIALLY
VIOLATING ITS OWN LAWS. IN SHORT, TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB WOULD
PUT THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY AT RISK.
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MISCHIEF IN MOSCOW, CRISIS IN WASHINGTON:
WILL CLINTON DEFY CONGRESS ON MISSILE DEFENSE?

Of all the mistakes President Clinton appears poised to make in his summit with
President Yeltsin -- including legitimating Yeltsin’s Stalinesque genocide in Chechnya, his
nuclear proliferation to Iran and his NATO-wrecking operation -- one is in a class by
itself: Mr. Clinton’s efforts to impede, if not preclude, effective anti-missile defenses
threatens not only to jeopardize U.S. national security interests; it could also produce a
constitutional crisis.

Summit Shenanigan

This singularly portentous problem arises from communique language the Clinton
Administration has developed with the Russians. The plan is for the two presidents to
pronounce the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty the "cornerstone" of U.S.-
Russian relations and strategic stability.

The Administration hopes with this statement to lock-in the United States’
commitment to an agreement that effectively bans missile defenses for the American
people, notwithstanding the facts that it was forged with a country (the Soviet Union) that
no longer exists and it was drafted in a strategic environment that no longer pertains
(namely, one in which essentially only the Soviets’ nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles
posed a threat to the U.S. and its troops and allies overseas). Despite these dramatic
changes, the United States remains without deployed, effective anti-missile defenses.
And, if the Clinton team has its way, this will remain the case indefinitely.

Worse yet, the summiteers are expected to embrace written commitments that
would have the effect of dramatically expanding the ABM Treaty’s scope. By agreeing
not to deploy "regional defenses" against each other’s ballistic missiles and to assure
"non-circumvention” of the treaty, Mr. Clinton would give the Kremlin important rights.
Three key leaders of the House of Representatives -- Appropriations Committee
Chairman Robert Livingston, National Security Committee Chairman Floyd Spence and

Appropriations Defense Subcommittee Chairman Bill Young -- wrote the President the
attached letter last Thursday. It warns that:

"[These limitations] suggest unacceptable geographical limitations on U.S. theater
missile defenses (TMD) and could open the door for Russia to oppose any U.S.

TMD deployments. In addition, the reported ‘non-circumvention’ language could
cause Russia to challenge our international cooperative theater defense programs.”

The legislators went on to note their continuing opposition to the Clinton
Administration’s efforts to negotiate the "multilateralization” of the ABM Treaty. That
initiative would open the Treaty to additional signatories, a step calculated to make it
more difficult to change its terms in the future. They also reiterated their opposition to
the current U.S. negotiating position which would "place velocity limits on TMD
interceptors...[and] hamstring our ability to provide the most capable missile defenses to
our forward-deployed forces.” Messrs. Livingston, Spence and Young concluded by
observing:

- more -
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"...President Yeltsin must be made to realize that we are ready to act cooperatively
[with Russia] if we can, but unilaterally if we must when it comes to missile defenses.
The importance of this issue to U.S. security is simply too great to extend Russia or any
other nation a veto.”

The_Constitutional Question

Such a warning to the President of the United States from senior members of the
House of Representatives who control the government’s purse-strings cannot prudently be
ignored. It would be more than foolish, however, for the Administration to ignore a letter,
also attached, which was sent on May 2nd by fifty members of the U.S. Senate -- including
Majority Leader Robert Dole and virtually every other member of the Republican leadership.
This letter served formal notice on Mr. Clinton:

"We are deeply troubled by indications that you intend to proceed, in the face of clearly
stated congressional opposition, to make commitments in Moscow that would impede
U.S. efforts to provide American troops with effective protection against missile attack.
We find particularly troubling press reports describing the draft communique language
being developed for that meeting....We want you and the Russians to be fully aware of
our determination to prevent the creation of new impediments to missile defenses. "

The fifty signatories to this letter represent more than enough to defeat any new
missile defense treaty or ABM amendment that President Clinton might submit for
Senate advice and consent, as required by the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, the
Administration seems to believe that it can do as it did with the notorious North Korean
"agreed framework" -- namely, ignore altogether the Senate’s role in treaty-making. Senator
Dole and his colleagues must not allow an Administration bent on "dumbing-down," if not
altogether precluding, U.S. missile defense capabilities to dumb-down the Constitution in the
process.

The Bottom Line

It is noteworthy that in addition to Senator Dole, two other Senate Republicans -- Phil
Gramm, Dick Lugar and Arlen Specter -- who share Mr. Dole’s desire to bring an early end
to the Clinton presidency, are among those who signed the May 2nd letter. If Mr. Clinton
will not be deterred from making a serious mistake on missile defenses at the summit by
virtue of either the strategic dangers or the potential constitutional crisis it may
precipitate, perhaps the political risks associated with leaving the United States exposed
to missile attack will do the trick.

After all, the President has been at pains in the wake of the Oklahoma City bombing
to promise the populace that he would take every step to protect it. Does he really mean that
he will do so unless the attacker uses a ballistic missile, in which case the public is on its
own? If so, Mr. Clinton will be roughly as vulnerable politically as he would leave the
American people.

-30-
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Caongress of the Wnited States
TBouge of Representatibes
Raspington, JBE 20515

4 May 1995

The Henorable William J. Clinten
Pregident

The White Hcuse

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mxr. President:

As you prepare for your upcoming trip tc Moscow, we wish to
register cur concern over the Administration’s latest attempt to
resolve the igsue of theater missile defenses and the ABM Treaty
and our strong oppesition to any agreement that restricts the
ability to defend our troops abroad f£rom ballistic missile

attack. v

Reports of draft communique language describing the ABM
Treaty as the "cornerstome® of the U.S.-Russian arms control
relationship once again illustrate the difficulty the
Administration is having in ceming to terms with post-Cold War
realities. An agreement to ban deployment of "regional defenses
against the other’s ballistic missiles" suggests unacceptable
gecgraphical limicactions on U.S. ™™D deployments and could open
the door for Russia to oppose any U.S. T™MD deployments. In
addition, the reported "non-circumvention® language could causs
Russia to challenge cur internacional cooperative theater defense

programs.

Moreover, the Administration’s negotiating position
continues to support the multilateralization of the Treaty, which
would make future amencdments more difficult. It also continues
to place velocity limits on TMD interceptors, which would
hamstcring our ability tc provide the most capable missile
defenses tc ocur forward deployed forces. We enccurage you to
inform President Yeltsin that the United States is cpposed to

such limitcs.

. .. The focus of any negotiations with the Ruasians should be on
f;nd;gg.wgys to move forward cooperatively, not to limit UO.S.
capabilities, We encourage you to seek Russia’s agreement £o
reguma the discussions that began in 1992 on a "glcbal protectiocn
system, " including early warning data sharing, and related issues
of mutual benefit. However, President Yeltsin must be. made to
realize that we are ready to act cocperatively if we can, but
unilaterally if we must when it comes to missile dafenses. The
importance of this issue to U.S. securicy is simply teoo great to
extend Russia or any other nation a veto.

Sincerely,

¥ e SPr. (:-j-,u.;
(A W. Bill o
Floyd D. Spgncas wrers LY Livingzon - N ung
Chairman Chairzan
on (Naticnal Secuxiry

Chairman :
oriations  Subccmmitzbe
Ccumiitae on Appropriaticns




BOB DOLE

KANSRS Mnited States Senate

OFACE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER
WASHINGTON, DC 20£10-7010

May 2, 1995

The President
The White House
Washington

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing in advance of your summit meeting in Moscow
to reiterate our strenuous objections to any action which would
politically strengthen the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty, expand its scope, increase the number of signatories, or
otherwise add impediments to the development and deployment of
effective U.S. theater missile defenses. On four separate
occasions -- January 17, February 6, March 8, and April 6 --
Senate Republicans have written to you on this c¢ritical issue,
indicating our opposition to such efforts and underscoring our
position that any such treaty changes would be subject to the
advice and consent of the Senate. Unfortunately, there are
indications that your administration has not been dissuaded from
pursuing a course which would place serious new constraints on
our ability to pursue effective missile defenses.

The threat posed by the proliferation of ballistic missile
technology and weapons of mass destruction grows daily. We had a
close look at this threat during the Gulf War. The next time a
conflict arises, our troops and our allies could face a greater
threat, as terrorist regimes like Iran, bent on acquiring missile
technology, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction
move closer -to that goal. The Russians’ intent to follow through
with a reactor deal that would add to Iran’s nuclear know-how
only makes the situation more urgent. .

As such, we are deeply troubled by indications that you
intend to proceed, in face of clearly stated Congressional
opposition, to make commitments in Moscow that would impede U.S.
efforts to provide American troops overseas and allies with
effective protection against missile attack. We find
particularly troubling press reports describing the draft
communigue language being developed for that meeting.
Furthermore, we note that in January 1992, Russian President
Boris Yeltsin proposed not only deeper offensive force
reductions, but collaboration with the United States on a joint
"Global Protection System" of anti-missile defenses. This would
be a much more appropriate and constructive avenue for your
discussions with President Yeltsin.

Failing to get Russia to back down on its nuclear reactor
deal with Iran, while simultaneously acting to severely limit our
ability to protect U.S. forces, allies, and American citizens
would be inexcusable. Should this be the outcome, we want you
and the Russians to be fully aware of our determination to
prevent the creation of new impediments to missile defenses.

Sincerely,
Robert Dole William S. Cohen Rodney Grams Richard Lugar Richard Shelby
Spencer Abraham Paul Coverdell Charles Grassiey Connie Mack Alan K. Simpson
John Ashcroft Larry E. Cnaig Judd Allan Gregg John McCain Robert Smith
Robert Foster Bennett Alfonse D’ Amato Orrin Hatch Mitch McConnell Olympia J. Snowe
Christopher S. Bond Mike DeWine Jesse Helms Frank Murkowski Arlen Specter
Hank Brown Pete V. Domenici Kay Bailey Hutchison Don Nickles Ted Stevens
Conrad Burns : D. M. ‘Lauch’ Faircloth James M. Inhofe Bob Packwood Craig Thomas
Ben Nighthorse Campbell Bill Frist Dirk Kempthorne Larry Pressier Fred Thompson
Danie! R. Coats Slade Gorton Jon L. Kyl Williamm W. Roth Strom Thurmond
Thad Cochran Phil Gramm Trent Lott Rick Santorum John W. Warner
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2602

May 9, 1995

Mr. Charlie Smith

staff Director T R

Defense Base and Realignment e G 5 I WCC'-
Commission e AOGCE >

1700 North Moore Street, #1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Charlie:

I appreciate your quick response and telephone call. I
understand the Commissioners’ concerns. Thanks for the update on
their position.

After we talked, I again read Secretary Deutch’'s letter to
Chairman Dixon. Although I understand the Commissioners’
concerns, I am puzzled by their conclusion that Secretary
Deutch’s position may not represent the Government’s position.
As you can see in the section that I have outlined on the
attached copy of the Deputy Secretary’s letter, he is forwarding
to Chairman Dixon the results of the interagency review of the
issue. The review included the Department of Defense, Department
of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the
National Security Council Staff. It appears to me that this was
a comprehensive review and fairly represents the Government'’s
position.

I hope that you will be able to bring this important
information to the Commissioners’ attention so that their
concerns will be adequately addressed.

Again, thank you for your assistance in keeping the
Commissioners informed.

With best personal regards,

Sincerely,
MSB/avg //Z %( /;—

Enclosure
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 2030!1-100Q

a4 May 1995

The Homoratle Alan J. Dixon ‘
Chairman, Dafenge Basa Closura
and Realignment Commigsion
1700 North Moora Btreet, Suita 1415 -
Arlington, VA 22208

Deaxr Chairman Dixcn:

This latter follows up on my testimony before the Commission
on March 1, and responds to your letter to me of March 24,
concerning the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB through
inactivation of =he 321st Migsile Group, and interagency review

of amsociated treaty imsuas.

Ag you -will recall, ocur recommendation concerning Grand
7orks was mada subjact to a posaible determinaticn by tha
Secretary ralating to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) options.
Specifically, we recommended that Grand Porks AFB be raaligned
and the 3215t Miasile Group inactivated, "unless the Secrstary of
Defenme determines that thae need to retain [BMD] options
rffectively pracludas this action." That, in turm, has been the
focus of a legal review of treaty igsues by representatives of
the Department of Defense (including the Office of the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff), the Department of State, the Axms Control
and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security Council atafr.

I am plaased to report that the intaragency reviaew has been
completed and that the contingency has been favorably resclved.
"here will be no determination by the Secrerary that would
require retention of the mimssile group at Grand Forks.
Realignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the §lst Missile
Group is no longer a necessary alternative. Consequently, ocur
racommendation, as transmitted on February 28, remains that Grand
Forks AFB e realigned and the 321st Missile Group inactivated.

I trust that this will enable the Cc¢mmission to proceed with
the formulation of its recommendation to the President,.

Sincerely youxrs,

Q\W"
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Frank J. Gaffoey, Jr.
9 May 1995
Mr. Alan Dixon
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209

Dear Alan:

I am writing in connection with an issue that I understand may bear on the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission’s deliberations about the future status of the
missile group at Grand Forks, North Dakota. I gather that concerns have been raised with
the Commission that realigning this facility as recommended by the Department of Defense
may have adverse implications for the Nation’s ability to protect itself against ballistic missile
attack.

I presume to address this topic both by virtue of my present activities and my
previous experience. Currently, I am -- among other incarnations -- the Coordinator of the
Coalition to Defend America, a committee comprised of former Cabinet and sub-Cabinet
officers, former members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other distinguished retired officers,
Members of Congress and influential citizens who share the belief that the United States, its
forces overseas and its allies must be defended against missile attacks.

In previous years, I had the privilege of working on missile defense and arms control
matters on Senator Henry M. "Scoop” Jackson’s staff, as a professional staff member of
Senator John Tower’s Armed Services Committee and as a senior official for four-and-a-half
years in Caspar Weinberger’s Defense Department during the Reagan Administration. In my
capacity as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control
Policy and subsequently as the acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Policy, I was directly involved in the U.S. government’s decisions concerning
strategic defense, treaty negotiations and compliance issues.

I am convinced that there is no higher defense priority than deploying an
effective defense to protect the American people against ballistic missile attack.
Unfortunately, the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty precludes the United States from
deploying such a defense. Consequently, that Treaty is inconsistent with U.S. national
security requirements.

The good news is that an increasing number of legislators are becoming aware of this
fact. Indeed, I expect that the next few months will see steps taken to begin to move the
United States away from the posture of "assured vulnerability” to which it is condemned by
the ABM Treaty. Specifically, I expect Congress to authorize the expenditure of funds for a
missile defense system that will allow the United States to provide modest protection for the
American people as well as very effective protection of our forces and allies overseas.

3803 Yuma Street, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20016
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In my professional judgment, this will not be accomplished, though, by exercising
our option to deploy up to 100 ground-based interceptors for the nominal purpose of
defending intercontinental ballistic missiles at Grand Forks. Instead, I believe it will be
achieved by deploying anti-missile interceptors aboard Navy AEGIS cruisers deployed
world-wide. The advantages of such a deployment are obvious:

o The entire infrastructure for a sea-based missile defense is bought-and-paid-for --
and in operation throughout the globe. It will require neither additional bases nor
appreciable increases in manpower. As a result, the marginal additional cost to deploy
650 Navy "Upper Tier" interceptors aboard 22 AEGIS cruisers is estimated to be just
$2-3 billion over the next five years.

Contrast this option with the idea of completely refurbishing an anti-missile site
abandoned nearly twenty years ago in North Dakota. The installation costs alone of
such a deployment are estimated to run somewhere between $5 and $20 billion (depend-
ing on the technology utilized). Operational costs would be additional and very signifi-
cant. A ground-based deployment would also take upwards of a year longer to deploy.

o The Navy system can be flexibly deployed where needed -- for theater or strategic
missions. By contrast, a ground-based defense in CONUS will be of no value in
defending U.S. forces or allies overseas. What is more, it probably will not be able to
provide protection to Alaska and Hawaii.

0 There need be no environmental impact or other social interface procedures that
would accompany -- and inevitably complicate -- the deployment of a ground-based
system even at a previously operational ABM site.

In short, the desirability of defending the United States against missile attack should
not be a decisive factor in determining the future fate of the 321st Missile Group. To be
honest, I would not personally recommend making decisions about the future size and
composition of the U.S. strategic deterrent -- or about American compliance with arms
control agreements — solely on the basis of considerations within the BRAC’s purview.

I nonetheless believe that, given the aforementioned considerations and others relating to the
condition of the missile silos at Grand Forks relative to other sites, particularly when taken
together with the unanimous judgment of the relevant military commanders, the Commission
can responsibly approve the Defense Department’s recommendation to realign Grand Forks
Air Force Base. I urge you to do so.

I would welcome an opportunity to discuss my conclusions and recommendations
concerning this issue with you or your staff at your convenience.

Y O T AN Ayl e e |+
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

9 May 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Baage Closure

and Realignment Commissiocon ey ot S ﬂ;ii‘nﬁaraq"l(c 2.\
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 ’T':Ii_”:;,a;,{.ﬂrfﬁﬁgx :
E RR AR ke ’

Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Chairman Dixon:

This letter follows up on my testimony before the Commission
on March 1, and responds to your letter to me of March 24,
concerning the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB through
inactivation of the 321st Missile Group, and interagency review
of associated treaty issues.

As you will recall, our recommendation c¢oncerning Grand
Forks was made subject to a possible determination by the
Secretary relating to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) options.
Specifically, we recommended that Grand Forks AFB be realigned
and the 321st Migsile Group inactivated, "unless the Secretary of
Defense determines that the need to retain ([BMD] options
effectively precludes this action.” That, in turn, has been the
focus of a legal review of treaty issues by representatives of
the Department of Defense (including the Office of the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff), the Department of State, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security Council staff.

I am pleased to report that the interagency review has been
completed and that the contingency has been favorably resolved.
There will be no determination by the Secretary that would
require retention of the missile group at Grand Forks.
Realignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile
Sroup is no longer a necegsary alternative. Conseguently, our
recommendation, as transmitted on February 28, remains that Grand
Forks AFB be realigned and the 321st Missile Group inactivated.

I trust that this will enable the Commission to proceed with
the formulaticn of its recommendation to the President.

Sincerely yours,
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Ben,

Attached is a copy of the letter from Deputy Secretary Deutch to Chairman Dixon
regarding interagency review of treaty issues associated with the Department’s
recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB.

Office of the General Counscl had lead on this, and we believe they are providing the
Commission with the original.

Hope this is useful in your on-going effort.
Cheers!

d
00

Paul J. Thompson

Colonel, USAF
Asst Director for Base Closure

Phone (703) 697-8048
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

9 May 1995

The Honcrable Alan J. Dixcn
Chairman, Defense Base Clcsure

and Realignment Commission
1700 Neorth Moore Street, Suite 1423
Arlingtzen, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

This lecter follows up on my testimony before the Commission
on March 1, and responds to your letter to me of March 24,
concerning the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB through
inactivation of the 321lst Missile Group, and interagency review

cf associated treaty issues.

As you will recall, our recommendation concerning Grand
Forks was made subject to a possible determination by the
Secretary relating to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) options.
Specifically, we recommended that Grand Forks AFB be r=aligned
and the 321st Missile Group inactivated, "unless the Secretary of
Defense determines that the need to retain [BMD] options
effectively precludes this action." That, in turn, has been the
focus of a legal review of treaty issues by representatives of
the Department of Defense (including the Office of the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs cf Staff), the Department of State, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, and the Nacional Security Council staff.

I am pleased to report that the interagency review has been
completed and that the contingency has been favorably resolved.
There will be no determinaction by the Secrestary that would
require retention of the missile group at Grand Forks.
Realignment of Minot AFB and inacrivation of the 91st Missile
Group is no longer a necessary alternative. Consequently, our
recommendation, as transmitted on February 28, remains that Grand
Forks AFB be realigned and the 321st Missile Group inactivated.

1 trust that this will enable the Commission to proceed with
the formulation of its recommendation tc the President.

Sincerely yours,

\ —
Iy MowFA
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

3 May 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closgure

and Realignment Commission
1700 Noxrth Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

This letter follows up on my testimony before the Commission
on March 1, and responds to your letter to me of March 24,
concerning the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB through
inactivation of the 321st Misgile Group, and interagency review

of associated treaty issues.

As you will recall, our recommendation concerning Grand
Forks was made subject to a possible determination by the
Secretary relating to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) options.
Specifically, we recommended that Grand Forks AFB be realigned

‘.' and the 321st Missile Group inactivated, "unless the Secretary of
Defense determines that the need to retain [BMD] options
effectively precludes this action.” That, in turn, has been the

focus of a legal review of treaty issues by representatives of
the Department of Defense (including the Office of the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff), the Department of State, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security Council staff.

I am pleased to report that the interagency review has been
completed and that the contingency has been favorably resolved.
There will be no determination by the Secretary that would
require retention of the missile group at Grand Forks.
Realignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile
Group 18 no longer a necessary alternative. Consequently, our
recommendation, as transmitted on February 28, remains that Grand
Forks AFB'be realigned and the 3218t Missile Group ilnactivated.

I trust that this will enable the Commission to proceed with
the formulation of its recommendation to the President.

Sincerely yours,

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

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209
(703) 696-0504

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING

DATE: April 14, 1995
TIME: 2:00 p.m.
MEETING WITH: Brigadier General Richard A. Black, USA

SUBJECT: 1972 ABM Treaty

PARTICIPANTS:

Name/Title/Phone Number:
BG Black, Program Executive Officer, Missile Defense, (703) 607-1881
Mike Trouse, Staff Member
Tom Burns, Staff Member

Commission Staff:
Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader

Ralph Kaiser, Counsel
David Olson, Air Force Team

MEETING PURPOSE:

BG Black’s perspective on the implications of closing Grand Forks AFB and

corresponding ICBM missile range on the 1972 ABM Treaty.




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

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209
(703) 696-0504

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING
DATE: April 14, 1995
TIME: 10:00 A.M.
MEETING WITH: Grand Forks AFB, ND Representatives
SUBJECT: 1972 ABM Treaty
PARTICIPANTS:
Name/Title/Phone Number:
Ambassador Edward L. Rowny
George Schlossberg, Kutak Rock, (202) 828-2319
Jennifer Pepper Kutak Rock
Commission Staff:
Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel

David Olson, Air Force Team
Chip Walgren, City and State Liaison

MEETING PURPOSE:

Ambassador Rowny reiterated his concern that the proposed inactivation of
the Grand Forks missile field will perturbate ongoing negotiations with former Soviet
republics on ballistic missile defense and on START. He has written to SecState, SecDef,
DACDA, and CJCS articulating these concerns and agreed to provide copies of the letters
and respective responses. We assured the ambassador that efforts to hasten development of

an interagency position on the Grand Forks recommendation are welcome.
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DRAFT

BACKGROUND PAPER
ON
GRAND FORKS AFB - ABM ISSUE

BACKGROUND

- The DoD recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB says that “the 321st Missile Group will
inactivate unless prior to December 1996 the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain
ballistic missile defense options effectively precludes this action.”

- During the March 1, 1995 hearing, Secretary Perry indicated that he could not promise a
recommendation by late June, because the ABM determination requires an interagency process.

- On March 7, 1995 the Commission voted to add Minot AFB for realignment and inactivation of the
91st Missile Group if ABM considerations preclude the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB.

ABM AGREEMENT
- ABM Treaty--Signed May 23, 1972, ratified October 3, 1972

-- Restricts the number of ABM deployment areas by permitting each nation to have one
limited ABM system to protect its capital and another to protect an ICBM launch area.
(Treaty, Article III (a), (b))

- Agreed Statements, Common Understandings, Unilateral Statements--Signed May 26, 1972

-- Stipulates that the US ABM deployment area for defense of ICBM silos “will be centered in
the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area.” (Agreed Statement, Paragraph A)

-- Permits second site to be located in Washington DC area.
- Protocol to the ABM Treaty--Signed July 3,1974, ratified March 19, 1976

-- Further restricts ABM deployments by requiring that “each Party shall be limited at any one
time to a single area out of the two provided in Article III of the Treaty for the deployment of
ABM systems.” (Protocol, Article I)

-- Permits each side to reverse its original choice of an ABM site, and states that the right to
change from the original deployment site to the alternate site may be exercised only once.
(Protocol, Article II) Thus, the US could dismantle its ABM site near Grand Forks AFB and
deploy an ABM system in the Washington DC area, but not elsewhere.

-- Requires advance notice be given prior to changing from the original deployment site to the
alternate site, and stipulates that this can only be done during a year in which the ABM Treaty
is scheduled for review by the Standing Consultative Committee. (Protocol, Article IT)
Accordingly, this could be done during the next five year review in 1997.

DRAFT




AIR FORCE POSITION - 1993

- During June 17, 1993 hearing, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr.
Boatwright) was asked if the ABM site would “preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB or its attached
ICBM missile field now or during the 1995 round of the base closure process. He provided the
following insert for the record:

would not preclude cl f Grand Forks AFB. A major provision of the
treaty limits deployment of ABM systems to one site located either around the nation’s capital
or centered within a group of ICBM silo launchers. If the base is closed and all silo launchers
are eliminated, the US would have the right to relocate the US ABM system to the nation’s

capital, not to another ICBM base or some other location. If we eliminate all the ICBM silo

launchers in the deployment area and choose not to relocate the ABM system, the Treaty is

unclear whether the US may leave the ABM system in place without dismantling it or
reactivate it someday. The existence of the ICBM launchers was a sine qua non for the initial

deployment of the ABM system there pursuant to Article III. But a review of the negotiating
record would be required to determine whether the US would still have a right to an ABM
system there. In any case, the US could seek explicit agreement of the Treaty Parties to have an
ABM system there.” (Emphasis added.)

DOD POSITION - 1995

- During March 1, 1995 hearing, The Deputy Secretary of Defense (Mr. Deutch) was asked about
ABM implications and responded as follows:

“In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it’s not just a Department of Defense matter. We

have to get interagency views from others about the treaty implications. That’s going to take
some period of time. I believe the material transmitted to the Commission contains a view

from our General Counsel and our Undersecretary for Policy that we think it’s clean from the
point of view of the Treaty. But we do need to have interagency confirmation of that ...” (No

separate views have been received from the General Consul or Undersecretary for Pohcy, but
their views may be implicit in the DoD recommendation.) (Emphasis added.)

GRAND FORKS COMMUNITY POSITION

- In a December 9, 1994 letter, Ambassador Edward L. Rowny argued that closing Grand Forks AFB
“would be prejudicial to the national security interest of the United States.”

-- Closing the missile field at Grand Forks AFB without working out the details with the former
Soviet Union could signal that the US is working unilaterally to change the ABM Treaty.

-- Moving the ABM site from Grand Forks will require negotiations that could complicate
plans for eventually establishing a multiple site strategic defense of the US.

David Olson/AF Team/Mar 20, 1995/12:00
DRAFT
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These were intended to clarify specific provisions of the agreements
or parts of the negotiating record. The three groups of items are te-
produced here with the texis of the agreements.

Treaty Between'the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile

Systems

In the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems the
United States and the Soviet Union agree that each may have only
two ABM deployment areas,! so restricted and so located that they
cannot provide a nationwide ABM defense or become the basis for
developing one. Each country thus leaves unchallenged the penetra-
tion capability of the other’s retaliatory missile forces.

The treaty permits each side to have one limited ABM system to
protect its capital and another to protect an ICBM launch area. The
two sites defended must be at least 1,300 kilometers apart, to prevent
the creation of any effective regional defense zone or the beginnings
of a nationwide system.

Precise quantitative and qualitative limits are imposed on the ABM
systems that may be deployed. At each site there may be no more
than 100 interceptor missiles and 100 launchers. Agreement on the
number and characteristics of radars to be permitted had required ex-
tensive and complex technical negotiations, and the provisions gov-
erning these important components of ABM systems are spelled out
in very specific detail in the treaty and further clarified in the “Agreed
Statements” accompanying it.

Both parties agreed to limit qualitative improvement of their ABM
technology, e.g., not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers capa-
ble of launching more than one interceptor missile at a time or modify
existing launchers to give them this capability, and systems for rapid
reload of launchers are similarly barred. These provisions, the Agreed
Statements clarify, also ban interceptor missiles with more than one
independently guided warhead.

There had been some concern over the possibility that surface-to-
air missiles (SAMs) intended for defense against aircraft might be im-
proved, along with their supporting radars, to the point where they
could effectively be used against ICBMs and SLBMs, and the treaty

t Subsequently reduced to one area (see section on ABM Protocol).
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prohibits this. While further deployment of radars intended to give
early warning of strategic ballistic missile attack is not prohibited, they
must be located along the territorial boundaries of each country and
oriented outward, so that they do not contribute to an effective ABM
defense of points in the interior.

Further, to decrease the pressures of technological change and its
unsettling impact on the strategic balance, both sides agree to prohibit
development, testing, or deployment of sea-based, air-based, or
space-based ABM systems and their components, along with mobile
land-based ABM systems. Should future technology bring forth new
ABM systems “based on other physical principles” than those em-
ployed in current systems, it was agreed that limiting such systems
would be discussed, in accordance with the treaty’s provisions for
consuitation and amendment.

The trealy also provides for a U.S.-Soviet Standing Consullative
Commission to promote its objectives and implementation. The com-
mission was established during the first negotiating session of SALT
Il, by a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 21, 1972.
Since then both the United States and the Soviet Union have raised a
numbear of questions in the Commission relating to each side’s compli-
ance with the SALT | agreements. In each case raised by the United
States, the Soviet activily in question has either ceased or additional
information has allayed U.S. concern.

Arlicle XIV of the treaty calls for review of the treaty 5 years after ils
entry into force, and at 5-year intervals thereafter. The first such
review was conducted by the Standing Consultative Commission at its
special session in the fall of 1977. At this session, the United Stales
and the Soviet Union agreed that the treaty had operated effectively
during its first 5 years, that it had continued to serve national security
interests, and that it did not need to be amended at that time.

Treaty Between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

Signed at Moscow May 26, 1972

Ratification advised by U.S. Senate August 3, 1972
Ratified by U.S. President September 30, 1972
Proclaimed by U.S. President October 3, 1972
instruments of ratification exchanged October 3, 1972
Entered into force October 3, 1972

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating consequences
for ali mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a
substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a
decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons,

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems, as
well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive
arms, would contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for further negotia-
tions on limiting strategic arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and to take effective measures toward reductions in stralegic arms,
nuclear disarmament, and general and complete disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the strengthening

of trust between States,
Have agreed as follows:

Article |

1. Eacvh party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems and to adopt
other measures in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of
its country and not o provide a base for such a defense, and not 1o deploy ABM sys-
tems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article Il of this
Treaty.
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Article Il

1. For the purpose of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to counter slrategic
ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, currently consisting of:

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles constructed and dJe-
ployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode;

(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed for taunching
ABM interceptor missiles; and

(¢c) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for an ABM role, or of
a type tested in an ABM mode.

2. The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this Article include those
which are:

(a) operational;

(b) under construction;

(c) undergoing testing;

(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed.

Article I
Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and fifty
kilometers and centered on the Party’'s national capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more
than one hundred ABM launchers 2nd no more than one hundred ABM interceptor mis-
siles at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM radar complexes,
the area ot each complex being circular and having a diameter of no more than three
kilometers; and

(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and fifty
kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than
one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potentiaf to corre-
sponding ABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signature of the
Treaty in an ABM system deploymeant area containing ICBM silo launchers, and (3) no
more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less than the potential of the
smaller of the above-mentioned twe large phased-array ABM radars.

Article IV

The limitations provided for in Article 1Il shall not apply 1o ABM systems or their com-
ponents used for development or testing, and located within current or additionally
agreed test ranges. Each Party may have no more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers
at test ranges.

Article V

1. Each Parly undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or compo-
nents which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.
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2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM faunchers for launch-
ing more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each launcher, not to modify
deployed launchers to provide them with such a capacity, not to develop, test, or deploy
automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

Article Vi

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM systems and
their components provided by the Treaty, each Party undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to counter strategic baliistic missiles or
their elements in flight trajectory, and not o test them in an ABM mode; and

(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile
attack except at locations along the periphery of its national territory and oriented
outward.

Article VII

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of ABM sys-
tems or their components may be carried out.

Article VIH

ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or outside the areas
specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or their components prohibited by this
Treaty, shall be destroyed or dismantied under agreed procedures within the shortest

possible agreed period of time.

Article IX

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party undertakes not to
transfer to other States, and not to deploy outside its national territory, ABM systems or
their components limited by this Treaty.

Article X

Each Party undertakes not to assure any international obligations which would con-
flict with this Treaty.

Article X1

The Parties undertake to continue active negoliations for limitations on strategic ot-
fensive arms.

Article XIi

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions of this
Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a
manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of verii-
cation of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which impedn
verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty
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This obligation shall not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion,
or overhaul practices.

Article XN

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the
Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative Commission, within the frame-
work of which they will: :

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and
related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party considers neces-
sary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed,

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with nationat tachmical
means of verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have a bearng on
the provisions of this Treaty;

{e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling of ABM sys-
tems or their components in cases provided for by the provisions of this Treaty;

() consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further increasing the viability
of this Treaty: including proposals for amendments in accordance with the provisions
of this Treaty,

{g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measires aimed at linuting stra
tegic arms.

2. The Parties through consuitation shall establish, and may amend as appropriata,
Regulations for the Standing Consultative Comnussion governing procedires, compos-
tion and other relevant matters.

Article XIV

1. Each Party may proposc amendments to this Treaty. Agreed amendmonts shali
enter into force in accordance with the procedures governing the entry mto force of ths
Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five-year intervals thereafter,
the Parties shall together conduct i review of this Treaty.

Article XV

. This Treaty shali be of unlimited duration.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the tight to withdiaw
from this Treaty if it decides that axtraordinary events related to the subject matter of
this Trealy have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its docision to
the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such natice shall include
a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopard
ized its supreme interests.

Yy -
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Article XVi

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional
procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter into force on the day of the exchange
of instruments of ratification.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United
Nations.

DONE at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and Russian
languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NiXON L.i. BREZHNEV

President of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
America Committee of the CPSU




Agreed Statements, Common Understandings, and
Unilateral Statements Regarding the Treaty Between
the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missiles

1. Agreed Statements

The document set forth below was agreed upon and initialed by the Heads of the
Delegations on May 26, 1972 (letter designations added):

AGREED STATEMENTS REGARDING THE TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON
THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

(Al

The Parties understand that, in addition to the ABM radars which may be deployed in
accordance with subparagraph (a) of Article Il of the Trealy, those non-phased-array
ABM radars operational on the date of signature of the Treaty within the ABM system
deployment area for defense of the national capital may be retained.

(B]

The Parties understand that the potential (the product of mean emitted power in
walts and antenna area in square meters) of the smaller of the two large phased-array
ABM radars referred to in subparagraph (b) of Article Ml of the Treaty is considered for
purposes of the Treaty to be three million.

€]

The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system deployment area cen-
tered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment area con-
taining ICBM silo laurichers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen
hundred kilometers.

(o]

In order to insure fuifilment of the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and their
components except as provided in Article ill of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the
event ABM systems based on other physical principles and including components capa-
ble of substituting for ABM intercentor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are cre-
aled in the fulure, specific imitaticns on such systems and their components would be
subject to discussion in accordance with Article X!l and agreement in accordance with
Article XIV of the Treaty.
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(E]

The Parties understand that Article V of the Treaty includes obligations not to devel-
op, test or deploy ABM interceptor missiles for the delivery by each ABM interceptor
missile of more than one independently guided warhead.

{F1

The Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a potential (the product
of mean emitted power in watts and antenna area in square meters) exceeding three
million, except as provided for in Articles ill, IV, and VI of the Treaty, or except for the
purposes of tracking objects in outer space or for use as national technical means ot

verification.

(G]

The Parties understand that Article I1X of the Treaty includes the obligation of the US
and the USSR not to provide to other States technical descriptions or blue prints spe-
cially worked out for the construction of ABM systems and their components limited by
the Treaty. !

2. Common Understandings

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters was reached during
the negotiations:

A. Location of ICBM Defenses

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 1972:

Articles I of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one ABM system deployment
area centered on its national capital and one ABM system deployment area containing
ICBM silo launchers. The two sides have registered agreement on the following state-
ment: “The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system deployment area
centered on the nationa! capital and the center of the ABM system deployment area
containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thir-
teen hundred kilometers.” In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its ABM system
deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi
River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area. (See
Agreed Statement [C].)

B. ABM Test Ranges
The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on April 26, 1972:

Article 1V of the ABM Treaty provides that "'the limitations provided for in Articie Il
shall not apply to ABM systems or their components used for development or testing,
and located within current or additionally agreed test ranges.” We believe it would be
useful to assure that there is no misunderstanding as to current ABM test ranges. it is
our understanding that ABM test ranges encompass the area within which ABM compo-
nents are located for test purposes. The current U.S. ABM test ranges are at While
Sands, New Mexico, and at Kwajalein Atoll, and the current Soviet ABM test range is
near Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan. We consider that non-phased array radars of types
used for range safety or instrumentation purposes may be located outside of ABM test
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ranges. We interpret the reference in Article IV to "additionally agreed test ranges" to
mean that ABM components will not be located at any other test ranges without prior
agreement between our Government that there will be such additional ABM test ranges.

On May 5, 1972, the Soviet Delegation stated that there was a common understand-
ing on what ABM test ranges were, that the use of the types of non-ABM radars for
range safety or instrumentetion was not limited under the Treaty, that the reference in
Article 1V to “'additionally agreed” test ranges was sufficiently clear, and that national
means permitted identifying current test ranges.

C. Mobile ABM Systems
On January 29, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Article V(1) of the Joint Draft Text of the ABM Treaty includes an undertaking not
to develop, lest, or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and their components.
On May 5, 1971, the U.S. side indicated that, in its view, a prohibition on deployment
of mobile ABM systems and components wouid rule out the deployment of ABM
launchers and radars wh'ch were not permanent fixed types. At that time, we asked
for the Soviet view of this interpretation. Does the Soviet side agree with the U.S.
side’s interpretation put forward on May 5, 197172

On April 13, 1972, the Soviet Delegation said there is a general common under-
standing on this matter.

D. Standing Consultative Commission
Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 22, 1972

The United States proooses that the sides agree that, with regard to inittal irple-
mentation of the ABM Trealy's Article Xllt on the Standing Consultative Commission
(SCC) and of the consul'ation Articles to the Interim Agreement on offensive arms
and the Accidents Agreement,’ agreement establishing the SCC will be worked out
early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is completed, the following ar-
rangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any consultation desired by either
side under these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations. when
SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for any desired consultations under
these Articles may be made through diplomatic channels.

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he could agree that the
U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet understanding.

E. Standstill
On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following statement:

In an effort to accommodate the wishes of the U.S. side, the Soviel Delegation is
prepared to proceed on the basis that the two sides will in fact observe the obliga-
tions ot both the Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty beginning from the dale of
signature of these two documents.

' See Ar‘.icl_e 7 of Agreement 1o Reduce the Risk of Quibreak of Nuclear War Be-
tween the Uniled States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, signed
Sept. 30, 1971
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In reply, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 1972

The U.S. agrees in principle with the Soviet statement made on May 6 concerning
observance of obligations beginning from date of signature but we would like to
make clear our understanding that this means that, pending ratification and accept-
ance, neither side would take any action prohibited by the agreements after they had
entered into force. This understanding would continue to apply in the absence of no-
tification by either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratification or approv-

al.
The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. statement.

3. Unilateral Statements

The following noteworthy unilateral statements were made during the negotiations by

the United States Delegation:

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement:

The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. Government attaches
to achieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, fol-
lowing agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain meas-
ures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. The U.S. Delegation
believes that an objective of the follow-on negotiations should be to constrain and
reduce on a long-term basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic re-
taliatory forces. The USSR Delegation has also indicated that the objectives of SALT
would remain unfulfiled without the achievement of an agreement providing for more
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the initial
agreements would be steps toward the achievement of more complete limitations on
strategic arms. If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms
limitations were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeop-
ardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawa! from the ABM
Treaty. The U.S. does not wish to see such a situation occur, nor do we believe that
the USSR does. It is because we wish 1o prevent such a situation that we emphasize
the importance the U.S. Government attaches to achievement of more complete limi-
tations on strategic offensive arms. The U.S. Executive will inform the Congress. in
connection with Congressional consideration of the ABM Treaty and the intenm
Agreement, of this statement of the U.S. position.

B. Tested in ABM Mode
On April 7, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Article Il of the Joint Text Draft uses the term “tested in an ABM mode,” in defin-
ing ABM components, and Article VI includes certain obligations concerning such
testing. We believe that the sides should have a common understanding of this
phrase. First, we would note that the testing provisions of the ABM Treaty are intend-
ed to apply to testing which occurs after the date of signature of the Treaty, and not
to any testing which may have occurred in the past. Next, we would amplify the re-
marks we have made on this subject during the previous Helsinki phase by setting
forth the objectives which govern the U.S. view on the subject, namely, while prohib-
iting testing of non-ABM components for ABM purposes; not to prevent testing of
ABM components, and not to prevent testing of non-ABM components for non-ABM
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Article Il

The Parties undertake to develop their relations with each other and with other coun-
tries in a way consistent with the purposes of this Agreement.

Article IV

It at any time relations between the Parties or between either Party and other coun-
tries appear to involve the risk of a nuclear conflict, or if relations between countries not
parties to this Agreement appear to involve the risk of nuclear war between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or between either Parly
and other countries, the United States and the Soviet Union, acting in accordance with
the provisions of this Agreement, shall immediately enter into urgent consultations with
each other and make every effort to avert this risk.

Article V

Each Party shall be free to inform the Security Council of the United Nations, the
Secretary General of the United Nations and the Governments of allied or other coun-
tries of the progress and outcome of consultations initiated in accordance with Article IV

of this Agreement.
Article VI

Nothing in this Agreement shall affect or impair:

(a) the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense as envisaged by Article
51 of the Charter of the United Nations,”

(b} the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, including those relaling to
the maintenance or restoration of international peace and security, and

(c) the obligaticns undertaken by either Party towards its allies or other countries

in treaties, agreements, and other appropriate documents.

Article VI

This Agreement shall be of unlimited duration.

Article VIl
This Agreement shall enter into force upon signature.

DONE at Washington on June 22, 1973, in two copies, each in the tinghsh and Rus-
sian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA: SOCIALIST REPUBLICS:

RICHARD NIXON L.I. BREZHNEV

President of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
America Commiltee, CPSU

* TS 993; 59 Stat. 1044.

Protocol to the Treaty Between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems

At the 1974 Summit meeting, the United States and the Soviet
Union signed a protocol that further restrained deployment of strategic
defensive armaments. The 1972 ABM Treaty had permitled each side
two ABM deployment areas, one to defend its national capital and an-
other to defend an ICBM field. The 1974 ABM Protocol limits each
side to one site only.

The Soviet Union had chosen to maintain its ABM defense of
Moscow, and the United States chose to maintain defense of its ICBM
emplacements near Grand Forks, North Dakota. To allow some flexi-
bility, the protocol aliows each side to reverse its original choice of an
ABM site. That is, the United States may dismantle or destroy its ABM
system at Grand Forks and deploy an ABM defense of Washington.
The Soviet Union, similarly, can decide to shift to an ABM defense of
a missile field rather than of Moscow. Each side can make such a
change only once. Advance notice must be given, and this may be
done oniy during a year in which a review of the ABM Treaty is sched-
uled. The treaty prescribes reviews every 5 years; the first year for
such a review began Oclober 3, 1977.

Upon entry into force, the protocol became an integral part of the
1972 ABM Treaty, of which the verification and other provisions con-
linue to apply. Thus the deployments permitted are governed by the
treaty limitations on numbers and characteristics of interceptor mis-
siles, launchers, and supporting radars. The system the United States
chose lo deploy (Grand Forks) has actually been on an inactive status
since 1976.




Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the ‘Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

Signed at Moscow July 3, 1974

Ratification advised by U.S. Senate November 10, 1975
Halified by U.S. President March 19, 1976

Instruments of ratification exchanged May 24, 1976
Proclaimed by U.S. President July 6, 1976

Entered into force May 24, 1976

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist RRepublins, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the Basic Principles of Relations between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics signed on May 29, 1972,

Desiring to further the objectives of the Treaty between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti Ballistic Missile
Systlemns signed on May 26, 1972, hereinafter referred to as the Treaty,

Reaffirming their ccnviction that the adoption of further measutes for the firnitation of
strategic arms would contribute to strengthening international peace and security,

Proceeding from the premise that further limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems will
create more favorable conditions for the completion of work on a permanent agreement
on more complete measures for the limitation of strategic offensive arms,

Have agreed as follows:

Articie 1

1. Each Party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two provid-
ed in Article Hif of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems or
their components and accordingly shall not exercise its right 1o deploy an ABM system
or its components in the second of the two ABM system deployment areas permitted by
Article Il of the Treaty, except as an exchange of one permilted area for the other in
accordance with Article Il of this Protocol.

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article |l of this Protocol: the United States of
America shall not deploy an ABM system or its components in the area centered on ils
capital, as permitted by Article lll{a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union shall not deploy
an ABM system or its components in the deployment area of intercontinental ballistic
missile ({CBM) silo launchers as permitted by Article Ili(b) of the Treaty.

Article Ii

1. Each Party shall have the right to dismantie or destroy its ABM system and the
components thereof in the area where they are presently deployed and to deploy an
ABM system or ils components in the alternative area penmitied by Article Il of the
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Treaty, provided that prior to iqitiation of construction, notiﬁcafior.w is givgn in accord with
the procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commn;suon, during the .year be-
ginning October 3, 1977 and ending October 2, 1978, or during anY ygar whnch com-
mences at five year intervals thereafter, those being the years of penodu'c review of the
Treaty, as provided in Article XIV of the Treaty. This right may be exercised only.once.

2. Accordingly, in the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to
dismantie or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deployment area of
|CBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an grea cgn-
tered on its capital, as permitted by Article N(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet pnnon
would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the
area centered on its capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area
containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article Hi(b) of the Treaty.

3. Dismantling or destruction and deployment of ABM systems or their components
and the notification thereof shall be carried out in accordance with Article VIII of the
ABM Treaty and procedures agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission.

Article I

The rights and obligations established by the Treaty remain in force and shall be
complied with by the Parties except to the extent modified by this Protocol. In particular,
the deployment of an ABM system or its components within the area selected shall
remain limited by the levels and other requirements eslablished by the Treaty.

Article IV

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional pro-
cedures of each Party. It shall enter into force on the day of the exchange of instru-
ments of ralification and shall thereafter be considered an integral part of the Treaty.

DONE at Moscow on July 3, 1974, in duplicate, in the English and Russian lan-
guages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America:

RICHARD NIXON

President of the United States of America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L.1. BREZHNEV

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
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Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I)

SALT |, the first series of Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, extended
from November 1969 to May 1972. During that period the United
States and the Soviet Union negotiated the first agreements to place
limits and restraints on some of their central and most important ar-
maments. In a “Treaty . . . on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems,” they moved to end an emerging competition in defensive
systems that threatened to spur offensive competition to still greater
heights. In an “Interim Agreement . . . on Certain Measures With Re-
spect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,” the two nations
took the first steps to check the rivalry in their most powerful land-
and submarine-based offensive nuclear weapons.

The earliest efforts to halt the growth in strategic arms had met with
no success. Strategic weapons had been included in the U.S. and
Soviet proposals for general and complete disarmament. But the fail-
ure to these comprehensive schemes left strategic arms unrestrained.
The United States was the first to suggest dissociating them from
comprehensive disarmament plans—proposing, at the Geneva-based
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee in January 1964, that the
two sides should “‘explore a verified freeze of the number and charac-
teristics of their strategic nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles.”

The competition in offensive and defensive armaments continued.
By 1966 the Soviet Union had begun 1o deploy an antiballistic missile
defense around Moscow:; and that year the People’'s Republic of
China successfully tested a nuclear missile. In the United States, re-
search and development were leading to U.S. deployment of its own
ABM system.

in March 1967, after an exchange of communication with Soviet
leaders, President Johaison ant hunced that Premier Kosygin had indi-
cated a willingness ir »egin discussions. Attempts to get talks under-
way, however, were 1. | success:ful.

On September 18, '967, the United States announced that it would
begin deployment o . “thin” antiballistic missile (ABM) system. The
Administration emphasized that the deployment was intended to meet
a possible limited Chinesa ICBM threat, to underscore U.S. securily
assurances to its allns bv reinforcing the U.S. deterrent, and to add
protection against “‘the improbable but possible accidental launch of
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an intercontinental missile by one of the nuclear powers.” This pro-
gram for limited ABM defense brought sharply divided views in public
and congressional debate regarding the efficacy and desirability of an
ABM system and its possible effects on the arms race.

In announcing the U.S. decision, Secretary of Defense McNamara
said,

Let me emphasize-—and | cannot do so too strongly—that our decision to go ahead
with a limited ABM deployment in no way indicates that we feel an agreement with
the Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic nuclear offensive and defensive forces
is in any way less urgent or desirable.

Through diplomatic channels in Washington and Moscow, discussions
with Soviet representatives in the ENDC, and exchanges at the high-
est levels of the two governments, the United States continued to
press for a Soviet commitment tc discuss strategic arms limitation. But
it was not until the following year that evidence of a Soviet reassess-
ment of its position emerged. On July 1, 1968, President Johnson an-
nounced, at the signing of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, that agree-
ment had been reached with the Soviet Union to begin discussions on
limiting and reducing both strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems
and defense against ballistic missiles. The date and place for the talks
had not yet been announced, when, on August 20, the Soviet Union
began its invasion of Czechoslovakia, and the talks were indefinitely
postponed.

On January 20, 1969, the day that President Nixon assumed office,
a statement by the Soviet Foreign Ministry expressed willingness to
discuss strategic arms limitations. The new President promplly voiced
his support for talks, and initiated, under the aegis of the National Se-
curity Council, an extensive and detailed review of the strategic, politi-
cal, and verification aspects of the problem.

In October, the White House and the Kremlin announced that the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks would begin in Helsinki on November
17, 1969, “for preliminary discussion of the gquestions involved." The
Director of ACDA, Gerard Smith, was named to head the U.S. delega-
tion and. led it throughout the 2%-year series of SALT | negotiaticns.

In the first session of the talks, from November 17 to December 22,
each side gained a better understanding of the other’s views and of
the range of questions to be considered. It was agreed that the talks
would be private, to encourage a free and frank exchange, and the
stage was set for the main negotiations, which opened in Vienna in
Aprit 1970. Sessions thereafter alternated between Helsinki and
Vienna until the first accords were reached in May 1972. (When SALT
It began, in November 1972, to reduce the administrative burdens
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involved in shifting sites it was agreed to hold them henceforth in one
place—Geneva.)

Soviet and American weapons systems were far from symmetrical.
The Soviet Union had continued its development and, deployment of
heavy ballistic missiles and had overtaken the U.S. lead in land-based
[CBMs. During the SALT | years alone its ICBMs rose from around
1,000 to around 1,500, and they were being deployed at the rate of
some 200 annually. Soviet submarine-based launchers had quadru-
pled. The huge payload capacity of some Soviet missiles (‘‘throw-
weight’’) was seen as a possible threat to U.S. land-based strategic
missiles even in heavily protected (“hardened”) launch-sites.

The United States had not increased its deployment of strategic
missiles since 1967, when its ICBMs numbered 1,054 and its SLBMs,
656, but it was conducting a vigorous program of substituting missiles
with “Multiple Independently-targeted Re-entry Vehicles” (MIRV).
These MIRVs permit an individual missile to carry a number of war-
heads directed at separate targets. MIRVs gave the United States a
lead in numbers of warheads, and the United States retained a lead in
long-range bombers. The Soviet Union had a limited ABM system
around Moscow; the United States had shifled from its earlier plan for
a “thir,” ABM defense of certain American cities and had begun to
deploy ABMs at two land-based (ICBM) missile sites to prote~t its re-
taliatory forces. (The full program envisaged 12 ABM complexes.)

Besides these asymmetries in their strategic forces, the defense
needs and commitments of the two parties differed materially. The
United States had obligations for the defense of allies overseas, stich
as Western Europe and Japan, while the Soviet Union’s allies were its
near neighbors. All these circumstances made for difficulties in equat-
ing specific weapons, or categories of weapons, and in defining over-
all strategic equivalence.

Two initial disagreements presented ohstacles. The Soviel repre-
sentatives sought to define as ‘“strategic”—i.e., negotiable in SALT--
any U.S. or Soviet weapons system capable of reaching the territory
of the other side. This would have included U.S. “forward-based sys-
tems,” chiefly short-range or medium-range bombers on aircraft carri-
ers or based in Europe, but it would have excluded, for example,
Soviet intermediate-range missiles aimed at Western Europe. The
United States held that weapons to be negotiated in SALT comprised
intercontinental systems. Its forward-based forces served to counter
Soviet medium-range missil2as and aircraft aimed at U.S. allies. To
accept the Soviet approach would have prejudiced alliance commit-
ments.

After initial attempts to reach a comprehensive agreement failed,
the Soviets sought to restrict negotiations to antiballistic missite
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systems, maintaining that limitation on offensive systems should be
deferred. The U.S. position was that to limit ABM systems but allow
the unrestricted growth of offensive weapons would be incompatible
with the basic objectives of SALT and that it was essential to make at
least a beginning at limiting offensive systems as well. A long dead-
lock on the question was finally broken by exchanges at the highest
levels of both  governments. On May 20, 1971, Washington and
Moscow announced that an understanding had been reached to con-
centrate on a permanent treaty to limit ABM systems, but at the same
time to work out certain limitations on offensive systems, and to con-
tinue negotiations for a more comprehensive and long-term agree-
ment on the latter.

In a summit meeting in Moscow, after 2% years of negotiation, the
first round of SALT was brought to a conclusion on May 26, 1972,
when President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev signed the
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on strategic offensive arms.

Iniensive research had gone into finding ways of verifying possible
agreements without requiring access to the territory of the other side.
Both the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement stipulate that compli-
ance is to be assured by “national technical means of verification.”

Moreover, the agreements include provisions that are important steps
to strengthen assurance against violations: both sides undertake not

to interfere with national technical means of verification. In addition,
both countries agree not to use deliberate concealment measures to
impede verification.

The basic provisions of each SALT | agreement are briefly reviewed
in sections that follow. The two accords differ in their duration and in-
clusiveness. The ABM Treaty ‘“shall be of unlimited duration,” but
each party has the right to withdraw on 6 months’ notice if it decides
that its supreme interests are jeopardized by *‘extraordinary events re-
lated to the subject matter of this Treaty.” The Interim Agreement was
for a 5-year span, and covered only certain major aspects of strategic
weaponry. The agreements are linked not only in their strategic ef-
fects, but in their relationship to future negotiations for limitations on
strategic offensive arms. A formal statement by the United States
stressed the critical importance it attaches to achieving more com-
plete limitations on strategic offensive arms.

The two agreements were accompanied by a number of “Agreed
Statements” that were agreed upon and initialed by the Heads of the
Delegations. When the two agreements were submitted to the U.S.
Congress, they were also accompanied by common understandings
reached and unilateral statements made during the negotiations.
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purposes. To clarify our interpretation of “tested in an ABM mode,” we note that we
would consider a launcher, missile or radar to be “tested in an ABM mode” if, for
example, any of the following events occur: (1) a launcher is used to launch an ABM
interceptor missile, {2) an interceptor missile is flight tested against a target vehicle
which has a flight trajectory with characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile flight
trajectory, or is flight testad in conjunction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile
or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is flight tested to an altitude inconsistent
with interception of targets against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a rader
makes measurements on a cooperative target vehicle of the kind referred to in itern
(2) above during the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes measurements in con-
junction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the samn=»
test range. Radars used for purposes such as range safety or instrumentation would
be exempt from application cf these criteria.

C. No-Transfer Article of ABM Treaty
On April 18, 1972, the U.S. Lelegation made the following statement:

In regard to this Article [IX], | have a brief and | believe self-explanaltory statement
to make. The U.S. side wishes to make clear that the provisions of this Article do not
set a precedent for whatever provision may be considered for a Treaty on Limiting
Strategic Offensive Arms. Tha question of transfer of strategic offensive arms is a far
more complex issue, which may require a different solution.

D. No Increase in Defense of Early Warning Radars

On July 28, 1970, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Since Hen House radars [Soviet ballistic missile early warning radars| can delect
and track ballistic missile wa-heads at great distances, they have a significant ABM
potential. Accordingly, the U.S. would regard any increase in the defenses of such
radars by surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent with an agreement.

Interim Agreement Between the United States
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on Certain Measures With Re-
spect to the Limitation of Strategic Offen-
sive Arms

As its title suggests, the “Interim Agreement Between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics on Certain Meas-
ures With Respect to the Limitation of Offensive Arms’ was limited in
duration and scope. it was intended to remain in force for 5 years
(See preceding section on SALT.) Both countries undertook to contin-
ue negotiations for a more comprehensive agreement as soon as pos-
sible, and the scope and terms of any new agreement were not to be
prejudiced by the provisions of the 1972 accord.

Thus the Interim Agreement was set essentially as a holding action,
designed to complement the ABM Treaty by limiting competition in of-
fensive strategic arms and to provide time for further negotiations. The
agreement essentially freezes at existing levels the number of strate-
gic ballistic missile launchers, operational or under construction, on
each side, and permits an increase in SLBM launchers up to an
agreed level for each party only with the dismantling or destruction of
a corresponding number of older ICBM or SLBM launchers.

In view of the many asymmetries in the two countries’ forces, im-
posing equivalent limitations required rather complex and precise pro-
visions. At the date of signing, the United States had 1,054 operation-
al land-based ICBMs, and none under construction; the Soviet Union
had an estimated 1,618 operational and under construction. Launch-
ers under construction could be completed. Neither side would start
construction of additional fixed land-based ICBM launchers during the
period of the agreement—this, in effect, also bars relocation of exist-
ing launchers. Launchers for light or older ICBMs cannot be converted
into launchers for modern heavy ICBMs. This prevents the U.S.S.R.
from replacing older missiles with missiles such as the SS-9, which in
1972 was the largest and most powerful missile in the Soviet invento-
ry and a source of particular concern to the United States.
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Within these limitations, modernization and replacement are permit-
ted, but in the process of modernizing, the dimensions of silo launch-
ers cannot be significantly increased.

Mobile ICBMs are not covered. The Soviet Union held that since
neither side had such systems, a freeze should not apply to them; it
also opposed banning them in a future comprehensive agreement.
The United States held they should be banned because of the verifi-
cation difficulties they presented. In a formal statement, the U.S. dele-
gation declared that the United States would consider deployment of
land-mobile ICBMs during the period of the agreement as inconsistent
with its objectives.

Article lil and the protocol limit launchers for submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and modern ballistic missile submarines.
The United States is permitted to reach a ceiling of 710 SLBM launch-
ers on 44 submarines, from its base level of 656 SLBM launchers on
41 ballistic missile submarines, by replacing 54 older I[CBM launchers.
The Soviet Union, beyond the level of 740 SLBM launchers on
modern nuclear-powered submarines, may increase to 950. But these
additional launchers are permitted only as replacements for older
ICBM or SLBM launchers, which must be dismantled or destroyed
under agreed proceduras.

In a unilateral statement, the Soviet Union asserted that if U.S.
NATO allies increased the number of their modern submarines, the
Soviet Union would have a right to increase the number of its subma-
rines correspondingly. The United States declared thal it did not
accept this claim.

Interim Agreement Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation
of Strategic Offensive Arms

Signed at Moscow May 26, 1972

Approval authorized by U.S5. Congress September 30, 1972
Approved by U.S. President September 30, 1972

Notices of acceptance exchanged October 3, 1972
Entered into force Ocloter 3, 1972

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. heren:-
after referred to as the Parties,

Convinced that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and this
Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitaticn of Strategic Of-
fensive Arms will contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions tor active ne-
gotiations on limiting strategic arms as well as to the relaxation of international tension
and the strengthening of trust between States,

Taking into account the relationship between strategic offensive and defensive arms.

Mindful of their obligations under Article Vi of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation ot
Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:

Article |

The Parties undertake not to start construction of additional fixed land-based inter-
continental ballist:c missile (JICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972.

Article Il

The Parties undertake not to convert land-based launchers for light ICBMs, or for
ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers for heavy
ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

Article Il

The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) taunchers
and modern ballistic missile submarines to the numbers operational and under construc-
tion on the date of signature of this Interim Agreement, and in addition to launchers and
submarines constructed under procedures established by the Parties as replacements
for an equal number of ICBM launchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 or for
launchers on older submarines.




Trnrpgets? i
170 \-’ ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGREEMENTS

Article IV

Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, modernization and replacement
of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launchers covered by this Interim Agreement
may be undertaken.

Article V

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions of this
Interim Agreement, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its
disposal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of verifi-
cation of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which impede
verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Intetim
Agreement. This obligation s.1all not require changes in current construction, assembly,
conversion, or overhaul practices.

Article Vi

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Interim
Agreement, the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commission established
under Article Xlll of the Treatv on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in ac-
cordance with the provisions cf that Aricle.

Article VI

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic of-
fensive arms. The obligations provided for in this Interim Agreement shall not prejudice
the scope or terms of the limi‘ations on strategic offensive arms which may he worked
out in the course of further neqotiations.

Article VIiI

1. This Interim Agreement shalt enter into force upon exchange of written notices of
acceptance by each Party, which exchange shall take place simultaneously with the ex-
change of instruments of ratification ot the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Systems.

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of five years unless re-
placed earlier by an agreemert on more complete measures limiting strategic offensive
arms. it is the objective of the Parties to conduct active follow-on negotiations with the
aim of concluding such an agreement as soon as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw
from this Interim Agreement if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject
matter of this Inlerim Agreement have jeopardized its supreme interests. it shall give
notice of its decision to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from this Interim
Agreement. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the notify-
ing Parly regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.
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DONE at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and Russian
languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NIXON L.l. BREZHNEV

President of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
America Committee of the CPSU



Protocol to the Interim Agreement Between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With Re-
spect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-launched ballistic missile
launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines, and to replacement procedures, in
the Interim Agreement,

Have agreed as follows:

The Parties understand that, under Article Ill of the Interim Agreement, for the period
during which that Agreement remains in force:
The U.S. may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers on submarines

(SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile submarines. The Soviet Union
may have no more than 950 ballistic missile launchers on submarines ard no more than

62 modern ballistic missile sutmarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-mentioned
fevels, in the U.S.—over 656 ballistic missile [aunchers on nuclear-powered submarines,
and in the U.S.S.R.—over 74) ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered subma-
rines, operational and under construction, may become operational as replacements for
equal numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 or of
ballistic missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type, will be
counted against the total level of SLBMs permitted for the U.S. dnd the U.S.S.R.

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim Agreement.

DONE at Moscow this 26th day of May, 1972

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NIXON L.I. BREZHNEV

Fresident of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
America Committee of the CPSU

Agreed Statements, Common Understandings, and
Unilateral Statements Regarding the Interim Agree-
ment Between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Meas-
ures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms

1. Agreed Statements

The document set forth below was agreed upon and initiated by the Heads of the
Delegations on May 26, 1972 (letter designations added):

AGREED STATEMENTS REGARDING THE INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUB-
LICS ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO THE LIMITATION OF STRA-
TEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

(A]

The Parties understand that land-based ICBM launchers referred to in the Interim
Agree.nent are understood to be launchers for strategic ballistic missiles capable of
ranges in excess of the shortest distance between the northeastern border of the conti-
nental U.S. and the northwestern border of the continental USSR.

(8]

The Parties understand that fixed land-based ICBM launchers under active construc-
tion as of the date of signature of the Interim Agreement may be completed.

[C]

The Parties understand that in the process of modernization and replacement the
thmensions of land-based ICBM silo faunchers will not be significantly increased.

)

The Parties understand that during the period of the Interim Agreement there shall
be no significant increase in the number of ICBM or SLBM test and training launchers,
or in the number of such launchers for modern land-based heavy ICBMs. The Parties
lurther understand that construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges
shall be undertaken only for purposes of testing and training.
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[E]

The Parties understand that dismantiing or destruction of ICBM launchers of older
types deployed prior to 1964 and ballistic missile launchers on older submarines haing
replaced by new SLBM launchers on modern submarines will be initiated at the time of
the beginning of sea trials of a replacement submarine, and will be completed in the

shortest possible agreed period of time. Such dismantling or destruction, and timely no-
tification thereof, will be ascomplished under procedures to be agreed upon in the

Standing Consultative Comrmission.

2. Common Understandings

Common understandings of the Parties on the following matters was reached during

the negotiations:

A Increase in ICBM Silo Dimensions

Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 26, 1972:

The Parties agree that the term “significantly increased”’ means that an increase
will not be greater than 10-15 percent of the present dimensions of tand-based
ICBM silo launchers.

Minister Semenov replied that this statement corresponded to the Soviel undarstand-
ing.
8. Standing Consultative Commission

Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 22, 1972:

The United States proposes that the sides agree that, with regard to initial imple-
mentation of the ABM Treaty’s Article XIll on the Standing Consultative Commission
(SCC) and of the consultation Articles to the Interim Agreement on offensive arms
and the Accidents Agreament,! agreement establishing the SCC will be worked oul
early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is completed, the following ar-
rangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any consultation desired by either
side under these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations; when
SALT is not in session. ad floc arrangements for any desired consultations under
these Articles may be made through diplomatic channels.

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he could agiee that the
U.S. statement correspondad to the Soviet understanding.

C. Standstill

On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following statement:

In an effort to accommodate the wishes of the U.S. side, the Soviet Delegation is
prepared 1o proceed or the basis that the two sides will in fact coserve the obliga-
tions of both the Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty beginning from the date of

signature of these two documents.

1 See Article 7 of Agreement to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak o Nuclear War Be-
tween the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, signed

Sept. 30, 1971,
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In reply, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 1972:

The U.S. agrees in principle with the Soviet statement made on May 6 concerning
observance of obligations beginning from date of signature but we would like to
make clear our understanding that this means that, pending ratification and accept-
ance, neither side would take any action prohibited by the agreements after they had
entered into force. This understanding would continue to apply in the absence of no-
tification by either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratification or approv-

al.

The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. statement.

3. Unilateral Statements

(a) The following noteworthy unilateral statements were made during the negotiations
by the United States Delegation.

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement:

The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. Government altaches
to gchieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, fol-
lowing ‘agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain méas-
urevs with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. The U.S. Delegation
believes that an objective of the follow-on negotiations should be to constrain and
reduce on a long-term basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic re-
taliatory forces. The USSR Delegation has also indicated that the objectives of SALT
would remain unfulfilled without the achievement of an agreement providing for more
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize thai the initial
agreemgnls would be steps toward the achievement of more complete limitations on
stralegic arms. If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms
imitations were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be leop‘-
ardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal {rom— the ABM
Treaty. The U.S. does nol wish to see such a situation occur, nor do we b(‘h"‘lt(’ that
the QSSR does. it is because we wish to prevent such a situation that we e‘mvph‘asvo
thg importance the U.S. Government attaches to achievement of more complete Imﬂi
tations gn strategic otfensive arms. The U.S. Executive will inform the Congress, in
connection with Congressional consideration of the ABM Treaty and the lnte‘nm
Agreement, of this statement of the U.S. position. )

B. Land-Mobile ICBM Launchers

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 1972:

Sloir‘:;h/\trc:' P;mshasize the importance that the United States altaches 1o the prowi-
icle V, including in particular their applicati itti
o pplication to fitting out or berthing sub-
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C. Covered Facilities
The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 1972

| wish to emphasize the importance that the United States attaches to the provi-
sions of Arlicle V, including in particular their application to fitting out or berthing sub-

marines.

D. “Heavy" ICBM's
The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 1672:

The U.S. Delegation regrets that the Soviet Delegation has not been willing to
agree on a common defintion of a heavy missile. Under these circumstances, the
U.S. Delegation believes it necessary to state the following: The United States would
consider any ICBM having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest fight
ICBM now operational on either side to be a heavy ICBM. The U.S. proceeds on the
premise that the Soviet side will give due account to this consideration.

(b) The following noteworthy unilateral statement was made by the Delegation of the
1J.8.8.R. and is shown here w'th the U.S. reply:

Taking into account that modern ballistic missile submarines are presently in the
possession of not only the U.S., but also of its NATO allies, the Soviet Union agrees
that for the period of effectiveness of the Interim ‘Freeze' Agreement the U.S. and its

NATO allies have up to 50 such submarines with a total of up to 80O ballistic missile
launchers thereon (including 41 U.S. submarines with 656 ballistic missite launchers).

However, if during the period of effectiveness of the Agreement U.S. allies in NATO
should increase the number of their modern submarines to exceed the numbers of
submarines they would have operational or under construction on the date of signa-
ture of the Agreement, the Soviet Union will have the right to a corresponding in-
crease in the number of its submarines. In the opinion of the Soviet side, the solution
of the guestion of modern ballistic missile submarines provided for in the Interim
Agreement only partially compensates for the strategic imbalance in the deployment
of the nuclear-powered missile submarines of the USSR and the U.S. Therefore, the
Soviet side believes that this whole question, and above all the question of liquidat-
ing the American missile submarine bases outside the U.S., will be appropriately re-
solved in the course of follow-on negotiations.

On May 24, Ambassador Smith made the following reply to Minister Seinenov:

The United States side has studied the “statement made by the Soviet side” of
May 17 concerning compensation for submarine basing and SLBM submarnes be-
longing to third countries. The United States does not accept the validity of the con-
siderations in that statemenrt.

On May 26 Minister Semenov repeated the unilateral statement made on May 17.
Ambassador Smith also repeated the U.S. rejection on May 26.

Agreement Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Prevention of Nuclear War

From the onset of the SALT negotiations between the United States
and the Soviet Union, the two countries began the process of reshap-
ing their relations on the basis of peaceful cooperation. One of the
primary goals in this relationship was the prevention of war, especially
nuclear war. During the last session of the Moscow summit meeting in
May 1972, the countries exchanged some general ideas on how to
accomplish this objective. These discussions were continued through-
out the next year and were concluded in a formal agreement during
General Secretary Brezhnev's visit to the United States on June 18-
25, 1973.

in the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War, signed in
Washington on June 22, 1973, the United States and the Soviet Union
agreed to make the removal of the danger of nuclear war and the use
of nuclear weapons an “objective of their policies,” to practice re-
straint in their relations toward each other and toward all countries,
and to pursue a policy dedicated toward stability and peace. It was
viewed &s a preliminary step toward preventing the outbreak of nucle-
ar war or military conflict by adopting an attitude of international coop-
eration.

The agreement basically covers two main areas:

1. 1t outlines the general conduct of both countries toward each
other and toward third countries regarding the avoidance of nuclear
vyar. In this respect it is a bilateral agreement with multilateral implica-
tions.

2. The parties agreed that in a situation in which the two great nu-
clear countries find themselves in a nuclear confrontation or in which,
either as a result of their policies toward each other or as the result of
developments elsewhere in the world, there is a danger of a nuclear
confrontation between them or any other country, they are committed
to consult with each other in order to avoid this risk.
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BACKGROUND PAPER

ON

NORTHERN TIER MISSILE BASES

MINUTEMAN PEACEKEEPER KC-135R  B-52H

GRAND FORKS 150 0 48 0
MINOT 150 0 0 26
MALMSTROM 200 0 12 0
FE WARREN 150 50 0 0

DoD proposal closes the missile group at Grand Forks AFB or Minot AFB and moves
120 of the missiles to Malmstrom AFB to complete the Minuteman II to Minuteman III
conversion program. In addition, the proposal terminates fixed-wing flying operations at
Malmstrom AFB and relocates 12 KC-135R aircraft to MacDill AFB.

- Substitutes Minot AFB for Grand Forks AFB missile field only if the need to retain
ABM Treaty options precludes closure of the Grand Forks missile field.

- Responds to Nuclear Posture Review requirement to eliminate one missile group/wing
and addresses tanker shortfall in Southeastern US.

- Excludes the missile field at FE Warren AFB from consideration because it is the only
Peacekeeper missile base, and early inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles could
adversely affect START.

- Avoids moving KC-135s from Grand Forks AFB because it is one of three core tanker
bases (Others are Fairchild AFB and McConnell AFB).

DoD ranked Grand Forks AFB Tier III and Minot AFB and Malmstrom AFB Tier 11
based on analysis of the military effectivenes of their respective missile fields and their

ability to support large aircraft flying operations. FE Warren was excluded from tiering.

- JCS annual analysis shows no difference in survivability or alert rates for any of the
four missile groups/wings, and no shortfall in target coverage.

- The Nuclear Posture Review recommends an ICBM force structure consisting of
“three wings of Minuteman III missiles carrying single warheads (500-450).”
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BACKGROUND PAPER

ON

NORTHERN TIER MISSILE BASES

MINUTEMAN PEACEKEEPER KC-135R  B-52H

GRAND FORKS 150 0 48 0
MINOT 150 0 0 26
MALMSTROM 200 0 12 0
FE WARREN 150 50 0 0

DoD proposal closes the missile group at Grand Forks AFB or Minot AFB and moves
120 of the missiles to Malmstrom AFB to complete the Minuteman II to Minuteman III
conversion program. In addition, the proposal terminates fixed-wing flying operations at
Malmstrom AFB and relocates 12 KC-135R aircraft to MacDill AFB.

- Substitutes Minot AFB for Grand Forks AFB missile field only if the need to retain
ABM Treaty options precludes closure of the Grand Forks missile field.

- Responds to Nuclear Posture Review requirement to eliminate one missile group/wing
and addresses tanker shortfall in Southeastern US.

- Excludes the missile field at FE Warren AFB from consideration because it is the only
Peacekeeper missile base, and early inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles could
adversely affect START.

- Avoids moving KC-135s from Grand Forks AFB because it is one of three core tanker
bases (Others are Fairchild AFB and McConnell AFB).

DoD ranked Grand Forks AFB Tier III and Minot AFB and Malmstrom AFB Tier II
based on analysis of the military effectivenes of their respective missile fields and their

ability to support large aircraft flying operations. FE Warren was excluded from tiering.

- JCS annual analysis shows no difference in survivability or alert rates for any of the
four missile groups/wings, and no shortfall in target coverage.

- The Nuclear Posture Review recommends an ICBM force structure consisting of
“three wings of Minuteman III missiles carrying single warheads (500-450).”
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-- DoD analysis does not use the number of missiles (500 or 450) as a measure of
missile military effectiveness. USSTRATCOM believes 500 ICBMs provide
more military value.

- Ground water intrusion requires some additional maintenance at Grand Forks AFB,
but is managed effectively at no discernible additional cost. Surface water problems at
all missile units have been eliminated by topside grading.

COBRA Level Play analysis (below) shows that complete closure of Grand Forks AFB,
Minot AFB, or Malmstrom AFB would produce substantially greater savings than the
DoD proposed realignments. Data on FE Warren AFB was not included in the DoD
proposal but has been requested.

1 ANNUAL

RECURRING NET PRESENT ECONOMIC

COST TO CLOSE SAVINGS VALUE (2015) IMPACT

DOD GRAND 29.3M 40.3M 501.3M 4.7% Grand Forks
FORKS-MALM 2.3% Great Falls
PROPOSAL
DOD MINOT- 29.4M 41.1M 512.9M 6.1% Minot
MALM PROPOSAL 2.3% Great Falls
MINOT CLOSE 59.3M 71.1M 783.5M 18.4% Minot
GRAND FORKS 130.0M 58.4M 704.6M 15.4% Grand Forks
CLOSE
MALMSTROM 32.7M 56.8M 762.9M 15.2% Great Falls
CLOSE
FE WARREN REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED
REALIGN

Potential options include:

- Close Minot AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles; Relocate 26 B-52H aircraft
to Beale AFB , Fairchild AFB, or Barksdale AFB.

-- Satisfies the requirement to eliminate a missile group/wing.

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, but this could be

addressed by the separate realignment of tankers from Malmstrom AFB.

-- Counters Air Force decision to leave B-52s at Minot.

- Close Grand Forks AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles; Relocate 48 KC-
135R tankers to Malmstrom AFB (24) and MacDill AFB (24).
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-- Inactivation of missile field is uncertain due to ABM issue.
-- Breaks up one of three core tanker bases.

- Close Malmstrom AFB. Inactivate 200 Minuteman II/III missiles: Relocate 12 KC-
135R tankers to Mac Dill AFB.

-- Avoids Minuteman II to Minuteman III conversion.
-- Reduces ICBM force to 450 missiles.
--Satisfies missile reduction and tanker relocation objectives.

- Realign FE Warren AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles to facilitate a non-
BRAC closure when Peacekeeper missiles are deactivated in 2003.

-- Uncosted but likely to produce significant annual savings.

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, but this could be
addressed separately by the realignment of tankers from Malmstrom AFB.

-- Overturns Air Force decision to exclude FE Warren AFB, but avoids early
inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles.

Olson/AF Team/10 April 1995/1100
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BACKGROUND PAPER
ON

NORTHERN TIER MISSILE BASES

DoD proposal closes the missile group at Grand Forks AFB or Minot AFB and moves
120 of the missiles to Malmstrom AFB to complete the Minuteman II to Minuteman III
conversion program. In addition, the proposal terminates fixed-wing flying operations at
Malmstrom AFB and relocates 12 KC-135R aircraft to MacDill AFB.

- Substitutes Minot AFB for Grand Forks AFB missile field only if the need to retain
ABM Treaty options precludes closure of the Grand Forks missile field.

- Responds to Nuclear Posture Review requirement to eliminate one missile group/wing
and addresses tanker shortfall in Southeastern US.

- Excludes the missile field at FE Warren AFB from consideration because it is the only
Peacekeeper missile base, and early inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles could
adversely affect START. g ¢

- Avoids moving KC-135s from Grand Forks AFB because it is one of three core tanker
bases (Others are Fairchild AFB and McConnell AFB).

DoD ranked Grand Forks AFB Tier III and Minot AFB and Malmstrom AFB Tier 11
based on analysis of the military effectivenes of their respective missile fields and their
ability to support large aircraft flying operations. FE Warren was excluded from tiering.

" - JCS annual analysis shows no difference in survivability or alert rates for any of the
four missile groups/wings, and no shortfall in target coverage.

- The Nuclear Posture Review recommends an ICBM force structure consisting of
“three wings of Minuteman III missiles carrying single warheads (500-450).”

-- DoD analysis does not use the number of missiles (500 or 450) as a measure of
missile military effectiveness. USSTRATCOM believes 500 ICBMs provide
more military value.

- Ground water intrusion requires some additional maintenance at Grand Forks AFB,
but is managed effectively at no discernible additional cost. Surface water problems at

all missile units have been eliminated by topside grading.

COBRA Level Play analysis (below) shows that complete closure of Grand Forks AFB,
Minot AFB, or Malmstrom AFB would produce substantially greater savings than the
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DoD proposed realignments. Data on FE Warren AFB was not included in the DoD
proposal but has been requested.

| ANNUAL

RECURRING NET PRESENT ECONOMIC

COST TO CLOSE SAVINGS VALUE (2015) IMPACT

DOD GRAND 29.3M 40.3M 501.3M 4.7% Grand Forks
FORKS-MALM 2.3% Great Falls
PROPOSAL
DOD MINOT- 29.4M 41.1M 512.9M 6.1% Minot
MALM PROPOSAL 2.3% Great Falls
MINOT CLOSE 59.3M 71.1M 783.5M 18.4% Minot
GRAND FORKS 130.0M 58.4M 704.6M 15.4% Grand Forks
CLOSE
MALMSTROM 32.7M 56.8M 762.9M 15.2% Great Falls
CLOSE
FE WARREN REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED
REALIGN

Potential options include:

- Close Minot AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles; Relocate 26 B-52H aircraft
to Beale AFB , Fairchild AFB, or Barksdale AFB.

-- Satisfies the requirement to eliminate a missile group/wing.

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, but this could be

addressed by the separate realignment of tankers from Malmstrom AFB.

-- Counters Air Force decision to leave B-52s at Minot.

- Close Grand Forks AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles; Relocate 48 KC-
135R tankers to Malmstrom AFB (24) and MacDill AFB (24).

-- Inactivation of missile field is uncertain due to ABM issue.

-- Breaks up one of three core tanker bases.

- Close Malmstrom AFB. Inactivate 200 Minuteman II/III missiles: Relocate 12 KC-
135R tankers to Mac Dill AFB.

-- Avoids Minuteman II to Minuteman III conversion.
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-- Reduces ICBM force to 450 missiles.
--Satisfies missile reduction and tanker relocation objectives.

- Realign FE Warren AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman III missiles to facilitate a non-
BRAC closure when Peacekeeper missiles are deactivated in 2003.

-- Uncosted but likely to produce significant annual savings.

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, but this could be
addressed separately by the realignment of tankers from Malmstrom AFB.

-- Overturns Air Force decision to exclude FE Warren AFB, but avoids early
inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles.

Olson/AF Team/10 April 1995/1100
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June 16, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon,

This letter addresses the determination by the Department of Defense that the ICBM
missile field at Grand Forks, North Dakota should be closed. As the Commission knows,
and as will be set forth below, this recommendation is fraught with issues relating to the
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, its interpretation and implementation, and the expectations
of the parties to that treaty. There should be little disagreement that arms control policy
should not be fashioned, and arms control agreements should not be unilaterally modified or
reinterpreted, through the base closure process. Retaining the Grand Forks ICBM missile
field is the only option that maintains the status quo as established under the ABM Treaty,
and therefore entails no doubt that the Treaty has been held inviolate.

DISCUSSION

In its February 28, 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations, the
Department of Defense made a conditional recommendation for realignment of Grand Forks
AFB or, alternatively, for realignment of Minot AFB if the Secretary of Defense were to
determine that ballistic missile defense concerns would preclude realignment of Grand Forks.

The recommendation noted that "reduction in ICBM force structure requires the
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force." In essence, the recommendation left
to the Secretary of Defense the choice between two North Dakota missile facilities, the 321st
Missile Group at Grand Forks or the 91st Missile Group at Minot. The Secretary would

03/60218.
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have until December 1996 to deliberate upon these two options before rendering a final
recommendation.’

On March 1, 1995 Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch testified before the
Commission about the treaty issues surrounding closure of the Grand Forks missile wing and
the need for interagency review over a period of time "to come to a proper judgment on it:"

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the question about the treaty implication of closing that
missile wing at Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late in the
process, after we received February 3rd or 4th the recommendation from the Air
Force. In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it’s not just a Department of
Defense matter. We have to get interagency views from others about the treaty
implications. That’s going to take some period of time.

Transcript of Open Meeting at 58-59.

Barely nine weeks after those words were uttered, the Deputy Secretary announced,
via a one-page letter to Chairman Dixon, that the review had been completed, that “there
will be no determination by the Secretary that would require retention of the missile group at
Grand Forks," and that "[r]ealignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile
Group is no longer a necessary alternative." The letter is devoid of any explanation or
rationale.

On May 30, 1995, Chairman Dixon forwarded four ABM-related questions from the

Commission to Assistant Secretary of Defense Joshua Gotbaum. On June 8, the Assistant
Secretary forwarded the Department’s responses. The responses to the four questions total
17 lines of text composed of simple declarations without significant rationale or explanation.

The Defense Department’s failure to present any comprehensive and persuasive
treatment of the ABM and arms control policy issues that accompany its recommendation
perhaps only underscores the need for the Commission to undertake its own analysis and

1" The key elements of the February 28, 1995 conditional recommendation are set forth as
follows: "Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB.  The 321st Missile Group will
inactivate, unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to
retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary
of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned and the

91st Missile Group will inactivate."

03/60218.
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review before formulating its recommendation to the President, for it is plain that the
proposed Grand Forks realignment -- impacting the only American ABM site, which was
constituted pursuant to a pivotal arms limitation treaty -- is replete with missile defense,
treaty and foreign policy ramifications.

*The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty is a fundamental element of U.S.
arms control policy. * * * President Clinton has reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the
ABM Treaty. The Administration considers it indispensable to stability, to the START I and
START II reductions, and to longer-term reductions in strategic offensive arms."? U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact Sheet: The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (May
25, 1994) at 1,3. The President’s February 1995 policy paper, A National Security Strategy
of Engagement and Enlargement at 15, cites U.S. initiatives to clarify and update the ABM
Treaty as exemplifying "the Administration’s commitment to maintaining the integrity and
effectiveness of crucial arms control agreements.” And just this month, Presidents Clinton
and Yeltsin issued a Joint Statement from Moscow (May 10, 1995) declaring that "The
United States and Russia are each committed to the ABM Treaty, a cornerstone of strategic
stability."

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny in testimony before the Commission (March 30,
1995), as well as the Senate Armed Services Committee (January 24, 1995),* concludes, on
the basis of almost twenty years’ experience in arms control policy, that realignment of
Grand Forks AFB would be a serious mistake because of the treaty implications, the missile
defense consequences and the foreign policy ramifications. Among the critical points
highlighted by Ambassador Rowny are that 1) since Grand Forks is the only ABM site
designated under the Treaty, realignment would perforce constitute a limitation of U.S
ballistic missile defense options, 2) realignment of Grand Forks would be viewed as
inconsistent with the Treaty and would undermine the Treaty expectations of Russia and the
other affected states, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus, 3) any action perceived as
inconsistent with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty would jeopardize other critical arms

2 See Dana Priest & Thomas Lippman, ABM Treaty Under Attack as Relic of Cold War,
Wash. Post, March 13, 1995, at A1, A4 ("The Clinton administration believes the ABM treaty

is the linchpin to its arms control strategy."); David A. Koplow, Constitutional Bait and Switch:

The Executive Reinterpretation of Arms Control Treaties, 137 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1353, 1367
(1989) ("the ABM treaty has come to be recognized as one of the most successful and important

arms control agreements").

> Copies of Ambassador Rowny’s statements are attached.
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control agreements, including the START II treaty, and 4) realignment of Grand Forks
would leave Washington, D.C. as the only allowable U.S. ABM site (a changeover that is
only permitted during a Treaty review year, the next such year being 1997) and would
necessitate, under the Treaty and its protocols, the dismantling and destruction of any and all
ABM components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars, all at
enormous -- and unnecessary -- cost.

Given the extraordinary gravity of the issues that overlay the realignment decision
flowing from Grand Forks’ unique status as the only designated ABM site under the treaty,
the Commission’s final recommendation to the President must be based on an encompassing
analysis of the kinds of concerns voiced by Ambassador Rowny, reflecting as they do, his
intimate familiarity with arms control practice and policy. For the Commission’s further
consideration of Treaty-related issues that arise from the Grand Forks realignment proposal,
following is a more detailed discussion of specific provisions of the Treaty and the impact of
the Grand Forks realignment.

A. The ABM Treaty

The Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems was signed in Moscow on May
26, 1972, and entered into force on October 3, 1972.* Under the treaty, the United States
and the U.S.S.R. agree not to deploy an ABM system anywhere other than at two sites
within each country. ABM Treaty, art. III.  Article III(a) of the treaty permits each party to
deploy one limited ABM system to protect its capital; Article III(b) permits an ABM system
to protect an intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. Id. The treaty states
that this latter deployment area must "contain[ ] ICBM silo launchers.” Id. The ABM
Treaty is of unlimited duration. Id. at art. XV, { 1.

Accompanying the ABM Treaty is a document entitled "Agreed Statements, Common
Understandings, and Unilateral Statements Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missiles” (hereinafter referred to as "Accompanying Document"). Within the "Agreed
Statements” section of the documents, the parties state their understanding that the two ABM

4 Ratification of the ABM Treaty was advised by the United States Senate on August 3,
1972. On September 30, 1972 and October 3, 1972, respectively, the President of the United
States ratified and proclaimed the ABM Treaty. The United States and the U.S.S.R. exchanged

Instruments of Ratification on October 3, 1972.
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system sites within each country must be separated by no less than 1,300 kilometers from
center to center. Within the "Common Understandings" section of the Accompanying
Document, the U.S. delegation "notes that its ABM system deployment area for defense of
ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand
Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area."”

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ABM Protocol") further restricting
the deployment of ABM systems.® Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and
the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM Protocol
limits each party to one site only. ABM Protocol, art. I. The effect of the ABM Protocol is
to restrict the United States to maintain its choice of Grand Forks AFB as the ABM
deployment area under Article III of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by
its selection of Moscow. The protocol provides a single exception to these restrictions.

Each party is allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article IIT
site not initially chosen. ABM Protocol, art. I, § 1. Each party may do so only once and,
before initiating construction at the new site, must notify the other country according to the
procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission and during a year in which the
ABM Treaty is scheduled for review. Id. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted,
occurs at five-year intervals and the next review is scheduled for 1997. ABM Treaty, art.
XIV, 12. As Article II, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol explains:

[Tln the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deployment
area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components

in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article ITI(a) of the Treaty,
and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM

system and its components in the area centered on its capital and to deploy an
ABM system or its components in an area containing ICBM silo launchers, as
permitted by Article III(b) of the Treaty.

The United States and the former Soviet Union have also negotiated agreements
within the Standing Consultative Commission ("SCC"), established by Article XIII of the
ABM Treaty. Four such agreements relating to the ABM Treaty were declassified shortly

5 The U.S. Senate recommended ratification of the ABM Protocol on November 10, 1975
and on March 19, 1976, the protocol was ratified by the President. The nations exchanged
Instruments of Ratification on May 24, 1978. The ABM Protocol was entered into force on

May 24, 1976 and subsequently proclaimed by the President on July 6, 1976.
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before January 1993. See United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact

heet: The United S d Russia Declassify Five Agreements from the din
Consultative Commission (January 1993). One agreement in particular concerns procedures
for the replacement or dismantling of ABM systems and is discussed below.

B. Inactivating the 321st Missile Group Would Leave the United States Without a
Legally Constituted ABM Site and Would Limit the United States to the Washington,
D.C. Area as Its Sole Possible ABM Deployment Area in the Future

By inactivating the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB, the United States would
impose unacceptable limitations on the ballistic missile defense options to which it agreed in
the ABM Treaty. Any suggestion that would allow the United States to inactivate the 321st
missile group (or most of it) and still retain its ballistic missile defense options, is contrary to
the text and spirit of the ABM Treaty and threatens its continued viability.

A discussion of why some suggested alternatives to keeping the 321st Missile Group
active should not be adopted follows.

1. Grand Forks AFB and Washington, D.C. Are the Only Two Permitted
Deployment Sites: The United States Cannot Unilaterally Designate a
Different ABM System Deployment Area Consistent with the ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty does not permit the United States to unilaterally designate a
different ICBM launch site as an ABM system deployment area. Article III(b) permits each
party to deploy an ABM system "within one ABM system deployment area * * * containing
ICBM silo launchers.” It has been suggested that this provision should be read to allow each
party to change its chosen deployment area at will so long as only one Article III(b) ABM
system is deployed at any given time. For at least two reasons, this construction must be
rejected.

First, there is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that either party ever considered
such a construction before it was raised in this country as a purported way to finesse the
inactivation of the 321st Missile Group under the Commission process without affecting
BMD options. On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, in the document accompanying the
treaty and with the understanding of the Soviet delegation, the United States designated
Grand Forks AFB as its Article I1I(b) deployment area. That Grand Forks AFB would be
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the site was specifically stated as a Common Understanding of the parties to the ABM
Treaty.® See Accompanying Document, § 2(A).

Second, there is ample support for the proposition that the "one ABM system
deployment area” permitted by Article III(b) means one and one alone; the ABM Treaty does
not permit the United States to move its ABM system unilaterally from ICBM field to ICBM

field. :

Significantly, when the ABM question was raised by the 1993 Commission, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. Boatwright) testified
before the Commission on June 17, 1993 as follows:

"If [Grand Forks AFB] is closed and all silo launchers are eliminated, the U.S.
would have the right to relocate the U.S. ABM system to the nation’s capital,
not to another ICBM base or some other location."

Mr. Boatwright’s statement accurately summarizes the effect of the Treaty and its protocols.

The 1974 ABM Protocol establishes Grand Forks AFB as this country’s ABM
deployment area but allows for a one-time reversal of this choice entailing deployment of an
ABM system in the Washington, D.C. area. ABM Protocol, art. II, § 1. Neither the ABM
Treaty nor any of its protocols contains any other procedure through which the U.S. or the
U.S.S.R. may change its choice of sites for the deployment of an ABM system.

Further to the point is the agreement negotiated in the SCC entitled "Supplementary
Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction,
and Notification Thereof, for ABM Systems and their Components of July 3, 1974"
("Supplementary Protocol”). This agreement was signed in Geneva by representatives of the
U.S. and U.S.S.R. on October 28, 1976. The Supplementary Protocol establishes

S 1t is true that the United States did not make its designation contingent on some Soviet
representation that it would deploy an ABM system in some particular venue, but it is also
irrelevant. Treaties are specialized agreements that do not require reciprocal or mutual
obligations from each party to be binding. See Koplow, supra, at 1408-09. Indeed, mutuality
of treaty obligations has been described as "wholly unnecessary as a matter of law." Id. What
is relevant is the mutuality of the understandings. The Grand Forks designation was explicitly
stated to be a common understanding of the parties.
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procedures governing the replacement, dismantling or destruction of ABM systems both
within a deployment area and in the event either party decides to exchange deployment areas
as permitted by the ABM Protocol. The Supplementary Protocol reads, in part, as follows:

The Procedures shall apply to ABM systems or their components, when they
are being replaced within a deployment area on the basis of Article VII of the
Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems of May 26, 1972, hereinafter
referred to as the Treaty, as well as when a deployment area of an ABM
system or its components is being exchanged on the basis of the Protocol to the
Treaty of July 3, 1974.

Supplementary Protocol at I(1) (emphasis supplied).

Neither party to the ABM Treaty intended Article III(b) to grant the U.S. and
U.S.S.R. free license to select which ICBM field to protect and to change their selections as
many times as desired provided only that, at any given time, no more than one ABM system
is deployed. If the United States inactivates the 321st Missile Group, it will have the sole
option, consistent with the clear language of the ABM Treaty, of deploying an ABM system
in the Washington, D.C. area and nowhere else. Moreover, as Ambassador Rowny has
pointed out, the United States would be required to dismantle and destroy all ABM
components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars. These
consequences are also apparent from the Supplementary Protocol at section IV, entitled
"Procedures for Exchange of the Deployment Area of an ABM System or its Components,”

where it is stated:

Each Party may, at its discretion, completely dismantle or destroy the ABM
system and its components in the area being exchanged, and thereafter deploy
an ABM system or its components in the other area permitted in Article 111 of
the Treaty and the Protocol thereto * * * .

For the United States, "the other area" is Washington, D.C. The ABM Treaty
provides no other alternatives. The ABM Protocol speaks only of a one-time reversal and
deployment in the national capital area while the Supplementary Protocol establishes
procedures for effecting this one-time reversal. The suggested regime permitting at-will,
unilateral redesignation of our Article III(b) deployment area is clearly not part of the ABM
Treaty, it is ultra vires and must be avoided.
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Article ITI(b) of the ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ABM systems to a single
area "containing ICBM silo launchers.” The United States, having selected Grand Forks
AFB as that area, and having done so in writing with the approval of the U.S.S.R., is not
empowered under the ABM Treaty to select a new site other than Washington, D.C. The
ABM Treaty does not provide for such equivocation and would not counsel a unilateral
reinterpretation of the agreement twenty-three years after it was signed. Indeed, it is a
fundamental principle that each party to a treaty must interpret it in good faith. Vienna
Convention of the Law of Treaties, art. 31 (opened for signature May 23, 1969);
Restatement (Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of the United States § 321 (1987). Were
the United States to adopt a new and self-serving interpretation of an important treaty
provision it would violate this principle at the expense of its credibility abroad.

2. Retaining a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB in Order to
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the
Intent of the ABM Treaty

Included in the Department of Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB
is the following: "A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if
required.” The statement refers to Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an
ABM system deployment area within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers.” The idea is
that, by retaining "[a] small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy
an ABM system there would also be retained. The June 8, 1995 Department of Defense
response to questions posed by the Commission states further

"All ICBMs will be removed from the silos. As for the silos themselves, as
stated in our recommendation, a small number may be retained if required.
The Department has not yet determined whether retention of a small number
of silos will be required. Further resolution of this issue will not likely be
necessary until the time comes to eliminate the silos."

In this latest exposition of its position, the Department suggests that with no ICBMs
and with few silos, or even none, Grand Forks would still continue to constitute an ABM site
as recognized under the Treaty. A Treaty analysis that could support this position is not
provided. In truth, the position cannot stand because it requires an interpretation of the
ABM Treaty that is plainly contrary to its history and purpose.

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM silo
launchers" in Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested, that
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the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile ABM
system to defend some tiny number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM’s and no logistic
support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their operational
status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties’ determination to allow each country to deploy
an ABM system for the protection of an operational missile field? Intuition dictates the
correct answer, as does resort to the text and history of the ABM Treaty.

Article II allows that a treaty-compliant ABM site could be one at which some or all
ABM components are "mothballed.” But there is no similar provision regarding the ICBM
missile field which, under Article ITI(b), is to be associated with, and protected by, the ABM
components. The obvious presumption is that the associated ICBM facility would be
operational.” Thus, the Common Understandings note that Grand Forks will be the "ABM
system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers.” It would be utterly
paradoxical to contemplate "defense” of an ICBM missile field that has been effectively
abandoned.

The most illuminating available history of the ABM Treaty are records of the Senate’s
consideration of the agreement. As a matter of U.S. constitutional law, "[d]etermining
whether the Senate formed a coherent view of a particular clause * * * is the essential
inquiry" of treaty interpretation:

[Olnce [the Senate’s] understanding [of a treaty] has been shown to exist, there
is no conceptual difficulty in assessing its legal status. The Senate’s
understandings and conditions, however evidenced, are fully binding upon the
President once the treaty is ‘made.’ The Senate’s view of the treaty, whether
explicit or implicit, is an integral part of the treaty, and the President cannot
proceed to ratification on any other terms. * * * In effect, the Senate gives its
advice and consent to a particular treaty regime, not a blank check for any
other type of arrangements * * * .

7 Nevertheless, the June 8 letter of the Assistant Secretary responds to the query of the
Commission as follows: "Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inactivated and all ICBMs
are removed from Grand Forks Air Force Base, does Grand Forks Air Force Base remain an
ABM site under the terms of the ABM Treaty? Response. We have determined that inactivation
of the 321st Missile Group and removal of the ICBMs would not affect our right to retain an
ABM system deployment area at Grand Forks." This conclusion is set forth without any

explanation or Treaty analysis to support it.

03/60218.




KUTAK ROCK

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

June 16, 1995
Page 11

Koplow, supra, at 1404-05 (emphasis in original). See also David Hodgkinson, The

Reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty: Policy Versus the Law?, 21 W. Australia L. Rev. 258,
274 (1991) ("The Senate’s understanding of the treaty to which it consents is binding on the
President. . . ." (quoting M. Bunn, Foundation for the Future 162-67 (1990) (ellipses in
original))).

The Senate’s understanding of the phrase "ICBM silo launchers” is subject to no
doubt. The Senate understood the ABM Treaty to allow the deployment of ABM systems to
protect (1) each nation’s capital and (2) an area actually containing an operational ICBM
field. The following statements made on the Senate floor illustrate this point in no uncertain
terms:®

o Senator Byrd - "The ABM Treaty restricts the Soviet Union and the United
States to two defensive networks each. One would shield a major offensive
weapons site, and a second would be placed near each country’s capital."”
(118 Cong. Rec. 26647 (Aug. 3, 1972));

o Senator Jackson - "Both we and they are permitted two ABM sites, one at our
respective national capitals and one located so as to defend strategic offensive
weapons.” (118 Cong. Rec. 26693 (Aug. 3, 1972));

o Senator Buckley (one of two Senators to oppose the Senate resolution advising
the ratification of the ABM Treaty) - "The immediate objectives of the treaty,
of course, is to limit antiballistic missile systems to nominal levels, where each
side agrees to defend its national capital and one strategic missile site * * * "
(118 Cong. Rec. 26703 (Aug. 3, 1972));

o Senator Kennedy - "The only exceptions [to the prohibitions on deploying
ABM systems] are made for a National Capital site and for the protection of a
single ICBM site." (118 Cong. Rec. 26763 (Aug. 3, 1972)); and

% The House of Representatives appears to have shared the Senate’s interpretation.
Representative Les Aspin, for example, noted that, under the treaty, "[e]ach [party] will limit
ABM systems to two sites -- one in defense of its national capital, the other in defense of an
ICBM field." (118 Cong. Rec. 26344 (Aug. 1, 1972)). Similarly, Representative Michael
Harrington had reprinted in the Congressional Record an article from the Defense Monitor
adopting the same interpretation. (118 Cong. Rec. 23873 (June 30, 1972)).
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o Senator Fong - "[The ABM Treaty] [l]imits each side to one ABM site for the
defense of its respective capital and one site each for the defense of an ICBM
field." (118 Cong. Rec. 26707 (Aug. 3, 1972)).

The Secretary of State’s contemporaneous analysis of the treaty likewise adopts the
same interpretation of Article III(b):

The heart of the treaty is article III, which spells out the provisions under
which each of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, one in an
ICBM deployment area, and one at its national capital. * * *

The two ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will serve different
purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM deployment area will
afford some protection for ICBM’s in this area. ABM coverage at the national
capitals will permit protection for the National Command Authority against a
light attack, or an accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of
missiles, and thus decrease the chances that such an event would trigger a
nuclear exchange.

S. Exec. Rep. No. 28, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. 3 (1972) (emphasis supplied).

Similarly, it was assumed during Senate hearings on the ABM Treaty that Article
III(b) allowed for the deployment of an ABM system to defend missiles. See generally

Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings on S.J. Res. 241 and S.J. Res. 242 Before
the Comm. on Foreign Relations of the United States Senate, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. (1972).

The committee report, for example, contains references to the Grand Forks ABM system as
designed "for the protection of Minutem[e]n," Id. at 232 (Statement of Donald B. Brennan,
senior fellow, professional staff, Hudson Institute), and to "defend ICBM’s." Id. at 408
(Statement of Dr. Henry Kissinger).

In short, the suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile
Group except for some minimal number of gutted silo launchers cannot be squared with the
clear meaning of Article III(b), and thus must be rejected. The Article III(b) ABM system
deployment area was meant to defend ICBM’s, not empty silos.

3. Only the ABM Components at Grand Forks Together With the Grand Forks
ICBM Missile Field Properly Constitute an ABM Site
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It may be asked whether the ABM components at Grand Forks, considered together
with another active ICBM missile field might constitute an allowable ABM site under the
treaty. Article III(b) and the Common Understandings compel a negative answer. Article
[1I(b) permits an ABM system for the defense of ICBMs and requires that the protected
ICBM missile field and all the ABM components be within a radius of 150 kilometers:

within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one

hundred and fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo
launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred

ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars
comparable in potential to corresponding ABM radars
operational or under construction on the date of signature of the
Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM
silo launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each
having a potential less than the potential of the smaller of the
above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars.

(Emphasis added.)

Simultaneous with the signing of the ABM Treaty on May 26, 1972, the U.S.
designated the location of its Article III(b) ABM site and this designation was incorporated
into the Common Understandings that accompanied the Treaty. It was thus the mutual
understanding of the parties that the U.S. site would be "centered in" the Grand Forks ICBM
missile field:®

2. Common Understandings

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters
was reached during the negotiations:

A. Location of ICBM Defenses

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26,
1972:

® And in fact, all U.S. ABM system components were and are located within the Grand
Forks Missile Complex.
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Article III of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one
ABM system deployment area centered on its national capital
and one ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo
launchers. * * * In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its
ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo
launchers * * * will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo
launchers deployment area.

There is simply no reading of these provisions, consistent with common sense, that
could lead to any conclusions other than that it was the mutual understanding of the Parties
1) that the center of the U.S. ABM system deployment area'® would be physically located
within the Grand Forks ICBM missile field and 2) that the ICBM facility the ABM system
was meant to defend was in fact the Grand Forks missile field in which it was specifically
centered.

The cluster of ABM components at Grand Forks is centered in the northern quadrant
of the Grand Forks AFB Missile Complex.

A suggestion that another missile field could be substituted for the Grand Forks
missile field without doing violence to the ABM accords is completely untenable. First, it
contradicts the obviously mutual understanding that the U.S. ABM system centered in the
Grand Forks ICBM missile field was for the defense of that missile field, not some other.
Second, it violates the geographical requirements of Article III(b): no other missile field
meets the geographic requirements of the treaty. Third, the Common Understandings state
that the ABM system "will be centered in the ICBM deployment area"; it is not enough that
the ABM system be centered in what used to be the ICBM deployment area [i.e., Grand
Forks]; and it cannot possibly be "centered” in another missile field since it is not within
another missile field deployment area at all.

Because the shared intentions of the Parties preclude it, and because the geographical
relationships established under the ABM Treaty prohibit it, the ABM components, at Grand
Forks together with another ICBM missile field cannot in combination comprise a properly
constituted ABM site. Thus, deactivating the Grand Forks missile field and simply declaring
another missile field to be the ABM associated missile field is not a viable treaty option.

10 An "ABM system," under Article II of the Treaty, includes all of any ABM missiles,
ABM launchers and ABM radars to be deployed.
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CONCLUSION

The proposed Grand Forks realignment has grave and unique ramifications, for U.S.
defense options, for viability of the ABM treaty, for foreign policy and the future of arms
limitation generally and for the costs of dismantling an ABM site in compliance with treaty
obligations. There has been no suggested interpretation or alternative that adequately
resolves these issues. For all of these reasons, Grand Forks AFB should not be realigned.

Sincerely,

R. Schlossberg

Enclosures: as stated.
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CHAIRMAN THURMOND AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

IT IS APLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC
MISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES.

AS THE CHIEF START NEGOTIATOR UNDER PRESIDENT REAGAN, SPECIAL
ADVISOR TO SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOR ARMS CONTROL MATTERS,
UNDER BOTH PRESIDENTS REAGAN AND BUSH, AND IN MY CAPACITY AS THE
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STRATEGIC ARMS
LIMITATION TALKS (SALT II) UNDER THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION, IT IS MY
CONSIDERED JUDGMENT THAT THE ABM TREATY OF 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL
TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY INTEREST, IS IN
JEOPARDY OF BEING VIOLATED BY THE UNITED STATES.

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS

THE TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC
MISSILE SYSTEMS (HEREINAFTER "ABM TREATY") WAS SIGNED IN MOSCOW ON

MAY 26, 1972, AND ENTERED INTO FORCE ON OCTOBER 3, 1972. THE ABM
TREATY PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTION ON THE NUMBERS

OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE (ABM) DEPLOYMENT AREAS MAINTAINED BY THE
TWONATIONS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY ORIGINALLY PERMITTED EACH SIDE
TO HAVE ONE LIMITED ABM SYSTEM TO PROTECT ITS CAPITAL ANDANOTHER
TOPROTECT AN INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE (ICBM) LAUNCH AREA.

DURING THE NEGOTIATIONS OF THE AGREED STATEMENTS AND COMMON
UNDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOMPANY THE TREATY, IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE
UNITED STATES ABM SYSTEM DEPLOYMENT AREA FOR DEFENSE OF ICBM SILO
LAUNCHERS "WILL BE CENTERED IN THE GRAND FORKS ICBM SILO LAUNCHER
DEPLOYMENT AREA" AT GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE (AFB), NORTH DAKOTA.

AT THE 1974 SUMMIT MEETING BETWEEN THE U.S. AND THE U..S.S.R., THE
NATIONS SIGNED THE PROTOCOL TO THE ABM TREATY ("PROTOCOL"). THE
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PROTOCOL’S EFFECT IS TO RESTRICT THE UNITED STATES TO ITS CHOICE OF
GRAND FORKS AFB AS THE ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UNDER ARTICLE III OF THE
TREATY. IN RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PROVIDES:

1. Each party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two
provided in Article III of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) systems.

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article IT of this Protocol: the United States
of America shall not deploy an ABM system or its components in the area
centered on its capital, as permitted by Article Il of the Treaty.

Protocol, Article I.

. TO ALLOW SOME FLEXIBILITY TO THE NATIONS, ARTICLE II OF THE
PROTOCOL ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS ORIGINAL CHOICE OF AN ABM
SITE. THUS, UNDER THE ABM TREATY, THE UNITED STATES IS ALLOWED ONLY
TO DISMANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABM SYSTEM AT GRAND FORKS AFB AND
DEPLOY AN ABM SYSTEM IN THE WASHINGTON, D.C. AREA. THE PROTOCOL
DOES NOT ALLOW THE NATIONS TO SELECT ABM DEPLOYMENT AREAS
DIFFERENT FROM THOSE DESIGNATED IN THE COMMON AGREEMENTS TO THE
TREATY, AND CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RIGHT TO ALTERNATE BETWEEN THE
ORIGINAL ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA AND THE ALTERNATE SITE (WASHINGTON,
D.C.) "MAY BE EXERCISED ONLY ONCE." (EMPHASIS ADDED.)

ACCORDINGLY, TO THE EXTENT THE UNITED STATES DESIRES TO
MAINTAIN THE ABILITY TO FIELD AN ABM SITE AND STILL REMAIN IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ABM TREATY, RELOCATION OF THE ABM
DEPLOYMENT AREA FROM GRAND FORKS AFB TO AN AREA OTHER THAN THE
NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA WOULD NOT BE ALLOWED.

RUSSIA, AND THE OTHER REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION,
HAVE AGREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERMS OF THE ABM TREATY. OVER THE PAST
TWO DECADES THE SOVIETS, AND NOW THEIR SUCCESSORS, HAVE EXPRESSED
MISGIVINGS THAT THE UNITED STATES INTENDS TO WALK AWAY FROM ITS
OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE ABM TREATY. THE FORMER STATES OF THE U.S.S.R.
HAVE CONSIDERED THE ABM TREATY TO SERVE THEIR INTERESTS, WHEREAS
THE U.S. HAS COME TO BELIEVE THAT THE ABM TREATY, ESPECIALLY AS
NARROWLY DEFINED BY THE SOVIETS, HAS PREVENTED THE UNITED STATES

FROM DEVELOPING DEFENSES TO PROTECT ITSELF.

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION, MILITARY OFFICIALS OF
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RUSSIA AND THE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, UKRAINE, KAZAKHSTAN, AND
BELARUS, HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AMENABLE TO AMENDING
THE ABM TREATY SO AS TO PERMIT ALL PARTIES TO WORK JOINTLY TO
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILE ATTACKS.

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPMENT WHICH THREATENS TO
UNDERMINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD RELATIONS THE U.S. AND THE
FORMER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISHED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 1995
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES THROUGH THE DEFENSE BASE
AND REALIGNMENT PROCESS. I AM CONCERNED THAT THE GRAND FORKS AFB
MISSILE FIELD MAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POTENTIAL BASES TO BE CLOSED

OR REALIGNED.

AT THE END OF 1994 1 HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONSIDER THE
RAMIFICATIONS OF CLOSING GRAND FORKS AFB IN A LETTER TO GENERAL
RONALD R. FOGLEMAN. AT THAT TIME I CONCLUDED THAT:

"...closing the military facilities at Grand Forks, North Dakota, would be prejudicial to
the national security interest of the United States.”

MY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT ANY ACTIONS TO DISMANTLE
THE GRAND FORKS BALLISTIC MISSILE FIELD COULD UNDERMINE THE ABM
TREATY REGIMEN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

> First, Russia and other republics of the former Soviet Union could consider the
closing of Grand Forks a signal that the United States intends unilaterally to
change the ABM Treaty.

> Second, it could seriously jeopardize programs for developing and employing
theater and strategic anti-ballistic systeams to defend the United States, the
direction in which we need to be focusing our security efforts.

> Third, closing Grand Forks may lead to a violation of the 1992 amendments to
the Missile Defense Act of 1991, which provides that all strategic defenses must
be treaty compliant and that the one permitted site must be Grand Forks.

THE MISSILE FIELD AT GRAND FORKS AFB IS INTRICATELY LINKED TO THE
ABM TREATY. IF THE UNITED STATES WERE TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS BEFORE
IT WORKED OUT DETAILS WITH THE NUCLEAR REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION, IT COULD GIVE THOSE REPUBLICS GROUNDS FOR BELIEVING
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THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS ATTEMPTING TO CHANGE UNILATERALLY THE
ABM TREATY RATHER THAN WORK JOINTLY TO AMEND IT.

MOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVENTS IN THE BREAKAWAY
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT HAS PLACED ON U.S.-RUSSIAN
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY THE U.S. TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS
WOULD NOT ONLY FURTHER FRUSTRATE OUR ATTEMPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER
HARMONY ON A BROAD RANGE OF DEFENSE/SECURITY ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD
SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZE THE STABILITY OF THE OTHER FORMER SOVIET

REPUBLICS WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY.

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAND FORKS WILL INHIBIT, IF NOT ENTIRELY
PROHIBIT, THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS WHICH
ENCOMPASS THE DEPLOYMENT OF DEFENSES AT MORE THAN ONE SITE.
MOVING TO ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE
WITH THE RUSSIANS, AND POSSIBLY OTHER FORMER REPUBLICS OF THE SOVIET
UNION. IN OTHER WORDS, IT COULD COMPLICATE LONG-RANGE PLANS TO
BUILD A NEW SITE AND EVEN PLANS FOR EVENTUALLY ESTABLISHING A
MULTIPLE SITE DEFENSE OF THE UNITED STATES.

FURTHER, NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT THE GRAND FORKS ABM
SYSTEM HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SINCE 1976, CLOSURE OF GRAND
FORKS WOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGHTS OF THE UNITED STATES
UNDER ARTICLE III OF THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AN ABM SYSTEM, IF

REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE.

FINALLY, IN THE MISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF 1991, THE CONGRESS SPECIFIED
THAT THE DEVELOPMENT OF U.S. PROGRAMS FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSES MUST
BE "TREATY COMPLIANT", THAT IS, THE UNITED STATES CAN PLAN TO DEFEND
ONLY ONE SITE. IN THE 1992 AMENDMENT TO THE MISSILE DEFENSE ACT, THE
CONGRESS REPEATED ITS STIPULATION THAT PLANNED STRATEGIC DEFENSES
BE "TREATY COMPLIANT", AND FURTHER STATED THAT THE ONE PERMITTED
SITE BE GRAND FORKS. THUS, ANY ACTION TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB, AS
PART OF A BASE CLOSURE EXERCISE, WITHOUT RESOLUTION OF THE OPEN ABM
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. IN THE POSITION OF VIOLATING NOT
ONLY THE ABM TREATY BUT ALSO ITS OWN COMPLIANCE STANDARDS.

IN SUMMARY, I AM CONVINCED THAT CLOSING THE MILITARY FACILITIES
AT GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA, WOULD BE A GRAVE MISTAKE. THE ABM
TREATY IMPLICATIONS OF SUCH AN ACTION WOULD BE SERIOUS CAUSE FOR
CONCERN BY OFFICIALS OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION, PREVENT THE
DEVELOPMENT OF A SOUND DEFENSIVE SYSTEM TO PROTECT THE UNITED
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STATES AND PLACE THE UNITED STATES IN THE POSITION OF POTENTIALLY
VIOLATING ITS OWN LAWS. IN SHORT, TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB WOULD
PUT THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY AT RISK.
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling,it is a pleasure to
appear before you today to discuss the practical and legal affects of a decision to realign

Grand Forks Air Force Base.

As the Chief START negotiator under President Reagan, Special Advisor to
Secretary of State Shultz for Arms Control Matters under both Presidents Reagan and
Bush, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff Representatives to the Stfategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT Il) under the Carter Administration, | feel compelled to express my grave concern
over the Department of Defense’s recommendation to inactivate the 321st Missile Group
at Grand Forks, North Dakota. By taking this course of action, the United States would

unacceptable restrict its ballistic missile defence options and needlessly spend millions

of doliars that could be saved if an alternative ICBM site were inactivated. Some have
suggested that the United States could finesse the ABM Treaty implications by leaving
some minimal number of ICBM launchers at Grand Forks. This solution is unsatisfactory
because it could undermine the ABM Treaty regimen as well as jeopardize efforts to

consummate the START Il Treaty.

For nearly two decades | took part in, or was in charge of, negotiations with the

USSR on nuclear strategic issues. In 1982 | was a member of the first five-year review



of the ABM Treaty and in 1987 was in charge of the second five-year review of the ABM
Treaty. Based on my experience and continued contacts with officials of the Department
of Defense, and members of the U.S. Congress, | am convinced that closure of the

missile facilities at Grand Forks would be a serious mistake.

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS

One of my gravest concerns is that Grand Forks AFB might be realigned without
serious consideration as to whether this action might limit our ballistic missile defense
options under the ABM Treaty. This is not a matter to be taken lightly. As the
Washington F;ost recently reported, "[t]he Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty
is the linchpin to its arms control strategy,” |, too, am concerned about the damage that

this contemplated action might inflict on the treaty.

As you are aware, the Treaty Between the United States of American and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
(hereinafter "ABM Treaty”) was signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, and entered into
force on October 3, 1972. The ABM Treaty provides among other things, for the
restriction of the numbers of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment areas maintained by
the two nations. Article lll(a) of the treaty permits each party to deploy one limited ABM
system to protect its capital; Article Ili(b) permits an ABM system to protect an

intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. The treaty states that this latter
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deployment area must "contain [ ] ICBM silo launchers.”

On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both parties issued a number of agreed
statements and came to a common understanding on certain issues intricately related to
the treaty. One common understanding reached by the parties concerned where the U.S.
would deploy its Article lli(b) ABM system. On this point, the U.S. Delegation stated, (and
I quote), "that its ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launders, located
west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher

deployment area.”

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ABM Protocol") further restricting
the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and
the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM
Protocol limits each party to one site only. The effect of the ABM Protoco! is to restrict
the United States to maintain its choice the Grand Forks AFB as the ABM deployment
area under Article lll of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by its selection

of Moscow.

The protocol provides a single exception to those restrictions. Each party is
allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article 11l sit not initially
chosen. Each party may do so only once and, before initiating construction at the new

site, must notify the other country according to the procedure agreed to in the Standing
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Consultative Commission and during a year in which the ABM Treaty is scheduled for
review. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and
the next review is scheduled for 1997. As Article |l, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol

explains:

[!]n the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the
deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or
its components in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article
Ili(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle
or destroy the ABM system and its components in the area centered on its
capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area

containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article lli)b) of the Treaty.

1. Preserving a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB In Order to
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the intent of

the ABM Treaty

| have heard the suggestion that preserving a small number of ICBM launchers at
Grand Forks might satisfy the requirement of the ABM Treaty while allowing for the
effective inactivation of the 321st Missile Group. | am dismayed that the Department of

Defense would entertain this suggested disingenuity. Yet, included in the Depértment of
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Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is the following: "A small number
of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required." The statement refers to
Article IlI(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an ABM system deployment area
within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is that, by retaining "[a] small
number of silo launchers at Grand Forks,” the option to deploy an ABM system there
would also be retained. The notion cannot stand, however, because it relies upon an

interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose.

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM
silo launchers" in Article lll(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested,
that the U.S. énd U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile
ABM system to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and
no logistic support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their
operational status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties’ determination to allow each
country to deploy an ABM system for the protection of an operational missile field?
Common sense and the history of the ABM Treaty point to this second meaning as the

correct answer.

Some of the most important and illuminating history of the ABM Treaty is contained
in the records of the Senate's consideration of the agreement. The Senate understood
the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" as used in Article lli(b) of the treaty to refer to ICBM

fields, not simply launchers. Statements made by a number of senators during
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consideration of the ABM Treaty confirm this understanding, as do references in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee report. The Senate's understanding of the ABM

Treaty became law when it voted for ratification.

The suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile Group
except for some minimal number of silo launchers cannot be squared with the meaning
of Article 1li(b) as ratified by the Senate that the ABM system deployment area was meant

to defend an ICBM complex and not simply several ICBM launchers.

Accordingly, to the extent the United States desires to maintain the ability to field
an ABM site and still remain in compliance with the ABM Treaty, tﬁe suggested
destruction of all but several ICBM launchers should be rejected. Further, not
withstanding the fact that the Grand Forks ABM system has been on inactive status since
1976, closure of Grand Forks AFB or reducing the number to only a few launchers would

extinguish any reserved rights of the United States under Article Il of the Treaty to

activate a ABM system, if required in the future.

2. The Suggested "Solution” Would Jeopardize United States Credibility With Russia

and the Other Former Soviet Republics

A related but independent problem concerns our credibility with the successors to

the U.S.S.R. Russia, and the other Republics of the former Soviet Union have agreed
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to abide by the terms of the ABM Treaty. Over the past two decades the Soviets, and
now their successors, have expressed apprehension that the United States intends to
walk away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. The U.S.S.R. has considered the
ABM Treaty to serve their interests, whereas the U.S. has come to believe that the ABM
Treaty, especially as narrowly defined by the Soviets, has prevented the United States

from developing defenses which would protect it from a crippling first-strike.

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, military officials of Russia and the other
nuclear state, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, have indicated that they would be
amenable to amending the ABM Treaty so as to permit all parties to work jéintly to
develop defenses to protect against ballistic missile attacks. If the United States were to
realign Grand Forks with the intention that it could retain its ballistic missile defense
options and before it worked out details with the nuclear republics of the former Soviet
Union, it might well spark a belief that the United States was attempting to unilaterally

change the ABM Treaty rather that work jointly to amend it.

Realigning Grand Forks could alienate many of the members of the United States
Senate and House of Representatives who have steadfastly supported the ABM Treaty.
In the Missile Defense Act of 1992, the congress specified that the development of U.S.
programs for strategic defenses must be "treaty compliant,” that is, that the United States
can plan to defend only one site. In the 1992 amendment to the Missile Defense Act, the

Congress repeated its stipulation that planned strategic defenses be "treaty compliant,”
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and further stated that the one permitted site by Grand Forks. Thus, any action to close
Grand Forks AFB, as part of a base closure exercise without prior consultation with the
Congress and resolution of the open ABM Treaty issues would be considered by them
to be a serious breach of faith and could jeopardize the National consensus on Arms

Control.

In summary, | am convinced that closing the missile facilities at Grand Forks, North
Dakota under the aforementioned suggested pretenses threatens to undermine our

credibility and should not be undertaken.

START Il TREATY IMPLICATIONS:

In addition to ABM Treaty implications, no actions should be contemplated which
jeopardize prospects for ratification of the START Il treaty. The uncertainty surrounding
this treaty requires the retention of the 321st Missile Group. President Bush and

President Yeltsin signed the START Il Treaty on January 3, 1994, in Moscow; on January

15, 1993, President Bush submitted the START Il Treaty to the Senate for its advice and
consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when the Treaty will be ratified by the

Senate.

| agree with views of Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr. expressed recently before the

Senate Armed Services Committee. Admiral Chiles counseled that, because of the
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uncertainty surrounding the ratification of START I, "we should allow the ratification
process to take place [before we] draw down Peacekeeper and Minuteman |Iil"
deployments. More significantly, Admiral Chiles noted that it will be difficult to implement
START Il unless we adhere to the ABM Treaty. On this point the Admiral stated: "I

believe that without an ABM Treaty, we would not be able to move to a START II."

Similarly, | believe that until the START Il Treaty situation is ratified and all
strategic allocations are determined, prudent planning requires the retention of the 321st

Missile Group, and good faith compliance with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty.

COST ISSUES:

A decision to inactivate the 321st Missile Group would unnecessarily cost millions
of dollars; dollars that could be saved were a different ICBM field chosen for inactivation.
The missile field at Grand Forks is this country’s newest and most modern installation.
It is also the one ICBM field inextricable linked to the ABM Treaty. If the United States
adopts the suggestion to redesignate its Article Ill(b) deployment area, the ABM Treaty
and its protocols would require us to dismantle to destroy any and all ABM components

currently located in the Grand Forks area, including all ABM launchers and radars.

| am distressed that this cost item has not, to this point, been taken into account.

A fully informed decision regarding Grand Forks cannot be made without considering
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these important items. Moreover, the failures to account for such costs violates the spirit,
if not the letter, of Section 2925 (a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
year 1994, which expresses the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of Defense
should consider all direct costs to Federal departments and agencies when deciding base

closure issues.
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Top Clinton admumistratuon de-
Jzase offic:als todav will consider
apandonirg current U.S. conces-
stons in tatks wath Russwa aimed at
ciartving the Ann-Ballistic Mis-
sile reatv.

A new opuon to be explored at
the closed meeting is t© drop pro-
posed speed limits on interceptor
rrussiles, whuch were offered as a
way ‘o disunguish between re-
gwonal svstems allowed under the
treaty and strategic svstems chat
are prombited.

instead. the admunistranon will
.discuss limunng :the speed and
range of targets used in tests of
regional ant-missile interceptors
to determine permitted systems. a
secret ‘White House memorandum
proposes.

The April 4 optons paper was
written ov Robert Bell, Natonal
.Cemrrv Council staff military af-
{f2105 specialist.

i Theadmumstranon would like to
!pusn through an agreement wn
tme fora May summutin Moscow.

Mr. Beil says in the memoran-
cdum stamped "SECRET'PROSE.”
prepared for the meenng odav,

~AZHINGTON TIMES April 10,

Us. may drop
1tS concessions in
ABM treaty talks

‘lop aides consider four options

1995 »2z. |

that officials should be prepared 0
Jiscuss “wnether t0 adjust the C.S.
negotiating position in the ABM
T™D demarcation negonanons.”
The interagency zroup of op
Pentagon, State Department, CIA
and Energy Department officials

also will near reports on Defense
Secretary William Perry's talks in
Moscow last week on mussiie de-
fenses.

They will also discuss the Pen-
tagon's recent decision to declare
the Navy's Upper Tier wide-area
nussile defense system legal un-
der the 1972 ABM treaty

A White House spokesman said
Mr. Bell had no comment on the
meeting because all information
about 11 1s classified. The contents
of the memorandum ‘vere made
available o The Washington
Times and venfied by adrmunustra-
non officuals.

The ‘talks in Geneva on clar-
ifving the ABM treary are dead-

iocked over Russian wnsistencs on-

restricting U.S. regional anti-
mussile svstems.

Military officials in particular
~ant to roll back the current U.S.
position, which proposes speed
iimits on anti-missile interceptors
and calls for concluding a second
agreement on advanced TMD sys-

temas.

House and Senatr Republican
leaders have sharply criticazed the
adounistration over the US. nego-
vanung posinon. They saud in sev-
eral letters 1o President Clinton
that the current position. if codi-
fied in an agreement. would se-
verely restnict development of ef-
fecuve theater mussile defense
systems.

On Thursday, Senate Ma;onnr
Leader Bob Dole and amne other
Republican senators wrote 0 ¥ir
Clinton, describing the current ne-
Fot:ating position as “unaccept-

abie and impossible to {ix »th cos- '
mertic modificaton.”

'

The Bell memoranaum is a.

Jdrart decision paver ‘or Mr. Clin-
ron that should “move rapidly next
week * through NSC review groups

“in order w present the president

with options prior 'o any expert-
levei discussions 0 pe 2eid defore
the summuit.”
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San Diego.

A decision 0 select one con-
Tactor o manufaczure the Tier
Two Plus will be made earty next
month, Beverly Baker, ARPA
spokeswoman. said April 3.

Zither of the long-range TUAVs
il be fieided by 2000, Entz-
unger said.

In sprte of all the programs w0
proauce a jong-range drone, it is
anlikely more than one system
=l be purchased, defense ana-
‘ysts said March 5.

**Congress is likely to scrub the
dupiicadon™ of two iong-range
Zrones and fund oniy one of the
programs, said Ted Cormaney,
oresident of Cormaney Asso-
ciates, a Washungron-based lob-
oying 3rm. “This is not a tacdcal
ZAV. These  long range UAVs]

ment jor the 3R-T1" supersonu
SOV tlane. Cormaney said
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Pentagon Eyes ICBMs for Defense

Proposal Respond

By BARBARA OPALL
Dstense News Staft ‘Nriter

WASHINGTON — Defense
Department officials are offering
to refurbish Minuteman inter-
continental ballistic missiles
(ICBM) as a reiatvety quick and
low-cost answer 0 congressio-
na! Republican calls for speedy
depioyment of a national rmussile
defense system.

The ICBM retrofit program
would cost about 35 billion and
could be ready for depioyment
within four years to defend
against accidental or terrorist
ballistic missile artacks on the
United States, according to Lt
Gen. Malcolm QO'Neill, director
of the Pentagor's Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Organization
BMDO).

in April 4 testimony before the
House National Security Com-
mittee, O'Neill told lawmakers
the nagonal missile defense sys-
tem would require up to $800
million in additional funding per
year for the next four years.

He cautioned that a system
designed to defend the United
States against ballistic missile at-
tack probably could not be
rushed any more than the crash
=tfort offered in response to Re-
publican calls for early deploy-
ment of a national missile

efense.

The fast-track Pentagon pro-
gram would develop about 20 ki-
aetic kill warheads for launch
from LGM-30G Minuteman [II
intercondnental ballisuc russiles

‘depioyed at Grand Forks Air

Force Base, N.D.

The base already is equipped
with command, control and
commurnicanons systems as well
as early warning radars.

A knetc kill warhead destrovs
a target by ramming it.

Pentagon planners say the
Minuteman retrofit wouid re-
qure upgrades o exsang uura-
sgucture ar Grand Forks, but ar
modest costs compared with de-
velopment and deployment of
entrely new ground-based mis-
siles and associated equipment.

Pentagon pians call for nearty
3400 million per year over the
next three years to develop tech-
nology required for a national
missile defense system.

Once the technology readi-
ness program is compiete, Pen-
tagon officiais could move to de-
ploy the system within three
years at a cost of several billion
dollars, O'Neill said.

Republican iawmakers are
seelang w add 3800 muillion to
$1 billion to the 1997 national
defense spending bill for missile
defense.

Republican calls for speedy
depioyment of a national mussile
defense system were reiterated
April 4 when the House Republi-
can Policy Committee unani-
mously adopted a statement on
nussile defense.

**To remedy :this intolerable
threar to Amenca's nagonal in-
terest, House Republicans be-
lieve [t is imperative that the
United States. at the =zarliest

fense of the United States
against ballistc missile artack,”
the policy paper stated.

A Marcn 23 Congressicnal
Budget Office esumate prepared

for Sen. James Zxon. D-Nen
rankaing rrunonty memper of ne

Senate Budget Comrmitee, pegs
the cost 10 compiete a Republii-
can-proposed national mussiie
defense system at $29 biiliorn.

Over the next five years, the
nazonal missile defense system
proposed in the Republican-
sponsored Nadonal Securnty Re-
vitalization Act wouid cost $17
billion, or $12 billion more than
the Pengon’s current plan. ac-
cording 0 June O'Neill, Con-
gressional Budget Office
director.

Pentagon officials say they are
preparing themseives 0 impie-
ment whatever pian is directed
by Congress.

Nevertheless, many Pentagon
officials say they are content
with the current pian, which
places prirmary emphasis on ge-
ploying a core program of de-
fenses against tactical. rather
than strategic ballistic nussiles.

“With everyone looking at
ways 0 cut the defense budget.
we {at BMDO] are in the brzarre
positon of Deing asked now we
wouid spend buckets full of ex-
Ta cash.” 3 3MDO source sad
Apru 4.

8
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2fTicials are suppoused 0 pre-
t seat their views {or a final version
«f the.paper during oday's ses-
son.

According to the memorandum,
-he Russians believe nreserving
l'nr ABM treaty “is more :mpor-
T-ant” than Jdeveioping anti-missite
| svstems to <nock out short-range
) Tussiies. “svstems Russia can il
jarferd.”
¢ The memorandum says that (f
o adreement under the current
' "os10n s sent o the Senate for
spproval. “the Senate wouid reject
S
g "VMore oroadly, many Repubh-
L odnN dre guestioning the contin-
!_eu relevance of the ABM treaty
liexglicitly rejecting the adminis-
f::.u 0n’s contention :hat an agree-
1
.
[Be
i

ment un Jemarcation s required
-1 preserve the viability and integ-
v ol the ABM
'.-‘crruranuum says.

S wounter strong Republican
gppusition, (ine White House “has
heen working with congressional
Cemocrats” 0 back the admums-
ration position. 1t savs.

At ndav's session, officials also
wiil Jdiscuss the Pentagons on-
291ng review of whether to share
=2ar'v ‘varmng data and missile Jde-
| f2nse lecanuiogy with Moscow.

wopsent any change :n Russian
~=ro2prions, we should 2xpect that
any change in the US. negotiating
cositon that “waiked >ack' pre-
~1ous L.S. concessions would, in
isiaton, not be well recerved.” Mr.
Beil said.

Puplic airing of the U.S. missile
defense problems n recent weeks
(may have convinced Moscow that
lreacnung a theater missile defense
‘zaclis essental o preserving the
3MI creaty and that [atlure o do

rreatv).)” the

(v <suid endanger the paci. Mr.
3eil savs.

"1 true. Russian otficiais might
jbe more :inciined o make 2 deai
jaiong :he lines of the current U.S.
iproposal or even a rewvised pro-
{posai walking back previous U.S.
jccncessions.” e says.

y ‘0 Congress, Republicans. but
inot Democrats, wouid welcome re-
1vising the current position © “‘he
‘n— gmnal U.S. negotiating position”

imiung the speed and range of

~ASHINGTON POST April

W hite House Orders Guatemala Probe

With Broad Mandate, Independent Advisory Panel to Report to Clinton

and the zeaths :n (Y85 of U.S. journaiists Nichoias Blake

By R. Jetfrey Smuth

A astungron Post Stad Wrier

In response o allegauons of CIA wrongdomng :n Gua-
ternaia, the White House has given an indevendent advi-
sory group a broad mandate %o probe whether U .S, ntel-
igence agencies paid adequate attenuon to human nghts
abuses w Guatemala and reported all they knew about
the deaths of U.S. citizens there yver the past decade.

Nauonal secunity idviser Anthony Lake. :n a2 memo-
randurn sent over the weekend :0 the chairman of the
sresident’s Intelligence Oversight Board, said the board
should conduct a “government-wide :nqury” to deter-
rmune whnether “any wnteiligence reguiations, procedures,
or directives were violated” by the extensive covert U.S.
intelligence operations in Guatemala.

The board’s inquiry was provoked by specific allega-
tions that a paid CIA wniormant :n Guatemala was wn-
volved wn the slaywngs of U.S. nnkeeper Michaei DeVine
and Guatemalan guerrilla fighter Efrain Bamaca Velas-
quez, who was the husband of U.S. lawver Jenrufer Har-
durv. The allegations were {irst made March 22 2y Rep.
Robert G. Tornceili (D-N j.) and later confirmed by U3,
officals.

But Lake's memorandum, dated Aprd 7. makes clear
that the probe should cover not oniy these cases put aiso
examine “any inteiligence that may bear on the facts sur-
roundmg the torture, disappearance, or death of any
U.S. atizens i Guatemala since 1984,” according to a
copy of the memo obtained yesterday.

Lake asked the board in parucuiar o review whatever
the CIA and other federal agences xnew about the ‘or-
ture of Sister Diara Oruz, a U.S. socual worker. in 1989,

I, 13

g5

and Srudith Dawvis,

In the memo, Lake ordered the board o refer “possi-
ble viclauons of aw” to the jusuce Desarument dut aiso
0 “make clear where ailegauons regaraing these events
are anfounded.”

The memorandum's reiease represents the first iime
that the mandate for any nvestigation bv the board has
been divulged. Consisung of four ciizens appownted by
the presigent, the board was estabiished as a secret
channei of adwvice 1o the ‘Whute House abcut possibie in-
teiligence commuruty wrongaoing.

The “oard’s chairrnan, 'ocal attormey Anthony S. Har-
angton, said in an interview vesterday that prefirunary
conc:usions :n the Guatemala probe wouid probably be sup-
plied in confidence to President Clinton mthun 30 davs. The
study will compiement probes already underway within the
CIA and the gepartments of Justice and Delense.

“These are sefious ailegauons . . . jand| we take them
senously,” Harrington said. “There are conilicts in what
people 3ay” about the deaths that the Soard wil have to
reconcie, he addec without elaooration.

Harrington is a former general counsei to the Demo-
crauc Nauonal Commmuttee and the Cinten-Gore cam-
paign, as well as a jounding director of the Center for
Democracy, 1 government-tunded group :hat has been
active in promoung democracy i Latin Amenca.

The other board memboers wnciude former National Secu-
nty Agency deputy director Ann Z. Caracristi and Philadei-
phia investment banker Haroid W. Pote. Former Air Force
cluef of staff Gen. Lew Allen Jr. was apponted to dll a
board vacancy for the purpose of the study. Harmngton
wdentfied Allen as a Repubiican and saxd hus presence con-
ftrmed the Zroup’s MParusin approach o the nquury.

1
!
i
!

targers used o (est anu-missie siton.

systems. ® Adjust the U.S. negonating po-
“Some Republicans have aiso in- sition ‘o allow for testing and de-

dicatec that they would ensure plovment of a limited Navy Upper

than any ‘deal’ © buy Russian Tier system.

agreement 0 our current negoti-
ating position through BMD coop-
eration would not be funded by the
Congress.” the memo says.

The four options 0 be discussed
oday are:

e Adhere to the current U.S. po-

* Drop interceptor veiocity as a
demarcation but define theater
svstems as i'0se tested against
targets moving no faster than 3
kiiometers per second and iravei-
itng at a range 2,170 miies.

e Conclude an agreement on

land-oased TMD systems under
the current proposal and defer ne-
gotiauens on sea- and air-based
systems to a later agreement.

Among the officials scheduled
o attend are Undersecretary of
State Lynn Davis: Assistant De-
{ense Secrerary Asnton Carter;
Army Lt. Gen, Wes Clark, director
of the Joins Staff. and John Hol-
ium. director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agencyv.

1
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" Vote in Haiti
Is Postponed

For 3 Weeks

|

|

¥

i Assocated Press

1

: PORT-AU-PRINCE, Haid, Apri

10— Ziecton officials responded

oday to crimes and presiecton vio-

"ce Sv delaying balloting for
firee weeks and extending dead-

ines for registraton of candidates

" and voters.

: Opposition politicians weicomed

the news but threatened o bovcott

april 1i, 1395
wne elechons if President fean-Ber-
rrand Anstde’s government shuts
wem out of the eiectorai process.

The electoral council delaved
the voting, set for lune 4, untd
June 25. wath runoff elections set
for juiy 16 instead of June 25.
Elecuons were supposed to be heid
1ast December but were delaved by
the tumult of Anstide’s return
from exile.

The U.S. Embassy discounted
accusations that the government
was stacking the eiecuons appara-
tus with its parusans. The United
States :s fooung most of the $12.5
ruilion election till. The vote wul
be *he Srst since a U.S.-led lorce
restored Arisude to power Cct. 13
after :Nree vears of quiitarv dicta-

Pg. 15

torsfup, duning wmuch ap o 4.000
people were ialled.

The eiectons are a cucal tes:
of Aristde’s ability o consoiidate
democracy. Haitl has lacked a Par-
liament since February, when most
legisiative terms expired before
new elections couid be organuzed.

The electoral coundl announced
the postponement without immedi-
ate comment. it 1aq promused ac-
oon after Ansude wnvited 20 pouti-
cl leaders o ar thewr grievances
ar a meeung Thursdav.

The revised mumetable allows
candidates an additionaj two weexs
to declare themseives ind pives
3.6 rmuilion eiigible voters unnl =n
end of Apri o register.

MILWAUKZZ JOURNAL

Pentagon wants
Reimer as Army chief

Washington — The Pentagon
has suggested that President
Clinten nominate Gen. Dennis
Reimer, the general in charge of
Army froops based in the United
States, as the service’s top offi-
cer, officials said Thursday.

Reimer, 36, would succeed
Army Chief of Staff Gen. Gor-
don Sullivan, who is scheduled
0 retire in June.
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‘% The Navy's wide-area regional
missile defense system known as
Upper Tier is legal under the 1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
treaty, military officials told a Sen-

ate subcommittee yesterday

1 «We believe that it s treaty com-
pllan:" Rear Adm. John T. Hood,
program officer for regional, or
“theater” air defenses resources,
thld the Sepate Armed Services
subcormmttze on st.rateglc forces.
'} He said the Pentagon’s Compli-
‘ance Review Group, which checks
the legality of defense systems
with treaty obl.lgauons, has not
‘completed its review of the Upper
Tier system, which when budlt will
be able w hit missiles at altitudes
of between 50 and 250 miles. .

} But he said, “We're opumlsnc
the reﬂew will show that [it is le-

: The Washington Times reported
Jast week that the review group
has drafted a compliance judg-

ent concluding that Upper Tier
Elega.l under the ABM treaty but
that some administration officials
aretrying to block the decision be-
cause they fear it will undermine
the trearty, wh:ch limits swategic
defenses. -

Meanwhile, 8 second test of the
Upper Tier projectile used to'in-
tercept incoming missiles failed
yesterday because the interceptor
engine malfunctioned during a
test 150 miles off the North Caro-
lina coast, military officials said.

The test was the second lailure
of the Upper Tier system, which

delense officials say i5 one of the
more promising systerns under
development to protect U.S. or al-
lied forces from short-range mis:
sile attack. An earlier test failed
because of a computer software
error that has slm.e been cor-
rected.

Vice Adm. T.J. Lopez, doputy
chief of naval operations for re-
sources, warfare requiremefits
and assessments, told the same
subcommittee hearing’ tha?
“everything flew perfectly” for
yesterday’s test and the:projecd
tile’s on-board radar locked on to
its target missile.; VT ST

But the intereeptor. .cn 'ne
“failed to ignite.” he said.t” i~

Adm. Lopez said that the ﬂrst
test was 95 percent successful,
and that despite the failures, “we
think we're there: ina sense we've

fxred toward Saudi Arabia.
. »The proliferation of nuclear,
biological, chemical and ballistic
missile technologies 1o hostile
Third World countries with the
willingness to use themn makes
missile defense rore important
now than ever,” Gen. Garner said.
He said Iraqi President Saddam
Hussein and Libyan leader Moam-
mar Gadhafi have threatened to
hit New York with missiles. =
The general also said’ he op-
poses the Clinton administration's
decision to limit the speed of and-
missile interceptors in talks with
Moscow o clarify what regional
missile defense systems are per-
* mitted under the ABM treaty.

ident ABM allows-missile shield

":The Clinton administration has
offered 'to. limit land-based
intérceptors to:speeds of 3 kil-
ometers per second forland based
systems-

Russian has not acoepted Lhe of-
fer, and the Pentagon now would
like to renegotiate the mets, us.
officials have said. -

The military OfflCldlS also said
the Unijted’ States could field 2
limited nationwide defense
against incoming missiles be-
tween 1996 and 1999 for about 85
billion. The system would have 20
interceptors at Grand Forks, N.D.,
but could provide only Limited pro-
tection for Alaska and none for Ha-
\VEII

WASHINGTON
POST

.South Korea, or Iranian missiles

gotten a great deal for our money”

He called the tests a “bold step
loward ,where we need to be on
theater ballistic missile defense,”
but acknowlcdged “we haven't
solved ull the problems yet.”

Adm. Hood said the Navy is still
analyzing data from yesterday’s
test 1o determine the cause of the
fsilure.

“We did not achxeve an mtw
cept,” he saxd *L can v tell you éxt
actly why": .

Army-Lt. Gen. ay M deer,
commander of-the' Army’s™Space
-and Strategic Defense Comimand,
testified during the same hearing
fhat the Navy Upper Tier would
pronde defense against “a wide
area™and could hit mjssiles fired
from North Korea toward Japan or

March 29,
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Kurdish Réfugéeg in Iraq
Seek Help From UN.

1995 ZAKHU, Iraqg—Displaced Turkish Kurds, fearful

of Turkey’s military sweep into Iraq, pushed theéir
way into a U.N. aid compound yesterday demanding
to be taken to safery.

The 177 men, womea and children parked a mini-
bus and 10 rucks, one of them full of sheep, and sat
up camp on a sports field, after officials said the
United Nitions would escort them to safety by
Thursday along with other refugees.

It will be the second UN. evacuation of re‘ugees
since Turkey seat 35,000 troops into Iraq on Marck
20 hunting for Kurdish rebels fighting for a home-
land in southeast Turkey.

A Turkish military spokesman said 62 Kurd.\sr;m
Workers' Party guerrillas died in 2 single ¢lash today
pear Lraq s border with Tran.

WASHINGTON POST

1L0S ANCELES TIMES (Wash. Ed.) uip to the region, wiil also visit the

" |March 28,

March 29, 1995 Pg. 26

Evidence Sought on CIA Link

s GUATEMALA CITY—Washington has not re-
sponded to requests for evidence to back up a U.S.
congressman’s claim that a Guaternalan colonel paid
by the CIA had an American and another man killed,
the Foreign Ministry said.

After seven hours of questoning Monday by pros-
ecutors, Col. Julio Reberto Alpirez proclaimed his in-
nocence in the killings of innkeeper Michael DeVine
and guerrilla Jeader Efrain Bamaca, who was mar-
ried to Wa.shmgmn-based lawyer Jennifer Barbury.
Alpirez, who now is second-incommand of the larg-
est military base in Guatemala City, also denied that
be had worked for the CIA or “any U.S. agency.”

Rep. Robert G. Torricelli (D-NJ.) last week ac-
cused Alpirez of the killings, and szid the CIA cov-
ered up details of Bamaca’s death in 1990.

Guatemalan suthorities insist Bamaca died ia
combat, but others say be was tartured and mur-
dered after being captured. DeVine’s body was
found in 1992 in a jungle peara ‘military school head-
ed by Alpirez.

Presidest Ramiro de Leon Carpio said late Moa-
day he knew of nothing linkiag Alpirez to the mur-
ders. “There is nothing clear in the cse,” he said.

1995 Pg. C-1

Perryl Russ:a-Bound

efense Secreua.ry Wzl.Uam J. Perry
arrives in Moscow Saturday for
meetings with senior government and '
military officfals on topics ranging from
defense conversion 1o nuclear-arms
dismantlement
The secretary, making his second

former Soviet republics of Ukraine,
Kazskhstan and Uzbekistan.

In Moscow, Perry will meet with
Russian Defense Minister Pavel S.
Grachev. With the Cold War behind
thern, the United States and Russia are
exploring opportunities, for joint mili-
tary exercises.

SECRETS...from Pg. ¢

tens of thousands of intellectuals, pensants,
trade unionists, journalists, human rights ae-
tivists, and opposition politicians. The killing
did not stop when the mxhtary turned the
government over to civilians in 1986 to i im-
prove its international image.

In recent eyars, El Salvador and Hondu-
ras have gone through wrenching exercises
In truth-telling about government compliclty
in the gross violatlons of human rights,In
the hope that officiel examination snd ac-
knowledgment of the horrors committed will
prevent them from recwring. Guatemala
and Haiti are now struggling with this diffi-

‘cult task through the establishment of truth
commissions. Their efforts ought to provoke
shame in the United States, where CIA
sponsarship of murder remains a deeply
buried secret.

Congress must certainly hold hearings
on the revelations in the Devine and Har-
bury cases and press the CIA to release the
information it has on these slayings and oth-
er human rights violations in Guatemala,
The CIA has been groping to redefine its
role since the collapse of communism. Con-
gress should insist that funding murderers
and covering up their crimes have no place n.
the agency’s future.

Anne Manuel is deputy dtrsctor of the Hu-
man Rights Wolch
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ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY/SCC Status
(Standing Consultative Committee)

TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS
(with agreed statements, common understandings,
and unilateral statements)

Negotiated 1970-1972
Signed 20 May 1972
Entered into force 3 October 1972.

PROTOCOL entered into force 24 May 1976.
STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION established 21 December 1972.

Introduction and reference. After three years of negotiation, the United States
and the Soviet Union in 1972 reached agreement on an Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty and an interim limitation on strategic arms, now known
as SALT I {see section 840-607]. The two sides also agreed on the
formation of the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) to
promote the objectives and implementation of the ABM treaty (under
Article XIII), the SALT I Agreement (under Article VI), and the
Accident Measures Agreement (Agreement on Measures To Reduce
the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War of 1971 - under Article 7). [See
below for description of the SCC.]

The ABM Treaty permitted each side only two ABM deployment

areas, one protecting the capital and one protecting an ICBM launch .
area, with the aim of leaving unchallenged the penctratxon capabxhtyv -

of each side’s retaliatory missile forces.

To prevent the deploymcm of a nationwide battle managcmcnt
system, the treaty requires all early warmng radars (usually LPARs, =~

large phased-array radars) to be sited on the periphery of the country,
oriented outward.

The protocol, signed in 1974, limited each side to only one system: the
Soviet one around Moscow, and the US one around the Grand Forks,
North Dakota, ICBM compiex. The Soviet (now Russian) system is

operational and has been upgraded [see 1993 subsection 575.E-0: part -
B}; the US system became operational in 1975 but was dismantled in*"

1976. Each side may change the system location once.

Following the breakup of the Soviet Union, Russia, Ukraine, and

Belarus have met with the US in the SCC and the treaty continues in
force.

Current issues.

Treaty ‘clarification’. Russia and the United States havé entered
negotiations in the SCC to make clear the distinction between ABM
and ATBM systems {6-16.12.93}.

Joint early warning. In 1992 the US and Russia, following up USs-
USSR discussions, began negotiations on the sharing of early warning

data and possibly visits to early warning facilities {section 575 21-

22.9.92}. Nothing further on these talks was reported in 1993,

THE ARMS CONTROL REPORTER 603.A.1
{c) idds 1-94
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ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY/SCC Status
(Standing Consultative Committee)

Former Soviet radars. Russia and the other former Soviet republics
must decide whether to continue the network of early warning radars M
permitted under the treaty [see 1993 subsection 575.E-0: part E],

many of which sit outside Russia {5.10.92, 9.10.92, box 31.12.93}.

Successors_to_the USSR. Russia and the other former Soviet
republics, as well as the US, must decide who succeeds to the USSR’s
role in the treaty. They will probably decide to accept as partners any
former republics of the Soviet Union (but not the Baltics) who wish
to join {26.11.93, 6-16.12.93}. Only Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia
have attended SCC sessions so far, though Kazakhstan has said it
plans to attend {6-16.12.93}

Treaty compliance questions on US proposed systems (in addmon
to ATBMs): ;

- Do the Brilliant Eyes space-based sensors {1993 section 575.E-0:
F.4} or the Brilliant Pebbles space-based interceptors {1993 section
- 575.E-0: H} violate the bar on space-based systems?

- Does the US attempt to expand coverage of the interceptors to the
middle third of the US and perhaps to the entire US {1993 section
575.E 13.5.93} violate the ban on territorial ABM systems?

- Does the conferring of tracking ability to launch-detection satellites,
or the upgrading of early warning radars {section 575.B 29.7.93},
violate the restriction of ABM radars to the single site? .

Title. Official title above. The Reporter employs ‘the ABM Treaty’.

Weapons. The treaty not only covers the traditional interceptor missiles,
launchers, and radars, but also systems based on other principles .- .
such as lasers. By its terms, the treaty defines ABM systems as those
which ’counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight
trajectory.” {Article 11} ’

The treaty also limits early warning radars (usually LPARs, large .
phased array radars) to the periphery of the country, orxcnted' s
outward. {Article VI (b)}

Weapon summary. Russia has an existing, permitted ABM systcm around .
Moscow with the maximum permitted 100 interceptors [see subsection . .
575.E-0: B-3]. Its LPAR ballistic missile early warning system has
fallen into disarray with probably only four completed, though its
Hen House non-LPAR system remains. Possible floating LPAR
{19.8.88}.

Permitted CIS test ranges: Sary Shagan, Kazakhstan (ABM testing
only); Kamchatka, Russia. {Soviet Military Power 1987 pages 46-50; ..
John Rhinelander and Sherri Wasserman Goodman in Defending
Deterrence page 47}

The United States proposes to research and prepare, but not to
deploy, a permitted ABM system at Grand Forks, North Dakota, with
the permitted 100 launchers {section 575.E-0: F and section 575.E

603.A.2 IDDS 675 Massachusetts Ave. Cambridge MA 02139 USA
(c) idds 1-94
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ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY/SCC Status
(Standing Consultative Committee)

1.9.93). The US has six LPARs for ballistic missile early warning,
as well as the Cobra Dane Radar {25.4.90}, located at Shemya Island
AFB in the Aleutian Islands to detect Soviet missile tests.

Permitted US test ranges. Kwajalein (Marshall Islands), White Sands
(New Mexico).

Procedure. The treaty has an unlimited duration, with a review called for every
five years. In addition, amendments and other questions for the
treaty may be brought up at any time in the ‘Standing Consultanve
Commission {Article XIII}. .

Schedule of treaty reviews {Article XIV}: -
1st: 4-21 November 1977 (in special session of SCC) ‘ o
2nd: 9 November-15 December 1982 (in special session of SCC)
3rd: 24-31 August 1988 (not SCC)
4th: 27 September-1 October 1993 (not SCC)

Political coverage. This section covers efforts to clarify or modify the treaty;
as well as potential treaty violations, whether in space or elsewhere.
Section 576 on ballistic missile defense covers the same points with
ample use of cross-references, but concentrates on ncgouabons for
cooperative ballistic missile defense. L

Weapon coverage. Upgrades of existing equipment are permitted under:the .,
ABM Treaty and are covered here, as well as in section 576.E-2:
Development of US and Russian space-based and ground-bascd
systems against missiles and bombers which would require abrogat}
of the ABM Treaty, as well as ATBM developments, are covcrcd only,
in section 576.E.

TREATY VIOLATIONS

Past American accusations of Soviet/Russian violations. Tbe U

accused the USSR of a number of probable violations, most of _:wln b
dropped or resolved, though the USSR did admit that the Krasnoyaxsk
was a violation [see status subsection 1993). :

In 1993 the US decided that handing over data from the LPARs 10
Pushkino ‘Pillbox’ battle management radar did not violate thc trcaty
{19.1.93}. TS

Past Soviet accusations of American violations. RN
The USSR argued that the US was violating the treaty, especially with LPARs o
outside the country and with SDI development [see status subsection 1993]. -~

TREATY INTERPRETATION

Very restrictive interpretation: research (‘creation’) on space-based sysiems
banned. {22.3.85; Sherr, supra 1986, page 3; 29.10.86; section 575 7.4.85}

Restrictive (narrow) interpretation: development and testing of fixed,
land-based systems based on new principles permitted. Development and
testing of any space-based system or component prohibited. Research on
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defined by field-testing on a prototype or breadboard model. {page 603.C.2-3
1983}

Broad interpretation: Agreed Statement D [see text below] indicates that
ABM systems based on new physical principles are not subject to the
prohibitions of Article V. At the least, the statement is ambiguous. Ambiguity
to be resolved by looking at negotiating record {Goldman, supra}. During the
negotiations, the USSR refused to consider limitations on new systems. {text
subsection 22.10.85} [See details in Sofaer, infra in ‘Additional Information’
(summaries in chronology)]

space-based system permitted. Line between research and development g

Very broad interpretation: Agreed Statement D permits deployment, and
requires only that the parties discuss possible limitations on equipment to be
deployed. {16.10.85}

United States interpretation: the ‘broad definition’ controversy

In 1985 the Reagan administration put forward the broad definition as correct
definition, to justify proceeding with development of the space-based systems
of the SDI program. This caused immense controversy [see status subsection
1993].

The Clinton administration abandoned the Reagan-Bush endorsement of the
broad interpretation and returned to the narrow one {13.7.93}.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION : o S
Alan Sherr, 4 Legal Analysis of the "New Interpretation” of the Anti-Ballistic .

Missile Treaty, Lawyers Alliance for Nuclear Arms Control, March 1986.

John Pike and Thomas Longstreth, ‘The Impact of US and Soviet Ballistic
Missile Defense Programs on the ABM Treaty,” National Campaxgn to Save P
the ABM Treaty, third edition, March 1985. :

Andrew Goldman, ‘The ABM-SDI Debate: White House Wins All ]
The National Interest, Spring 1986.

Abram Chayes and Antonia Handler Chayes, ‘Testing and Dcvelopmcnt of
"Exotic Systems” under the ABM Treaty: The Great Reinterpretation Caper,’
Harvard Law Review, June 1986. -

Abraham Sofaer, ‘The ABM Treaty and the Strategic Defense Inilia[ivé,’
Harvard Law Rewew June 1986.

Abraham Sofaer, The ABM Treaty, Part 1 negotiating record Part 1l
ratification dcbate {13.5.87}, Part 1II subsequent practice {9.9.87}, Statc
Department.

Raymond Garthoff, Policy versus the Law: the Reinterpretation of the ABM
Treaty, 1987.

Antonia Chayes and Paul Doty, Defending Deterrence: Managing the ABM
Treaty into the 21st Century, Pergamon-Brassey, 1989.

Matthew Bunn, The ABM Treaty and Intemational Security, ACA, 1990. \\-/
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SUMMARY OF TERMS OF THE TREATY

1.4 Limit of ABM systems.
.2 No deployment of ABM systems except as in lil.
I Definition of
(a) ABM missiles
(b) ABM launchers
(c) ABM radars
| (a) ane system around the nations capital permitted;
(b) one system around ICBM "silo launchers”.
- no more than 100 missiles, 100 launchers at either site.
IV Test systems permitied. S e
V.1 Prohibits development of sea~, air-, space-, or mobile land-based systems. ‘Develop’
means beyond laboratory stage to breadboard [See page 603.C.3 1983] : '
V.2 Prohibits reloads. S e
VI (a) Prohibits ABM capability of any other systems. R
(b) Early warning radars permitied only on the periphery of the country.
Vil Modernization.
VIl Dismantling.
X No circumvention.
X No conflicting treaties.
Xl Further negotiations on strategic arms.
XH Verification.
Xiit  Standing Consultative Commission.
XIV  Review 'at five year intervals'.
XV Treaty of unlimited duration.
XVl Six months notice to withdraw from treaty.

Agreed Statements [Contains more detailed definitions of treaty terms.} PR
D. ‘In order to insure fulfiliment of the obligation not 1o depioy ABM systems:and theu'

components except as provided in Article il of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the event . -

ABM systems based on other physical principles and including components’ capable ‘ol
substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launches, or ABM radars are cfeated in the

future, specific limitations on such systems and their ccmponents would be subject 10"

discussion in accordance with Article XIIl and agreement in accordance with Article XiV of the
Treaty.

E. Not more than one independently guided warhead. :
F. No Iarge phased-array radars except as above ‘or except for the purposes ot xrackmg
objects in outer space for use as national technical means of verification.' :

Common Understandings reached during the negotiations
A. Location of ICBM defenses.

8. ABM test ranges.

C. Mobile ABM systems.

D. SCC during SALT negotiations.

E. Standstill prior to ratification.

Unllateral Statements

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty it no SALT agreemeni. (US)
B. Tested in ABM Mode. (US)

C. No-~transfer article IX. (US)

D. No increase in delense of early warning radars. (US)

Protocol (added 1974)
| Each side may have only one system at any one time.

i Each side may switch areas from the capital area 1o the ICBM area or vice versa,

during a review year. This may be done only once.
It Other provisions remain.
IV Ratification.

Common Understandings, Protocols, Agreed Statements reached atthe SCC 1974-1985

Protocol on Procedures Governing the Replacement, Dismantling, or Destruction, and
Notification Thereof, For ABM Systems and Their Components (3 July 1974).
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(c) idds 1-94

P SR R




ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY/SCC Status
(Standing Consultative Committee) \

Supplementary Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing the Replacement,
Dismantling, or Destruction, and Notification Thereof, For ABM Systems and Their
Components of 3 July 1974 (28 Oclober 1976), (Including the Integral Agreed Statement
Regarding Section lll, Paragraph 5)

Agreed Statement Regarding Certain Provisions of Articles I, IV, and VI of the Treaty Between
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of 26 May 1972, and the Utilization of Air Defense Radars at the
Test Ranges Referred 1o in Article IV of that Treaty (1 November 1978), (Including the integral
Commissioners’ ldentical Conformed Statements Read at the Signing of the Agreed
Statement)

Common Understanding Relaled 1o Paragraph 2 of Section 11 of the Agreed Statement of 1
November 1978 Regarding Certain Provisions of Articles Il, IV, and VI of the Treaty Bstween
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of 26 May 1972, and the Utilization of Air Defense Radars at the
Test Ranges Referred to in Article IV of that Treaty (6 June 1985). Thns prohibited turmng on
air defense radars during testing at Sary Shagan {14.6.85} .

Common Understanding Related 1o Articles 2 and 5 of the Agreement on Measures to

Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Between the United States of America and the -

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of 30 September 1971 (14 June 1985). {texts avmlable
from ACDA and in ACT 3.93}

US definitions of ‘tested in an ABM mode’ and ‘fiight trajectory’.

An interceptor missile is considered 10 be tested in an ABM mode if it has attempted to
intercept a strategic ballistic missile or its elements in flight trajectory. The term strategic
ballistic missile or its elements in flight trajectory would include a ballistic target-missile with

the flight trajectory characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile or its elements over that .

portion of the flight trajeclory involved in the test.

In practice, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union considers flight tra]ectory 10 ;nclude“ ‘

an orbit in space or tested in an ABM mode to encompass tests against largets in space thal
do notfollow a ballistic missile flight trajectory. {Paul Nitze, ‘Permitted and Prohlbited Activities

under the ABM Treaty', State Department Current Policy #886 31.10.86}

STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION -
Note: Citations in {} for 1982-1987 refer to section 802 of the Reporte

Former section 802 has been combined with section 603; after the US.ceased.

to observe the SALT II limits, the SCC has handled only ABM matters

Introduction and reference. One of the results of the SALT talks in 1972 was

the formation of the Standing Consultative Commission -(SCC) to

promote the objectives and implementation of the ABM Treaty (under

Article XIII) and the Accident Measures Agreement (Agreement on
Measures To Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War of 1971 -

under Article 7). A Memorandum of Understanding of 21 December -
1972 established the Standing Consultative Commission. The two parties -

agreed upon Regulations in the form of a Protocol dated 30 May 1973.

SALT I and SALT II agreements also employed the SCC [see status -

subsection 1993).

The SCC agreed in 1974 on two Protocols on Procedures for: (1) the
replacement of certain older ICBM launchers, and launchers on older
submarines, by ballistic missile launchers on modern submarines as
permitted under SALT I; and (2) the dismantling or destruction of
weapon systems and components in excess of those permitted by SALT
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I and the ABM Treaty.

v In 1976, the SCC produced a Supplementary Protocol to (2) above, which
regulates the replacement of ABM systems and their components and the
exchange of ABM deployment areas, as permitted by the ABM Trcaty
Protocol.

In 1976, a Protocol was signed concerning the use of mmcdxatc
notifications which implemented the Accidents Measures Agrccmcnt

In 1978, the parties agreed on an understanding rcgardmg air dcfcnsc’
radars at Sary Shagan. D

In 1985, two understandings were reached: an interpretation of thc ABM .
treaty covering use of radars around test ranges during missile flight tests
and ABM tests, and a clarification of the Accident Measures agrccment
{10.4-14.6.85) ’

All the ABM protocols, formerly secret, were made public in 1993
{1.1.93}. Apparently the SALT I protocols remain secret. The texts of the
Memorandum and the Regulations may be found in the status subscctxon

1990.

At periodic sessions, each party’s reprcscntanvcs in the Commlssxon work';:
at tasks and functions which are listed in detail in the ABM treaty. and
the Accident Measures agreement. This activity is not rcsmc(cd
consideration of questions or complaints regarding compliance;: despl
the public impression of the SCC.

Agenda. Decided by the parties within the framework.

Participants. The question of succession remains open [see ‘Cu;rcnt 1ssu
in ABM, above]. Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia attended the
1993 ABM review conference and the SCC sessions, but theUJS:

that occurrence set no precedent for succession.
1993 delegations (the US sends an additional 6-10 officers): .

us acting Commissioner Stanley Rivelas (Robert J oseph o 1 )

Deputy Commissioners Benson Adams, Brooks Shelton 77 70 L

Russia Commissioner Major General Koltunov ’
‘ Deputy Yevgeniy Zvedre {28.11.92}.

Belarus  Andrey Samnikov

Ukraine  Vladyslav Demianenko

Observer for Latvia: Ansis Reinhards

Procedure. The Commission may stay in session as long or as short as is
appropriate. Under the regulations, commissioners have carried out
work between sessions through diplomatic channels. The proceedings are
private, and as a result the United States treats the information from
them as secret, while the Soviet Union treated it as not for publication.
Normally, only the dates of the start and finish of each session are
officially released; sometimes general references to the work done and
subjects addressed also will be released.
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the president provided by guidance and instructions from the NSC. The

NSC interagency group, the Standing Consultative Commission Working
Group, is chaired by ACDA with representatives of State, OSD, JCS, the
intelligcncc community, and NSC staff. It drafts instructions for the
commissioner and decides how to address compliance problems in' that
channel. Information on compliance is analyzed by the Verification and
Compliance Analysis Working Group, chaired by ACDA. The JCIC
functions under the same setup. {Reporter discussion with Amcncan Do
official 14.1.94} AR

Day-to-day support and guidance during SCC sessions are provxdcd by
the SCC Working Group. {ACDA 1982 Annual Report}

Schedule. Twice a year since May 1973. [For dates of earlier sessions, see 1993
status subsection.]

The US SCC Commission functions in accordance with instructions from %

SCC-XLIIT 26-30 October 1992
SCC-XLIV 2-6 November 1992
SCC-XLV 29 November-3 December 1993 D
SCC-XLVI 6-16 December 1993 - recessed to 24 January 1994 L

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

For a listing and brief background summary of the SCC’s agrcem ts,’s
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, ‘SALT II Treaty: Backgroun
Documents,” 96th Congress 1st session 1979, pages 79-80.

Sidney Graybeal and Michael Krepon, ‘Making Better Usc of ‘the .SCC;:
International Security, Fall 1985.

Dan Caldwell, ‘The Standmg Consultative Commission: Past - Pcr 4rm
and Future Possibilities,” in William Potter (editor), Venﬁcatto and
Control, 1985.

Michael Krepon, ‘How Reagan Is Killing A Quiet Forum For Arms Talks
WP, 31 August 1986. -

ACDA, ‘More Effective Use of the SCC to Resolve Arms Control Comphancc".
Quchons study prepared at the direction of Congress, 13 January 1990.. -
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TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS
(with agreed statements, common understandings,
and unilateral statements)

Entered into force 3 October 1972,
PROTOCOL entered into force 24 May 1976.

STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSIONestablished 21 December 1972,

Introduction and reference. After three years of negotiation, the United States
and the Soviet Union reached agreement on an Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty and an interim limitation on strategic arms, now known as
SALT I[see section 607]. The two sides also agreed on the formation
of the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) to promote the
objectives and implementation of the ABM treaty (under Article
XIII), the SALT I Agreement (under Article VI), and the Accident
Measures Agreement (Agreement on Measures To Reduce the Risk
of Outbreak of Nuclear War of 1971 - under Article 7). [See below
for description of the SCC.]

The ABM treaty permitted each side only two ABM deployment
areas, one protecting the capital and one protecting an JICBM launch
area, with the aim of leaving unchallenged the penetration capability
of the other’s retaliatory missile forces.

The protocol, signed in 1974, limited each side to only one system: the
Soviet one around Moscow, and the American one around the Grand
Forks North Dakota ICBM complex. The Soviet system is
operational and has been upgraded [see weapon subsection 1990]; the
American system became operational in 1975 but was dismantled in
1976. Each side may change the system location once.

Current issues.

* The administration and the US Congress have called for amending
the treaty to permit deployment of GPALS, a move which up to
autumn 1991 the USSR resisted. Russia has entered negotiations to

permit deployment of ballistic missile defenses [see section 575].

* The US and the USSR were discussing the sharing of early warning
data and possibly visits to early warning facilities. Again, Russia and
the US began negotiations on this point in 1992 {section 575 21-
22992},

* Russia and the other former Soviet republics must decide whether
to continue the network of early warning radars permitted under the
treaty, many of which sit outside Russia {5.10.92, 9.10.92}.

® Russia and the other former Soviet republics, as well as the US,
must decide who succeeds to the USSR’s role in the treaty {9.10.92;
20.11.92}.

Title. Official title above. The Reporter employs ‘the ABM treaty’.
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Weapons. The treaty not only covers the traditional interceptor missiles,
launchers, and radars, but also systems based on other principles such
as lasers. By its terms, the treaty defines ABM systems as those which
"counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight
trajectory.” {Article II}

Procedure. The treaty has an unlimited duration, with a review called for every
five years. In addition, amendments and other questions for the
treaty may be brought up at any time in the Standing Consultative
Commission {Article XIII}.

Schedule of treaty reviews {Article XIV}:
1st: 4-21 November 1977 (in special session of SCC) .
2nd: 9 November-15 December 1982 (in special session of SCC) 3rd:
24-31 August 1988 (not SCC)
4th: Due 1993 or 1994

Coverage. This section covers potential treaty violations, whether in space or
elsewhere; it also covers discussions on no-withdrawal agreements.
Section 575 on defense and space also covers both points, with ample
use of cross-references.

Weapon Coverage. Upgrades of existing equipment are permitted under the
ABM treaty. Those upgrades that might violate the treaty are covered
here [see weapon subsection 1990)]. Development of American (Star
Wars) and Soviet (Red Shield) space-based and ground-based systems
against missiles and bombers which would require abrogation of the
ABM treaty, formerly covered in this section, are now covered in

section 575.
POSITIONS OF THE GOVERNMENTS ON MAJOR ISSUES

TREATY VIOLATIONS

American accusations of Soviet violations.

Krasnoyarsk. USSR admitted a violation {23.10.89; 1.7.91}; 50% dismantled
30.9.91}; nearly done {9.4.92}.

Mobility of ABM components. Ambiguous conclusion {9.4.92}.

Concurrent testing of ABM and air-defense components. Probably violation
in the past {9.4.92}; two sides discussing how to halt {6291} Possible
internetting {section 607.D.30 1986 Reporter}.

Possible use of LPARS as battle management {9.4.92}.

ABM capability of modern SAM systems. Evidence insufficient {6.2.91}; not
mentioned 1992.

Rapid reload of ABM launchers. ’Ambiguous situation’ in 1988 {box 1.12.88}
but not mentioned 1990-1992.

Gomel & Moscow radars. Report from visit to Gomel and Moscow
{20-22.12.87} never issued. 1990 Soviet compliance report said the visit showed
the Pawn Shop van was still road-mobile, but the USSR had eliminated the
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Pawn Shop and Flat Twin problems {23.2.90}.

ABM territorial defense. US decided that this prohibition ‘can be violated only
if one or more other provisions of the Treaty are being violated.” Elimination
of Krasnoyarsk and ending of concurrent SAM and ABM activities reduced
American concerns {9.4.92}. '

Soviet response to American allegations:
Gomel. Problem eliminated {text subsection 23.2.90}.
Territorial defense. No grounds for accusation {box 24-31.8.88}.

Confidence-building measures. Proposed notice for construction of LPARs;
signs to distinguish ABM radar from others; procedures for dismantling radars
at ABM test ranges {box 24-31.8.88}.

Soviet accusations of American violations.

US LPARs. Thule {24.7.87, 25.11.88} (turned on 24.6.87), Fylingdales Moor
{12.8.88}, and Shemya radars {11.2.86} violate the treaty. Requested US to
halt construction at Fylingdales Moor {22-23.10.87}. Denmark says no
violation {27.1.87, 5.3.87}. UK says no violation {12.8.88}. USSR proposed
visits to Thule and Shemya Island {box 24-31.8.88}.

SDI. Will be territorial defense {29.12.85}, several tests will violate treaty
restrictions {9.86}. Testing of system components (x-ray laser) outside test
ranges. {29.12.85}

American response 1o Soviet allegations: Boost, surveillance, and iracking
experiment did not violate treaty {6.10.86). Thuie aad Fyiingdales Moor
grandfathered {17.2.87}. See history of LPARs {3.1.87}.

US and USSR agreed to visits by Soviet specialists to both radars {8-10.2.90}.
TREATY INTERPRETATION - definitions

Very restrictive interpretation: research (‘creation’) on space-based systems
banned. {22.3.85; Sherr, supra 1986, page 3; 29.10.86; section 575 7.4.85}

Restrictive (narrow) interpretation; development and testing of fixed,
land-based systems based on new principles permitted. Development and
testing of any space-based system or component prohibited. Research on
space-based system permitted. Line between research and development
defined by field-testing on a prototype or breadboard model. {page 603.C.2-3
1983}

Broad interpretation: Agreed Statement D [see text below] indicates that
ABM systems based on new physical principles are not subject to the
prohibitions of Article V. At the least, the statement is ambiguous.
Ambiguity to be resolved by looking at negotiating record { Goldman, supra}.
During the negotiations, the USSR refused to consider limitations on new
systems. {text subsection 22.10.85} [See details in Sofaer, supra in "Other
Information” (summaries in chronology)]j

Very broad interpretation: Agreed Statement D permits deployment, and
requires only that the parties discuss possible limitations on equipment to be
deployed. {16.10.85}
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UNITED STATES ON TREATY INTERPRETATION

Nitze gave the following, a version of which was presented to the USSR
{6-7.11.86}. The treaty permits four general classes of development and
testing activity:

1. Development and testing of devices which are not components or substitute
for components. [See section 575.C 16 November 1986.)

2. Testing "not in an ABM mode (e.g. against satellites) of devices that do not
have an ABM capability. The term “"tested in an ABM mode" was
addressed in 1978 secret agreed statement. [See below.]

3. Development and testing of fixed, land-based ABM launchers, radars, and
interceptors at agreed test ranges "of certain ABM systems and components

based on physical principles used in 1972."

4. Systems based on physical principles other than those used in 1972 and
components of such systems capable of substituting for the ABM component

defined in Article II. ‘Agreed Statement D to the ABM treaty, which has the
same legal standing as the main text of the treaty, permits the "creation” - i.e.
the development and testing - of, for example, space-based ABM systems that
are based on "other physical principles and their components.”

‘As long as we continue to believe that our program objectives can be met, the
United States will not restructure the originally planned program and,
therefore, need not conduct its SDI activities according to this "broader
interpretation” of the treaty in order to achieve the SDI research objectives.’
{Nitze, "Permitted and Prohibited Activities under the ABM Treaty” State
Department Current Policy #8386 31.10.86}

The US has adopted the broad interpretation {mid.2.87} as the legally correct
interpretation {28.10.88}. US tests will stay within narrow intérpretation
{21.4.87}; must do so {26.10.90; section 575 14.7.88}.

Biden resolution requiring adherence to understanding reached between
executive branch and Senate for INF treaty agreed {26.5.88}; did not address
ABM treaty.

The US labels devices being tested as subcomponents or adjuncts to avoid the
strictures of the restrictive interpretation and yet remain within it. {14.10.85;
Sherr, infra, Bulletin 12.86; 22.11.87} [See history of interpretation in NST
Rounds 1-8, 15 June 1987.]

The US broad interpretation is incorrect, according to Senators Levin {1.12.86,
see also Sherr, supra} and Nunn {11-13.3.87}.

SOVIET UNION ON TREATY INTERPRETATION.

Article V bans space-based systems regardless of whether based on existing
or future technologies. If either side wants systems based on new physical
principles at permitted test ranges, it must discuss the matter. {18.10.85}
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SUMMARY OF TERMS OF THE TREATY
1.1 Limit of ABM systems.
12 No deployment of ABM systems except as in lll.
i Definition of
(a) ABM missiles
(b) ABM launchers
{c) ABM radars
il (a) one system around the nations capital permitted;
(b) one system around ICBM "silo launchers”.
- no more than 100 missiles, 100 launchers at either site.
IV Test systems permitted.
V.1 Prohibits development of sea-, air-, space-, or mobile land-based systems. ‘Develop’
means beyond laboratory stage to breadboard. [See page 603.C.3 1983])
V.2 Prohibits reloads.
VI (a) Prohibits ABM capability of any other systems.
(b) Early warning radars permitied only on the periphery of the country.
VI Modernization.
VIl Dismantling.
IX  No circumvention.
X No conflicting treaties.
XI Funther negotiations on strategic arms.
Xl Verification.
Xlli  Standing Consuhative Commission.
XV Review ‘at five year intervals’.
XV Treaty of unlimited duration.
XVl Six months notice to withdraw from treaty.

Agreed Statements [Contains more detailed definitons of treaty terms.]

D. ‘In order to insure fulfilment of the obligation not 10 deploy ABM systems and . their
components except as provided in Article lii of the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the event
ABM svstems based on other physical principles and including components capable’ of
substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launches, or ABM radars are created lii the
future, specific limitations on such systems and their components would be subject 1o
discussion in accordance with Article Xill and agreement in accordance with Article XIV of the
Treaty.'

E. Not more than one independently guided warhead.

F. No large phased-array radars except as above ‘or except for the purposes of tracking
objects in outer space for use as national technical means of verification.’

Common Understandings

A. Location of ICBM defenses.

B. ABM test ranges. Y
C. Mobile ABM systems.

D. SCC during SALT negotiations.

E. Standstill prior to ratification.

1985 Common Understanding on prohibition of turning on air defense radars during testing
at Sary Shagan. {14.6.85}

Unilateral Statements

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty if no SALT agreement. (US)
B. Tested in ABM Mode. (US)

C. No-transfer article iX. (US)

D. No increase in defense of early warning radars. (US)

Protocol (added 1974)

! Each side may have only one system at any one time.

i Each side may switch areas from the capital area 10 the ICBM area or vice versa,
during a review year. This may be done only once.

1l Other provisions remain.

IV Ratification.

US definitions of ‘tested in an ABM mode’ and *flight trajectory’.
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in an ABM mode if it has attempted to intercept a strategic ballistic missile
or its elements in flight trajectory. The term strategic ballistic missile or its
elements in flight trajectory would include a ballistic target-missile with the
flight trajectory characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile or its elements
over that portion of the flight trajectory involved in the test.

‘In practice, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union considers flight
trajectory to include an orbit in space or tested in an ABM mode to
encompass tests against targets in space that do not follow a ballistic missile
flight trajectory.’

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Alan Sherr, A Legal Analysis of the "New Interpretation" of the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty, Lawyers Alliance for Nuclear Arms Control, March 1986.

John Pike and Thomas Longstreth, "The Impact of US and Soviet Ballistic
Missile Defense Programs on the ABM Treaty," National Campaign to Save
the ABM Treaty, third edition, March 1985.

Andrew Goldman, "The ABM-SDI Debate: White House Wins All Draws,”
The National Interest, Spring 1986.

Abram Chayes and Antonia Handler Chayes, "Testing and Development of

‘Exotic Systems’ under the ABM Treaty: The Great Reinterpretation Caper,”

Harvard Law Review, June 1986.

Abraham Sofaer, "The ABM Treaty and the Strategic Defense Initiative,"
Harvard Law Review, June 1986.

Abraham Sofaer, The ABM Treaty, Part I negotiating record, Part II
ratification debate {13.5.87}, Part III subsequent practice {9.9.87}, State
Department. o

Raymond Garthoff, Policy versus the Law: the Reinterpretation of the ABM
Treaty, 1987.

Antonia Chayes and Paul Doty, Defending Deterrence: Managing the ABM
Treaty into the 21st Century, Pergamon-Brassey, 1989.

Matthew Bunn, The ABM Treaty and International Secunity, ACA, 1990.
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STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

Note: Citations in {} for 1982-1987 refer to section 802 of the Reporter.
Former section 802 has been combined with section 603; after the US ceased
to observe the SALT II limits, the SCC has handled only ABM matters.

Introduction and reference. One of the results of the SALT talks in 1972
was the formation of the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) to
promote the objectives and implementation of the ABM treaty (under
Article XIIT), the SALT I Agreement (under Article VI), and the
Accident Measures Agreement (Agreement on Measures To Reduce the
Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War of 1971 - under Article 7). A
Memorandum of Understanding of 21 December 1972 established the
Standing Consultative Commission. The two parties agreed upon
Regulations in the form of a Protocol dated 30 May 1973.

Article XVII of the 1979 SALT Il Treaty also employed the SCC.
The SCC agreed in 1974 on two Protocols on Procedures for: (1) the

replacement of certain older ICBM launchers, and launchers on older

submarines, by ballistic missile launchers on modern submarines as

permitted under SALT I; and (2) the dismantling or destruction of

weapon systems and components in excess of those permitted by SALT
I and the ABM Treaty.

In 1976, the SCC produced a Supplementary Protocol to (2} above, w}nch o

regulates the replacement of ABM systems and their components and the
exchange of ABM deployment areas, as permitted by the ABM Treaty
Protocol.

In 1976 a Protocol was signed concerning the use of immediate
notifications which implemented the Accidents Measures Agreement.

In 1985, two understandings were reached: an interpretation of the ABM-

treaty covering use of radars around test ranges during missile flight tests
and ABM tests, and a clarification of the Accident Measures agreement.
{10.4-14.6.85)

In 1986, the US announced it would no longer abide by the SALT I and

SALT II treaty limits, and consequently would no longer discuss™

compliance with the two agreements in the SCC. {30.7.86}

All the mentioned protocols are secret except the Memorandum and
the Regulations [for texts see status subsection 1990], by arrangcment
between the two parties.

At periodic sessions, each party’s representatives in the Commission
work at tasks and functions which are listed in detail in the ABM treaty
and the Accident Measures agreement. This activity is not restricted to
consideration of questions or complaints regarding compliance, despite
the public impression of the SCC.

Location and Sessions. Geneva. At least twice a vear.
Agenda. Decided by the US and USSR within the framework.

Participants. The question of succession remains open [see ABM, above].
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Ukraine attended the autumn 1992 SCC sessions, but the US insisted
that occurrence set no precedent for future meetings.

1992 delegations (each side sends an additional 6-10 officers):

For the US: Commissioner Robert Joseph {4.4.90}
Deputy Commissioner Benson Adams

For Russia: Commissioner Major General Koltunov (V.Kuklev in 1992)
Deputy Yevgeniy Zvedre {28.11.92}.

Procedure. The Commission may stay in session as long or as short as is
appropriate. Under the regulations, commissioners have carried out
work between sessions through diplomatic channels. The proceedings
are private, and as a result the United States treats the information
from them as secret, while the Soviet Union treats it as not for
publication. Normally, only the dates of the start and finish of each
session are officially released; sometimes general references to the
work done and subjects addressed also will be released.

The US SCC Commission functions in accordance with instructions
from the president provided by guidance and instructions from the
NSC. During 1983-1987, the NSC interagency group was the Standing
Consultative Commission Working Group, chaired by ACDA with
representatives of State, OSD, JCS, CIA, and NSC staff. It drafts
instructions for the commissioner and decides how to address
compliance problems in that channel. Information on compliance is
analyzed by an Arms Control Verification Committee which has a
policy group chaired jointly by the State Department and OSD, and
an analysis group chaired jointly by ACDA and the CIA. {Reporter
discussion with Michael Krepon 23.1.87}

Day-to-day support and guidance during SCC sessions are provided
by the SCC Working Group. {ACDA 1982 Annual Report}

Schedule. Twice a year since May 1973.

SCC-XIX 25 March 1981 - postponed
27 May-8 July 1981

SCC-XX 14 October-19 November 1981

SCC-XX1 16 March-26 April 1982

SCC-XX11 14 September-15 December 1982 (recessed)
SCC-XXI11 9 November-15 December: Special, ABM review
SCC-XX1V 16 March-13 May 1983

SCC-XXV 22 September-19 December 1983
SCC-XXV1 21 March-18 May 1984

SCC-XXVII 2 October-12 December 1984

SCC-XXVIII 10 April-14 June 1985

SCC-XXIX 9 October-5 November 1985

SCC-XXX 4 March-23 April 1986

SCC-XXX1 22-30 July: Special round on SALT
SCC-XXXII 1 October-13 November 1986

SCC-XXXIII 18 March-27 April 1987

SCC-XXXIV 16 September-5 November 1987
SCC-XXXV 16 March-28 April 1988
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ABM review  26-31 August 1988 (not an SCC session)
SCC-XXXVI 30 November-12 December 1988
SCC-XXXVII 14 June-26 July 1989

SCC-XXXVIIl 1 November-13 December 1989
SCC-XXXIX 4 April-16 May 1990

SCC-XL 11 September-17 October 1950
SCC-X11 29 January-6 March 1991
SCC-XLI 16 July-28 August 1991

SCC-XLII 26-30 October 1992
SCC-XLIV 2-6 November 1992

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

For a listing and brief background summary of the SCC’s agreements, see
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, "SALT II Treaty: Background
Documents,” 96th Congress 1st session 1979, pages 79-80.

Sidney Graybeal and Michael Krepon, "Making Better Use of the SCC*
Intemational Security, Fall 1985.

Dan Caldwell, "The Standing Consultative Commission: Past Performances
and Future Possibilities," in William Potter (editor), Venffication and Arms
Control, 1985.

Michael Krepon, "How Reagan Is Killing A Quiet Forum For Arms Talks,”
WP, 31 August 1986.

ACDA, "More Effective Use of the SCC to Resolve Arms Control
Compliance Questions,” study prepared at the direction of Congress, 13
January 1990.
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Chronology 1993
January

1 January THE US AND RUSSIA HAD AGREED TO DECLASSIFY AND
RELEASE THE FIVE PROTOCOLS AND UNDERSTANDINGS 1o
the ABM treaty reached in the SCC [sce status subscction SCC
introduction and reference], an agreement reached during the autumn
1992 SCC sessions. These had the titles:

* Protocol on Procedures Governing the Replacement, Dismantling,
or Destruction, and Notification Thereof, For ABM Systems and
Their Components (3 July 1974).

* Supplementary Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing
the Replacement, Dismantling, or Destruction, and Notlification
Thereof, For ABM Systems and Their Components of 3 July 1974 (28
October 1976), (Including the Integral Agreed Statement Regarding
Section 111, Paragraph 3)

¢ Agreed Statement Regarding Certain Provisions of Articles [1, IV,
and VI of the Treaty Between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Systems of 26 May 1972, and the Utilization of Air Defense
Radars at the Test Ranges Referred to in Article IV of that Treaty
(1 November 1978), (Including the Integral Commissioners’ Identical
Conformed Statements Read at the Signing of the Agreed Statement)

¢ Common Understanding Related 1o Paragraph 2 of Section 11 of
the Agreed Statement of 1 November 1978 Regarding Certaln
Provisions of Articles II. IV, and VI of the Treaty Between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of 26 May 1972,
and the Utilization of Air Defense Radars at the Test Ranges
Referred to in Article IV of that Treaty (6 June 1985).

¢ Common Understanding Related to Articles 2 and 5 of the
Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Qutbreak of Nuclear
War Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics of 30 September 1971 (14 June 1985). {texts
available from ACDA and in ACT 3.93)

19 January *ASIDE FROM POTENTIAL ISSUES RELATING TQ STATE
SUCCESSION, NO NEW ABM-RELATED COMPLIANCE ISSUES
HAVE ARISEN since the last report,” according to the annual Report
on Adherence and the annual Report on Soviet Non-Compliance
(ACDA merged the two reports). ‘“The United States has not made
a decision on the issue of state succession to the ABM treaty [sce 20
November 1992}

The US did ‘review the issue" of LPAR data handover as the only
issue re-assessed from the March 1992 report [see 9 April 1992}, and
decide that the Soviet activity did not violate the ABM wreaty. (The
US had planned a similar handover for its ABM system in the carly
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1970s, and the Bush administration was considering modifying the US m
carly warning radars to assist GPALS [see seclion 575 box 30 °
November 1992: GSTS]. {ACT 1-2.93})

The United States Government has reviewed the issue of
(€ormerly Soviet) Pechora-class Large Phased-Array Radars
(LPARs) support of the Moscow ABM system with handover Zata
suitable for target acquisition by the Pill Box engagement
radar. The United States Government reaffirms its judgment
that it 1i1s probable that these LPARs do support the Moscow
ABM system in this manner (as described in detail in the

March 1992 Report to Congress on Soviet Noncompliance).

The USG also judged that the Soviet activity raises.
potentially, a significant violation of fundamental treaty
provisions. However, as noted in the March 1992 Report., the
ABM Treaty is not explicit with regard to the activity
described sbove. Through diplomatic channels and in the
SCC, the United States presented its views to the Russian
Federation on this activity. 1In light of the ambiguity of
the Treaty language, and based on further review of the
issue and on the probable Soviet practice -- which amounts
to the use of precise target handover data in support ci an
effort to counter strategic ballistic missiles -- the USG
now judges that the support of ABM systems by easrly warning
radars providing prec:se handover data will not constitute )
use of the early warning radars as ABM radars in violation il
of the ABM Treaty. *

Specifically, the USG will not consider as prohibited
the handover of precise target state vectors by properiy
located and oriented early warning radars to ABM systerms or
ABM components. Such operational or test support to AZM
systems or ABM components dees not cause those early w:zrning
radars tc bte themselves considered ABM components or
considered to have been given the capability to counter
strategic -allistic missiles. While the handover of these
data allu~s the ABM system or ABM component to initiate its
ABM functions, the actual capability to counter strategic
ballistic ~issiles remains exclusively with the ABM system
or ABM components. Consegquently, such handover by an early
warning raiar to an ABM system or ABM component would not
constitute "testing in an ABM mode”, nor giving of
"capabilitv to counter strategic ballistic missiles."
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The US noted it did agree to conversion of the Krasnoyarsk facility
{sce 17 June 1992].

‘Both the United States and Russia have agreed on the need to
clarify the distinction between ABM and non-ABM systems, and have
cngaged in a dialogue to do so.  There have been extensive
discussions on this issue in a high-level group referred to as the Ross-
Mamedov Group [see section 575 Qctober 1992}, the Ross-Mamedov
Concept Working Group, and the Standing Consultative Commission.

The report concluded: ‘The United States has told Russia that if the
dialogue to update the ABM treaty is not successful, the United
States will have to once again turn its attention to compliance issues
that it has previously addressed.” {report from ACDA} -

February

15 February DOD WAS EXAMINING WHETHER THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE PROGRAMS COMPLIED WITH THE ABM TREATY.
On 10 January, Dick Cheney argued that the THAAD missile would
not violate the ABM trecaty, in a memo to James Baker. He
requested an interagencey review of the ABM compliance standards
and how they could be applied to ATBM efforts.

US officials wanted certification of THAAD compliance before
making major decisions involving testing and future funding {see
section 706 box 24 July 1992]. In FY94, about 40% of the $3.8 billion
for SDIO would go toward continued THAAD development. On 18
February an SDIO official said: "There are grave concerns about
whether or not THAAD is treaty-compliant...and we’re not going (o
breath easy until we get that certification.”

Other systems causing concern included the PAC 3 improvements to
the Patriot missile and the EndoLEAP program [see section 575.E
box 15 June 1992]. A DOD Compliance Review Group meeting
would look at theater programs in September 1993.

Definition of theater versus strategic ballistic missile.

A former senior Pentagon official said certification for THAAD
depended on how to use range and velocity of re-entry vehicles {sec
section 575 E-0: D.3 1990]. In the 1970s and 1980s, DOD employed
guidelines developed by John Foster, former director ol defense
research and engineering. Any missile travelling below 25 miles
altitude at less than 1.25 miles/second (2 kilometers a second) would
not be considered an ABM missile. Sources said those guidelines
expanded under the Bush administration in the late 1980s to include
missiles with re-entry velocities of less than 4.3 miles/second (7
kilometers/second).

Sidney Graybeal, chief scientist at SAIC Corporation in Maclcan,

irginia, and former SCC commissioncr, said modern strategic
ballistic missiles had velocities of more than 7 kilometers a second,
while the best theater ballistic missiles reached about 5 kilometers a
second. "There ts a two-kilometer cushion that can be verified
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through national technical means.” Sl

John Pike of FAS noted TMD systems were expected to be highly
mobile and would defend large areas. "That begins to raise questions
about whether they arc permitted tactical or constrained strategic
systems.” Another question involved transfer of ABM technologies
to third parties. The US had raised the question of Soviet transfer of
air defense systems. "On the face of it, if we were worried about SA-
5 or SA-12 [see weapon subsection 1992] in terms of whether these
are treaty-compliable systems, they would be subject to the no-mobile,
no-transfer constraints, it would seem to me that obviously questions
of that sort are going to be raised by THAAD and possibly by
Arrow.”

Sensor updates

Graybeal said in a separate interview in mid-February at the AAAS
seminar on arms control in Boston that verification of the ABM treaty
relied on NTM. “This is particularly important when you start looking
at the sensor problem.” Sending information directly to the
interceptor from a space-based sensor could be detected and thus
verified. But NTM could not verify that sensor information went to
a ground station and then to the interceptor along with information
from allowed, ground-based radars.

"In my view there are no limits on sensors” so along as information
was not sent directly to the interceptor from early-warning or space-
based radars. "There are no direct limits on anti-tactical ballistic or
theater missile defense. But there are indirect problems” such a
sensor data.

Need for clarification_of the treaty

Graybeal added: "[Tlhe ABM treaty is badly in need of being
clarified, modified, and possibly amended to meet US security
interests {see section 575 21-22 September 1992]. This treaty for the
past twelve years has been an enigma to the Reagan/Bush
administration...[The Russians] really want to retain the treaty [see
section 575 15 October 1992]. They have leverage with this treaty on
the US and they recognize that but they also recognize that the US
is not going to let this treaty interfere with what they consider
essential to US security interests and clearly TMD [theater missile
defense] is high on that horizon.

"The bottom line is the ABM treaty should pose no barriers to
achieving effective ballistic missile defense systems, which include
THAAD, Ground-Based Radar, and Brilliant Eyes.” A slew of ABM
issues needed 1o be resolved and the new administration had to
decide which issues needed to be resolved first to keep the program
going. After reaching that decision, "an executive order is issued and
some of the rules of the past will not be the rules of the future.”

In a separate interview, Graybeal argued that ATBMs had to defend
against nussiles with longer ranges, including the CSS-2 [see
subsection 706.E], than before. Therefore, a tactical ballistic missile
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should be defined as having a re-entry velocity of 3.1 miles/second (5
kilometers/sccond) or less. ATBM testing against re-entry vehicles
at 7 kilometers a second or more should be prohibited under the
revised treaty. "With clarifications to the treaty, the THAAD program
should not run into any compliance problems in its test program.”

On 26 February SDIO spokesperson Major Mike Doble said a treaty
compliance review group, headed by the undersecretary of defense for
acquisition, was considering THAAD. "Thev're still studying it... We
don’t have any conclusions yet." {Barbara Opall in Defense News 1-
7.3.93; SDI Monitor 26.2.93}

24-26 February THE SECOND CIS JOINT CONSULTATIVE
COMMISSION MET IN MINSK [see section 403 16-17 December
1992]. Military experts from Commonwealth countries discussed
practical implementation by CIS states of the treaty on anti-missile
defense [see 9 October 1992]. While a US delegation attended to
discuss INF issues [sce section 403 24-26 February], it apparently did
not bring up ABM issues. {Russian television 26.2.93 in FBIS-SU
27293}

25 February  THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION WOQULD SEEK
CHANGES IN THE ABM TREATY "IF OUR NATIONAL
SECURITY WOULD BE ENHANCED" [sce section 575 25 February].

26 February SOVIET FOREIGN MINISTRY OFFICIALS KNEW THAT
THE KRASNOYARSK RADAR VIOLATED THE ABM TREATY
and had pointed that our to their defense counterparts, former
Foreign Minister Aleksandr Bessmertnvkh told 4 meeting of 1980s-
era officials in Princeton, New Jersey. Their defense counterparts
responded: "When the Americans start crving oute vou'll find un
answer.”

March

9 March THE ISSUE OF ABM AND AIR DEFENSE FACILITIES ON
BALTIC SOIL NEEDED RESOLUTION {see box 15 September 1992:
23 August], CIS press secretary Valeriy Manilov said at a Harvard
seminar. {ACR coverage}

10 March THE USAF WAS CONSIDERING A SPACE-BASED THEATER
INTERCEPTOR CONCEPTUALLY ABM-COMPLIANT [see section
706 box 28 February]|

29 March THE US CONTINUED TO WORK ON THE ABM SUCCESSION
ISSUE, according to an American official [see 20 November 1992]].
"We arc closer to a point of talking with the other parties about an
SCC meeting,” the official said. The US might well suggest an
arrangement similar to that proposed for the INF treaty: all CIS states
{but not the Baltics) would become parties, but only those with
facilitics ("those who are players”) would attend SCC meetings.
{Reporter discussion 29.3.93}
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April

4 April JOINT WORK ON THE *TRUST PLASMA ABM SYSTEM WQULD
NOT VIOLATE THE TREATY, according to Lceonid Fituni [see
section 575 4 April). “The treaty makes no mention of joint work on
global protection against missile attack. Twenty years ago it could
not have occurred to anyone that such a thing would be possible. In
those days, it was not only unscientific, it was hostile science fiction.”
{Viktor Litovkin in lzvestiya 2.4.93 in FBIS-SU 7.4.93}

June

2 June ANY SCC MEETING AWAITED ADMINISTRATION POLICY ON
MISSILE DEFENSE, according to an ACDA official. Missile defense
policy, along with other defense issucs, was enmeshed with the
Bottom-Up review [see section 240 27 March] and would not become
clear until completion of the review. {Reporter discussion 2.6.93}

2 June THE QUESTION OF PARTICIPATION OF FORMER SOVIET
REPUBLICS in the ABM treaty [see 29 March] "has not yet been
resolved,” according to an offictal in the Belarussian Washington
embassy. If any "feasible and tangible” progress had been made, he
asserted, he would have heard about it. {Reporter discussion 3.6.93}

3 June CLARIFICATION OF THE QUESTION OF THEATER MISSILE
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ABM TREATY was provided by Sidney
Graybeal {see 15 February].

Foster guidelines. Foster asked that any defensive missile testing
against targets more than 40 kilometers up, or largets with a re-entry
velocity greater than two kilometers a second, must be referred to the
Pentagon treaty compliance group to ensure it did not violate the
ABM treaty fthis account differs from 15 February account].

Foster used the 40 kilometer rule because that indicated the top of
the sensible atmosphere - above that, planes could not fly, so any
defensive missile would be aiming at another missile.

[The guidelines presumably stemmed from the US unilateral
statement of 1972 on what ‘tested in an ABM mode’ meant, The
statement said ‘we note that we would consider a launcher, missile,
or radar to be tested in an ABM mode if ... an interceptor missile is
flight tested against a target vehicle which has a flight trajectory which
has characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile {light trajectory...or
is flight tested to an altitude inconsistent with interception of targets
against which air defenses are deploved...” In 1978 the two sides
agreed at the SCC - sce 1 January - on a definition of tested in an
ABM mode, which Nitze repeated in 1986 and is found in the status
subsection as ‘US definition’.]

SCC discussions. According to Graybeal, the SCC did not discuss
the ATBM/ABM puideline during his tenure. However, in the past
couple of years classified discussions took place on the point.
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Review of THAAD. The Pentagon’s treaty compliance group was still
examining whether THAAD was permitted under the ABM treaty.
The Patriot and the Arrow were treaty-compliant.

‘Significant’ ABM capability. Graybeal noted that any ATBM had
some ABM capability - even a rock could in theory intercept a
missile. The question of treaty compliance revolved around whether
a missile had ‘significant’ ABM capability [the treaty does not use the
term significant]. Graybeal recommended that the parties try not to
quantify the term ‘significant’ for two reasons.  First, any
quantification would be hard to verify through national technical
means; second, the lack of quantification would keep the term flexible,
so that the US would have some flexibility in challenging Russia
actions, and so that the US would have some flexibility in designing
ATBMs. {Reporter discussion 3.6.93 - see Bunn book cited in status
subsection}

UPDATE TO RUSSIAN AND AMERICAN ABM SYSTEMS
AND RADARS - 4 June

[See box 15 September 1992. See map in section 611.E-0 for location of
former Soviet radars.]

30 January THE SUBSYSTEMS OF THE MUKACHEVQ RADAR IN
UKRAINE WERE TRANSFERRED TO VARIOUS CIVILIAN
ENTERPRISES. The local collective farm Nove Zhyttya (New Life)
and the small enterprise Sivesta (Siesta) received an unloading platform
together with raiiwav lines. RayAhroPostach {Rayon Agricultural |
Supply) received a high-capacity oil installation with up-to-date filing
stations. The radar’s water intake installations would supply the nearby |
villages of Lalovo, Bodalovo, Berezyanka, and Pistryalovo, as well as a
poultry farm in the village of Zaluzhye. The oblast enterprise
ZakarpatElectroMerezha (Transcarpathian Electric Power Grid) would
receive an electrical substation.

Finally, the authorities were considering attracting a entreprencurial and
commercial structures to the conversion. {Ivan Povnytskyy in Radio
Ukraine 30.1.93 in FBIS-SU 1.2.93}

17May THE RUSSIAN ARMY WOULD REMAIN AT SKRUNDA FOR THE
NEXT 10 YEARS {see box 15 September 1992: 23 August}], according to
Sergei Zotov, leader of the Russian delegation to the talks negotiating the
withdrawal of Russian forces from Latvia. Russian strategic facilities
were not connected to the deadlines for general withdrawal of Russian
troops. {Divena 18.5.93 in FBIS-USR 16.6.93}

5 June DETAILS OF THE ‘HEN HOUSE’ RADARS WERE RELEASED by
the Russian RIAN Radio-technical Institute [see box 3 January 1987].
The Institute had shown its VHF modular airspace management radar,
believed to be Hen House, at a industry show in Birmingham, Britain.

The radar operated in the 140 megahertz range, with an azimuth arc of
120 degrees and an elevation arc of 2-90 degrees. Its maximum range
was 2000 kilometers against ballistic missiles or satellites with a cross-
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section of 1 square meter. The radar could be transported and ready to
operate in 10 days with a maximum of 30 operators. {JDW 5.6.93}

29 July NO WORK TO UPGRADE THE CLEAR, ALASKA BMEWS SITE
HAD BEGUN, according to John Pike of FAS. Efforts to obtain funding
(proposed in at least the Report of the Secretary of Defense for FY90)
had not even cleared the Pentagon budget process in the last few years,
and no one could say whether the proponents of the upgrade would
continue to seek it [see section E-0: E.1]. {Reporter discussion 29.7.93}

July

13 July THE UNITED STATES WOULD ABIDE BY THE ‘NARROW
INTERPRETATION OF THE ABM TREATY [sce status subsection].
Responding to a question from the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee (SFRC), acting ACDA Director Thomas Graham wrote:

It is the position of the Clinton Administration that the ‘naow’ or ‘“raditional’
interpretation of the ABM Treaty is the correct interpretation and therefore that the
ABM Treaty prohibits the development, testing, and deployment of sea-based, air~
based, space-based, and mobile land-based ABM systems and components
L _Wwithout regard 1o the technology utilized. {text from ACDA press release 14.7.93}

. US officials said the decision coincided with Pentagon plans to pursue

) ground-based systems designed to coumter accidental or terrorist

missile launches. US missile defense systems would comply with the
narrow interpretation, or the Clinton administration would seek 1o
renegotiate the trearty, officials said [see 15 February and section 575
25 February]. {Thomas Friedman in NYT 15.7.93}

Reactions

SFRC Chair Claiborne Pell (D, Rhode Island): "This wise decision
closes, on a high note, a sad chapter in United States arms control
treaty relations and in the relationship between the US Senate and the
Executive Branch.” {SFRC press release 14.7.93}

ACA’s Jack Mendelsohn: "This brings to a close a situation that
started in 1985 when the Reagan Administration found a new way to
read a treaty that very few people outside the administration agreed
with....The Reagan reinterpretation made us look like a third-rate
country trying to welch on a contract.” {Thomas L. Friedman in NYT
15.7.93}

29 July NO DATES HAD BEEN SET FOR EITHER THE SCC OR THE
TREATY REVIEW CONFERENCE, according to a US official,
despite the treaty requirement to hold the review by October [see 24-
31 August 1988 and 2 June 1993]. Furthermore, no decision had been
made whether to hold a separate treaty review meeting as in 1988, or
as part of an SCC meeting as in 1977 and 1982 [see 15 December
1982]. Some low-level work had been conducted that would allow the
meetings to convene after short notice, though the official said he
would not characterize the activity as “active preparation.”

Questions of succession {2 June] and transition {see 2 June] delayed

}
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action. The Clinton administration had simply not devoted much
attention to the question, assigning the issue a low priority during its
transition to power.

The United States had still not developed its own policy toward who
should be part of the treaty, much less discussed the issue with other
states. In 1992, Ukraine joined Russia and the United States in the
SCC meetings, while Belarus and Kazakhstan met with the US
delegation head beforchand [see 2-6 November 1992). The US
official expressed doubt that the succession question would be
resolved before the meetings were held, but would not predict which
states would participate this year. {Reporter discussion 29.7.93}

August

16-22 August "THEOR=TIC \LLY THERE IS O TREATY ANY LONGER
BECAUSE THERE IS NO SOVIET UNION...I would not consider
myself constrained by a {void] treaty when there are so many threats
in the world,” said Representative John Kyl (R, Arizona) in an
interview. Kyl said the treaty had already interfered with US missile
defense programs [see section 575.E box 10 July and section 706 box
15 September}, and lamented the Clinton administration’s decision to
abide by the treaty’s ‘narrow’ interpretation [see 13 July]. {Neil
Munro and Vago Muradian in Defense News 16-22.8.93}

A former Reagan administration official concurred with Kyl: "Why
should the United States maintain a trealy with a nation that no
longer exists? Why would we want to adhere to its terms, particularly
when important elements of that treaty are not in our national
secur'y interests?" {Martin Anderson in WT 13.8.93}

‘The present political instability in Russia could make it very difficult
to negotiate...modifications to the ABM Treaty for the foreseeable
future,’ said the Pentagon’s Bottom-Up Review [see section 240.B-5
1 September]. The 1 September report said the Pentagon was waiting
for a presidential review assessing the treaty compliance of US missile
defense options see section 706 box 15 September]. {Pentagon fact
sheet, undated}

25 August THE ([THIRD?] SESSION OF THE CIS JOINT
CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION MET IN MINSK to discuss the
treaty obligations inherited by the newly independent states from the
Soviet Union [see 24-26 February). {IT 22.12.92 in FBIS-SU 23.12.92;
Mayak Radio 25.8.93 in FBIS-SU 26.8.93}

30 August RUSSIA’S ABM SYSTEM WOULD "NOT ALLOW A SINGLE
NUCLEAR EXPLOSION DANGEROUSLY CLOSE TO MOSCOW,"
said its general designer Anatoliy Basistov in an interview. "It has
been designed to automatically detect warheads in flight without
human involvement, distinguish them from clutter - decoys or
combined ABM countermeasures - and destroy them unerringly in
the air, preventing the charge from detonating.” {Izvestiva 25.8.93 in
FBIS-SU 30.8.93}
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September

1September ASPIN RELEASED THE BOTTOM-UP REVIEW OUTLINING
THE US GOALS FOR DEPLOYING MISSILE DEFENSES [sce
section 706.B box 15 Scptember] and freeing up the Clinton
administration to look ahead to the next SCC meeting [see 2 June].

27 Scptember-1 October  THE FOURTH ABM TREATY REVIEW
CONFERENCE WAS HELD IN GENEVA [sce 24-31 August 1988
and 29 July 1993), attended by Belarus,” Russia, Ukraine, and the
United States. The partics issued a joint communique:

The Fourth Review of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
was conducted in Geneva, Switzerland, from September 27 to October 1, 1893.
The delegations that were present at the Review, representing the Republic of
Belarus, the Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United States of America,
exchanged views on the operation of the Treaty, on rights and obligations under
the Treaty, and on the question of state succession. Commitment to the ABM
Treaty was reaffirmed and it was agreed that maintaining the visibility of the Treaty
in view of political and technological changes remains important. The delegationss
at the Review advocated continued efforts to strengthen the ABM Treaty.

A US press statement added: ‘The issue of which state or states will
succeed the Soviet Union for purposes of the ABM Treaty has yet to
be agreed, and in the view of the United States, attendance at the
Review did not prejudice the eventual outcome of the issue of state
succession.” {ACDA press release 1.10.93}

Acting ACDA Director Thomas Graham led the US delegation,
Russia was led by Deputv Foreign Minister Grigor: Berdennikov.
{Barbary Opali in Defense News 4-10.10.93)

Treaty succession questions dominated the review’s discussion, a US
official said, but the participants made littie progress, in part because
it was such a high-level meeung. Working groups were beuter suited
to ironing out difficult questions.

The United States, he suggested, was trying to narrow the number of
treaty parties without ruifling the feathers of the former Soviet states

who took on Russia’s treaty obligations at the 1992 Bishkek summit
{[see 9 October 1992}.

The participants also discussed scheduling the next SCC meeting, but
Belarus and Ukraine could not commit to specific dates at the review.
{Reporter discussion 19.10.93}

November

10 November THE US CONGRESS REQUIRED AN ABM TREATY
COMPLIANCE REVIEW OF PLANNED US MISSILE DEFENSES
in its defense authorization bill |see section 240.B-5 30 November and
section 706.B box 15 September]. Under the bill, signed into law on
30 November, Congress would withhold 50% of missile defense
funding until it received the report.

Congress also agreed to a {inding providing more flexibility to the
ABM Treaty:
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The ABM Treaty was not intended to, and does not, apply to or limit research,
development, testing, or deployment of missile defense systems, system upgrades,
or syslem components that are designed 1o counter modern theater balfistic
missiles, regardiess of the capabilities ol such missiles, unless those systems,
system upgrades, or system components are tesied against or have demonstrated
capabiiities 10 counter modern siralegic ballistic missiles. It is a national security
priority of the United States to develop and deploy highly effective theater missile
defense systems capable of countering the existing and expanding threats posed
by modern theater ballistic missiles as soon as possible. {CR H9199 10.11.93}

19 November THE UNITED STATES STILL HAD NOT ESTABLISHED A
POSITION ON TREATY SUCCESSION [see 27 September-1
October]. "If you had asked me three weeks ago, I would have
thought we had consensus” among US agencies, said one US official,
but the internal debated had continued.

ACDA and the State Deparstment supported multilateral succession
to the ABM Treaty, described an observer to the debate, while the
Pentagon was arguiny for very few p..ties because changes to the
treaty could be made more easily. {Reporter interviews 19.11.93}

26 November THE US DECIDED RECENTLY TO SUPPORT
MULTILATERAL SUCCESSION TO FORMER SOVIET TREATY
OBLIGATIONS, according to two American officials [see 19
November]. It wanted a decision enshrined in some sort of document,
probably a piece of paper saying ‘the undersigned are parties to the
treaty.” Any CIS nation which wanted to join (except the Baltics)
could do so. Asked about the Skrunda radar based in Latvia, one
official said: "It’s just vour friendly neighborhood radar. Latvia will
apparently permit Russia to continue to operate 1t," at least in the
near term [see box 31 December: 6 December].

Even prior to the decision, the US had been sending notices to all
CIS states of upcoming meetings. { Reporter discussions 11&18.1.94}

28 November CLINTON RECENTLY APPROVED A NEW US POSITION
ONTHE LINE BETWEEN ABM AND NON-ABM INTERCEPTORS.
The US would suggest to the upcoming SCC meeting that the parties
define an ABM intercepior as one which could destroy a ballistic
missile whose reentry-vehicle (RV) velocity exceeded five kilometers
per second, a change from the Foster guidelines [see 3 June], which
said a non-ABM interceptor could not be tested against a target
travelling faster than 2-4 kilometers per second and at an altitude
higher than 40 kilometers.

In addition, the US would propose to classify an interceptor as ABM
interceptor only if it actually demonsirated the capability to intercept
a strategic warhead. That is, even if an interceptor had the
theoretical capability to down a strategic missile, it would not be
considered an ABM interceptor unless it had shown the capability in
a successful test.

The administration agreed to its position only days before the SCC
convened, after the general counsels of ACDA, the State Department,
and the Pentagon agreed that, without the new clarification,
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developing and deploying the THAAD interceptor would violate the
ABM Treaty [sec 15 February and section 706.B box 15 September].
That determination was reached because THAAD would have ‘a
theoretical ability to counter certain strategic missile types that will
comprise a significant portion of Russia’s strategic force under
START I and START 11, such as shorter-range SLBMs, according
to talking points delivered to congressional staffers shortly before the
proposal was tabled. Such a capability was banned by the treaty in
Article VI(a) which prohibited giving non-ABM systems ‘capabilities
to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their clements in flight
trajectory.” The treaty had not defined ‘strategic ballistic missile.’

As one observer explained, THAAD was designed to intercept
missiles with ranges of up to 3000 kilometers, a distance which
correlated to an RV velocity of five kilometers per second. In broad
terms, ICBM RVs travelled at 6-7 kilometers per second, short-range
SLBMs at 4-5 kilometers per second, and short-range ballistic missiles
at less than four kilometers per sccond. The observer noted that
allowing interceptors with the capability to hit short-range SLBMs
ould perturb not only Russia, but France and Britain as well.

The observer said the administration chose to establish a definition
through negotiation, rather than a unilateral declaration, for two
reasons. First, Russia would likely charge the United States with a
treaty violation if the United States, without Russian agreement, gave
itsell the capability to shoot down some of Russia’s strategic missiies
with non-ABM interceptors.  Scecond, the US Senate held that the
deflinition currently in place was based on the explanation given to the
Senate at the ume of ratification, namelv the Foster guideiines.
Administration officiais therefore worried that Congress would
strongly protest an administration announcement that the definition
had changed. {Inside the Pentagon 9.12.93; Jeffrey Smith in WP
4.12.93; Reporter interview and discussion with observer 19.11.93 &
19.1.94; Reporter discussion with US official 11.1.94; Michael Gordon
in NYT 3.12.93}

29 November-3 December THE UNITED STATES PROPOSED ITS
TREATY ‘CLARIFICATION’ AT THE FIRST 1993 SCC SESSION
(SCC XLV) in Geneva [seec 28 November], with the US (acting
Commissioner Stanley Rivelas), Russia (Commissioner Koltunov),
Belarus  (Commissioner  Andrey Sammikov), and Ukraine
(Commissioner Vladyslov Demianenko) participating. Latvia sent an
observer (Ansis Reinhards).

The administration sought to ‘clarify’ the treaty, rather than amend
it, to avoid sending the changes to the US Senate for approval, said
some officials [see 10 November]. But NSC officials said they wanted
to avoid the amendment process because of the unpredictability of
legislatures in former Soviet states such as Ukraine [see section 611.B
box 20 November].

The US also withdrew the broad revisions to the treaty proposed by
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the previous administration [sce 13 December].

Russia responded to the proposal in a "constructive" manner, said a
US official. [The two sides had already held classified discussions on
the point [see 3 June].] "The discussions are the kind that characterize
the search for common ground." Russia had acknowledged the
desirability of establishing a demarcation between strategic and non-
strategic ballistic missiles, according to one observer, and had offered
to set up a working group to discuss the initiative, said another
source.

Russia argued in the meeting that the definition of ABM interceptors
should not rest upon a single technical parameter, according to the
observer, who noted that during the Bush administration, Russia had
recommended defining a non-ABM interceptor as one not capable of
shooting down an RV travelling faster than three kilometers per
second and higher than 90 kilometers in_ altitude. Russia’s SA-12
missile had been tested against ballistic missiles with reentry speeds
of about 2.7 kilometers per second {see ‘European missile shield,’
section 706.B box 18 August}.

In addition, Russia indicated that 1t did not accept the second part of
the US proposal, requiring an ABM interceptor to demonstrate its
capability.

US critics said the initiative would harm the treaty. "This does as
much damage to the ABM Treaty from the ground as the ‘Star Wars’
program would have done from above,” said John Rhinelander,
former legal adviser to the SALT I delegation. John Pike of the
Federation of American Scientists added, "if the Russians were to
propose this to us, I would counsel the Clinton administration to
reject it..It basically eviscerates the ABM Treaty.” {Inside the
Pentagon 9.12.93; Jeffrey Smith in WP 4.12.93; Reporler interview
and discussion with observer 19.11.93 & 19.1.94; Reporter discussion
with US official 11.1.94; Michael Gordon in NYT 3.12.93)

December

6-16 December THE SECOND 1993 SCC SESSION (SCC XLVI) OPENED
IN GENEVA [see 2-6 November 1992]. Discussion of the US treaty
clarification proposal could not be completed before the holiday
break, so the participants agreed to recess until 24 January 1994,
when the session would resume for two more weeks. Only once
before, in 1982, had participants recessed a session, and that one, SCC
XXII, never resumed. The first 1994 SCC session (SCC XLVII) was
scheduled to begin in March and continue for four to six weeks.

Participants did not reach agreement on the succession question;
they felt no hurry to act. From a legal standpoint, one US official
said, the successors might need 1o be formalized before any treaty
clarification could be implemented. From a political perspective,
however, other officials said the United States did not waat the
successors to impede progress toward the clarification, so it would try
to negotiate the modification with Russia first, then invite the other
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former Sowviet states to join the treaty on US and Russian terms.
{Reporter discussions with US officials 11&18.1.94; Inside the
Pentagon 9.12.93}

7 December ASPIN CALLED THE ABM TREATY CLARIFICATION "AN
ESSENTIAL ELEMENT of our counterproliferation strategy” [see 29
November-3 December], in a speech to the National Academy of
Sciences Committee on International Security and Arms Control [see
section 250.B 7 December]. "It would allow us to develop and test a
theater missile defense system to meet a rcal threat without
undermining an important agreement.” {text from DOD 7.12.93}

13 December NEW ACDA DIRECTOR JOHN HOLUM DEFENDED THE
US POSITION [see 28 November} in a speech to ACA:

"First, President Clinton has affirmed our country’s commitment to
the ABM Treaty. Its preservation remains crucial to stability, to the
START I and START II reductions, and to longer term strategic
arms contro! opportunities.

"Second, in line with that, the Clinton administration has explicitly
repudiated unilateral reinterpretations of the ABM Treaty that would
have done it grave harm.

“Third, in the Treaty’s implementing bodv - the Standing Consultative
Commission - we have also withdrawn the broad rewvisions to the
Treaty proposed by the previous Administration [see 13 July].

"Fourth, clarification of the Treaty is needed on the line of
demarcation between strategic defenses, which are hmied, and
theater defenses, which are not. The spread of missile technology -
and the reality of long lead times for designing and building anv
military systems - makes 1 prudent to resolve such issues sooner
rather than later.

"Fifth, that clarification will be done by agreement, through the SCC,
rather than by unilateral pronouncement. We are respecting the
Treaty.

"Sixth, and finally, what any agreed clarification is called as a legal
matter should properly await the outcome of the negotiations, and
there will be consultations with the Senate on that matter. A
conclusion that is an amendment would have significant implications
for success, of course, because we have also accepted in the SCC the
principle that other states of the former Soviet Union should be
added as Treaty partners [sec 28 November] - which can seriously
complicate ratification, as we know from our expericnce on START."
{text from ACDA 14.12.93)
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January

Chronology 1994

24 January-4 February US AND FORMER SOVIET NEGOTIATORS IN

March

GENEVA COMPLETED SCC XLVI, which had started in late 1993
[see 6-16 December 1993]. One US official in Geneva said "there’s
been quite a lot of progress,” but acknowledged that "we’re in the
midst of a negotiation” and many issues remaincd to be worked out.

Most importantly from the US perspective, the official said that "the
Russians are agreed that we will clarify the treaty.," The two sides
agreed that there was a real and legitimate threat from the
proliferation of ballistic missiles, that missile defenses were needed
to protect against that threat, particularly against longer-range (3,000
kilometers) tactical systems, and that the treaty therefore needed
clarification.

Ukraine and Belarus participated in the session at a lesser level than
the Russian delegation. Ukraine sent technical experts and Belarus
occasionally sent a member of its under-staffed Geneva mission. The
US official said that developing a formal succession agreement for the
former Soviet states was given an equal priority to the treaty
clarification debate in the SCC session, but no agreement was on the
horizon. {Reporter interview 24.3.94}

Russia presented a list of suggestions to help resolve the
demarcation issue, including a proposal to limit the speed of an
ATBM interceptor to three kilometers per second. This proposal
would add a second parameter to the definition of ATBM systems
{see 29 November-3 December 1993}, expanding on the US proposai
to define ATBM systems by the velocity of the targets the interceptors
could hit [see 28 November 1993].

The US THAAD system was designed to have an interceptor speed
of 2.8 kilometers per second, which would make it treaty-compiiant
under the Russian proposal. But other US systems would be
precluded, including those designed to intercept targets at higher
altitudes such as the LEAP system [see 706.B box 15 September
1993].

Russia also proposed several confidence-building measures, such as
linking the number and location of deployed ATBM systems to the
size and scope of the threat and restricting the power of radars used
to cue ATBM computers. {Dunbar Lockwood in ACT 4.94}

10 March  CLINTON ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS TESTIFIED

BEFORE THE US SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS
COMMITTEE. ACDA Director John Holum and BMDO Director
Malcom O’Neill told the committee that the administration remained
committed to a strong ABM Treaty, a position that required the
United States to adapt to new circumstances. Holum said: "Given
[the treaty’s] unlimited duration, we must make sure that new
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technologies and threats do not undermine its long-term viability.

The need to make clear the distinction between ABM systems for o
countering strategic ballistic missiles (which are strictly limited by the  *
treaty), and non-ABM systems (which are not limited), is made timely

by the prospect of third-country missile proliferation and the
demonstrated willingness of backlash states to target not just US
expeditionary forces, but to hold civilian populations hostage by
targeting cities.  This clarification is unavoidable, given the
acknowledged ambiguity of the treaty as stands.”

Holum reiterated the six-point Clinton policy he announced in late
1993 [see 13 December 1993] and tried to reassure the Senate that
"the administration will not bypass or end-run Congress in this
matter. The president has directed the administration to consult
closely with Congress before any decision is taken as to whether any
SCC agreement on the boundary between ABM and TMD systems
requires the approval of the Senate." {texts}

Several senators opposed changing the treaty and asserted the
Senate’s right to approve any agreements. Committee chair
Claiborne Pell (D, Rhode Island) said the treaty clarification plan
"seems like the tail wagging the dog...We're developing defenses that
are outside the treaty, so we’re attempting to adjust the treaty.’
Under questioning from Paul Simon (D, Illinois), Holum conceded
that without modification, the US THAAD system would violate the
treaty. "Isn’t that the purpose of the treaty, to prevent deployment?"
Simon asked. John Kerry (D, Massachusetts) said changing the treaty
would provoke hostile nations to increase their missile arsenals so
they could overwhelm new defenses. Richard Lugar (R, Indiana) said
he was undecided as to the treaty modification, but said that Holum
should "operate on the assumption that you will have to defend your
actions, your negotiating position, and the resulting agreement before
the Congress.” {Thomas Lippman in WP 11.3.94}

16 March HOLUM ADDRESSED SENATE CONCERNS [sec 10 March] in
a speech to the American Defense Preparedness Association and the

National Defense University Foundation in Washington. Holum
categorized Senate concerns into four categories:

--The character of the threat. Was the threat of dangerous missile
proliferation a real one or simply hypothetical?

--Preservation of traditional ABM goals. Some senators expressed
concern that modifying the treaty would scrap the strategic benefits
it had gained the United States and would make further nuclear
reductions difficult to achieve.

--Avoidance of new arms races. Senators were concerned that
modifying the treaty would propel third countries to improve their
ballistic missiles to ensure their viability against modern defenses.

--The role of Congress. Scnators wanted assurances that Congress
would play in important role in approving any treaty modifications.
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Character of the threat. Holum cited CIA Director James Woolsey’s
January testimony that 25 countries, many hostile to the United
States, were developing WMD and "ballistic weapons are becoming
the weapon of choice for delivering them” [see 706.B 25 January). Of
great importance, Holum added, was the fact that "some of the
countries we're concerned about don’t seem to be deterred by nuclear
weapons.”

Holum believed that arms control should be the "first and foremost"
strategy to deal with proliferator threats, and he supported creating
a global ban on intermediate-range missiles by inviting all nations to
join the obligations of the INF Treaty [see 403.B 21 June]. But the
United States needed to have military solutions prepared for the
contingency that arms control might fail and "theater missile defenses
are by far the most benign military option currently available.”

Holum stressed that by developing military solutions, the Clinton

> administration was not abandoning arms control. "In today’s security
context, arms control generally has more to offer our national security
than do weapons systems. But whatever the merits of that debate,
this i1s one case where we_don’t have to choose between the
two...[T]he administration’s ABM Treaty policy does not divorce arms
control from defensive systems--it marries the two" [emphasis in
original text].

Traditional ABM goals. The administration valued the importance
of the ABM Treaty and was not trying to clarify it by acting
unilaterally or outside the treaty’s rules. "We are proceeding from the
intellectually honest starting point that the TMD’s we need would
create a question of compliance with the treaty.”

A "ruling principle” of the administration’s policy was that the United
States would not undercut the arms contro! contributions the treaty
had made and still offered.

Holum argued that ATBM systems were not "ABM systems in
miniature.” Explicitly avoiding an argument over the physics of
whether ATBMs offered strategic defense capability [see 1 April],
Holum pointed to "the simple and powerful fact that the Russians, the
Ukrainians, and the Belarussians with whom we have been negotiating
in the SCC in Geneva [see 24 January-4 February] are in broad
agreement with us not just as to the reality and nature of the theater
threats to be defended against and the need to clarify the treaty to
permit us to meet them, but also as to the parameters of the target
missiles to be defended against.

"The states of the former Soviet Union remain firmly committed to
;) their self-preservation and to the saying, ‘trust but verify.” 1 do not

believe for a moment that our treaty partners would be helping the
negotiations in Geneva move toward successful resolution if they
thought this would allow us to sneak a real operational strategic
missile defense capability in through the back door.

“Nor would we do the same with them."
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Avoidance of new arms races. Some in Senate warned that
developing and deploying theater defenses would lead new arms races.
Holum argued that the absence of ATBMs in fact made it more
attractive for rogue states to obtain ballistic missiles. In addition, (he
absence of defenses would force nations neighboring missile-armed
roguc states to develop offensive missiles of their own, thus creating
an arms racc between the two.

Role of Congress. "We are determined not to harm the treaty by
acting unilaterally as to the legislative branch--just as we have not
acted unilaterally as to our treaty partners.” {text from ACDA + +}

21 March-21 April  THE FIRST 1994 SCC SESSION (SCC XLVII) WAS
HELD IN GENEVA, and Clinton instructed the US negotiating team
to resist the Russian proposal to limit the speed of missile
interceptors [see 24 January-4 February]. Experts said the 21 March
presidential directive, drafted by National Security Adviser Anthony
Lake, seemed to force the United States to risk losing a sure deal to
allow THAAD’s deployment in favor of secking a solution that would
allow the deployment of more advanced systems in the future.

The Russian proposal, while accepting THAAD, would not permit the
United States to deploy more advanced systems which used high-
speed, kinetic-energv interceptors, such as the Navy’s Sea-Based
Upper Tier svstem or the Air Force’s boost-phase interceptor
program. Pentagon sources said Russia’s negotiating strategy was
driven in part by the fact that Russia had not invested much research
into high-speed interception, preferring to focus instead on developing
powerful, long-range radars that allowed the use of slower
interceptors. { Theresa Hitchens and Barbara Opall in DN 11-17.4.94;
ACDA fact sheet 25.5.94}

April

1 April  HIGHLY CAPABLE ATBMS WOULD ALMOST CERTAINLY
HAVE SIGNIFICANT CAPABILITY AGAINST STRATEGIC
WARHEADS, according to computer modelling conducted by
scientists at MIT and the Unjon of Concerned Scientists (UCS).
George Lewis and Theodore Postel of MIT [see ‘United States:
Patriot ‘Myth’’ 706.B box 1 November 1993] and Lisbeth Gronlund
and David Wright of UCS concluded that US proposals to clarify the
ABM Treaty ‘would, if implemented in isolation, significantly erode
the ability of the ABM Treaty to control strategic defenses by
allowing systems that could defend areas of tens of thousands of
square kilometers.’

The scientists’ conclusions were based on analyzing the area of land,
or ‘footprint,” that could be protected by a THAAD-like system
defending against attacks from theater and strategic ballistic missiles.
The size of an ATBM’s footprint was derived from several factors,
including the range at which targets could first be detected (which in
turn depended on radar capabilities, the target’s radar cross section,
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and the target’s velocity), and the speed and acceleration of the
interceptor. The computer model did not try to assess the
effectiveness of a THAAD-like system, but rather estimated its ability
to intercept strategic warheads if the system were effective against
targets travelling at five kilometers per second [see 28 November
1993).

The model concluded that a system with THAAD’s known
characteristics, notified of a missile attack by DSP satellites (as
happened during the Gulf War), could defend a 150-kilometer-wide
footprmt against a single theater ballistic missile and a footprint 70%
that size against a single strategic target with the same radar cross
section.

Ballistic Missite Defens< ‘Fooi,.rints’ Against Theater . nd Strategic Targets.

Pernsyivonio
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The above figure shotes the defended footprints calenldated for o THAAD-like anti-tactical ballistic
mizsile (ATEM) against a 3.000-kifometer range therter missile (solid line) and a 10,000-kilomeler
ranige strategic messie (dashed ine). The footprints in this model assume the ATBM radar has a
poicer-aperture product of 500,000 watts-meter squared and thai tie attacking reentry vehicies
fcoming from the top of the rlgur( ) ave a radar cross section of 0.05 square meters.

The scientists also modelled THAAD-like systems against low radar
cross section targets and against targets while using enhanced
detection and tracking radar capabilities. All the models indicated
that the ATBM system would be capable of protecting a city and its
suburbs from a strategic warhead. The four scientists cautioned that
it was ‘far from obvious that it will be possible to deploy highly
capable ATBMs without seriously undermining the ABM Treaty.’
{ACT 4.94}

Shown a draft of the scientists’ article, a US official in Geneva
involved with the ABM negotiation criticized the analysis as
"simplistic." The official said studying the outcomes of one-on-one
engagements would not indicate the outcomes of large-scale force-
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on-force missile battles in which THAAD-like ATBMs would have to
cope with multiple targets and nuclear war-fighting strategics.
{Reporter interview 24.3.94}

May

2 May CRS RELEASED A REPORT EXAMINING THE US TREATY
MODIFICATION PLAN AND ITS IMPLICATIONS. Written by
Steven Hildreth, ‘The ABM Treaty and Theater Missile Defense:
Proposcd Changes and Potential Implications’ raised a variety of
issues that required further study.

Analysis of the missile threat. While it was true that many nations
had theater ballistic missiles, only 9-14% of those had ranges longer
than 900 kilometers, a range that could be combatted by the PAC-3
Patriot missile currently under development [see 706.B box 1
November 1993]. A great proportion of those 900-plus kilometer
range missiles were deployed by China and Saudi Arabia, leaving only
9-16% of such missiles in the hands of Israel, India, and North Korea.
Almost all the longer-range theater missiles, therefore, were possessed
by nations not hostile to the United States. The report noted that
these proportions could change in the future, and the United States
should conduct regular assessments to track this threat to the United
States.

ATBM capability. In general, ATBMs could perform with declining
capabiiity against targets travelling {aster than the ATBM was
designed to intercept: ‘Although there is not unanimity jamong missile
defense engineers interviewed] on how quickly this capability degrades
to zero, what’s important is to note that demonstrated missile defense
capabilities do not degrade catastrophically bevond an upper test
limit. Instead, those capabilities degrade gracefully. In other words,
if, for example, TMD capability against five kilometers per second
missiles is 95%, then capability does not fall to zero against 5.1
kilometers per second missiles. Therefore, such a TMD system would
have some strategic capability even under the US treaty clarification
proposal [see 28 November 1993].

If the treaty parties accepted the US proposal that missile defenses
be defined by their ‘demonstrated capabilities” then the issue of
excess theoretical capability would be resolved. ‘But what happens if
a permitted US TMD system is deployed in a future crisis and
engages targets faster than five kilometers per second? Would all
such US TMD systems then be considered ABM systems and made
illegal under the terms of the treaty? What happens, for example, if
the United States exports to Japan, or if Russia exports to Libya, an
advanced TMD system that is then tested by those countries against
a target travelling faster than five kilometers per second? What
becomes of such systems in the United States and Russia? Do the
proposed ABM Treaty changes address these issues?’

Other nuclear powers. ‘The ABM Treaty proposal introduces a new,
unplanned variable into the nuclear security calculations of Britain,

603.B.228 IDDS 675 Massachusetts Ave. Cambridge MA 02139 USA
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France, China, and Israel. The affect on their decisions cannot now
be predicted with any certainty. By permitting unrestricted missile
defense capabilities against roughly 3,200 kilometer [range} missiles,
TMD systems could be deployed so as to jeopardize the effectiveness
of virtually all of the ballistic missile nuclear forces of Britain, France,
China, and perhaps Israel, India, Pakistan, and North Korea.’

Those nations could react to that situation in several ways. They
could decide to increase their number of nuclear-armed ballistic
missiles to ensure confidence in their strike ability; they could pursue
qualitative modernization, such as developing new warheads to deploy
on MIRVed missiles and to carry penetration aids; and if they decided
to develop new warheads, they might be reluctant to commit to a
long-term comprehensive nuclear test ban.

Nuclear arms control implications. If nations perceived that they
needed to retain modern nuclear forces to counter deployments of
theater missile defenses, progress could be threatened in a number
of arms control arenas: Nations could feel the need to develop new
warheads and thercfore the need to test them; NNWS couid fight
the NWS goal of extending the NPT indefinitely; implementation of
the START treaty, particularly the transfer of nuclear weapons from
Ukraine to Russia, could be endangered; and the chances for further
reductions in strategic nuclear forces could be reduced. {text
2594+ +}

THE SENATE HEARD TESTIMONY FROM FORMER US
OFFICIALS INVOLVED WITH THE ABM TREATY [see 10 March].

Sidney Graybeal, first US commissioner of the Standing Consultative
Commission, supported the US proposal, calling it "right on track”
[see 3 June 1993). Graybeal said the threat from Third World
ballistic missiles was real and could not be removed through US non-
proliferation or counterproliferation efforts.

Graybeal believed that using "demonstrated capability” to assess the
legality of an ATBM system was valid. Determining a system’s
capability by using computer or simulation projections could not be
verified, so the United States could be at a disadvantage by fielding
compliant systems when it could not know the projected capabilities
of other parties’ systems. The only verifiable means to determine a
system’s capability was by national technical means to observe actual
testing. In any case, no party would deploy an untested ABM system
because "no military commander will accept for operational use a
system whose capabilities have not been demonstrated by actual flight
testing.”

Spurgeon Keeny, former assistant director at ACDA, strongly
opposed the Clinton administration’s proposed changes to the treaty:
"The proposed criterion is so permissive that it would allow the
unlimited deployment of defense systems defined as ‘tactical’ which
actually possess substantial capabilities against strategic systems [see
1 April]. 1 am erSllddCd tha[ a rcmterprctalnon of (hc ABM Trcaty

1\(:(/\1({ SN e veemiocrve dafinitine of actisal? bl At el




A

ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE TREATY Chronology
with Standing Consultative Commitiee

undercut the fundamental objective of the agreement, but would
seriously jeopardize broader long-term US security interests. The
creation of a giant loophole in the ABM Treaty permitting ballistic
missile defenses with potential strategic capabilities would have the
effect of blocking further reductions in strategic nuclear warhead
beyond START II levels and might complicate implementation of this
as yet unratified agreement. This new impediment to further nuclear
reductions would also seriously complicate US efforts to obtain
agreement on the indefinite extension of the NPT."

John Rhinelander, legal adviser to the US SALT I delegation, said
that developing, testing, deploying, and transferring abroad the
THAAD system would violate at least four articles of the ABM
Treaty if the treaty were not amended. Article I prohibited a
nationwide ABM stem and a base for such a system. Article III
allowed an ABM system at a single sitc with no more than 100 fixed,
ground-based launchers. Article V(1) prohibited the development,
testing, and deployment of mobile ground-based, sea-based, air-based,
and space-based ABM components. Article IX prohibited the
transfer of ABM components (o other states and the deployment of
national systems outside nationa! territories. {prepared texts from
ACA}

f SELECT MATERIALS

‘Highly Capable Theater Missile Defenses and the ABM Treaty,” Lisbeth
Gronlund, George Lewis, Theodore Postol, and David Wright, Armns
Control Today, 4.54 i

‘The ABM Treaty and Theater Missile Defense: Proposed Changes and
Potential Implications,” Steven Hildreth, Congressional Research Service,
2.5.94.
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pronhibits tpas. While further deployment of radars intended to qiv
2arly Yvammg of strategic ballistic missile attack is not prohibited 'gmee
gzjesrt‘t:j Ioct::\Vte((ij along the territorial boundaries of each countr;' ang
outward, so that i i
Getonss of et i thea:m?r?gr.do not contribute to an effective ABM
Furtr.mer,.to decrease the pressures of technological change and its
unsettling impact on the strategic balance, both sides agree to prohibit
development, testing, or deployment of sea-based, air-based or
space-based ABM systems and their components, alc;ng with mc;bile
land-based ABM systems. Should future technology bring forth new
ABM systems “based on other physical principles” than those em-
ployed in current systems, it was agreed that limiting such systems
would be discussed, in accordance with the treaty’s provisi
consultation and amendment. provisions for
The.trc_aaty also provides for a U.S.-Soviet Standing Consultative
Cgmrmssuon to promote its objectives and implementation. The com-
mission was established during the first negotiating sessic;n of SALT
ll,‘ by a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 21, 1972
Since then both the United States and the Soviet Union have r:clised a;
number. of questions in the Commission relating to each side’s compli
ance with the SALT | agreements. In each case raised by the Unit‘;;
§tates, the Soviet activity in question has either ceased or additi
information has allayed U.S. concern. tone!
Artigle X1V of the treaty calls for review of the treaty 5 years after its
entry into force, and at 5-year intervals thereafter. The first such
revne'w was conducted by the Standing Consultative Commission at its
special session in the fall of 1977. At this session, the United States
anq thg Soviet Union agreed that the treaty had operated effectivel
gurnng its first 5 years, that it had continued to serve national securi y
interests, and that it did not need to be amended at that time Y

Treaty Between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

Signed at Moscow May 26, 1972

Ratification advised by U.S. Senate August 3, 1972
Ratified by U.S. President September 30, 1972
Proclaimed by U.S. President October 3, 1972
Instruments of ratification exchanged October 3, 1972
Entered into force October 3, 1972

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating consequences
for all mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would be a
substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead to a
decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons,

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems, as
well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive
arms, would contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for further negotia-
tions on limiting strategic arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of

Nuclear Weapons,
Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the

nuclear arms race and to take effective measures toward reductions in strategic arms,
nuclear disarmament, and general and complete disarmament,
Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the strengthening

of trust between States,
Have agreed as follows:

Article 1

1. Each party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems and to adopt
other measures in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of
its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM sys-
tems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article Il of this

Treaty.
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Article i

1. For ihe purpose of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to counter strategic
baliistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory, currently consisting of:

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles constructed and de-
ployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode;

(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed for launching
ABM interceptor missiles; and

(c) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed tor an ABM role, or of
a type tested in an ABM mode.

2. The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this Article include those
which are:

(a) operational;

(b) under construction;

(c) undergoing testing;

(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed.

Article (i
Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and fifty
kilometers and centered on the Party's national capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more
than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor mis-
siles at iaunch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM radar complexes,
the area of each complex being circular and having a diameter ot no mare than three
kilometers; and

(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and fifty
kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than
one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to corre-
sponding ABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signature of the
Treaty in an ABM systemn deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers, and (3) no
more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less than the potential of the
smaller of the above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars.

Article IV

The limitations provided for in Article Iil shall not apply to ABM systems or their com-
ponents used for development or testing, and located within current or additionaily

agreed test ranges. Each Party may have no more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers
at test ranges.

Article V

1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or compo-
1ents which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based,

2, Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy A?‘l\:l Iaur;c;her:o:otro |':1T:1§gi|;;
ing 1 interceptor missile at a time from each launcher,
e aamorare to i i ity, not to develop, test, or deploy
toyed launchers to provide them with such a capacity, '
gﬁﬁ)r:atic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

Article Vi

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM systems and
their components provided by the Treaty, each Party undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM |r;)telr|.<:e:.pt?]r1 irsnsii?:!e;
ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to countgr strategic bal dus.|cnd
their elements in flight trajectory, and not to test them l.n an ABM mq i, Trstic sl
(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early wgrnmg pf strateglc al r|1 o e
attack except at locations along the periphery of its national territory a

outward.

Article VIl

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of ABM sys-
tems or their components may be carried out.

Article VIIl

ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or outsic?e: thebarf;s
specified in this Trealy, as well as ABM systems or their components prthb‘ted hyn lst
T?:acty shall be destroyed or dismantled under agreed procedures within the shortes
possible agreed period of time.

Article IX

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty., each Pgrty unde’\r’:ake? r::; ;or
transfer to other States, and not to deploy outside its national territory, ABM syste
their components limited by this Treaty.

Article X

Each Party undertakes not to assure any internationa! obligations which would con-
flict with this Treaty.

Article XI

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic of-
fensive arms.

Article XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliafmce. f‘,“‘”:, t:ea{mi'&vi('js,in::gsg: it:u:
. i technical means of verificatio
Treaty, each Party shall use national ‘ me \ i
manntyer consistent with generally recognized pnr:‘cutﬁlesng:i cl)r:]t:lrr::z'c::ia; aIlax.e -
i it e
_Each Party undertakes not to interfere wi . ' 'S ¢
cat?on of the orger Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this c’rrt‘:gs mpede
3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures

i i isi is Treaty.
veritication by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this y
=] Qi L% 3
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. or overhau! practices.

Article XiH

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the

Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative Commission, within the frame-
work of which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and
related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party considers neces-
sary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;

{c) consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical
means of verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have a bearing on
the provisions of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantiing of ABM sys-
tems or their components in cases provided for by the provisions of this Treaty;

() consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further increasing the viability
of this Treaty; inciuding proposals for amendments in accordance with the provisions
of this Treaty;

{g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures aimed at limiting stra-
tegic arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend as appropriate,

Regulations for the Standing Consultative Commission governing procedures, composi-
tion and other relevant matters.

Article XIV

1. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed amendments shalt
enter into force in accordance with the procedures governing the entry into force of this
Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five-year intervals thereafter,
the Parties shall together conduct a review of this Treaty.

Article XV

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw
from this Treaty it it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of
this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to
the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notice shall include

a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopard-
ized its supreme interests.

e = - s e e

Articie XVI

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional
procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter into force on the day of the exchange
of instruments of ratification. .

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United

Nations.

DONE at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and Russian
janguages, both texis being equally authentic.

F SOVIET
FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION O
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NIXON L.l. BREZHNEV

President of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
America Committee of the CPSU



Agre_ed Statements, Common Understandings, and
Umlater.al Statements Regarding the Treaty Between
the United States of America and the Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missiles

1. Agreed Statements

The document set forth below was agreed u initi
( pon and initialed by the Heads of t
Delegations on May 26, 1972 (letter designations added): Y he

AGREED STATEMENTS REGARDING THE TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIS
T REPUB
THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS HoS N

(A]

The Parties understand that, in addition to the ABM rad i
. s ars which may be deployed in
accordance with sgbparagraph (a) of Article It of the Treaty, those non-pha:ed)-larray
ABM radars operational on the date of signature of the Treaty within the ABM system
deployment area for defense of the national capital may be retained.

(B]

The Parties understar)d that the potential (the product of mean emitted power in
watts and antenna area in square meters) of the smalter of the two large phased-array

ABM radars referred to in subparagraph (b) of Article 1l i i
of the Treaty is consi
purposes of the Treaty to be three million. Y dered for

[C]

The Parties u.nderstand that the center of the ABM system deployment area cen-
tered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment area con-

taining ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated i
hundred kilometers. P Py no less than thirteen

(D]

in order to insure fulfilment of the obligation not to deploy ABM i
components except as provided in Article Ill of the Treaty.':hey Partiessgs;reene‘st:arﬁnﬂ:::
event ABM systems based on other physical principles and including components capa-
ble of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are cre-
ated in the future, specific limitations on such systems and their components would be

subject to discussion in accordance with Article Xiil and i
‘ agreement i
Article XIV of the Treaty. o et n secordance with

162

e B -

£ D e T S e e e et g S

ot

(8]

The Parties understand that Article V of the Treaty includes obligations not to devel-
op, test or deploy ABM interceptor missiles for the delivery by each ABM interceptor
missile of more than one independently guided warhead.

[F]

The Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a potential (the product
of mean emitted power in watts and antenna area in square meters) exceeding three
million, except as provided for in Articles Ili, IV, and VI of the Treaty, or except for the
purposes of tracking objects in outer space or for use as national technical means of
verification.

(Gl

The Parties understand that Article IX of the Treaty includes the obligation of the US
and the USSR not to provide to other States technical descriptions or blue prints spe-
cially worked out for the construction of ABM systems and their components limited by
the Treaty.

2. Common Understandings

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters was reached during
the negotiations;

A. Location of {CBM Defenses

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 1972:

Articles Il of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one ABM system deployment
area centered on its national capital and one ABM system deployment area containing
ICBM silo launchers. The two sides have registered agreement on the following state-
ment: “The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system deployment area
centered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment area
containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thir-
teen hundred kilometers.” In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its ABM system
deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi
River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area. (See
Agreed Statement [C).)

B. ABM Test Ranges
The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on April 26, 1972:

Article IV of the ABM Treaty provides that “the limitations provided for in Article Il
shall not apply o ABM systems or their components used for development or testing,
and located within current or additionally agreed test ranges.” We believe it would be
useful to assure that there is no misunderstanding as to current ABM test ranges. It is
our understanding that ABM test ranges encompass the area within which ABM compo-
nents are located for test purposes. The current U.S. ABM test ranges are at White
Sands, New Mexico, and af Kwajalein Atoll, and the current Soviet ABM test range is
near Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan. We consider that non-phased array radars of types
used for range safety or instrumentation purposes may be located outside of ABM test



ranges. We interpret the reference in Article IV to ““additionally agreed test ranges” to
- mean that ABM components will not be located at any other test ranges without prior
agreement between our Government that there will be such additional ABM test ranges.

. On May 5, 1972, the Soviet Delegation stated that there was a common understand-
ing on what ABM test ranges were, that the use of the types of non-ABM radars for
range safety or instrumentation was not limited under the Treaty, that the reference in
Article IV to “additionally agreed” test ranges was sufficiently clear, and that national
means permitted identifying current test ranges.

C. Mobile ABM Systems
On January 29, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Article V(1) of the Joint Draft Text of the ABM Treaty includes an undertaking not
to develop. test, or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and their components.
On May 5, 1971, the U.S. side indicated that, in its view, a prohibition on deployment
of mobile ABM systems and components would rule out the deployment of ABM
launchers and radars which were not permanent fixed types. At that time, we asked
for the Soviet view of this interpretation. Does the Soviet side agree with the U.S.
side’s interpretation put forward on May 5, 197172

On April 13, 1972, the Soviet Delegation said there is a general common under-
standing on this matter.

D. Standing Consultative Commission
Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 22, 1972;

The United States proposes that the sides agree that, with regard to initial imple-
mentation of the ABM Treaty's Article XIIi on the Standing Consultative Commission
(SCC) and of the consultation Articles to the Interim Agreement on offensive arms
and the Accidents Agreement,' agreement establishing the SCC will be worked out
early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is completed, the following ar-
rangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any consultation desired by either
side under these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations; when
SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for any desired consultations under
these Articles may be made through diplomatic channels.

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he could agree that the
U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet understanding.

E. Standstill
On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following statement:

In an effort to accommodate the wishes of the U.S. side, the Soviet Delegation is
prepared to proceed on the basis that the two sides will in fact observe the obliga-

tions of both the Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty beginning from the date of
signature of these two documents.

' See Article 7 of Agreement to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Be-

tween the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist R i i
Sent 20 1071 ist Republics, signed

R P

In reply, the U.S. Uelegation made the tollowing staiement on may 20, 19/2:

The U.S. agrees in principle with the Soviet statement made on May 6 concerning
observance of obligations beginning from date of signature but we would like to
make clear our understanding that this means that, pending ratification and accept-
ance, neither side would take any action prohibited by the agreements after they had
entered into force. This understanding would continue to apply in the absence of no-
tification by either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratification or approv-
al.

The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. statement.

3. Unilateral Statements

The following noteworthy unilateral statements were made during the negotiations by

the United States Delegation:

A. Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement:

The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. Government attaches
to achieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, fol-
lowing agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain meas-
ures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. The U.S. Delegation
believes that an objective of the follow-on negotiations should be to constrain and
reduce on a long-term basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic re-
taliatory forces. The USSR Delegation has also indicated that the objectives of SALT
would remain unfulfilled without the achievement of an agreement providing for more
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the initial
agresments would be steps toward the achievement of more complete limitations on
strategic arms. If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms
limitations were not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeop-
ardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty. The U.S. does not wish to see such a situation occur, nor do we believe that
the USSR does. It is because we wish to prevent such a situation that we emphasize
the importance the U.S. Government attaches to achievement of more complete limi-
tations on strategic offensive arms. The U.S. Executive will inform the Congress, in
connection with Congressional consideration of the ABM Treaty and the Interim
Agreement, of this statement of the U.S. position.

B. Tested in ABM Mode
On April 7, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Article Il of the Joint Text Draft uses the term ““tested in an ABM mode,” in defin-
ing ABM components, and Article Vi includes certain obligations concerning such
testing. We believe that the sides should have a common understanding of this
phrase. First, we would note that the testing provisions of the ABM Treaty are intend-
ed to apply to testing which occurs after the date of signature of the Treaty, and not
to any testing which may have occurred in the past. Next, we would amplify the re-
marks we have made on this subject during the previous Helsinki phase by setting
forth the objectives which govern the U.S. view on the subject, namely, while prohib-
iting testing of non-ABM components for ABM purposes; not to prevent testing of
ABM components, and not to prevent testing of non-ABM components for non-ABM



purposes. To clarify our interpretation of “tested in an ABM mode,” we note that we

" would éonsider a launcher, missile or radar to be “tested in an ABM mode” if, for
example, any of the following events occur: (1) a launcher is used to launch an ABM
interceptor missile, (2) an interceptor missile is flight tested against a target vehicle
which has a flight trajectory with characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile flight
trajectory, or is flight tested in conjunction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile
or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is flight tested to an altitude inconsistent
with interception of targets against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a radar
makes measurements on a cooperative target vehicle of the kind referred to in item
(2) above during the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes measurements in con-
junction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same
test range. Radars used for purposes such as range safety or instrumentation would
be exempt from application of these criteria.

C. No-Transter Article of ABM Treaty
On Aprit 18, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

In regard to this Article [IX], | have a brief and | believe self-explanatory statement
to make. The U.S. side wishes to make clear that the provisions of this Article do not
set a precedent for whatever provision may be considered for a Treaty on Limiting
Strategic Offensive Arms. The question of transfer of strategic offensive arms is a far
more complex issue, which may require a different solution.

D. No Increase in Defense of Early Warning Radars

On July 28, 1970, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:

Since Hen House radars [Soviet ballistic missile early warning radars] can detect
and track ballistic missite warheads at great distances, they have a significant ABM
potential. Accordingly, the U.S. would regard any increase in the defenses of such
radars by surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent with an agreement.

nterim Agreement Between the United States
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on Certain Measures Wjth Re-
spect to the Limitation of Strategjc Offen-
sive Arms

As its title sudgests, the “Interim Agreement Between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repuglics on Certain Meas-
ures With Respect td\the Limitation of Offensive Arms” was limited in
duration and scope. ih\was intended to remain in force for 5 years.
(See preceding section op SALT.) Both cadntries undertook to contin-
ue negotiations for a more\comprehensivé agreement as soon as pos-
sible, and the scope and tekmns of any fliew agreement were not to be
prejudiced by the provisions of the 1972 accord.

Thus the Interim Agreement was get essentially as a holding action,
designed to complement the ABM/Treaty by limiting competition in of-
fensive strategic arms and to pro¥ide time for further negotiations. The
agreement essentially freezes #t existing leveis the number of strate-
gic ballistic missile launchers/ operatignal or under construction, on
each side, and permits aryincrease IR SLBM launchers up to an
agreed level for each party’ only with the Wismantling or destruction of
a corresponding number gf older ICBM or\G{BM launchers.

In view of the many Asymmetries in the Xyo countries’ forces, im-
posing equivalent limitations required rather cqmplex and precise pro-
visions. At the date ¢f signing, the United Statés had 1,054 operation-
al land-based ICBMs, and none under construgtian; the Soviet Union
had an estimated/ 1,618 operational and undet coRstruction. Launch-
ers under consifuction could be completed. Neithen side would start
construction of additional fixed land-based ICBM launghers during the
period of the/agreement—this, in effect, also bays relos ation of exist-
ing launchefs. Launchers for light or older ICBMs kannot\oe converted
into launghers for modern heavy ICBMs. This prexgnts the U.S.S.R.
from repfacing older missiles with missiles such as the SS-, which in
1972 was the largest and most powerful missile in the Sovie\ invento-
ry and a source of particular concern to the United States.
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Article ill

The Parties undertake to develop their relations with each other and with other coGn-
tries in a way consistent with the purposes of this Agreement.

Article IV

I at\any time relations between the Parties or between either Party apd other coun-
tries appRar to involve the risk of a nuclear conflict, or if relations betwgén countries not
parties to Yis Agreement appear to involve the risk of nuclear war bétween the United
States of AMerica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or jfetween either Party
and other codptries, the United States and the Soviet Union, acling in accordance with
the provisions gf this Agreement, shall immediately enter into yfgent consultations with
each other and Nnake every effort to avert this risk.

Article V

Each Party shall bg free to inform the Security Council of the United Nations, the
Secretary General of the United Nations and the Goyérnments of allied or other coun-
tries of the progress and\outcome of consultations inftiated in accordance with Article IV

of this Agreement.

Article

Nothing in this Agreement sha)l affect or ippair:

(a) the inherent right of indivitisal or gbllective self-defense as envisaged by Article

51 of the Charter of the United Nationg,*
(b) the provisions of the Charter’gt the United Nations, including tnose relating to

the maintenance or restoration of intelgational peace and security, and
(c) the obligations undertaken Py either Party towards its allies or other countries

in treaties, agreements, and othef appropriate documents.

Article VII

This Agreement shall be of/unlimited duration.

Article Vill
This Agreement shall/enter into force upon signature.

DONE at Washingjon on June 22, 1973, in two copies, eac in the English and Rus-
sian languages, botlf texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITAD STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SQVIET
AMERICA: SOCIALIST REPUBLICS?
RICHARDNIXON L.l. BREZHNEV

Presidéntt of the United States of General Secretary of the Central
Ameriga Committee, CPSU

* TS 993; 59 Stat 1044,

Protocol to the Treaty Between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems

At the 1974 Summit meeting, the United States and the Soviet
Union signed a protocol that further restrained deployment of strategic
defensive armaments. The 1972 ABM Treaty had permitted each side
two ABM deployment areas, one to defend its national capital and an-
other to defend an ICBM field. The 1974 ABM Protocol limits each
side to one site only.

The Soviet Union had chosen to maintain its ABM defense of
Moscow, and the United States chose to maintain defense of its ICBM
emplacements near Grand Forks, North Dakota. To allow some flexi-
bility, the protocol allows each side to reverse its original choice of an
ABM site. That is, the United States may dismantle or destroy its ABM
system at Grand Forks and deploy an ABM defense of Washington.
The Soviet Union, similarly, can decide to shift to an ABM defense of
a missile field rather than of Moscow. Each side can make such a
change only once. Advance notice must be given, and this may be
done only during a year in which a review of the ABM Treaty is sched-
uled. The treaty prescribes reviews every 5 years; the first year for
such a review began October 3, 1977.

Upon entry into force, the protocol became an integral part of the
1.972 ABM Treaty, of which the verification and other provisions con-
tinue to apply. Thus the deployments permitted are governed by the
treaty limitations on numbers and characteristics of interceptor mis-
siles, launchers, and supporting radars. The system the United States
ghose to deploy (Grand Forks) has actually been on an inactive status
since 1976.
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Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

Signed at Moscow July 3, 1974

Ratification advised by U.S. Senate November 10, 1975
Ratified by U.S. President March 19, 1976

Instruments of ratification exchanged May 24, 1976
Proclaimed by U.S. President July 6, 1976

Entered into force May 24, 1976

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the Basic Principles of Relations between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics signed on May 29, 1972,

Desiring to further the objectives of the Treaty between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems signed on May 26, 1972, hereinafter referred to as the Treaty,

Reaffirming their conviction that the adoption of further measures for the limitation of
strategic arms would contribute to strengthening international peace and security,

Proceeding from the premise that further limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems will
create more favorable conditions for the completion of work on a permanent agreement
on more complete measures for the limitation of strategic offensive arms,

Have agreed as follows:

Article |

1. Each Party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two provid-
ed in Article Il of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems or
their components and accordingly shall not exercise its right to deploy an ABM system
or its components in the second of the two ABM system deployment areas permitted by
Article il of the Treaty, except as an exchange of one permitted area for the other in
accordance with Article It of this Protocol.

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article Il of this Protocol: the United States of
America shall not deploy an ABM system or its components in the area centered on its
capital, as permitted by Article Ill(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union shall not deploy
an ABM system or its components in the deployment area of intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM) silo launchers as permitted by Article lil(b) of the Treaty.

Article Il

1. Each Party shall have the right to dismantle or destroy its ABM system and the
components thereof in the area where they are presently deployed and to deploy an
ABM system or its components in the alternative area permitted by Article Il of the
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Treaty, provided that prior to initiation of construction, notification is given in accord with
the procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission, during the year be-
ginning October 3, 1977 and ending October 2, 1978, or during any year which com-
mences at five year intervals thereafter, those being the years of periodic review of the
Treaty, as provided in Article XIV of the Treaty. This right may be exercised only once.

2. Accordingly, in the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deployment area of
ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area cen-
tered on its capital, as permitted by Article Hi(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union
would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the
area centered on its capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area
containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article Ili(b) of the Treaty.

3. Dismantling or destruction and deployment of ABM systems or their components
and the notification thereof shail be carried out in accordance with Articie Viil of the
ABM Treaty and procedures agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission.

Article U1l

The rights and obligations established by the Treaty remain in force and shall be
complied with by the Parties except to the extent modified by this Protocol. In particular,
the deployment of an ABM system or its components within the area selected shall
remain limited by the levels and other requirements established by the Treaty.

Article IV

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional pro-
cedures of each Party. It shall enter into force on the day of the exchange of instru-
ments of ratification and shall thereafter be considered an integral part of the Treaty.

DONE at Moscow on July 3, 1974, in duplicate, in the English and Russian lan-
guages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America:
RICHARD NIXON

President of the United States of America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:
L.I. BREZHNEV

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU
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I1iese wers intenaea 10 clanty specific provisions of the agreements

-or parts of the negotiating record. The three groups of items are re/

procuced here with the texts of the agreements.

Treaty Between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems

In the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems the
United States and the Soviet Union agree that each may have only
two ABM deployment areas,! so restricted and so located that they
cannot provide a nationwide ABM defense or become the basis for
developing one. Each country thus leaves unchallenged the penetra-
tion capability of the other’s retaliatory missile forces.

The treaty permits each side to have one limited ABM system to
protect its capital and another to protect an ICBM launch area. The
two sites defended must be at least 1,300 kilometers apart, to prevent
the creation of any effective regional defense zone or the beginnings
of a nationwide system.

Precise quantitative and qualitative limits are imposed on the ABM
systems that may be deployed. At each site there may be no more
than 100 interceptor missiles and 100 launchers. Agreement on the
number and characteristics of radars to be permitted had required ex-
tensive and complex technical negotiations, and the provisions gov-
erning these important components of ABM systems are spelled out
in very specific detail in the treaty and further clarified in the “Agreed
Statements’ accompanying it.

Both parties agreed to limit qualitative improvement of their ABM
technology, e.g., not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers capa-
ble of launching more than one interceptor missile at a time or modify
existing launchers to give them this capability, and systems for rapid
reload of launchers are similarly barred. These provisions, the Agreed
Statements clarify, also ban interceptor missiles with more than one
independently guided warhead.

There had been some concern over the possibility that surface-to-
air missiles (SAMs) intended for defense against aircraft might be im-
proved, along with their supporting radars, to the point where they
could effectively be used against ICBMs and SLBMs, and the treaty

1 Subsequently reduced to one area (see section on ABM Protocol).

155



Document Separator




/M @COQJ v, (;ﬂ::odo/d
(193} 66 -5 5P

AMENDMENT NUMBERED 9

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment, inserct:

Sec. 114. The Secretary of Defense shall not allocate a rescission to any
military installation that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment in
1995 under section 2903(c) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (subtitle A of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 USC 2687 note) in an
amount in excess of the proportionate share for each installation for the current

fiscal year of the funds rescinded from "Environmental Restoration, Defense" by
this Act.

Sec. 115. Funds in the amount of $76,900,000 received during fiscal years
1994 and 1995 by the Department of the Air Force pursuant to the "Memorandum
of Agreement berween the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the
United States Air Force on Titan IV/Centaur Launch Support for the Cassini
Mission, " signed September 8, 1994, and September 23, 1994, and Attachments A,
B, and C 10 that Memorandum, shall be merged with appropriations available for

research, development, test and evaluation and procurement for fiscal years 1994
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HARRISBURG

THE GOVERNOR

June 5, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

As I am sure you are aware, the Department of Defense has recommended that Fort
Indiantown Gap in Pennsylvania be closed and that an enclave be preserved for reserve
component training.

Fort Indiantown Gap is unique among military bases in that the land supporting the base is
owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and leased to the federal government at a minimal
rate in exchange for certain commitments from the federal government. This lease arrangement
has worked effectively for over 50 years, and I am disheartened to think that it could terminate.

However, because your Commission may decide to accept the Department’s
recommendation to end this mutually beneficial partnership, the Commonwealth must begin to
consider its alternatives. As I begin that exercise, I have some initial concerns regarding the
condition and quality of land that has been used heavily for military training for over 50 years.
Artillery training, air bombing and tank firing are just some of the activities that have taken place
at Fort Indiantown Gap over the years, and I believe that any future plans for the Gap must
include careful consideration of the environmental impact of such activities. In fact, my General
Counsel, Paul A. Tufano, recently wrote to Madelyne Creedon to make her aware of the various
legal implications surrounding these important issues.

In view of my concerns, I have asked General James Mac Vay, acting Adjutant General, to
evaluate alternative uses for the property at Fort Indiantown Gap. I have asked him to conduct a
thorough evaluation that includes all possibilities, including the complete cessation of military
training on the land. Following a careful consideration of these options. I shall then, and only
then, decide upon an appropriate use for the land at Fort Indiantown Gap. Because the
Commonwealth’s options in this regard are likely to be far-ranging, it would be a mistake for you
to assume that any facility presently located on the base will remain there following the return of
the land to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.




Again, let me emphasize that the Commonwealth has enjoyed its partnership with the
United States at Fort Indiantown Gap. It is a relationship that has served both the country and
the Commonwealth well, and I have every hope that the present arrangement will be preserved.
However, if a decision is made to end the relationship, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania must
be prepared to consider all options consistent with our rights under the law and the terms of our
lease.

With best regards, [ remain

Yours truly,

=3 2 .
/Fen /j/'——
Thomas J. Ridge
Governor

cc: Honorable Paul A. Tufano
General James Mac Vay
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LAND LEASE
BETWEEN
The COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

and the ,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

1. THIS LEASE, made and entered this /2% day of '-‘_'/V//f ¥

- in the year one thousand nine hundred and & by and
between the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, acting through its Dcpartﬁieﬁi of
General Services on behalf of the Department of Military Affairs, who;c._address
is Harrisburg, Pennsylvania and whose interest is described as that ot_:."owner, for -
.‘itself, its heirs, executors, administratofs, successors and assigns, her¢hé.fter called
the "Commonwealth," and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, hé_reinaftcr called

the "Government."

WITNESSETH:

The parties for the consideration hereinafter mentioned covenant and agree

as follows:

2. The Commonwealth hereby leases’ to the Government the following

described premises, viz:

All those certain portions of Fort Indiantown Gap, situate in East
Hanover Township, Dauphin County, and in Union, Cold Spring and
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East Hanover Townships, Lebanon County, Pennsylvania, comprising
a total of 17,797.22 acres of land, more or less, as delineated on
Exhibit "A" hereto, together with buildings listed on Exhibit "C" hereto,
excluding those portions of Fort Indiantown Gap that the Common-
wealth reserves for its use and which are not subject to this lease,
comprising 1,388.93 acres more or less, as delineated on Exhibit "A"
together with buildings and utilities, listed on Exhibit "B" as State

Owned and Used Buildings.

to be used for construction, operation and maintenance of a military post for
training members of the active and reserve components and forces of the Armed
Forces of the United States, including the Pennsylvania Army and Air National
Guard. |

3. TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises for the term of sixty years
beginning Yl |2, 1985, through “7%49 /[, 2047, subject
to the right of the Government or the Commonwealth to sooner terminate this

lease in accordance with paragraph 7 hereof, and subject to péragfaph 23 hereof;
provided that, the parties agree to meet within 90 days of the tenth anniversary of
the execution of this lease and at 10 year intervals thereafter at which time the -
parties may by mutual consent agree to extend the termination datc;ixércof of a
period of ten (10) additional years to facilitate Government capital _ifnprovcmcnts
on the leased premises, and provided further that this lease shall in no event extend

beyond December 31, 2079.

4. The Government shall pay the Commonwealth rent at the rate of $1 for
the entire term of this lease, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged. The Commonwealth has agreed to lease these premises to the
Government for this rental in consideration of the mutual benefits realized as a
result of the operation of the Fort Indiantown Gap military installation.

5. It is understood and agreed that Lease Number DA-18-020-ENG-1865,
dated 16 September 1964, and all subsequent supplemental agreements thereto,
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~ vease Numbers DACA-31-5-73-63, DACA-31-5-76-41, DACA-31-5-77-8, DACA-31-
. 5-78-145, DACA-31-5-82-108 and supplemental agreements thereto, and DACA-31-
5-85-202 are hereby cancelled effective as of the date of execution of this lease by

the Government.

6. The Government shall have the right, during the existence of this lease,
to attach fixtures and erect structures or signs in or upon the premises hereby
leased, which fixtures and structures, or signs, so placed in, upon or attached to the
said premises shall be and remain the property of the Government and may be
removed or otherwise disposed of by the Government, providéd that, when such
fixtures and structures are removed the Government shall restore the premises on
which they were located to their natural condition. -The Government sﬁall be solely
responsible for the disposal of wastes, toxic or hazardous materials on ihe leased
premises. The Commonwealth does not consent (and has not 'éqnscntcd) to any
- disposal of materials other than as expressly authorized by state and federal lav;' and
disclaims all responsibility for the location, cleanup or maintenance of Awast:c disposal

site on the leased premises at Fort Indiantown Gap.
7. TERMINATION OF LEASE.

a. DEFAULT. The Government or the Commonwealth may termi-
nate this lease at any time during its term upon 90 days written notice to the other
party when the other party is in default of its obligations under the terms and
conditions of this ieése.

b. CONVENIENCE. The Government may terminate this lease at
any time by giving no less than one (1) year’s written notice to the other party, and
no rental shall accrue after the effective date of termination. '

c. END OF IERM Either party may terminate this lease at the end
of its term and any extension thereof by givihg 30 days written notice to the other
party, provided that it is agreed that the Commonwealth’s right to terminate the
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lease at the end of its term may be subject to modification if the Government
R installs certain capital improvements on the demised premises within specified
" periods before the end of the term of the lease.

_ d. RESTORATION OF PREMISES. It is agreed that the Govern-
ment shall be responsible to restore the leased premises to a safe condition to the
upon termination of the lease and shall comply with all applicable laws and
regulations respecting any impact areas, landfills, spill or dump sites, waste disposal
areas, hazardous and toxic wastes, explosive materials, etc.

8. Any notice under the terms of this lease shall be in writing signed by a
duly authorized representative of the party giving such notice, and if given by the
Government shall be addressed to the Commonwealth as follows:

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of General Services Department of Military Affairs
North Office Building . " Bldg. S-0-47

Harrisburg, PA 17120 Fort Indiantown Gap

Annville, PA 17003-5002

and if given by the Commonwealth shall be addressed to the Government as

follows:
The District Engineer
'U.S. Army Engineer District Baltimore
ATTN: CENAB-RE-A
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

9. The Commonwealth reserves the right to use Fort Indiantown Gap for
the training of the Pennsylvania National Guard and other elements of the
Pennsylvania mxhtary forces, the Pennsylvania State Police and other Commonwealth
agencies, provided that the Government reserves the right to establish priorities for
all military training, and it is' understood that non-military use of the demised
premises have a lower priority than military training. '

.
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- 10. The Government shall use the demised premises as a military post for
training members of the active and reserve components and forces of the Armed
Forces of the United States. The Government and the Commonwealth may permit
organizations such as the Boy Scouts, Youth Groups, Youth Camps, FBI, police
units, Civil Air Patrol and National Rifle Association to use the leased premises
without securing the consent of the other party. Except as otherwise provided
herein, neither party shall use the demised premises for nonmilitary purposes
without the consent of the other.

11. - The parties hereby license and permit each other to have the full and
unrestricted right of ingress and‘egress from and across the premises of the other
at Fort Indiantown Gap for their personnel, supplies, material, furnishers of service
and their equipment, vehicles, machinery and other property to be used for

Government or Commonwealth purposes.

12. It is understood and agreed that the Government has from time-to-time
licensed certain buildings subject to this lease and its predecessor leases to the
Commonwealth for National Guard and other purposes. These buildings are re-
ferred to as "federally-bwned, state-used buildings" in Exhibits A and B hereto. It
is understood and agreed that the licenses issued under the predecessor lease shall
survive the execution of this lease and shall remain in full force and effect. It is
understood and agreed that, in the event of mobilization or national emergency as
~ declared by the President or other appropriate national command authorities, it may
be necessary for certain "federally-owned, state-used buildings" to be vacated. The
Post Commander, Fort Indiantown Gap, shall notify the Adjutant General of the
identity of those properties that must be vacated in such contingencies, and the
Adjutant General shall endeavor to vacate such premises as soon as practicable
consistent with the mobilization mission of the units occupying the bui]diﬂgs but no
sooner than the deployment date of the unit; provided, however, that it is under-
stood and agreed that, with respect to buildings which are used for military purposes
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by the National Guard in support of its federally-recognized reserve component
mission, the best use of the buildings in the event of mobilization would be to
continue to perform the same functions. Licensed premises the control of which is
assumed by the Government in the event of mobilization shall be relicensed to the
Commonwealth at the conclusion of the mobilization period. It is understood and
agreed that the use of facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap in the event of national
emergency or mobilization will be determined by the requirements of the situation
and that nothing in this lease will be construed to provide to the contrary.

13. . The Government will permit members of the reserve components
(including the Pennsylvania National Guard) and their dependents to have access
to morale, welfare and recreational facilities on Fort Indiantown Gap in accordance
with applicable Army directives. It is understood and agreed that members of the
Pennsylvania National Guard are required to meet certain physical fitness standards
as part of the Total Force. Toward this end, the parties agree that they will, within
six months of the execution of this lease, enter into a Memorandum of Understand-
ing on uniform access to Post gymnasium and physical fitness facilities.

14. It is understood and agreed that the Government, through the Post
Commander of Fort Indiantown Gap, shall enter into appropriate agreements with
the Commonwealth and its agencies for the management and control of hunting,
fishing, hiking and other recreational activities on the leased premises at Fort

Indiantown Gap. It is understood and agreed that the Commonwealth excepts and
reserves from this lease all timbering rights, oil and gas rights and mineral rights.

Within one year of the execution of this lease, the parties may enter into an
agreement for selective timbering at Fort Indiantown Gap and management of
timber and forest resources, provided that any agreement for the harvesting of live
timber on Commonwealth property, including the leased premfses, shall be subject
to approval by the Department of Environmental Resources. It is agreed that the

parties will, within six months of the execution of this lease, enter into a Memoran-
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dum of Understanding with respect to the disposition of dead fallen timber on Fort
Indiantown Gap by means of wood-cutting permits.

15. The Government shall not assign this lease in any event and shall not
sublet the demised premises or any part thereof, without the express written consent
of the Commonwealth and will not permit the use of the said premises by anyone
other than the Government, its agents and authorized representatives, without such
written approval by the Commonwealth. In case of an approved sublease, the
Government shall remain liable for all covenants and undertakings herein contained,
except for such covenants or undertakings which are expressly released by the
Commonwealth.

16. The Commonwealth warrants that no person or selling agency has been
employed or retained to solicit or secure this lease upon an agreement or under-
standing for a commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee, excepting bona
fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies maintained
by the Commonwealth for the purpose of securing business. For breach or violation
of this warranty, the Government shall have the right to annul this lease without
liability or in its discretion to deduct from the lease price or consideration the full

amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee.

17. No member of or delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall

be admitted to any share or part of this lease or to any benefit that may arise
therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to this lease if made

with a corporation for its general benefit.

18. (a) The Government may, by written notice to the Commonwealth,
terminate the right of the Commonwealth to proceed under this lease if it is found,
after notice and hearing by the Secretary of the Army or his duly authorized repre-

sentative, that gratuities (in the form of entertainment, gifts or otherwise) were
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. offered by the Commonwealth, of any agent or representative of the Common-
_ wealth, to any officer or employee of the Government with a view toward securing
a lease or securing favdrable treatment with respect to the awarding or amending,
or the making of any determinations with respect to the performing, of such lease;
provided, that the existence of facts upon which the Secretary of the Army or his
duly authorized representative makes such findings shall be in issue and may be
reviewed by any competent court. |

(b) In the event the lease is terminated as provided in paragraph (a) hereof,
the Government shall be entitled (i) to pursue the same remedies against the Com-
monwealth as it could pursue in the event of a breach of the lease by the Common-
wealth, and (ii) as a penalty in.addition to any.other damages to which it may be
entitled by law, to exemplary damages in any amount (as determined by the Secre-
tary of the Army or his duly authorized representative) which shall be not less than
three nor more than ten times the costs incurred by the Commonwealth in providing
any such gratuities to any such officer or employee. .

(c) The rights and remedies of the Government provided in this clause shall
not be exclusive and are in addition to any other rights and remedies prowded by -
law or under this jease. -

(d) Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to restrict or ljmit participa-
tion by personnel assigned to the U.S. Army Garrison, Fort Indiantown Gap, other
Army personnel and personhel who are members of the Pennsylvania National
Guard from participating in social functions sponsored by repfesentatives of either
party.

19. The Commonwealth agrees that the Comptrolier General of the United
States or any duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration of three (3)
years after final payment of the agreed rental, have access to and the right to
examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers and records of the Com-

monwealth involving transactions related to this lease.
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20. It is understood and agreed that the Government may, from time-to-
_ time, undertake construction projects on the leased premises and that the Com-
monwealth may, from time-to-time, undertake construction on Commonwealth
property at Fort Indiantown Gap. The parties agree to coordinate all such
construction in advance with each other. The parties agree to éoopcrate with each
other in development and implementation of an installation master plan.

21. DISPUTES. It is agreed that the parties shall endeavor in good faith
to resolve any disputes concerning the interpretation or implementation of this lease
at the lowest possible level. In the event any disputes arise between the Post Com-
mander, Fort Indiantown Gap, and the Adjutant General of Pennsylvania concerning
use of lands at Fort Indiantown Gap which cannot be resolved at the local level or
by the mediation of the Corps of Engineers or First U.S. Army, they will be
submitted to the Secretary of the Army for resolution, providéd, however, that
nothing in this clause shall be construed to abrogate or diminish the right of the
Commonwealth to take appropriate action in the event of violation of the terms and

conditions hereof.

22. It is agreed that the Government, through the U.S. Army Garn'son, Fort
Indiantown Gap, will provide electrical, water, sewer and refuse collection services
to state owned and controlled facilities and federally-owned state-used facilities at
Fort Indiantown Gap and that the Commonwealth or the Pennsylvania National
Guard shall reimburse the Government for such services at such rates as are paid
by the Government. |

23. The Commonwealth has long-range plans for permanent construction of a
Pennsylvania National Guard training facility in that portion of the leased premises
known as Area 14, Fort Indiantown "Gap. Notwithstanding the provisions of Para-
graph 3 (relating to the term of the lcasé) and Paragraph 7 (relating to termination
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of the lease), it is understood and agreed that the term of the lease with respect to
the area known as Area 14 shall terminate when the following conditions are met:

a. Adequate funds are appropriated by the U.S. Government so that
Post and health clinic operations presently conducted in Area 14 can
relocate to suitable facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap.

b. The requirements of the U.S. Army Health Services Command,
which has a mobilization mission to provide a hospital at Fort
Indiantown Gap, are satisfied. These requirements may be met by
leaving sufficient existing buildings intact for this purpose or by
offering any new buildings constructed by the Commonwealth to the
USAHSC for use for this purpose the event of mobilization.

After the foregoing conditions are satisfied and the lease of Area 14 terminated,
the Commonwealth will permit the Government to use all or part of Area 14 until
the Commonwealth needs to take possession and control for construction of the
training facility. It is anticipated that development and construction of the training
facility will take place overa period of years, and that the Government will maintain
use of the those portions of the premises not required for development and
construction of the training facility. It is understood and agreed that, in the event
of inobilization, the Commonwealth shall surrender to the Government full use and
control of all or such part of Area 14, including Commonwealth constructed
National Guard facilities, as the Government shall certify that it needs to respond
to mobilization requirements. The lands ‘and buildings shall revert to Common-
wealth control when the Government no lohger needs them for mobilization
purposes. In the development of its plaris for a Pennsylvania National Guard
training facility in Area 14, the Commonwealth agrees to consult with the Com-
mander, USAG, FIG, the Installation Master Planning Board, the U.S. Army Health
Services Command, and such other Army agencies as may have an interest in Area
14. Such consultation shall include the opportunity fo review plans and provide

comments, review and concurrence on all aspects of the proposed project.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands
and seals as of the date first written above:

ATTEST: COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
y |  Bid T in it

Secretary
Department of General Services

07& 2 L7l Lo Q’;éa—,/

- / The Adjutant General ,/
Department of Military Affalrs

Approved:

&2&( LTzmifz

-ﬁ Governor [’4;5;,

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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Approved as to legality and form:

Chief Counsel, DGS ¢ /zo Chief Coussel, DMA
A7 2 ol
Office of General Counsel Ofﬁdc\?f Attorney General
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HARRISBURG

January 5, 1988

I, Robert P. Casey, hereby authorize David L. Jannetta,

]

Acting Secretary of the Department of General Services, to
execute on my behalf documents of the Department of General

Services listed below:

Deeds Demolition of Buildings
Leases Printing Estimates
Licenses Paper Contracts
Easements Indentures
Rights-of-Way Yearly Bid Contracts
Sales Agreements Legislatively Mandated
Conveyances

Robert P. Ca:£35>2:4L‘LeE;Z
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9 Thc Lessor sha]] unless herem sgecnﬁed to the contrary, maintain the said premises in good
repair and tenantable condltxon during the continuance of this lease, except in case of damage aris-
ing from the act or the negligence of the Government’s agents or employees. For the purpose of so
maintaining the premises, the Lessor reserves the right at reasonable times to enter and inspect the
premiscs and to make any necessary repalrs thereto

10. If the said premlses be destroyed by fire or other casualty this leasc shall immediately ter-
minate. In casc of partial destruction or damage, so as to render the premisecs untcnantzable, either
party may terminate the lease by giving written notice to the other within fifteen days thercafter,
and if so terminated no rent shall accrue to the Lessor aftox such partial dcst1 uction or damage,

11. No Member of or De]egate to Congress or Resxdent Comm1ssloner shall be admitted to any
~ share or part of this lease or to any benefit to arise therefrom. Nothing, however, herein contained

shall be construed to extend to any mco1 porated company, xf the lease b.. for the general benefit of
such corporation or company. -

_ 12, The lessor hereby reserves the right to use the premises
to traln an ‘organization that may be organized to take the place
of the Pennsylvania: National Guard; also, the Pennsylvania lfotor

Police. This traininz subject to- mutual agreement between the
Federal Government and the Gommonwealth of Pennsylvemia.

’l‘he lessor executea this 1eaae 1n accordance with authority

| ‘granted by Act of legislature No. 171, clauae (n), spproved the
21st day of July, A. De 1941. s

- Lest two line P a rEoTaRE
a ﬁrsttlabove wrlttesr‘y Hg:@apag %argeﬂ%repﬁr ﬁé&e p&%@%@%}%ﬁc ﬂe date

In presence of e

4

epartment éf Property ano Suppliee

Gwé-q Seoretary o the. Depertmex;\tL T
.;Property and: Supplies ‘a8 - agent for

' r;Department ol }fihtary Affairs.
UNITED STATns OF Ammc,x, -

Y_Ac't.ing Adjutant ﬁﬂé?i'%i"él or State

- :who sxg'ned sald lease on behalf of the Lessor, was then ~

r__'_-ér .-».j

"‘f saxd corporatlon that said lease ‘was duly slgned for and -
m behalf of sa.ld corporatxon by auth of xts governmg body, and is wnthm the scope of its cor-

- YCORPORATE
SEAL




CA ‘ DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
T CORPS OF ENGINEERS

U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DIVISION, NORTH ATLANTIC
U. S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, BALTIMORE

NO, DA-18-020-ENG-1865
LEASE
BETWEEN
. : COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
oo T - by the IEPARTMENT OF PROPERTY AND SUFPLIES
R as Agent for the DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AFFAIRS

and

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

'Al. This LEASE, msde and entered into this ( (D_H'lday of 2 QQ@: o

in the year one thousand nine hundred and s:.xty-three (1963), vy and between the

—xre
’f R o 2 eds gaZe o2,

Agent for the Department of Mllitary Affalrs s whose address is State Capltol

= Harr sburg, Pennsylvan:x.a, and ‘whoss interest in the property hereinar uer._.- s

=z descri‘oed is. ’c.hat of. Lessor for 1tse1.f and 1ts a551gns, hereinafter called th"'

- Tae o ey, N

e =

= Lessory and T}IE UNIT"D S'l‘ATEq OF AMERICA herelnaft°r ca]_led t.he Lessee..

WITNESSETH' The partles hereto for the con51dera’cions hereinafter :

o l,au.ﬁ ARLemlL T et i - "‘ b

[ i S T e

emeneal Agreements Numbers l t‘zrougn 'J.l thereto

S e b

e i i s e 2 e et & e & ¢ o g S s et 8 e o W 1 ¢ iy s emw
o SELT L e e D .. .

_ COWIONWEALTH Or PENNSYI,V.ANIA by the Department of Proparty ¢ and Sunplies, a8 -




CODE DESCRIPTION
A-1 - One (1) building (HANGAR: '5-9-80).
A-2 - One (1) building (GATE HOUSE: S-17-51) transferred to lessor by
Lessee under S/A No. 1, as amended by S/A No. 2, to Lease
V-7028-QM~33,
A-3 -~ One (1) building (ADMINISTRATION: S-5-116) transferred to Lessor
by Lessee under S/A No. 3 to Lease W-7028-Q1-33,
A-L - One (1) building (OLD CHURCH: $-9-79 (old 1103)) which was
reserved for use by Lessor in Lease W-7-28-QM-33 but leased to
_ Lnssee under S/A No. 8 to Lease W-7028-Q-33, e e
A-S -~ One- (l) bulld_ng (LATRINE: S-11-38) returned io Lessor by lLessee
under S/A No. 10 to Lease W-7028-QM-33. e
A6 - lne (1) building (RANGE HOUSE: S-2L-L3 (old U.U.U.)) returned to

"-u.n\

‘ and "B" herouo, uotallng 620 83 =cr=s, more or less, and Duildlngs and .

Rese*vatlon conv*1<1no th= Iessor-oﬁned lands dnllueau°d on Exhlblus ngR

ut 1t1=s coded as follows on sald EIhlb’t "B"-_

3.

The lessor hereby leases to the Lessee, for construction, operation
and maintenance of a training camp for United States troops, all those cer-
tain portions of the Indiantown Gap Military Reservation, situate in East
Hanover Townships, Dauphin County; and in Union, Cold Spring and East
Hanover Townships, Lebanon County, Pennsylvania, comprising a total net
area of 18,565.32 acres of land, more or less, as delineated on Exhibit "A"

hereto, together with buildings coded as follows on Exhibit "B" hereto:

Ch et e See il e e aNe

Lessor by Lessee under S/A No. 10 to Lease W-7028-QM-~33, -

One (1) building

:A—Y - (QUARTERS' L (old N)) made available for use by
o " Lessee under S/A No. 11 to Lease W-7028-QM-33,
h. ‘The Lessor hereby reserves for' its use exclusive of the total n=t

o,

area of 18, 565. 32 acres ‘those port*ons of the Indlantcwn Gan Milltary

;“.". ll.ll LI v

I

[ SR
-

1AV




CODE DESCRIPTION

<4

B-1 - N%ééieen &9 farily units, each including dwelling and outbuildings
(QUARTERS: 117 12 217 227 237 2L} 267 277 28A% 28B] 29 307 327
337 35,7375 387 L0y D) (old FF, G3, DD, B, 4, OC, E, F, I, J, K, L,
Q, S, U, V, W, BB, AA, respectively)) which were reserved for use
by Lessor in Lease W-7028-Q¥-33, with underlying and surrounding
land (average of 0.50 of an acre for each unit) totaling approxi-
mately 9.50 acres. See Exhibit "C" for details.

(NOTE: Lease ¥-7028-Q¥~33 also reserved Quarters M, N, 0, D2, P,

T and IT for use by Lessor; M, O, II have been rerumbered 5, 3, 1k,
and are excepied from new 1963 lease; N has been remumbered L and
made available for use by Lessee under S/A Ho. 11 to Lease

W-7028-Q4-33 ~ see Codes B-L and B-5 below; D2, P and T have been
demolished,)

B-2 - Sevé%teen éi?q/family unitsb/e ch including dwelling and outbuildings
. (QUARTERS: 6A,” 6B, 7,°8) 10y 13, 15K, 7A5E) d6,) 177 18 19% 204 20B;

3b;7 365 2) with underlying and surrounding land (average of 0.50 of

an acre for each unit) totaling approximately 8.5 acres. See P
Exhibit "C" for details. : R

B-3 - One (1) unnumbered building (THE SCHOOL HOUSE) with underlying land
containing 0.50 acres. See Exhibit "C" for deteils.

B-i - Three (3) family units, each including dwelling and outbuildings
(QUARTERS: 2 (cld AAA - Governor's Home), and 5, 3 (old M, 0))
which were reserved for use by Lessor in Lease W-7028-QM-33,
with underlying and surrounding land comprising approiimately
50.00 acres (Governor's Home Area - adjacent to Areas 8, 9 and 11).

(NOTE: Included within the said 50.00 acre area is one (1) family .
"unit (QUARTERS: L (o0ld N)) which was reserved for use by the Lessor

in said Lease ¥-7028-Q4-33, but which was made available for use by .
" Lessee under S/A No., 11 to lease W-7028-Q-33.) . - ST

' (9
B-5 - One {i} family unit, including dwelling and outbuildings (QUARTERS:
Ciﬂ)(old II)) which was reserved for use by Lessor in Lease W-7028-
Q4-33, with underlying and surrounding land comprising approxdimately
99.60 acres (State Memorial Lake Area - adjacent to Areas 1k and 18).
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CODE * DESCRIFTICHN

B-6 - Two (2) family units, each including dwelling and outbuildings, and
four (L) miscellaneous buildings (QUARTERS: 1 (old BBB), \9 old UU);
MISCELLANEOUS: (Bomgardner Barmy Yorty Barn, Wagon Shed, 2-car Garege)
with underlying and surrounding land comprising approximately 26L.0O
acres (State Memorial Lake Area - adjacent to Areas 1l and 18).

B-7 - Land comprising approxirately 67.30 acres (Lessor's Motor Vehicle
Compound - adjacent to Area 10, between Clement Avenue and Range
Road). No builéings involved. '

B-8 -~ Two (2) buildings (WAREHOUSES: 11-6L (old 1082), 11-65 (old 1083))
which were reserved for use by Lessor in Lease W-7028-QM-33, with
underlying ard surrounding land (average of 0.50 of an acre for
each building) totaling approximately 1.00 acre.

B-9 - Fifty (50) buildings (BATH HOUSE & STORAGE:  S-17-1; BARRACKS:
S$-17-2, S-17-3, S-17-5, S$-17-6, S-17-8, $~17-9, S-17-12, S-17-17,
S-17-18, S-17-20, S-17-21, S-17-23, S-17-2L, S-17-25, S-17-26,
§-17-27, S~17-28, S-17-29, S-17-30, S-17-32; RECREATION HALLS: -
S-17-l, S-17-33; LAVATORIES: S-17-7, S-17-19, S-17-31; MESS HALLS: e
$-17-10, S-17-11, S-17-1li, S-17-15; ADMINISTRATIOMN: S-17-13,
S-17-L6; KITCUEN STORAGE: S-17-16; INFIRMARY: S-17-22; FIRE HOSE
SHEDS: S-17-3L, S-17-35; PAINT SHED: S-17-36; SHEDS: S-17-37, ’
S-17-L0, S-17-L1, S-17-L2, S-17-L3, S-17-LL; GREASE RACK: S-17-38;
GARAGE: S-17-39; OFFICE: S-17-L45; WAREHOUSE: S-17-L7; POST
EXCHANGE: S-17-L8; GUARD BUILDING: S-17-L4%; 7TARPENTER SHOP:

S-17-50) and all utilities transferred to Lessor and approximately
~ 18,00 acres of land Surrendered to Lessor by Lessee under S/A Wo. 1,
as amended by S/A No. 2, to Leass W-7028-QM-33, :

(NOTT: S/As Nos. 1 and 2 actually included a total of $9.00 acres, = - -
approximately 51.00 acres of which are available for use by Lessee
— under new 1963 leass, and included building S-17-51, which is also ..... . .. ..

., available for use by Lessce undor said new 1963 1ease ~ see Code
A-Z above ) P : .

- e s e e o s i o e, ¢ ..
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D

B-10 - On (1) building (ADMINISTRATION:/ S-5-115) transferred to Lessor
and 2.89 acres of land surrendered to Lessor by Lessee under )
S/A No. 3 to Lease W-7028-QM-33,

NOTE: S/A No. 3 also included building S-5-116 and 3.13 acres of
land, which are available for use b, Lesse= under new 1963 Lease -
see Coo= A-3 above)
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CODE IESCRIDTION

B-11 - One (1) buildingi (QUARTERS \;I\(old EEE, former Red Cross Building))
transferred to Lessor by Tmetican Natlonal Red Cross, and 2.15 acres

of land surrendered to Lessor by Lessee under S/A No. L to lease
W-7028-QM-33,

B-12 - Eight (8) buildings (WAREHOUSES: S$-11-59, S-11-63, S-11-69, S-11-75
(replaced Carpenter Shop, old 1091, which was reserved for use by
Lessor in Lease W-7028-Q%-33), S-11-77, S-11-78, S-11-79, S-2L-L7)"
built by Lessor on 1.80 acres of land, consisting of nine (9)

parcels, surrendered to Lessor by Lesses under S/A Yo. S to
Lease ¥-7028-QM-33,

(NOTE: Building T-11-37, transferred to Lessor under S/A No. 5,
was demolished to make way for new construction),

B-13 - Six (6) buildings (SHOPS: 10-102, 10-105; OIL HOUSE: 10-103;
" WAREHOUSE: 10-10L; BOILER HOUSE: 10-106; OFFICE: 10-107) built
by Lessor on L,OL acres of land surrend°red to Lessor by Lessee
under S/A No. 6 to Lease W-7028-QM-33.

B-1L =~ Seventy-one (71) builcings (GUARDHOUSE: S-16-2; BOQ: S-16-6,

) S-16-7, S-16-8, S-16-9, S-16-1lL, S-16-15, S-16-16, S-16-17,
S-16-18, S-16-19; BARRACKS: S-15-20, S$-16-21, $-16-22, S-16-23,
S-16-2l, S-16-30, S-16-31, S-16-32, S-16-33, S-16-3L, S-16-37,
S-16-38, 5-16-39, S-16-L0, S-16-L1, S-16-46, S-16-L7, S-16-L8,
S-16-L9, S-16-50, S-16-55, S$-16-56, S-16-57, S-16-59, S-16-60,
§-16-6l, S-16-65, S-16-66, S-16- 67, S-16-68, S-16-71, S-16-7h,
$-16-75, S-16-76, s-16-77, S-16-78, S$-16-85, S-16-86, S-16-87,
S-16-88, s5-16-89, S-16-91, S-16-92, S-16-93, S-16-95, S-16-113,
S-16-11h, S-16-116, S-16-ll7, S—16-118, S-16-121, S-16-122,
S~16<12h, S-16-125, S-16-127, S$S-16-132, S—lb—133, $-16-13L,
S-16-136, 5—16-137) transferred to Lessor in Yay 19h8 by Var

. Assets Administration. - e .
(NOTE: These buildings were made -available for use by Lessee
under S/A No. 7 to Iease W-7028-QM-33 but are excepted from new
1963 lease, They are located within the land area excepted from
new 1963 lease under Code B-16 below).
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PESCRIPTION

B-16

B-17

Eleven (11) buildings (WAREHOUSE: 11-66 (old 108L); CLOTHING AND
EQUIPMENT: 11-62, 11-67; SHOP: 11-7h; STORAGE: S-11-81, S-11-82,
S-11-83, S-11-8L, S-ll-BS, S-11-85, 8-11—87) returned to Lessor .
by Lessee under S/A No. 10 to Lease ¥-7028-QM-33, with underlying
and surrounding land (averag= of 0.25 of an acre for each buildlng)
totaling approximately 2.75 acres.,

(NOTE: VWarehouse 11-66 (old 108L) was reserved for use by Lessor
in Lease W-7028-QM-33 under designation "Garage No, 8L"; there are
no records to show when and how-Lessee obtained the use of this
building. The status of buildings S-11-36, S-2L-L43 (old U.U.U.),
$+11-59, S-11-63, S<11-69; S-11-77, S—ll-78 5-11-79, also returned
to Lessor under S/A No. 10 to Lease W-7028-Q4-33, is as follows:
S-11-36 and S-2L-L3 (old 0.U.U.), available for use by Lessee o
under new 1962 leass - see Codes A-5 and A-6 above; S-11-59, S-11-63, L
§$-11-69, S-11-77, S-11-78, S-11-79, excepted from new 1963 lease - S
see Code B-12 above. There are no records to show when and how L
Lessee obtained use of buildings $-11-59, S-11-63, S-11-59,
§-11-77, S-11-78, S-11-79 between completion of construction by e
Lessor and execution of said S/A No. 10 by which the buildings L
vere returned to Lessor by Lessee). B

Fifty-nine (59) buildings (STOREHOUSE: S-16-1; INFIRMARY: S-16-3;
ADMINISTRATION: S-16-L, $-16-53, S-16-79, S-16-128; POST EXCHANCE:
$-16-5; LAVATORY: S-146-10, S-16-11, S-16-12, $-16-25, S-16-29;
S-16-L2, S-16-L5, S-16-58, $-16-42, S-16-81, S-16-82, S-16-9L, B
§-16-100, S$-16-108, S-16-115, S-16-123, $-16-135; MESS, OFFICERS: _ [
§-16-13; MESS HALL, EM: S-16-25, S-16~35, S-16-36, S-16-51, R
S-16-61, S-16-63, S-16-72, S-16-73, S-16-90, S$-16-103, S-16-10k, |
S-16-119, S-16-120, S-16-131; STOREHOUSE & CO. ADMIN:
S-16-28, S-16-L3, S-16-Lli, S-16-5L, 5-16-59,
5-16-83, S$-16-97, S-16-111, S-16-112, S-16-125, S-16-130;
RECREATION: S-16-52, S- 16-8h S- 16-129, CLASS ROOM: -16-138 L
-16-139, 5-16-1L0) and 211 utilltles transferred to Lessor under

provision 6 below, with underlying and surronnding land compris:mU '
approximately L6.00 acres,

S-16-27,
S-16-70, S-16-80,

Land comprising approximately 10.30 acres in Area No, 0, adjacent
to Fisher Avenue and ¥Wiley Roagd, fer construction of a building,

e e ——— —— s = e . m——— e



5. The Lessor nereby furiher reserves the rizht ‘o use the Indizniowmn

Gap Military Reservation for the training of the Pennsylvania Natiopal Guard
and any other State military force and the Pennsylvania State Police, subject
to mutual agreement between local representatives of the parties hereto.

6. Tne lessee hereby transfers to the Lessor, and the Lessor hereby
acéepts, custocy of and ovnmership responsibility for the following listed
fifty-nine (59) buildings and all utiliities within a h6.00 acre portion of
Area 16, coded B-16 in provision li hereof and on Exhibit "B" hereto, in lieu
of removal thereof and restoration of the premises by the Lessee, which
buildings are excepted from this lease: STOREHOUSE: S-16-1; INFIRMARY:
S-16-3; ADMINISTRATION: S-16=L, S-16-53, S—16-79, -16—128 POST EXCHANGE'
s-1sf§; LAVATORY: S- 16-10 S-16-11, 5-16- 12, S-16-°6 S-16 99, -16 h2
s-1sfﬂé, S-16-58, 5-16-62, S-16-81, S-16-82, S-16-5l, $-16-100, S-16-108,
§-16-175, $-167123, S-16-135; MESS, OFFICERS: S-16-13; MESS HALL, EM: |
s-16% 25 $-16-35, S-16236, S-16-31, S-16-61, s- 16-63, S-16- 72, §° 16-73, -
5-16-50, s-16-1o3, s-1810k, s-16-119, s -16-120 s-lé:i31 STOREHOUSE E &
CO. ADMIN: S-16<27, S —16—28 s 16 L3, 5-16 hL s-1é- sh s-16 59 s-16 70

v
$-16-£0, 5-16-83, -16—97, -16-111 §-16-112, S-16-126 s-16-13o~ _
RECREATION: S-15052, S-1678l, S-162129; CLASS ROOM: -16-138
s-16:i%9, $-16-1L0.

7. TO HAVE AND TO HOLD THE said premises with their appuretnances
for the term beginning 1 July 1963 through 30 June 196k, provided that,
unless and until the Lessee or the Lessor snall give notice of termination

) 1n acﬂordanc= w1th Drov151on 13 hereof this leas= sﬁal_ remzin in force

therea?ter ;ron ye ar to ye:z°w1uhout further notlce, and D”OVldﬂd furthe* e -ﬂ:'?flzz'

that thi 1=ase shall in.no event extend beyond 30 June 1989.

Y SR .

~)
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£, The Lesgsee ghzall vz o ithe Lessor rent &b

¢t

r." v s - e -
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ne
One Tollar ($1.00) for the entire term of this lease, the receipt and
sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged. .

9. The Lessee shall not assign this lease in any event, and shall not
sublet the demised premises or any part thereof, without the previous written
approval of the Lessor and will not permit the use of said premises by anyons
other than the Lessee, its agents and servants, without such written approval,
In case of such approved sublease, the Lessee’shall remain iiable for all
covenants and undertakings herein contained, except for such covenants or

undertakings which are expressly released by the Lessor,

10. The Lessor hereby remises, relesases and forever discharges the §,34T

Lessee, its officers, agents and employees of and from any and all manner of
actions, liability and clainms, whieh the Lessor may now have or shall here-

after have against the Lessece, its officers, agents and employees, for

(1) restoration of Lessor-ovmed buildings and utilitles used by the Lesseom“

and heretofore surrendered to the Lossor, (2) removal of bulldlnos and

utilities constructed by the Lessee and heretofore or hereby transferred to

the Lnsso;, a“d resuoraulon of uncerlying and adJacent land areas, and
(?) restoratlon of land areas, heretofore and hereby surrendered to the
Lessor, or by reason of amny matter, cause or thing whausoever particularly

arising out of the use and occupancy of said Lessor-owned buildings and

utilities; the construction of buildings and utilities heretofore and
hereby transferred to the lessor; and the use of lands heretofore and

hereby surrendered to the Lessor.

o ot s miei e seapma . memear mm e m Lm a wsesemem - m e U, e e e e




11. If the lLessor deciTes ihat the Lesse2 suprly viilitlec and olner
services for the use of the lessor, then the Lessor shall enter into contracts
with the contracting officer of the Army having authority to execute contracts
for the sale of said services, including but not limited to electric energy,
water and sewage services, said contracts to be prepared in accordance with
the vrovisions of applicable Army Regulations and to be subject to review by
the Cormanding General, Second U. S. Army, and the Department of the Army
Power Procurement Officer. The coniracts shall provide that the Lessor shall
pay the eosts, as determined by said contracting officer, of producisg and/or
supplying such services, such costs to include the Lessor's preportionate>
share of the cost of operation and maintenanee of the Lessee-owned facilities
by which such utilities or services are produced or supplied, including the
cost of installation of suitable metering devices and cornections for measur-
ing electric energy consumed, plus a percentage of the estimated cost of line

losses, transformer 1osses, and street llchtln , such percentage to be based’
'o; the relatlve consumptlon by the Lessor and the Lessee, and the cost of

: water and sewvage services to be based on the relative strength of personnel
°ngaoed 1n act1v1t1es, or occupying buildings, of the Lessor and the Lessee.
The Lessee shall be under no obisgatlon to furnish utll*ules or services.
Payment shill be made in the manner prescribed by the said contracting officer

upon bills rendered monthiy. The determinetion of the rates and charges magde

hereunder shall be subject to study and review by_ﬁhe Lessor as 1o reasonzble-

ness,. ﬁithin.sixty (60) days after the rendefing of such bilis the Lessee
.wzll furn_sh, on demand, detailed and itemized data suosvantlatlng sufh ra
_and charges. Within ninety'(90) days afier the ;eﬁdering of such bills, tbe
lessor may appeal such rates and charges to ths Sec*ezary of the Armmy or his

designated representativae.
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2 Lessee € fehy, furing Ane exnicience of this lease,

12,
to make alterations, attach fixtures, and erect additionms, siructures, or
signs, in or upon the premises hereby leased (provided such alterations,
additions, structures, or signs shall not be detrimental to or inconsistent
with the rights granted to other tenants on the property or in the building
in which said premises are located); which fixtures, additions, or structures

so placed in or upon or attiached to the said premises shall be and remain the

A St w3 -

prorerty of the Lessee and may be removed therefrom by the Lessee prior to

the termination of this lease, and the lessee, if required by the lLessor,
shall, before the expirétion of this lease or renewal thereof, restore the
premises to the same condition as that existing at the time of entering upon
the same under preceding Lease No. W-7028-QM-33, reasonable and ordinary wear
and tear andidamages by the elements or by circumstances over which the

Lessee has no control, excepted: Provided, however, that the Lessor shall be

consulted prior to commencement of any work contemplated under this condition, -

ané; Pfﬁ;{dédhfﬁrfher, that if the Lessor fedﬁires reStoration, the Lessor

.. shall give written notice thereof to the Lessee ninety (90) days before the

termination of the lease., This provision is also applicable to structures
o e mnn P W .o . - - P . e . . . .

>

~and facilities heretofore ccastructed on the demised premises by the Lessee,

except those heresofore and hereby iransferred to the Lessor in lieu of

restoration,

o~ 13, If the said premises be destroyed by fire or other casualty this

.
-

lease shall immediately terminate. 1In case of partizl destruction or

10
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the lease by riving wriitten noiice to ithe other within fifteen (15) days
thereafter.

1L, Mo Member of or Pelegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall
be admitted to any share or part of this lease or to any benefit to arise
therefrom. Nothing, however, herein contained shall be construed to extend
to any incorporated company, if the lease be feor the general benefit of

such corporation or company.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereunto have subscribed their

names as of the date first above writien.

\\

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN COMMdNHEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
T'IE PRESENCE OF: Department of Property & Supplies, R
Acting for and as Agant of the = 7 e
S . "~ Department of Military Affairs .. T
2;]’ ) L . ) ) .
¢’ :
o g o . },‘744 'z"'u//,w&g:?/ /{M Y'é‘//&" -~
APPROVED: THE, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA- L

By C\chclp 625- r2___

DPepariment of Militecy/AIfairs

. - 00s:zFH \r FEHEZR
e utan er Curer. me - = serq Diision
By the Adjutant General of
Permsylvania U. S. Army Cagicess Dusist, Saltimors

e e mmee ceme,s eteas —m s mee o g s
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APFROVIDT A3 TO TR0 40D

MANNER CF EXECUTIOR:

Attorney—Generel

APPROVED:

\
Nllm . (\mw

Governor QAMQ ff\p

This lease has been executed by the lessor
in accordance with authority granted by A<t

ofelegtstatprs=ior— ——5—tE==ese ,
& =3 et ———
M . : . L B .-
LToin mgoafae ) 7 P htrminel Teclice

(@ s pfe 1009, 2L LT S L 5,097,
/?/\ /77, M,_[{K-fftgfv,,uﬁ-.:k.c.{/ /At Z4e
LT / Thateds 28,9677 PL (L
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UHITED STATES OF AVERICA
rOR THE USE Or CERTAIN LAND 4D EUILDINGS ON THE
TEDIANTOWN GAP MILITARY RESERVATION

Ixisting Boundzry line of Indiantown Gap 1ilil:

ry Feservation,
approxirately 19,136.15 acres, Lessor-owned.

Origiral touniary line of Indientown Czp Military Reservatiocn =s of
1 October 1941, apjro ..nauoly 14,€38.00 ecres, Lesscr-ovwned

Lznd excepled Trom new 1963 lezse, arpproximately €20.S3 acres. See
Exhitit "B" for additiensl details.

Totzl lznd lezcsed to Cdvernwnnt unier new.1963 Lecse (including
soproximztely 14.70 acres made availzstle for yse by the Government
unier S/A No. 9 to Lezse W-7028-(3-23 for establiskment of a L
treiler court) - 19,186.15 minue 620.83 = 18,565.322 =zcres, more..
or less. - : i .

o

Existing béuniary lire of Indiantown Cep Military-Re ccervetion Pzilhead,
Lickdale, Pernnsylvania, approximately 64. 298 acres,

Gaverrwen»—own~d.
NOT INCLUDED IN LEASE.

Lznd licensed to the Depariment of the Army by the Tennsylvania Came
Commission for artillery firing, bOglnnlng 1 Juiz 1955 for an
indefinite term, approximately 264.00° acres’ wvithin the Com91231on ]
Parcel Mo. 211. "NOT INCLUDZD IN LTASE.™

4
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3 feet 3 : T Nood cot Touthinuel znd T35 faet

Southwest,

Buildirgs on this tract of land consist o £ the following:
QUARTEIRS-11 2-1/2 Story Trame D¢1ling, 1-Car Garage &nd Barn.

A tract of lznd extencing 53 feet VWest {rom dwelling to Sterrnterg Road,
L3 feel Yorthezst, 25 feet Southezst end 14 feet Southuwest to Boundary
Rozd.

Buildings on this irazct of land consist of the {ollowing:

GUARTERS-12  2- 1/2 Story Freme Dwelling end 1-Car Carage.
¥ Southvest frem éwelling, 21 feet

A tract of land extencing 42 feet Sou
and 23 feet Southeast to Boundary Road.

o
Horthwest, 325 feet MNortheast and 2
, )

Buildings on thise trazct of l2nd consist of the following:
E s

QUARTERS- 1? 2-1/2 Story Freme Dwelling and 1-Car Garage.

A tract of land exlerding 150 feet Southwest from dwelling, 300 feet
Forthwest, 300 feet llorthezst and 30 feet Southeast to Fenna. Route 443.

cuildirgs on this tract of land consist of the folloulng.

QUARTERS-15 2-1/2 Story Sione Double Duelllng,
Aand B .. 2- Car Garage and Earn. .

A trazct of land =xten

ding OO feet Vest from dwelling, 300 feet North,
200 feet Exst apd 150 feet

Scuth to Rznge Roa2d.

Buildings on this irazct of lend consist of the following:

QUARTERS-16 2-1/2 Story Freme Dwelling; Wood Shed,
Chicken House, Stable, Schocl House,
2-Cer CGarage and B&*ﬂ. '
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Euildings on this iract of lard consist of the fellowing:
ory Frame D-welling, Work Shop

QUARTERS—l? 2-1/2 St
whe ouse, Horticulutrel Green House and Bzrn.-

A tract of land exiernding 30 Teet Forthwest from duelling, 150 feet
.

4
worthezst, 12 feet Southeast and 50 [eet Southwest.
fuildirgs on this irzct of lend consist of the felloving:

QUARTERS-18 2-1/2 - Story Freme Dwellirg, Stone Summer
riouse a2nd 2-Car CGarage.

s ‘ . - <L
A tract of land exiending 150 feet Southwest {rom dwelling, 50 feet

o2

Korthvest, 25 feet Northezst to Asher Miner Roed and 75 feet Southeast.

’,

Suildings on this tract of lend consist of the following:

QU&RTLxS 19 1-1/2 Story Frenme Dwelling and
1-Cer Gerzge.

uthuest from dwelling, 50 feet
¥iner Road and 25 reet Southeast.,

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-20 2-1/2 Story Freame Double Dwelling-
A 2nd B "and 2-Car Carege.

60 feet Southwest from dwelling, 40 feet
st Asher Miner Road and 40 feet Southezst.

QUALRTERS-21 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
. 2 T T




| =
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17.

18.

-19.

A “ract of 1and oxilending L0 feed Snuincesh Trom Zuelling, Lo feet
morthwest, 18 feet Norihzost to Asher Miner Aoad and 32 feet Southemst.
Puildirgs on this tract of lend consist of the following
QUARTERS-22 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
2-Csr Cerage. '
A trect of land extending 35 [eet Soulhwest {rom dwvelling, 32 feet
orthuest, 25 Feet Northezst to Asher lMiner Rsad and 50 1eet Southezst.

land consist of the following:

-

Frame Dwelling and

s
~
"’I\)

1- Stery
2-Car Geregse. .
A trect of land extending 12 {eet Southwest from dwelling, to Asher
Miner Road, 52 feet Yorthwest, 50 feet Northeast znd 48 feet Southeast.
uh? ;OllOUlﬂ :

Buildirgs on thie tract of land consist of

QUEATTRS-24  1-1/2 Story Frame Dwellirg and
2-Caer Garage

A trect of laznd exterdin dwelling, 41 feet
forthwest, 50 feet Northezst

Buildirgs on th1= tract of land COhSlSu of td- following

QUARTERS—ZS 1-1/2 Suory Frame and Log Dwelling

v

% tract of lend exte get ¥West Ifrom cwelli: North, 50

feet Bzst and 50 fee

N

ng 7 ng, 75 feet
th.

ndin
T Sou
Buildirgs on this tract of land .consist of the following:

QUARTERS-26 2-1/2 Siory Frame Dwell
a

ling, Stone Swumer
Hitchen end 1-Car Garage.

g
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Buildings on this irzct of lend consist of the following:
QUARTERS- 27 2-1/2 Story Frazme Dwelling end 1-Car Garage.

A tract of land extending 32 Teet Vest from cuelllng to Utility Rozd,
11 fe=t Forth to Clement Avrrue, 20 Feet Fast end 63 feet South.

Buildings on this lract of land consist of the following:

QUARTZIRS-28 2-1/2 Story Freme Double Dvwelling
A z2nd B
“he,

A tract of lznd extending 20 feet mest.??om Gwerlingy 1L feet Forth
to Clement Avernue, 20 feet E2st and 58 feet South.

4
Buildings on ihis treact of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-29 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling.

A tract of land extending 20 feet “est from dwalllng, 11 feet Korth
to Clement Avenue, 35 feet Zzst and 68 feet South.

BUILDIKCS on this tract of land consst of the followirg:
QUARTERS-30 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling.

ct of land extending 45 Zeet Southwest from dwelling, 51 feet

A ira
rth est to Fisher Avenue, 75 feet Northeast and 35 feet Southeast.

Yo

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the followirg:

QUARTERS-32 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
5-Car Carage.

A tract of land extending 150 feet Southuest {rom dvollln
Northwest, 25 eot Northeast and 50 ;eet Southeast

g, 170 feet
Bullalngs on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-33 2-1/2 Story Freme FVelllng, 2-Car Garage

-5
end EBzrn.




outhwest from cdwelling, 40 feet
feet 3outheszst,

]

nd exieniing 140 fect
feet Kortheest znd 50

iCS on this trzct of land consist of the follouing:

tRTESS-L0 2-1/2 Story Frzze Dvelling, Summer XiucHen
-and 1-Cer lzrzgze. ’ :

L of 1znd extending 250 [eeot Southwest from dwelling, 100 feet
2et, 25 feet Rortheest znd 200 feaet Sovthezst.
gs on this tractwof land consist of the rollowing: //, ? e
JARTE?S L1 2-1/2 bvury Frame Duelling, Summer

kitchen &nd SBarn. )

> of land extending 250 feet Southwest from dvelling, 50 feet
:st, 55 feet Fortheast to Cuzriermzsier Road znd. 50 feet
st

F S

gs on ihis' tract of 1l&nd consist of the folloving:

=

ARTERS-42 1-Story Freame Dwelling
School House.

irng 23 feet Southuvest from building, 10 feet
ner Road 43 feet Northeast and 20 Teet Southeast.

of lznid extendi
st to Asher Min

s on this tract of land consist of the following:

[

\sd

irgle Story Freme Eiilding (Originzlly kmown as the School House})




NIBIT "CH

TO KZW 1953 LEASE
BETWEEN

CO4ONYEALTH OF FE NNSYLVANIA

by the DEPARTMENT OF PROPERTY AND SUPPLIES
as Aoent for the DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AFFAIRS

AND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FOR USE OF CERTAIN LAND AND BUILDINGS ON THE
INDIANTOIN GAP MILITARY. RESERVATION

A tract of land extending 16 feet West from dwelling to Fisher Avenue,
183 fect North to. Engineer Road, 275 {eet Ezst and 300 feet South.
. \ -

‘Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTE"S -6 2-1/2 Story Frame Double Dwelling,
A and B. 2-Car Cerege, and Barn.

A tlact of land extending 36 feet West from dwelling to Penﬁa. Route 343,
60 Teet Northeast, 175 feet Southeast and 150 {feet Southwest.

Bu11d1nus on this tract of land con51st of the followlnv"

QU&RT“RS -7 2- 1/2 Story Brick Dwelllnb, Wash Houce, Fump House,
Work Shop, Chicken House, 2-Cer Garage and Barn.

A trzct of land extending 166 feet West from dwelling to Ferna. Route ?LB,
180 et horth 23 feet East and 21 feet South.

Buﬁldlngs on uhls tract of lend con51ct of the follow1nc~

QUARTERS—S 2—1/2 Story Stone Dvelllng, Pump House, Chlcken House,
" Wagon Shed, Plg—St) dnd Barn.

.A-»ract of land extending 78 feet West fror dwellln g, 9 feet North to
Asher Miner Road, 76 feet East to Intersection of Asher Mirer Road and
" Boundary Road and 39 feet sou»h to Boundary Road.

Bullulngs on thls tract of land con51st of the followlng:

QUA?TERS 10 1—1/2 Suory Log Dwelling.-

LAY
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A tract of land exlending epprox. 50 feei Yorithwest from dwvelling,

8 feet Northeast to Asher Miner Road, 250 feet Southeast and 75 feet
Southwest. : '
Buildings on this tract of land consist 6 £ the following:

QUAhTERS—lI .2-1/2 Story Frame Dvwélling, 1-Car Garage and Barn.

"A tract of land exterding 53 feet Vest from duelling to Sternterg Roed,

L3 feet Northeast, 25 feet Southe

ast and 14 feet Southwest to Boundary
Rozad. )

~

Buildings on this tract of land consist of.ﬁhe following:,
QUARTERS-12 ~ 2-1/2 Story Freme Dwelling and 1-Car Gérage‘

A tract of land extending 42 feet Southwest from duelling;.Zl feet
Northwest, 35 feet Northeast and 23 feet Southeast to Boundary Road.

Buildings on this itract of land consist of “the following:
QUARTERS-13 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and 1-Car Carage.

A tract of land extending 150 feet Southwest from dwelling, 300 feet
Northwest, 300 feet Northeast and 30 feet Southeest to Ferna. Route 4L3.

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

 QUATTERS-15 2-1/2 Story Stone Double Dvelling,
A and-B .- 2-Car Carege and Barn. CT

A tract of land extenﬁing'BOO feet West from dwelliné, BOOFfeet'North,
200 feet E2st and 150 feet South to Range Road.

, Buildingé on this tfact of land'conéist'of the'following:

| QUARTERS-16 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling, Wood Shed,
" . Chicken House, Stable, School House,
2-Car Garage and Barn. .

oy oy g g e e




11.

12.

13.

14.

A tract of lend exiending 24 feel Southcnst [rom dwelling, 150 feeb
lorthuest, 255 feet Northeest and 75 feet Southeest to Clement Avenue.

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS ~17  2- 1/2 Story Frame Dwelling, Work Shop
Smoke House, Horticulutral Green louse and Barn.

A tract of land e>terdlng 30 feet Northwest from duelling, 150 feet
Northeast, 12 feet Southeast and 50 feet Southwest.

.Buildings on this tract of lend consist of the following:

QUA“TERS 18 2-1/2 Story Freme Dwellirg, Stone Summer
House and 3 Car Garage.

A tract of land extending 150 feet Southwest from duelling, 50 feet
Northvest, 25 feet Northeast to Asher Miper Roed and 75 feet Southeast.

Buildings on this trect of land consist of the following: .

QUARTERS-19 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
1-Car Garage.

A tract of lend extending 100 feet Southvest from dwelling, 50 feetl
Northwest, 10 feet Kortheast to Asher Miner Road and 25 Feet Southeast.

" Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-20 2-1/2 Story Freme Double Dwelling-
A and B and 2-Car Carage.

A tract of land extending 60 feet Southwest fromiduelling, 40 feet
Northwest, 25 feet Northeast to Asher Miner Road and 40 feet Southeast.

Bui;ding; on this tract of land consist of the following:

-

QUARTERS-21 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
. 2-Car Carage. .

.y
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A tract of 1and extending 46 feet Southeest from dvwelling, 46 feet
Northwest, 18 feet Northeest to Asher Miner Road end 32 feet Southeast.

Buildings on this iracf of lend consist of the folloving:

. QUARTERS-22 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
_ 2-Car Garage.

A trect of land extending 38 feet Southwest {rom dvwelling, 32 feet
Northwest, 25 Feet Northeast to Asher lMiner Road and 50 feet Southeast.

Buildings on thls tract of land con51st of the followlng

QUARTER -23. 1-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling and
. 2—Car Gareage.

A trect of:land: extendlng 12 feet Southwest from dvelling, to Asher
Miner Road 52 feet Northwest, 50 feet No;uhﬂast and 48 feet Southeast

Buildings on thlc tract of land con51st of the folloulna-

QUARTERS-2/ ° 1-1/2-Story Frame Dwellirg and
’ 2-Car Garage

A tract of land e>t=rd1ng 32 feet Southvest from dwelling, 41 feet

Northwest, 50 feet }ortheast and 29 feot Southeast.

‘Bulldlnos on thiz tract of land consist of the folloulna-

QUA?TERS—ZS 1- 1/2 Suory Frame and Log Dwelling.

A tract of land exiending 75 ; t West from dwellﬂng, 75 feet Noruh 50

feet East and 50 feet South.

‘BUlldlnfe on thls tract of land con31st of the followlno-

QUARTERS- 26 2-1/2 Suory Fram° DW°111nw Sténe Summer
\\\____'gﬂ’,,a Kitchen and 1-Car Garage.

e e
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3.

~ Buildings on this itresct of lend consist of the following:

A trect of land extending 38 feet Vest {rom dvelling, 6 fect Forth to
Clement Avenue, 40 feet Eest and 75 feet South.

Buildings on this tract of lend consist of the following:
QUARTERS-27 2-1/2 Story Frzme Dwelling and 1-Car Carage.

A trect of land extending 32 feet West from dwelling to Utility Road,
11 feet F¥orth to Clement Avenue, 20 Feet East and 63 feet South.

Buildings on this trect of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-28 2-1/2 Story Frame Double Dwelling
A and B

A tract of land extending 20 feet West from dwelling, 11 feet ¥orth
to Clement Averue, 20 feet East and 58 feet South.

Buildinas on this trazct of land consist of the following:
QUARTERS-29  2- 1/2 Story Frame Dwelling.

A trect of land extending 20 feet Vest from duelllng, 11 feet North
to Clemert Avenue, 35 feet East and 68 feet South.

BUILDIKGS on this tract of lend conssi of the following:
: QumeS-?o~~2-1/2 story Frame Dwelling.

A tract of lend extending 45 feet Southwest from dvelling, 51 feet
Northuest to Flshnr Avenue, 75 feet Lortheast and 35 feet Southeast.

- "Buildings on this tract of land consist of the followlng:..”

QUARTERS-32 2-1/2 Story Freme Duelllna and
* 5-Car Garege.

A tract of land extending 150 [eet Southwest from dwelling, 170 feet

Northwest, 25 feet Northeast and £0 feet Southeast

QUARTERS-33 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling, 2-Car Garege
end Barn.

P
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7.

50.

A tract of land exlerdiing 50 fect Southwest from c¢velling, 150 fcet
Northwest, 225 feet Mortheast and 25 feet Southcast to Penna. Lepislative
Route BSOSA

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-34 2-1/2
2-Car

A tract of land extending

Story Frame Dwelling and
Garage.

LS5 feet Soquhwest from dwelling, 150 feet

Northwest, 210 feet Noruheast and 60 feet Southeast to Coulter Road.

Buildings on this tract of land consist of ithe following:

QUARTERS-35- 2- 1/2 Suory Frqme Dwelling, Sumner Kitchen
and Brlck Barn.

L tract of land extending 150 feet Southvest from dwelling, 210 feet

Northwest, 12 feet Northeast to Penna. Legislative Route 38054 ard
L5 feet Southeast

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-36 2-1/2 Story Frame Dvelllng, W2gon Shed,
" 2 Chicken Houses and Barn.

K tract of land extending 300 feet Southwest from dwelling, 150 feet

Northwest, 60 feel Northeast to Quartermaster Road amd 25 feet Southeasf.

Buildings on this tract-of lend consist of ine following:

QUA?TERS—37 2-1/2 Stor3 Frame Dvelling, Summer Kitchen

Soo and Barn

>

A tract of 1and extending 150 feet Vest from dwelling to Quartermasier

Road, 30 Teet Nbrth 260 feet East and 290 feet South.

'Bulldlnos on this tract of land con51st of the folloulnc-

' QUARTERS-~28 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling, Summer House,

2-Chicken Houses, Vork Shop, 1- Car Garaoe
.eand Barn. ..
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A tract of land extending 140 feet Southvest from dwelling, 40 feet
Morthwest, 50 feet Northeast and 50 {eet Southeast '

BUILDIHG% on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTEZS-40 2-1/2 Story Frame Dwelling, Summor Kitchen
-and 1-Car Carage.

A tract of land extending 250 feet Southwest from dwelling, 100 feet
Northwest, 25 feet Northcast and 200 feet Southeast.,

l
~

Bulldlngs on -this tract of land con51st of the followlna ‘// /t?_cz/
QUARTERS-L1  2-1/2 Story Frame Duelling, '

Summer
kltchen ﬁnd Barn

A tract of land extondlnv 250 feet Southkost from dvelllna 50 feet'

Northwest; 55 feet hortheast to Quartermaster Road and 50 feet
Southeast,

Buildings on this tract of land consist of the following:

QUARTERS-42 1-Stlory Frame Dwelling and Former
School House.

A tract of land extendlng 23 feet SOUuhVeSt from bulldlng, 10 feet
Torthwest to Asher Miner Road, 43 feet Northezst and 20 feet Southeast.

Buildings on this tract of land con51qt of the followlrg

Slngle Story Frame Bulldlno (Orlglnal y known as the School House}
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