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1 a The 1993 DUD Base Closure and Realignment Committee 
Recommended Newark AFB, Ohio, for Closure 
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Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) Depot 
I 1 1 Was Recornmended to Be Closed, With Same Workload 
I 

I 
Moving to Other Depot Maintenance Activities Including 

i 
( the Private Sector 
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BACKGROUND 
I 

I 

, m HQ USAF/CV Gave Privatizatiot~ in Place (PIP) Full and 
Fair Opportunity to Compete for This Workload With 30 I Sept 96 C!os-:o 63:: 
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m Law Requires Closure by the End of FY99 
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AIR FORCE P p COST 
ESTIMATE 

onrecurring (FY96/97) $62.2MA 

I AGMC Transition Office Recurrins~ Cost Estiinates 

i 
FY97 FY98 FY99 

I $1 17.3M $1 83.1 M $1 04.0M $1 68.1 M 

I (Quantity of Work As of 1 Dec 94) 

I 

(Quantity of Work As of 1 Mar 95) 

FYOO 

$1 71.2M 

1 
* Does not include Nan-BRAC costs (e.g., Health Benfits, Early Annuity, etc.) 

** Transition Year 
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PIP Range Estimate By Fiscal Year 
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 

COMMImES 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ARMED SERVICES 

SELECT COMMITEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

SPEClAL COMMITTEE ON AGtNG 

Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. . - 
In March 1993, the Air Force recommended closinq FJewark ~ i r  

Force Base i n  Heath, O h i o .  Newark is the home of the ?\erospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a dayot for 
the repair of Air Force and some Navy inertial guidance and 
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also perfonns 
Air Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force 
Measurement Standards Laboratory. 

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Fcrrce 
indicated that "some workload will move to other depc: 
maintenance activities including the private sectorn but 
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place." (Dzfense 
Base Closure and Realignment commission 1993 Report to i ts  
President, page 1-82). 

THE ORIGINAL JUSTIFICATION AND CO.UMISSION REVIll lL Citing 
its excess depot capacity, the Air Pcrce justified its 
recommendation stating only that when applying the ~igh? criteria 
in the depot subcategory, "Newark AFB ranked low in comy.arison to 
the other five depot bases." (1993 Report to the Preiiaent). 
The Air Force further justified closure by stating t h i ~  t h e  
"military value of the base is low because it does not have an 
airfield and it is not a traditional Air Force base iL an) 
respect.' (1993 Report to the President). 

Closure was viewed as "consistent with OSD quidan;? to 
reduce excess depot capacity, economize depot managenerr, and 
increase competition and privatization in Dm." (19:: Repcrt to 
the President). Closure of Newark was estirated t3 red~ce excess 
depot capacity by 1.7 million "direct product actual hours: 
(1993 Report to the Presidert). Further. bacause Newark is 'a 
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . cgera ted  
predominantly by a civilian work forceIt it was considered 
uconducive to conversion to the private sectnr: (1993 Report to 
the President) . 
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The Air Force estimated that the one-time closure cost would 
be $31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would 
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investment would take 
eight years. 

The 1993 Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force 
recommendation to close Newark '#did not deviate substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterian and approved 
the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The 
 omm mission specifically rejected the community's arguments that 
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that 
"contractor facilities presently have the repair capability and 
have been doing it for years." (1993 Report to the President) . 
The Commission also determined that Newark had not been penaliz 
because it did not  have a runway. 

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that the 
cost of closing the base had been underestimated by about $7 
million. GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net 
present value of closing Newark would be only $599,000. 

GAOIS NEW INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATION: GAO has since 
conducted another review of the closure recommendation, a copy of 
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the 
closure and privatization decisions s l .  I 
5- this is the only recommendatlon GAO has ever made to 
overturn a previous base closure decision. - 

The import of this recommendation is captured by GAO's 
statement on page 13 of its report: 

DOD historically has encountered difficulties 
in trying to close military bases.  his 
makes us reluctant - -  absent very compelling 
reasons - -  to recommend that DOD revisit 
prior decisions of :he Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission. However, we believe thzt 
the problems being faced in implementing this 
decision are of such an unusual nature to 
warrant revisiting the planned closure and 
priva~ization of AGMC. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Secretaries of the Air 
Force and Defense reevaluate, as part of the 
ongoing BRAC 1995 process, both DOD's 1993 
recommendation to close Newark AFB/AGMC and 
the Air Force's approach to implementing the 
closure decision through privatization-in- 
place. 
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EXCESS DEPOT CAPACITY: Contrary to the Air Force's original 
justification for the closure, GAO found that privatization will 
not eliminate excess depot capacity because the work performed at 
Newark is unique and the Air Force continues to have a 
requirement for it. 

The Air Force's "Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark AFB," a 
copy of which is attached, does not try to defend its original 
position. Rather, it merely dismisses the contention and states 
that privatization in place "does not affect excess depot 
capacity, however, in divesting itself of the facilities and 
personnel through [privatization in placel at AGMC, the AF will 
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1 .7  million hours." (Air 
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original). 

~t the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of 
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the 
Air Force recognizes that privatization may not work and that it 
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics 
Centers, a plan the Air Force now refers to as "Plan B . l l  

The Air Force may pursue Plan B despite the fact that the 
Air Force knows that nmoving workload to other organic depots 
[is] potentially more costly than [privatization in placel . 
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 2 )  . I, myself, have seen Air Force 
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in 
preparation for the 1993  round of base closures the Air Force 
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the workload to 
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities 
at Newark. 

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan B1s one time cost 
at $287 million with an annual recurring cost of $ 3 2  million. 
This approach certainly would do nothing to reduce excess depot 
capacity, Air Force or otherwise, and would simply ask the 
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for 
something they already own. (See attached "Plan B v  charts). 

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 10C% of the 
workload at Newark is considered to be "coreu Air Force workload, 
which suggests the base has significant military value, the 
primary criteria for evaluating whether to close a base. 
Moreover, DoD guidance provides: "To control risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for 
identification and quantification of specific capabilities that 
need to be resident in organic depots. This ability to marantee 
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents 
the essence of DoD1s depot maintenance mission." A copy of this 
guidance is attached. 
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The Air Force Fact Paper admits that Newark's workload is 
100% core but makes no attempt to address the inconsistency 
presented in recommending that the workload at the only Air Force 
depot that is 100% core should be privatized. 

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO hlso fccnd that the 
closure does not ~ a k e  sense from an ecjnomic standpoint. The one 
time closure costs have doubled in one year from $31 million to 
$62.2 million. This figure does not take into account non-BRAC 
funded costs such as $4.86 million for interim health care 
benefits for separated government employees and other ccsts like 
the potential costs associated with purchasing proprietary data. 
In part because the Air Force has failed to consider these costs, 
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to 
occur. 

On this point, the Air Force admits that the closure costs 
have doubled because ''transition and recurring costs are 
currently unknown. (Air Force Fdct Paper, page i , emphasis 
added) . 

GAO further indicakes that 

- - - -  

than the estimated cnstc nf m n - - e r n r n  

An Air Force S3ace Command message to Air Force &ateriel 
Command, a copy of which is attached, confirms that ~ S C E  
CO-a, just one of Newark's customers, expects to expEiencr a 
$50-60 million annual tunalng shortfall under privatizaticn in -- place. 'me magnitude ot this expected increase is rsvst,ec when 
YOU consider that the value of all the workloed at K?warX is only 
approximately $80-90 million per year. 

The Air Force Fact Paper, ostensibly intended to rebut the 
GAG report, does not even address this central GAC cancar: that 
the cost of the work currently performed at Newark is expec:~? to 
rise by nearly a half a billion dollars ever the zex: five yerrs 

.- 
as a consequence of privatization in place. 

Instead, the Air Force concludes, nctwithstanCing t h ~  input 
cited above from the Space Command. that "there is no', enodgh 
hard data at this time to conclude that closing the ra:e and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AP snculr, go.'' 
(Air Force Fact Paper. page 3, emphasis in oriqir,al> . 
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatlyw 
increase the cost of privatization. The ~ i r  Force will have to 
purchase proprietary rights to technical data in order to 
privatize the work at Newark. The Air Force indicates that the 
rights will be available but admits that "current budgets do not 
include costs associated with buying the data rights." 

In the final analysis, the Air Force does not try to dispute 
GAOfs report, but instead maintains only that privatization in 
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least 
impact on mission support." 

As I expressed to De ut n neutch, the Air 
Force's attitu 8 - c h a n -  seems to be "we8 e 
or1 i 4, nohmatter what? i.e., 
regardless of the increasing cost estim-d GAO1s analysis of 
the situation. 

It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a 
base off of its rolls. In my view, the 0 p e r a t . n  
shouldn't be whether the Air Force closed a base or a depot. 
Rather, it should bp whether the closure in the end is goins to 
save the taxpayer money. The decision in this .case actually 
ccsts the taxpayer more money. - 

The reason why it is so important for the Commission to 
reirisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must 
clxe. In order to meet these legal requirements, the Air Force 
either will have to privatize the workload and potentially incur 
an additional $456 million in costs for the work currently 
perforned at Newark or move the workload to other Air Force 
depots and incur an additional $342 million to replicate the 
facilities at Newark. Neither of thes~ outcomes should be 
allowed to occur. A reversal by the Commission of the 1993 
decision is the only way to avoid them. 

In summary, the Commission should reexamine the closure 
decision because the original ~ i r  Force cost estimates were 
inconclusive and the Air Force's cost estimates have greatly 
increased since 1993, taking away any purported savings or 
advantage from closure. Finally, I point out again that this is 
the only time GAO has felt compelled to recommend revisitins a 
closke decision. t 
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Alan, I b e l i e v e  I am r i g h t  on t h i s  i s s u e .  P lease  review 
t h i s  c l o s e l y  and s e e  i f  you d o n ' t  agree .  

Best regards .  

S incere ly ,  

United S t a t e s  Senator  

Enclosures:  1) Excerpt 1 9 9 3  BRAC Report t o  t h e  P res iden t  

2 )  GAO Report 

3 )  A i r  Force Fact Paper 

4 )  "Plan B w  Charts 

5 )  DoD Guidance on Core Workload 

6 )  Space Command Message 
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development that would otherwise be eligible 
for ieaeral financial 3ssistance to serve the needs 
of c:v~i avlatlon at the recelvlng location), envl- 
ronmental Impact anaivses, movlng, and any 
added costs of  environmental cleanup resulclng 
from hlgher standards or a faster schedule than 
DoD would be obli5ed to meet lf the base did 
nor C!OS~. without any cost wkatsoever to the 
federal government, and furcher provlded that 
the closure/realipmenr rnusc begm by July 1995 
sr,d be completed by Juiy 1395 Chlcago would 
3150 have to fund the cost o i  reiocaclng the Army 
Resenre acavlt);, or ieave i t  In piace I f  these 
conclc:ons 3re not met. :he ynits snould rernaln 
at O'Eiare Internatlonai .Airport. The Commls- 
slon finds thls recommrndanon 1s consscent ivlth 
:he ioice-st:uc:ure plan and llnal cxtena. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

Ccz:c.g-.ry Arr -Force Sratiol; 
Mrssr~n Pnnc:pal ana hosi organrzatlon rs :he 

Dcjznse E: c:ronlcs Suppi? C ~ n r e r  ln a a d ~ t ~ o n  
h e r e  are clvcr 23 Lenanc ccilvrrlcs. 

Cne-Time Casc: X/.4 
Sav~ngs i 994-99: .VIA 

.4nnuai. N/.4 
Payback Y/*i 

SECRET.4RY OF DEFENSE 
RECOhlhtENDrlTION 

None. The Commission added this military 
instailation to the list of insrallations recom- 
mendei. [or closcre or reaiignmenc. 

-, - n e  :ornmuni[y was 7rirnariiy :nteres:ed in - retai?.ir g :he Ceicnse :!cc:ror.!cs Sc?piy 
Cenre: 2ESC? 3s :he nos: cn  G<n:iie AFS. Ic 
arguec ;ee?ing 9ESC at Gentile . I F 5  was more 
ccs: e!fec:ive than reiocatlng ~ 'ne  mission ro 
Caiumcus, Ohio, ss recommended by DoD 

COblicIlSSION FINDINGS 
- 7 - c e  C~rnmlssion found closing the Cciense -. 
r!er:ror.ics 5uzply Czxe: 3 r d  re!oc3c;ng i t  at 
:he Deknse C~ns:ructioii Supply Cencer, a!ong 

wlch most of the othe: Gentlle A1r Force Station 
tenants, rtreamilned operations and cut cost. 
Howeve:, the Defense Swirchlng Network wlll 
remaln as the sole tenant of Gentlle Air Force 
Scarion, wlth the possibility of belng phased out 
w ~ t h l n  :hree io four years The Commission d ~ d  
not ascertain costs associated wlth closure of 
Gentile AFS. The closure would be relatively 
Inexpensive because Genrlle IS a small lnstaila- 
tion. owned by the .Air Force iWrlght Patterson 
AFB), wnich would be vacaiir except for che 
automatic j..*.lrchlng center. 

The Commlss~on flnds the Secretary of Defense 
dei-lared jubstanriai!y from ilnal crlterlon 1. 
Therelore, :he Corr,rnission recommends the 
fol low~ng: close Genclle .Air Force Station, 
Dayton. Ohlo, except for space requlred 10 
operate [he Defense Swlcchlng Network. The 
Commlsslon flnds [his recommendation 1s 
conslscent w ~ t h  the force-structure pian and 
hnai cnrer:a. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark A r  Force Base, Ohio 
Catrgory: Depot 
hlission: .J.trosvacr Guidance rna  

hlcrroiogv C'rnter 
One-cime Cost: 3 31.3 million 
Savinzs: i 5 9 - 9 9 :  S - l  7.  l rn~ilion (cosr) 

.4nnuai: S 3.8 mlilion 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOhIhlENDATION 

Yewark .\F3, Ohlo, :5 recomrne~ded for c l c s i x .  
The .'irros?ace Gulaance 2nd hle:rolo,o); Center 
(.AGhLC) ce?oc -vv~.il be clcsza, some w o r ~ i o a d  
w1i1 move to other de?oe nzlnce,. rnance acc:v:t;es 
including :he ?nvate src:or We aniic:pate [ha: 
most w1i1 be pnvatizea in piace 

SECRET.4RY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFIC.4TION 

Due to sisnificant reduc:lons ir, brce  s tnc tu ie .  
:he .Air Force has an excess depot mainLezance 
cspac::y of at leas: 3.7 x;lllllon 9irerr ?rocucc 
Xc:uai Ecurs iDPr?.H). When all elgrit x c e n a  
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are applied ro the bases in the depot subcat- 
egory, N e w a r ~  AFB ranked low in Comparison 
to the othe: flve depot bases. The long-term 
rnllitary value o i  :he base is low because ic  does 
not nave an alrheld and I[ is not a traditional 
.Air Force base in any respect. Instead. i t  is a 
stand-alone, highiy technical, industrial plant 
that is operated predominantly by a c!vilian work 
force. .h a resuit. ~t is conducive to conversion 
to the private sector. The closure o i  Newark 
XFB wlll reduce the Xlr Force excess depot 
ca?aclty bv 1 ; inllllon DP.AH and 1s consistent 

with OSD ,o1~icance to reduce excess capac~tv. 
ezJr,omlze de?ot rnana;ernrnt, ~ n d  increase 
xmpe!:aon 2nd ?rivatization In DoD 

A11 six .Air Force depots were considered for 
closure cqually in a process :hat coniormed to 
m e  3efense Base Ciosure and Reailgnmertt Act 
01 1990 (.Publ!c Law 101-5i0) .  as amended, and 
Offlce o i  the Secretary o i  Defense COSD) guid- 
ance. Each base 'nosung an .Air Force de?ot was 
evaicaced agains~ :he right DoD sziec:ion cnre- 
na  and 3 !aroe number of subelements jpec:fic - c' 
io .A:: rorce Zzses. depots and missions. Esten- 
jive da:a, gathered L O  supPo:; the evaluation of 
tnese bases under each cntenon,  was re\-,ewed 
by ;he Base Ciosure Execuave Grour, {Esecu- 
t:ve Group). The Executive Group 1s a group o i  
seven general officers and 51s Senlor Esecutlve 
S e r l c e  cares: ci.?lians appointed by :he Secre- 
:a? of :he .4ir Force (SEC-IF) SEC-4F z a d e  rhe 
decision :o c!ose Yewark .iFB with the advlce 
3 i  :ne .-\I: Force Chiel o i  Staff anti :n consulta- 
::OR with :he Esecutlve Group 

7- ' ne community argued the facliltles at Newark 

AFi3 xere  L x c u e .  and re~l lcs t lon  ~i :he work- 
7 .  -, .oac ?15e1v~..?e:< :vzs not cosi-e?fec:ive. I ne com- 

rnunirs beiie1..ez ihe fac:il:y :vas (he sinsic center 
-cr re?a;r J? strategic-misslie guidancs sys:err,s 
2nd CcrLair, alrcraf: !ne::ial nsvigation sysrer?.s 
2nd. ihereiore. should :?main open. The corn- 
Yunlry aiso rnalntalned the se~srnlc jtablllty o i  
:he :iic:iiry w s  cnricai :o both repalr functions, 
and Newark .AFB was the only ce?.:er avaiiabie 
ro meet these requlrernents 

Additionally, the community believed prlvatl- 
:ation couid not be accomplished w ~ t h o u t  
significant cost :o [he USAF, and was not eco- 
nomicallv kasibie The community also belleved 
the base was unfairly ?enali=e$ for absence of a 
runwav Commun~rv  oific:als argue:! a runway 
was nct needed for :he .Aerospace Guidance and 
LLe::oio3 Cznter mlssion. In fact, l t  would jeop- 
ardize selsmic sta5lli:~l .Add~tlonally, cross- 
utliizatlon of personnel capabie o i  repalring 
born inertlai-nav~garion and 1nert:al-guldance 
;ystzz~s was critical cunng cnses a-c ?raven dunng 
tne  lase'^ sup?ort ai Cperzitlo- 3eserr Shield/ 
Cesert 5i0r;n The a r x u n l t y  aiso arzuec !t 
:vss :T.COIISiSi<P.L to re:an \linuten;an I11  bases. 
ye: ?n\-aclze the onlv g ~ ~ i d a n c e  jys:em repair 
capaai!ity for thls -.veapon sycten? 

COhl>lISSION FINDINGS 

- 1 ne , Co~.m!ss~on found the workload at Sewark 
.AF3 is zot  uF.iaUe. C ~ n t r a c t o r  !'ac:iities pres- 
er.riy have ihe repair capability 2nd have been 
6cing :t for years. The :~orkload csn either be 
c3z:r3c:ed ~ L I :  :O one or n o r e  o i  szverai exis;- 
ing nar?uiac:u;e:s or ?r:vatize",in place. i~ 
appears industry :nteres: in srir-a~:zatlon In 
?iace 1s iimlied. Thus, l f  pr:vat:=x:on is not 3 - 
viabie optlon, :ne .Air T O : C ~  czn contract :he 
reqUii2G workload increrr.enta!l). as the work- 
> .  
ioac s: Ncivark dec::zes. ?.cd!:icnaily, xn 
-a<- . b - e ~ n s c  , :o ihe eo;r,~un:t?. 's ques::on ;esard- 

, - . .  - 
ing 5e:;l.g pezaiizei iOr ! a : ~  01 3. runway, the - 
Csnmlssion found Yervark =\F3 did not receive 

a negative ratrig for lack o i  a zciva!;. ~ h u s  :here 
was no negative impac: to the base's overail 
per:orrr,ance racmg. 

-. 7 - 
I 2 2  ~ ~ r . K l i s s i 0 ~  ;:ncs :ze :etre:;r: ? Z  2e:eer.s~ . - 
did ?oi ie1:i2:< j r tbsca~~ra; l>.  :ram :ne force- 

? .  -. s:r;c::re ?i3n 2r . c  ::T.~I :n~e:iz. ;.?erelcre, 
, . ? ,  

CzEr:ssion T P C J ~ . T ? . ~ X S  ::e I O L : O I \ I ~ U .  Krl.va;k 
3' ' 

. iF3 ,  L1:?10 :s ~ec~rn .mez; r . ,~  5; c!osure. The 

.Aerospace Silldance anc. ble:roicl;y Ccnte; 
(.A.GhIC: cie?ot w:Li be cics-._ci; some ivorkioad 
wll! inove LO othe: deaot nlain:cnnce ac::iTtles 
~nciudicg  :he Frivate ;?::or. 
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upitcdstatem GAO *d-g~=iw 
WarrhingCon, D-C. 20548 

N a t i o d  kxuity and 
I P t e t a d o n a i ~ a i r S ~ o n  
a-259135 

me Honorable E a r l  Hutto 
Chairman 
The fIonorable John R. Kasich 
Rznking -Xinority Mextber 
Subcoarmittee on ReaWness , 
Commit.tee on A-ed Services 
House of Representatives 

At your request, we reviewed selected issues related t o  the 
implementation of malntenance depot closures and 

. = e a l i ~ e n t s  resulting f r o m  prior Defense B a s e  Closure and 
Reolignmerrt Commission (BRBC) decisions (see app.1 f o r  
issues being reviewed). The Aerospace Guidance and 
3Ietrolo~;y Center  ( A G E )  at Newark iLir Force B a s e  (AF3); 
Ohio, is one of the  activities Seing covered by this 
review,' U n 3 i k e  other depot closures, the Newark  AFB/AGMC 
lmplementztion p l m  provides f o r  continuing to perform the 
same. missions at this facility after closare--largely as a 
privatized o p e n t i o n ,  although the Air Force would retain 
ownership of mission-related equipment Valued at about 
$326 U o n .  

. . 

Recently ue briefed pour of f ice  on (I) the cost and savings 
i ssue  related to I'Ae Nm-ark ArlB/AGMC facility closure and 
privatization and ( 2 )  other closnxe and privat izat ion 
issues. As yon =Red, we are providing this report on the 
areas discnsseci at t h a t  briefing and w i l l  report Later on 
ZiMings related to the closure of all malntenance depots. 

The sole przrpose of N e m k  LL'B is to house and srrpport the- - 
l ~ r e  icdus-el complex comprising the AGMC. Supporting 

%he fo l lowing mftfntenance d e p o l  have been identified f o r  
closure: Lexing%on/B1~egrass B;tmp Depot, Sacramento Army 
&pot, Tooele 1L;rmy Depot, Pensacola.Tlava1 Aviation Depot, 
Uameda N a v a l  Aviation Depot, Norfolk Naval Aviation Depot, 
Philadelphia Haval Shipyard, Mare Island Naval Shipyard,. and 
Aerospace Wdance and Metrology Center, 



In its second P i i r  Force mission, metrology -ad calibration, 
AGMC performs o v e r a l l  technical direction and management of 
the Bir Force Xetrology and Cal ibra t ion  program and operates 
the Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratory. About 200 
personnel are involved in *he metrology and calibration 
mission--109 in generating tecmical orders,  certification 
of calibration equipment, and management opesations and 89 
i n  the standards Iahora tory .  As the single manager for the 
Air t'orce Metrology and Calibration P r o v a n ,  AGXC provides 
all metrology engineering services for t h e  A i r  Force. The 
standzc"ds laboratory complex, consisting of 47 l a k c r a t o r i e s ,  
semes as the primzry lahoratary f o r  ca l lkat ing  and 
cez-tiL-ing measurement s + t d z r d s  used worldwide in tll ALr 
Force precision azezsurement equipment laborztories. In  
fiscal year 1994, the stzndards l a b o r a t o q  produced &out 
11,500 calibrzted items. 

The D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense (DCD) considered AGMI3.s work 
conducive to conversion to +the private sector and 

7qn&&--+ - recommended.closing Newark AFB/AGMC +Lhrau~h p, l  Y.X clan 
and/or transferring the workloed to o the r  depots. COD 
justified closure by ( 1) iaenti&Zying at lezst 8 . 7  million 
hours of excess A i r  Force depot -tenance capacity, w i t h  
c losure  of AGMC expected to reduce t h i s  excess by 
1.7 million hours ;' and (2). applying t h e  eight  base closure 
criteria to Air Force bases having depots uld ranking Newark  . - 
AFB low relative to the others (see app. I1 for bzse closure 
criteria). DOD assigned 2 Icw military value to Newark fiFB 

.primarily because it was a sLxqle  fission base w i t h  no 
airf ie ld .  

DOD estinated that fsplernentbg its recomeridzition on Nexazk 
&E/AGEC wonld cost  $31.3 million, result in an -ual 
savings 05 $ 3 . 8  aillion, and h&ve a 8 y e a r  payback ~ e r i o d  
f o r  closare cnd relocatlcn expenses. In our report on t h e  
base closure 2nd r ea l i pzen 'L  recommendations and selection_ 
process, we est-ted t ha t  t3e Newark AF3/AGMC closure costs 
k-oulc be $38-29 izLllion, w i t h  a 13-year pa--yback period.' 
BRAC detemineci that the AGXC wczkloaa c o a b  e i t n c  be 

. - %he ' 1.7 m i l l i o n  hours come from h i s t o r i c a l  f i ~ r e s  f o r  
d h e c t  product actual hours f o r  +&e depot mzintenance 
industrial f - i d  acti'rl3-y at A@?!. AGMC Cowcsized in fiscal 
years 1991 and 1993 to zl. 1.0 ~ l l i o n  hour capacity based on 
changes in Lbe force s=ctuto,. 

'Mili- Bases: Pnal-2s of W D ' S  Recommendations en? 
Selection Process f c r  Closure 2nd 3ealia7ments (G;LO/NSSAD- 
93-173, A p r .  15, 1993). 



contracted o a t  or privatized-in-place at the same location, 
although the Comminsion noted t h a t  industzry interest in 
privatization-in-place was limited, The Commission 
recommended closing Newark AFB/AGMC--noting that some 
workload will move t o  a ther  depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. The President agreed wit& the 
over- BRAC recommendations dealing w i t h  maintenance 
depots, inchding t h e  closure of A=. The Congress did not 
challenge the overa l l  BRAC recommendations. The A i r  Force 
has begun t h e  implementation of the closure and 
privatization of Bamrk AFB/XHC. 

RESULTS BRIZF 

The justification of closing N e w a r k  RFB/AGMC is not clear. 
To date, the closure of Newark L E / A G M C  is the on ly  depot 
closure where almost a l l ' o f  the work may be 
ptivatbed-in-place: As such, we believe it merits careful.  
consideration before fmglementation proceeds. There are a 
number of i s sues  associated w i t h  this p=ivzAAzation that are 
barriers to its hple rnen t l t ion .  Also, some projected costs 
are rising, w h L l e  others are yet ta be dete,rmined. O n e - t h e  
closure casts hzve doubled in  the past year and may still ba 
underestimated. As .z r e su l t ,  the payhck  perf od has 
increased to at least 17 ye-s and as mch z s  over 100 
Fs--depending on tbe assilnrptions used.- Eoreaver, 
projected costs of conducting post-privatization operations 
could exceed the cost of n r r e o t  Air Force operations and 
reduce or eliminate projected savhgs. 

. . 
O t h e r  closure and privztization matt& c r e a t ~  uncertainty 
about the vizbili tp of the  A i r  Fcrce's plazzned act ion:  
(I) the disposition of e p i p m e n t  maufactuzers' proprietary 
data claims, which zre a pctential  barrier to privatization 
znd c o u d  significantly f.n=ease closure costs zmd/or 
post-closure operation c o s t s ;  ( 2 )  the f a t l c e  of k!~e 
closare/privatization to red.~ce excess depot maiztenance 
capacity by the 1.7 mLllfon hoi~rs  prwiously es-tsimated; 
( 3 )  t h e  i n c o n p i t y  of privatiziru; workload L\at the A i r  
Farce has defined zs "coreN capability t h a t  generally should 
be retawed in & t h e D O D  depot system; ( 4 )  the przcticzjflity 
or ccst-effectiveness of p r i ' t a c i z i ~  p e z  oZ 'the me=rolo& - 
and caliSration mission while rea-Jng Zhe management 
function as z govemme3t activity; ( 5 )  the d e i z y  lr- 
reaching agreement regarding the transfer of property and 
facilities to the local reuse c o d s s i o n .  



A I R  FORCE 'MPLDGNTATION OF NXARK AFB/AaC- 

Implementation of the Bewk-k AFB/AI=MC closure through 
privatization is still in the e a l y  phrwes, with many 
details yet to be worked out. Ln general, the Bi;: Force hzs 
developed a t-ee-pronged approach to iqlementing BRACfs 
decision. First, four systems, representing about 3 percent 
of AGMC'S existing depot maintenance workload, will be 
transferred to other Air F=rrce depo-.= Second, ownershi? 
of the Newark MEi/AGMC property and facilities w i l l  be 
traasfezred to a local reuse carnmisslon. me conmission is 
to lease space to one prime guidance system repair 
contractor tbat w i l l  provide de~ot maintenance work, one 
prime metrology contractor t h z t  will perform calibrations 
and author calibration manuals, and the r a i n i n g  organic 
rnetralogp p l a m  management contingent. While 
privatization-in-place is +the goal, based on a s A a a t q  
option announced in the Comnerce Business Defly, contractors 
may elect to move workload to other faci l i t ies .  
Eypothetically, this option could result in a l l  workload 
moving to other contractor locations--should the winning 
contractor(s) demonstrate thnt aoving workload to ot.??er 
locztions would provide +,he best value to t3e government. 
T.FL+rd, c3e metrology anb calibration mission will be 
continued ,?it AGMC, w i t h  some functions privatized and 
-other contlnned as an Air Force activity reporting to AmC 
Headqnat,ers or one of the  ALCs. 

The Air Force originally planned to priva-dze a l l  activities 
related to the nzetrulogp 2nd cdlibration mission, but it 
la ter  dete-mined that t he  Air Force Metrology and 
Calibration Propants materiel group manager function couid 
not be privatized.because i$ is a *nctian considered to be 
"inherenLJy governmental. "' In pe;-fo,=ming t9is function,  
A m  civilian and militzry employees provide pol icy and 
directLon for all precision rneasnzement equipment 

%e kir 'orce dotemined tbat relocation wzs practicable 
and cost-effective fo= sextants, ARC-200 radlos ,  clocks, and 
some test measurement a d  dfagnostic equipment. 

?Iffice of Management and Budget Policy Letzer 92-1, 
Segz. 23, 1992, provides that an inherent1y governmental 
function is "...so intimately related to the public bteres t  
as to mandate p e t f c m n c e  by Govemen t  ezployees. These 
functions include those actiofties which require either the 
exercise of discretion iz apply5ng Govement authority or 
t h e  making of value judgenen= in mzjring decisions for the 
Govement  . 



laboratories Air Force wide, inspect these laboratories for 
compliance x i t h  reqaFred policies and procedures, and 
procure calibraaon standardsilo used in calibration 
laboratories. 

C u r r e n t  plans for the metroloqy and cal ibrz t ion  grogram 
provide for ( 1) retaining about 130 government employees to 
provide the metrology and calibration managaent 
function--wit% the  air Force leasing spzce at AGKC fron 
local reuse commission ond ( 2 )  contracting ou t  the primazry 
standards laboratory and technical order preparation, which 
will also zeanain at AGMC, with +the contractor  leasing space 
from the reuse commlsaion. 

Tbe ALr Torce glans to retain ownership of mission-related 
maintenance a d  metrology and ca l f i ra t ion  eqaipient, which 
will be provided the w h i n g  contractor(s) as 
government-k'ILLshed equipment. AGX accounttable records 
L?dicate the value of the depot maintenznce e q u i ~ m ~ t  is 
$297.5 million and the value of the metrology and 
calibrztion equipment $28 .5  mil l ion .  Details such as the  
cost  of the lezse srrarrgement, a l loca t ion  of utility ~ ? d  
support costs between the Air Force and contzactor(s), and 
the deternina'tion of whether the government or the 
conAactor will be responsible f o r  m&rrtaini-?g the equApment 
zre not yet  known. . . 
To manaqe the A m C  privatization, +Ae Xr Fo=ce.established 
a program manegement office at liill X'9. TPLs off ice  is 
responsible for developing the statement of work, reqxest 
for proposal, ac,quisition plan, souzce.' se lec t ton  ~ l = ,  a d  
related do cum en*^. The award is scheduled far SeptewAar 29, 
1995. Several key milestones leading up to contract  award 
have slipped, compressing the  schedule for %be r e n a i n a g  
tasks in the pre-contract-aw=d pericd. kir Force o f f i c i a s  
describe this schedule as opt imis t i c .  k=ter contract 2wZd, 
the Air Porce p l v r s  to i n i t i a t e  a phased process for 
-nsitionins intividual maiatenance wor.Uoeds to the 
c o c + t c t o r .  Air Force officials szared &&2t this 13-aana 
L z l t l t o n  period reduces the r i s k  of k t e r r u p z i q  onscing 
operztions and a l l o w s  the contzactar(s) an oppo,rtunitp to 
b d l d  up w i n f r ~ s t r u c t ~ e  and t m h e d  wor.kforce. Ecwever,' 
according to the 2roqram mnagement o f f i c e ,  a " t i i - k ~ y "  
t r ans i t ion  where the contractor becomes b l l y  respns31e 
for the W C  workload a t  one point in + h e  is the  referred 
strategy. of the s - t e n  mmagezs and may be adopted. 

w e  acquisition cost of &this equipent  is &out $10 million 
per yez-. 



MlZ3LYSIS OF COST AND SAVINGS RAISES CDNCZRNS 

Our work  has identified several conce-rns regarding the c o s t ,  
szvings, and payback peribd for the AFr Forcers 
implementation of the A- ERAC decision. These Fnclude 
concerns t h ~ t  (I) the projected cost of closing AGMC has 
doubled und may increase -her; ( 2 )  the $ 3 - 8  million 
annual savings projected to result from AGMC's closure Fs 
not  l ikely  to be realized because of pot~ntially higher 
costs for contract administration, contractor  profit, 
possible rearring propr ie tuy data c o s t s ,  and other  f a c t o r s  
t,ht have not been considered in the cost computation; 2nd 
( 3 )  the payback peziod could be extecded to over 100 years 
Or never, depending upon the BLr Force's ability to contain 
one-tine Clcsure costs End recurring c o s t s  of performing "the 
A(adC mission after privatization- 

Recognizing that projected closure c o s t s  have increased, in 
Ancpst  1994, Lke air Tame bzse closure group validated z 
Eewark AFSfAGMC closrze budget of $62.2 million." ThFs 
amount is $30.9 mill icn more 'than t b e  o r i g b a l  projection of 
$31.3 million. Alrr~osz all of the inc-ease is a t t r ibu tab le  
to *Ae es+dmatec? $30.5 millicn *cansition cost to convert 
fzom Air Porce to contractor operatior.. According t r  A i r  
Porce officials, the  o r i g i n a l  cost  estimate only included 
costs  associated w i t h  transferzing and separaiing personnel 
under the bzse closure process and for t ransferr ing a 
limited amoant of workload to &er air Force depots. They 
noted that DOD has no i;rior experience w i t h  privatizinc a 
larp~,  complex depot maintenace facility. Additiormlly, 
slnce 'Lhe development cf the c l o s r e  dnd privatizazion 
option for A= wec doce wickly, +de time availEble t c  
identify all the  factors and cost-c associated w i t h  t f i i s  
option at t h e  t h e  of t h e  1 9 9 3 ' ~ ~ ~ ~  was limited. 

-he Air Farce considered a range of closure costs from 
$47 million t o ' s 7 6  million before validating the 
$62.2 m i l l i o n  es'hate.  



We recomputed the payback jeriod t ~ s i n g  DOD *s 199 3 cost of 
Base Realignment Aetionr (COBRA) m ~ a e l . ~  We used the 
estimated nozxcecurring costs valiCateC by t h e  Bir F o m e  Fn 
AuPnst 1994 ( a d j u s t e d  fo r  inflation) and a s s m e  that 
post-closare operations would resul t  in $ 3 . 8  m i l l i o n  a u a l  
savings as DOD 0riginiUy projected in 1993. The m o d e l  
indicated that, wi*A these costs a d  assumptions, the 
myback period would be over 100 y- ratthe than 8 yeam 
as origLnaUy projected by the D e p e z e n t .  However, t h e  GOD 
approved discount rate used la +the COBRA wdel has been 
-Wuced from 7 percent in the 1993 BRAC pmcess to 
2.73 percent ia 199SOu Consequently, we adjuted  the c o r n  
nodel to the revised d i s c a n t  factor-hol-g cll orher 
vari&les ons tan t - -and  found the revised payback period to 
be 17 years.  Achieving a 17-pecr gzyback 1s dependent on no 
iUr the  i~crea3e in one-the closure cosb u d  achieving the 
$3 .8  million annual pwc-closure operazionzl cost savings 
orig.m+Uy projected by the Department. Ou wozk has 
determined that  n e i t h e r  of &these assmtptiorcr is likely 
beczuse of significant cost mce--tainties. 

hihiie t h e  A i r  Force hzs recognized 'at a4 estimated 
$62.2 in i l l ion  w i l l  be regiired as B U C  funded costs  of 
closure, it also recogrifzes there wilL be additional 
one-time closure costs not funded by BRAC. For example, ul 
esiAtedf4.86.miUion will 3e needed t o  cover costs such 

=DGD xses the C O W  model t o  esttmate +he ret- on 
inves tnes t  of its closure and r e + l i q m n t  decisions.  The 
C C S ~  mOdel consis ts  of a set of fo-les or algortUlms -&at 
use standzrd factors and base-specific data in its 
calculations. Each D O  component had its o m  set 02 
stendard cost factors derived f r o m  readily available 
infomation. Some f ~ c t o r s  are i d e n t i c a l  for each component 
because they zze mandated by regzlat ion o r  law or ;rescribed 
bp policy. 

=COBRA clgoxithms i n c o ~ o r z Z e  2 cisccunt =ate t o  cclculate 
both the number of years requited to obtain a =at,, on 
F a y t n e r t  m d a  20-ye- net present vaLue a n a y s i s .  The . . 

source of identi-wng the appropriate ciiscouat rzte is 
Office of -Hanagement and S u l q e t  Circular A-94,  '*Widelines 
and Discount h t e s  for aenefit-Cost Analysis of Fed=-1 
Xograms." In the 1953 3 W ,  a d l s c o v i t  rate of 7 percem 
was u s e ,  under .zhe assmnption that COBRA alalyses were 
*basec2se1' benefit-cost anaiyses as d e f i n e d  by the 
CiA=ctzlaz. DOD 6etetersined t h a t  the approved discotrnt rate' 
associated wi*& "cost-effecti7~eness" analyses should be u s a  
f o r  me 1995 BR?.C, 



L J l i  

estimated $4 .86  million w i l l  be needed to cover costs such 
as intezfm health benefits for pe-onnel separating from 
government employment. Also, there will be environmental 
cleanup casts of some undetermined amount,  Thus far, 
$3.62 million has been identified for environmental cleanup. 

As already indicated, we have also identified other 
potential closure costs that the Bi_r Force has not included. 
One i s  t he  cost to acquire the right to provide data some 
equipment mawfactr;rre,rs consider proprietary t o  cont-tactors 
expecting to bid on tie AGlK maintenance workload. . 
?rcprietary r igh t s  involve the claim of o k ~ e z s h i p  by 
equipment nxznufacturers of some unique information, such as 
technical da+a, drawings, and  air processes, to p r o t e t t  
the manufacturer's =ket position by prohibiting disclosxxe 
autslde the government. An LC Force o f f i c i a l  sa id  cos t  
estimates w e r e  submitted by four equipment manufactasers 
claiming proprietary rights, and these estl'loetes were 
"absurdly high. " 'Wle we cannot ' identify wlat these 
addieonal one-time cos'a will be, acy unidentified c o s t s  
przsh t!!e ~zyback oeriod even fa,z&er. 

At  the time A= was fdentified for closure znd 
privatization, DOD estimated $ 6 8 . 0 9  million annual cost for 
contractor operations a d  $71.84 miJ-l.ion in ne t  annual 
savings in personnel and overhead costs-yresulring in an 
e s t i n a t e d  annual savings of $ 3 . 8  raillian- 2ecurring costs  
after AGMC closure and privatization  roba ably cannct be 
determined w i t h  any d e p e  of assur&.nce =Zil after csatract 
negotiation and aw=d. Eowever, s m e  U r  Force officials 
have estima-ad that ra ther  than achievfng savings, an.?uel 
recurria5 costs could actually exceed current coz ts  cf 
O p - ~ t i o r ~ .  ?or example, an Air Force Y Z t e r f  el C o m n d  
(AZTC] memorandum noted t h a r  prevailing 1abo.r rates and 
private sector cherges f o r  simF1as items" suggest  %hat it 
w l l l  be difficult to keep the ennual ccntzact veiue C:t sane 
as the merit m d  c iv i l ian  salary--a key ass-s3stic;l in 
achievfng the orlgiaally projected $ 3 . 8  ~ l l i o n  anriual 
savings. 

An AFXC-aLalysis cetemLned tkt, assuming these ccsts ace 
ccnpiirable, additional  costs f o r  profit and cont-act 

''Aiial~is by +&e transition p r o v a m  mu-agemect  off ice 
detemhed that fcr 230 U Force items cu-Te=ltfy zecaired 
at A m C  +&at also heve repair  h i s to ry  in the grivzte sectoz, 
L ?  contzactor costs were generzlly 1.5 to 3 times h9ghez 
than the AGMC c o s t .  



$1.8 milJion. Additional costs f o r  proprietary data and 
'taxes could increase the post-closme operation costs by 
$3.8 .million annuaUy. 

A November 1994 ARC memorandm informed system managers o r  
increased funding xequirements for AGMC workloads to cover 
anticipzted increases in costs of operation under 
privatization-in-place. A Decembar 1994 meeting of'the 
Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed the projected 
increases. For example, M e  projected fiscal pear 1997 
costs after privatization---place were about 107 percent 
higher than projected costs under government operation. 
Additionally, the projected costs of contractor operations 
for t h e  5-year. period between fischl y e u s  1996 and 2 0 0 0  
w e r e  estimated to be over $456 million more th~l previously 
estimated costs of government operations over that period. 

o t l e r  privatization ismes relate t o  (1) p r o p r i e t a r y  data 
claims, (2) the effect of the closnre on excess depot 
maintenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatizing core 
kmrkload, ( 4 )  the segmentation of the metrology and 
c l l b s a t i o n  mission, and ( 5 )  L9e '-fez of A m  property 
and facilities to the local reuse canmission. 

Proprietary Data Claims 

The proprietary r ights  to technirrl &ta is unresolved f o r  
some workloads to be cmtracted ou: and could  greatly 
increase the costs of  privatization. yn this cese, when 
contractors have a legitimate claim of ownership, the 
governmeat cannot make t h i s  information available to other 
private s e c t o r . f h  t ha t  compete f?r the A M C  maintenance 
workload. The amount of depot maintenance worJcLoad at A- 
t h a t  involves proprietaxy data, t h e  extent to which owners 
of proprietary rlghts are willing to sell these rights to 
the gove-?lment, or the potential cost of this acqu i s i t i on  
kve  not been determined. .ir Force officials noted they 
zxe investigating possible methods f o r  +he prosgective 
bidders to gain t h e  necessary data righis as pa* of the* 
proposzd. Eowever, p r o p r i e w  data problems have already- - 
eontributad to the delay of severaL key pzogram milestones, 
i n c l n d h g  preparation of the sratement of work and 
acq!~Ls i fon  and source selection plans, a d  are a potential 
barrier to the AGXC pri~atization. 



E f f e c t  on Excess Cawclty 

The privat izat ion of AGMC will n o t  reduce excess capacity by 
t h e  1.7 million hours previoasly e s t b t e d  if 
privatization-Fn-place is completed zs carrently planned. 
S L x e  many of the systems and components currently repeed 
at AGMC are n o t  repized elsewhere, the AGMC depot 
maintenance capability does aat generally duplicate repair 
capability found elsewhere. bvihere duplicate capability 
exis-, consolidating like regaiz wor:!oads and eliminating 
redundancies would be expected to generate economies and 
efficiencies. it Fs planned that almost a l l  the 
AGW capabil ity will be retained in place f o r  use by private 
contractors. + The Air Force will r e t a i n  ownership of depot 
plant equipment and t h e  sldards labor.ztory equipment, 
which AGMC accountable r e c o h  indicate are  valued at about 
3326 million. X i t h  this arrenpment, it is difZicnlt to 
undezstand how W D  projects the elimination of 1.7 million 
hoan of excess czpecity. 

Privatizetion, of Core WorkloaG 

All of m ' s  maintenance worklocd hzs been id-tified as 
core w r k  to be retained LT goventment faci l i t ies .  Since 
1993, when the Air Force r~ommenaed thaz AGMC be closed and 
privatized, each of the services identified depot 
maintenance capability f o r  which it was cbns idered essential 
that this capxbilfty be retained es organic DO0 

. eacabilitp--refen& to as core c a p z b i ~ t p . ~ ~  According to 
of'fico o f  the Secretary of Defense guidance, core exis ts  to - .  nmunize operational risks 2nd to guarantee required 
readiness f o r  critical weapon systems. The AFr Farce 
detezinhed t ha t  100 percent of *he AGXC depot maintenance 
workload is ccze. AGMC is t h e  'only A i r  Fcrce aepot  activity 
h a v i n g  ell its r e p . = i z  workload defined as core--with other 
depotsr core capebility ranging f r o m  59 percent at 
S a a m e n t o  A .  to 84 percent at Wmer Aobins ALC. An AFXC 
memorEnCnm not& some inconsistency i3 plahzfng to coztract 
out workload defified as 100 pezcsnt core, while conrinuing 
to support *&e ceed f o r  retai,zing core capzbility in ;wD 

%core Ls defined by W D  as t h e  capability maintained within 
organLC Defense depots to meet readiness and sustainzkility 
rewirements of +he weapon systems a t  support the  J'oint 
Chiefs of S t a f f  contingency scennrio. C o r e  depot 
maintenance capdbilities are intended to coqrise  only the 
minfnrum f a c u t i e s ,  equipment and s k i l l e d  personnel 
necessazz to ensure a ready 'and controlled source of 
r e r e d  technical competence. 



facilities. H o w e v e r ,  the menorandm noted that the inherent 
r i s k  of contrac'ag out can be ninimized if the workload is 
zetained at AGMC as a result of privatization-ln-place. I1Fr. 
Force officials stated that retaining govenunent ownership 
of the mission-related equipment at AGMC is essentipl to 
controlling the risk of privatizing this czitical core 
workload. 

Secmentation of the Metrolow and Calibrat ion PIissi.cn 

The c u n e n t  plan to re- part of the metrology and 
cal ibrat ion mission to be performed by Air Force personnel 
while privatizing M e  rtadazds laboratory function may be 
neither practicable nor cost-effective. We found that the 
stan-s laboratory h n c t i o n  i s  generally the traialng 
ground where Bir Porce civilian p e r s o ~ e l  develop *e skills 
they need to perform the o=er metrology and ca l ib rz t ion  
functions that w i l l  be continued at ACMC as + gove_rzaent 
operation. We discussed t h i s  issue w i t h  pezsonnel from both 
the Axmy apC the Xavy who mabtain similar organic 
capcbil i t ies  t o  s ~ z p o ~  semi-  metzalow and ca i ih ra t ion  
management ftmctions. They noted that lrom t h e i r  
perspective, contracting pa_- of this work while maintahing 
nost of it as a goverunwt activity w o n l a  not  be desZzable. 
Mzvy o f f i c i a l s  noted -&at 100 percent of t h e i r  metrolow m d  
calibration program manzgement personnel ,were formerly 
employed in the primcry stmdasds Laboratory. &q- 2nd Navy 

-officials sta ted  that  the  expeeience and training g&ned 
from their prior work ia-laboratories xas e s z e n r i d  to 
perfonwce of program muragexuent responsibilities. 

We quesddoned the viabilit-y of h v i n g  'he Fsrce 
interse-ice i t s  metrology and caiibrat~on ac t iv i t ies  tc the 
kzmy and/or Navy ,  vhich have simile- a c t i v i + i ~ s .  R x y  and 
Navy o f f i c l d s  said they believe i+ would be possible to 
combine &the nFe Porce setrology and ct l ibrz t ior .  fx?ction 
with tha t  of one or both of 'he other services. U= Farce 
off ic ia l s  said they considered intersen-icing but de:e=nined 
that neither the Axmy nor t l e  ??aq facilities meet L l e  
tolerances required for calibrzting some Air Porce ebyipnent 
or hzve -the cagacity to assume +A Air Force workload. ArmyArmy 
and saw officials s t a t e d  L l a t  zn e x i s t i n g  memorad.m of 
ayre-ent unong the +-e mili'&ry depa-zents  pro~icies  tha t  
i2 one of the primary stanas labcrztories losrs irs 
c a ~ a i l i t y ,  the semaintng l & o r ~ t o r i e s  would assist Fn 
meetLng caUSra t ion  requirenents. These o f f i c i d s  z e d  they 
believe that i n t e r ~ e ~ i c i z q  or j o i n t  ojeraFions sh0ulC be 
further considered by me LC Force. 

12 



Transfer of P r o p e r t y  and F a c i l l t f e s  
to 'acal Reuse Commission 

The AGXC privatization-in-place approach is'based on 
t r m f e = i n g  ownersBip of "Lhe Newark AFBIAGMC property and 
facilities, which the Biz force es-tes to be worth about 
$331 million,= to t he  l o c a l  reuse commission. To make t h i s  
approach work, the Mr Force must traasf er ownership of the 
property and facilities at no c o s t  or less than fair market 
value. Whether t h i s  tmik w i l l  take place is unclear 
since (1) the fair market value has not been determined and 
( 2 )  agreements as to the cost of the property or means of 
payment and 'ks to whether the zeuse ccmmission is willing to 
assume responsibility f o r  operatag t h e  property and 
facilities have not been reached. To effect property 
&-fer at below estimate& fair market value, the Secretary 
of the Aix Force must explain the cost 2nd approve +he 
transfer. ALr Force officials  noted that, pending results 
of the environmentdl impact analysis, they expect to convey 
the property through an economic development conveyance with 
very fa~orable tenns to the local reuse c o d s s f o n .  

A local reuse commission ogiicial told as that until. 
recently the corrmzission believed the Iilewaxk AFB/AGMC 
property would be transferred to the c c d ~ s i o n  at no cost .  
The o f f i c i a l  noted that  it fs questionable whether the 
conmission w i l l  be interested h ac@ri& the property 
under other conditions. , 

EOD hls=or ica l ly  h s  encountered Cffimlties iz t ry ing  to 
close m i l i C % r y  bases. This mzkes us reluctat--absent very 
compelling reasoris--to reconrmeiid that 3011 rev i s i t  p r i o r  
decisions of the 3ese R e d L i g u n e n t  and Closure C 0 m J n i S ~ i ~ n .  
Eowever, w e  be l i eve  that the problems being faced in 
implementing +&s decision are of such ECI unusual nature to 
w m t  revisiting the plamed closura mci privatization of 
A m .  Therefore, we recome- Lbat the Secretzries of the 
BLr Force and Defense reevaluate, as a pazt cf the ongoing 
SRAC 1995 process,..both i33D's E 9 3  recommenaatfon to close 

'%is munt  does not inchde +he value of the mission- 
related depot plant eqipmect  and the standards laboratory 
equipment, which w i l l  be retabed as government-owned 
egdpment . 



Newark ATFBlAGXC and the Air Force's approach to implementing 
the closure decision through privatization-in-place. 

Part of the work on t h i s  assignment resulted from oar 
ongoiPg ef for t  to review vaxious depof maintenance issues, 
including an analysis of the status of WD's efforts to 
implement depot closares resulting fffrm pr io r  BRAC 
decisions. We completed work f o r  t U s  report in November 
1994. Vie discussed a drafz of thFs r e p o r  w i t h  agency 
off ic ials  and have included their cornmeats where 
appropriate. O u r  work was performed fn accor-ce w i t h  
generally accepted govemen t  auditing standards. O u r  scope 
and nrethodology are discussed in peat= detai l  in 
appendix I. 

Eajor ~~ntiibutors were Julia Denman,  kssistant Director, 
and Frank Lzwson. 

Ddma M. Eeivilin 
D i r e c t o r ,  Def ease Management 
a d  IVZLSA Issues 



SCOPE AW EfETRODOMGY 

You asked us to review hov the Depaftment of D e f e n S e  (DOD] is 
managing mrious  issues related to the closure o f  depot maintenance 
activities,  including (1) the allocation of workload tha t  is 
currently being perforined at these zc t iv i t ies ,  either to DOD 
activities or to the commercial sector; ( 2 )  policies and proced'k-es 
f o r  the disposition of equipment at t l ese  activities; (3) policies 
and procedures to provide the eristing workforce oppmtunities for 
employment; ( 4 )  the potential for conversion of these activities 
*to commercidL repair activities; and ( 5 )  an update of DOD's 
estimates f o r  closure costs  and savings as a result of implementing 
prlor Defense Base CLosure and Realignment Commf.ssion (SRAC) 
decisions for depot' closures. . 

W e  discussed the Hewaek Aiz Force Base closure and privatization of 
the Aerospace midance and Metrology Center ( A m C )  with ZUr Force 
officials responsible for implemen+ing the BRBC decision at A a C ,  
Air Torte Materiel Command ( A Z X ) ,  and U r  Force headquerters. W e  
elso (1) discussed estimated cloame costs and savings with Air 
Force officials at various locations, and (2) taarsd +the A a C  
facility, conducting inteniews w i t h  center personnel acd rev' l ee -~ng  
historical and e v c l v f q  documentation. In addition, we con=cted 
Defense Cont rac t  Hanagement Comnand, Defense Contrzct A u d i t  Agency, 
and L I C  contracting p e r s o ~ e l  f c r  contract-related infoanation and 
Army and navy metrology off ic ials  responsible  for the primary 
standarcis laboratories to obtain infoxnation on their  c a w i l i t y  to 
m a i n t a i n  the A a C  metrolog workloac a d  their views on pr iva t i z ing  
Dart of the mtra logy  functions while continning to keep the 
k a g e z n e n t  iunczion as a governxuent operat ion.  ,. 

we : analyzed laws, policies, znd regulatf ons governing core 
capabiltty and Office of Management m d  3udget C i r c u l a r  A-76 and 
Policy Letter 92-1 for information on inherenay gav~?11pental 
fanctions. To assess the impact of t h e  increese in Lie estbatel 
cost of closing Newark  AFB/BGMC, we used the 1993 Cost of B a s e  
Realignment Actions model to cP7crzlate C,?e Closure and relocation 
cost payback period, 

In conducting th i s  review, we used tSe same r e g o e s  and statistics 
the BFr Force uses -to monitor the cost of closure and es tb ia te  the 
recurring costs -associated wZb& AGXC grivatization. We did not  - - 
independently aetennine their reliability. 
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W D  C R T ~ R I A  FOR  SELECT^ USES FOR aosum OR ~ ~ I - N T  

P category 

IIdfUtary value 

I 

- 

Re- on investment 

Impacts 

r 

( The enviromnental finpact. 

Cri ter fa  

The current and future mission require- 
ments and the impact of operaffond 
readiness of DOD's t o t a l  force. 

The avaFlabiUty yxl condition of land, 
facilities, and associatod airspace at 
both +he existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

The abl l i ty  to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and f u t u e  total force 

requixements at both the eristfng and 
potential rece ivbg  locations. 
The cost and manpower implicatioas. 

The extent and thing of potential costs 
and savings, including the number of 
pea=, beginning w i t h  the date of 
c~mpletion of the  closure or 
realignment. 

The economic impact on colmnunities. I 

I 

- 
The zbility of bot.?.? t he  existiag and 
po ten t i a l  receiving c o ~ i t i e s *  
i n f r a a t v c h r e  to suppor~ forces, 
missions and personnel. .. 

? 



Fact Paper 
on 

The GAO and Newark AFB 
Background: 

At the direction of thc HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD 
depots due to BRAC 88,91, and 93 decisions. 
As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the 
privatization in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidance and Menology Center 
(AGMC). 

Discussion: 
In their report, GAO identified concerns regarding this closure and the PIP concept: 

Costs, savings, and payback period 
GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recurring costs could 
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range 
between 17 - 100 years 

AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional S3 1 million to close 
Newark rZFB above the original $31 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report 

This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operational risk 
Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown 

Competition should drive costs down 
Firm cost proposals due mid June 95 

Proprietary data claims 
GAO identified a potential barrier to PIP if proprietar). data rights are not 
secured for use under PIP arrangement 

AF comments: AFMC is working the proprietary data issue 
All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have ageed to allow, or will 
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP 
Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data righrr; 

Data costs could be minimal if team of manufacturers holding rights is 
selected 

Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission 
GAO identified an inconsistency wirh contraceng the standards laboratory 

while keeping the meuologyica1ibration manapement function organic 
GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions 

AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the XF chose 
to contract those functions that were not considered 'inherently governmental' 

The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization 
Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP 



Effect on excess capacity 
GAO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by 

the amount previously estimated 

AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in 
divesting itself of the facilities and personnel through PLP at AGlMC, the AF 
wdl reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours 

Privatization of core workload 
GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting out 'core' workload 

'4.F comments: .4F logistics mission best served by PIP option 
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% 'core' is 
correct 
AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above- 
core status by shifting it to the private sector 

PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core 
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place 
Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability 

Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly thar! PIP 
Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under 
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense 
Keeps unique capability on line to suppon potential contingencies; avoids 
periods of degraded capabiliy incuinbent in workload moves 
Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload 

Transfer of propertyifacilities to local reuse commission 
GAO identified uncerxinties associated with this transfer due to fair market 
value determination and lack of agreements bemeen A F  and local reuse 
commission on assuming responsibility for property/faclliries 

AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at 
any time with a lease in order to irnpiement PIP 

AF is workmg a property responsibility agreement with the local 
commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment- mar 95 
Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very 
favorable terms 



GAO Recommendations: 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewaWAGMC 
AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP 

AF Response: 
In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go 

Current strategy 
Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk 
Continue to assess alternatives to PIP 

&loving ail AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots 
DuelateMarch95 

Determine actual PIP costs through source selection 
Should be known late June 95 

Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis 
to provide 

Independent c e r ~ c a t i o n  expressing agreement with source selection 
methodology and conclusions 
Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP 

AF%IC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 
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TASKING 

I AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL 
ACTION ITEM (13 JAN 95) 

ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B - BACK UP TO 
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORK OUT THE LOW C.OST 
:ALTERNATIVE 'SO'LU.TI'ON; 'TAKE'FU L L  CONSID ERATI'ON.. . '  

OF INTERSERVICING. 

ACTION: HQ AFMClXP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND 
PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION. 



AF WlLL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR 
FY 96 AND BEYOND 

I 

I 

INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WlLL BE REQUIRED 
I 

BRAC FUNDING WlLL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT 
PLAN B . 

, LOSS  OFSKILLED WORKFOR'CE; TRAIIdII'IG WILL BE . . . ' . . '  

REQUIRED 
MILCON WlLL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES 

* STARTING DATE WlLL BE 1 OCT 95, TARGET E N D  DATE 
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99 



CRITERIA 

RISK 
TRANSITION 
TECHNICAL 
INTERIM SUPPORT 

COST 
NONRECURRING . . . .  . :  . . . . .  

RECURRING 

SCHEDULE 
TRANSITION TIME 



ALTERNATIVES 

COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
-MOVE METROLOGY TO WR-ALC - $52.7M 
-MOVE RING LASER GYRO TO NAVY - $2.02M 

ALTERNATIVE B1 

-MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC 

ALTERNATIVE 8 2  
- MOVE .A~RCRAFT'TO~WR-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  

ALTERNATIVE B3 
- MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  



NONRECURRING 
METROLOGY 

1 PERSONNEL MAJOR TIIAIN!f\IG REUTS. MAJOR PROJECT2 

Realigned It30 Precision Meas11 rernerl t Microwave Stds. Lab 
Eliminated 13 Slandarcfs Calibration & Repair Laser Slds. Lab 

Optics Stds. Lab 

COST SUMMARY [Ma 

Construction .:, . : $ 4 . 4 .  . .. . . . .  
' I , . .  . . . .  

' $ 1 . 9 -  " ~ e i s o ' n ' n e ~  . 

Moving $ 46.3 
Other $2 
TOTAL $52.7 

PHASING 

FYOO 







-- la. 





1 PERSONNEL 

I Realignecl 
' Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE B2 

MAJOR TRAINlNG REQTS. 

Gyro Mechanic Training 
Software Eng Training . 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (M) 

. . 
8 .  

.. Construclion . 4 .  

. . p&isonhkl ... 

. Moving 
O/H Other 
TOTAL 

PHASING 

MAJOR PROJECTS 

Clean Roon~s  
lsola tion Piers 













ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS 

B1 
Benefils (M) 
NIRCosts (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 47,4 
0.8 42.7 133.0 110.4 4.3 1.5 29 2,7 

38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 3 0.3, 229.2 
39.0 80.9 171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9 

B2 
Benefits (M) 

.: NIRCos(s (M) . . . .  

. Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.2 1 .I 9.5 17.5 30.3 58,G 
1 .  ' I . :  , .  .,. 102.0 . , . 124.6 . . , : 38,2 . : 1 ,5 . .  . : : 299;7 . ) .  . . . .  . .. . ._ ... . . .  . .  . . . 
3i.2 .38 -2. '  ' . '38 .2  ' ' 38.2 ' .' 30.2' . 

. 3i.i--'' . k 2 i m 2  : . , , . 

39.7 70.1 110.2 162.8 76.4 39.7 528,9 

83 
Benefits (M) 
NlRCosls (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.3 1.6 10.0 17.5 17.9 47,3 
3.3 34.1 99.0 11 8.2 38.5 1.7 294.8 

38.2 38.2 313.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 229.2 
41.5 72.3 137.2 156.4 76.7 39.9 524.0 







RECOMMENDATION 

COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY 
EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE 
WORKLOAD OUTCOME. 

. 

ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WlLL BE AT 
LEAST $300M.,,', ., . . . :, . , . . - . .  . .  . - .  . . . . 

PLAN B WlLL DELAY CLOSURE. WILL REQUIRE 
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

4 May 1994 

MEMO'RANDUhi FOR SECWARIES OF THE ,MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRFTARUES OF DEFENSZ 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
DIREC~OR. O P ~ T I O N A L  TEST AND E V A L U A ~ ~ O N  
ASSTSTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGEXCES 

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy 

I havc completed my review of thc Defense Scjence Board Depot Mainrenancc T3sk 
Force rcport. As noted in my forwarding lener to the Congress, the report is s constructive 
contribution to the challenge of rightsiziog the depot infrastructure of the DoD for p e n t  and 
future national defcnse necrts. 

The weapon systems and quipment rradintss, sustainability and lifccycle support 
requirements of the Department demand a base of organic depots. To control risk, thc 
Department's CORE depot maintenance conccpt provides for identification and quantification of 
specific capabilities that need to be reside3 t in organic depots. The ability to guarantee &livery of 
W b l c  and responsive industrial support represents the esstoct of DoD's depot maintenance 
&ion. 

CORE is the capability mainrained within organic Dtfemc depots to mces 
readinas apd rusrainnbility requirements of rhc weapon systems that suppr t  he ICS 
wnSngcncy scenario($). Core depot m a i n f ~ c  capabilities will comprise only the 
minimum facilities, equipment and ~Rikdpersonnel necessarj, to ensure a nu& and 
c o m U c d  source of required %ciY?icd competence. (DoD Memorandtan, Subject: 
Depor Maintenance Capabiliry, dated Nm&r IS, 1993). 

The DoD CORE concept means dettrrnining %utment wide the CORE capability 
quirerncnts and identifying requisite wotkload to maintain these capabilities, based on military 
service inputs. This determination cox?sidtrs the Ievcl of risk and the capabilities of all DoD 
depots. Tbt l a r k  Force validated fie DoD CORE conupt but nminmendsd adoption of Service 
CORE. Our review determined that greater flexibility is achievable by maintaining the current 
DoD CORE. 



With regard to competition bcnveen the public depors and the privatc sector, rhc Task 
Force &d other rejatcd studies and audits have concluded that: Databases and financial 
management systems in the Department and the M i l ~ t ~ y  Scrviccs are not capable of supporting 
tbe determination of actual cos: of specific workloads. qlthough, vigorous attempts bilvt: been 
made to exccure fair pubIic/privatc cost competitions kmugh rhe media of h e  Cost 
Comparability Handbook, a level playing ficld is not achievable in the near term. Bascd on t h w  - 
findings publidprivate c a t  competition will be discontinued st present. 

The Task Force concluded that the above findings pertaining to publicfprivate cost 
competitions also apply to public/public competitions. Additionally, the Task Force observed that 
there is considerable expense in conducting publidpublic cost competitions, and that thc same 
e5ciencles can be gaincd by interservicing workloads to Centers of Excellence. I a p  with the 
Task Force conclusion that interservicing of &pot Maintenance work is prefcrablc to direct 
publidpublic cost compc5tion. Therefore, public vs. pubLic cost compctitioc will also be 
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on the basis of efficiencies that can be gaincd. In 
the future, if accumtc and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost competition should 
be rcopcncd. 

Major modifications and upgrades to inc:e3se rhe pericrmance envelope of systems arr 
not by definition part of depot mainteamce CORE The Government has traditionally obttined 
developmeztt and manufacture of kits for modif ic~ons and upgrades from thc privafe sector. The 
Task Force concludd that major,modifications and upgradcs should be primarily accomplished in 
the privatt sector. This conclusion is sound and will be hp1e;nenteb 

Efficient depot maintenance support of new wmpon systems is of utmost i rnpr t~~cc .  
However, the paradigm must change; we should no longer assume new weapon systems and 
equipment wil) transition to organic &pot support In many casts, there is neithcr a strong 
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic depot maintenance support. 
The depot maintenance stnkgy Is an imprtant element of the acquisiiion pmcss for new 
systems. It is cleai that in this era of declining force struc~aee the strategy mirst be rcfined 
periodidly throughout the entire acquisition cycle. Thc Dckxie Science Board Depot 
Maintenance Task Force has bcen given an additional task of determining rhe process and 
procedures the Deparimeat should use in procuring rht depot maintenance support for ncw 
wca-pons s y s t ~ m s  Their report will be completed in 30 days. 

The iMilita.y Scrvicts and Defense Agencies wiU f& rhc actions necessary to Iq lemcn l  
the above guidance. These policy changes sre cfktive immediately and will be incorpontcd into 
I)oD mmtives. 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF D E F E N S E  
UNITED STATES STRATEGIC C O M M A N D  

30 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignmat Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my concern over the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission's decision to consider Grand Forks Air Force Base for closure. 

The core refbeling wing at Grand Forks AFB provides critical, support to strategic 
and contingency operations. Grand Forks' infrastructure can sustain a large tanker fleet 
and provides important operational flexibility to our strategic air refueling assets in 
support of global missions. Its north-central location is important in reinforcing our 
nation's strategic deterrent posture. Grand Forks is also located close to most northern 
air refbeling tracks, which provide quality training airspace free from encroachment and 
interference fiom commercial air traffic. Moreover, the tanker force has experienced 
unprecedented change since the end of the Cold War, with a substantial number of tanker 
bases already closed. Over time, such turmoil can jeopardize the readiness of our forces. 

United States Strategic Command views retention of a core refieling wing at 
Grand Forks AFB an important element in support of our nation's strategic deterrent 
,capability. I appreciate your strongest consideration as you face the challenging decisions 
which will shape our forces' future basing structure. 

Admiral, U. S. Navy 
Commander in Chief 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
O f f K E  OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

-HQ USAFICC 
16 10 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

1 7  MAY 1995 

Defease Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider . 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet to form three core air 
rtfutling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organirrat;onal, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
clearly &fined mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three core refueling bases. During this same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We are just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgment, scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 
to efficiently accomplish the air refuelkg missions which arc critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and creates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Spc~S~cally, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and location the Air Force 
rtq- for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to support 
our nation's nuclear detemnt posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality hahing 
airspace free from encroachment and interfexnce from commercial air traffic. I .  addition to 
these excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to support a large tanker fleet. Finally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posturt. 

Our three core air =fueling wings now r d h  economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
organization. In operations, for example, a larger wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its own tbrough Integrated Tanker Unit Deployments m). Smaller units would have ti 
combine resources and noss normal lines of unit command to accomplish the same mission. In 
the area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhad and efficiently use in-place infkistructun to provide support to a large 
number of akcraft at these three bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
operation. Closing Grand Forks would reduce or eliminate many of these benefits. 

I cannot overstate my support for retention of a core air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
chaknges across the entire spamm of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we art 
now receiving from our core refueling wings as you make the recommendations which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Aimed Services for many years t trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

. - 

Chief of Staff 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20m 1 -9800 

May 25, 1995 

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

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I want to underscore the Department's steadfast support of its recommendation to realign 
Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, by inactivating the 321st Missile aroup, but 

' retaining the flying mission. We are gravely concerned that the Commission might modify our 
rccommendation by closing the entire base and relocating its aircraft assets. 

Our recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFE is militarily and fiscally sound. It was 
developed through an analysis process which complied with law and, we believe, was reasonable 
and fair. The recommendation considers organizational and operational efficiencies and will 
generate substantial savings for the DoD and the tax payers. Refined estimates have increased 
initial costs and savings from this recommendation, i.0.. $17.5 million (vs. $11.9 million) in 
closure casts and $494 million (vs. $447 million) in savings expressed as the net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years. Although complete closure may appear attractive from a strict 
savings perspective. it  does not take account of the preeminent military factors considered by the 
Department in its realignment rccommendation. 

The Department's position to realign Grand Forks AFB has not wavered. Former Deputy 
Secretary Deutch reaffirmed our rccommendation in his May 9, 1995, letter to you following 
favorable completion of the interagency review which cleared the way for inactivation of the 
Grand Forks missile group. 

General Ronald Fogelman's letter to you of May 17, 1995, clearly describes the 
operational considerations of location. economy of operation, and personnel impact that underlay 
the determination that the Air Force's air refueling forces should be centrally based at a few, 
geographically dispersed locations. I believe that these factors, coupled with the judgment of the 
Chief of Staff who formerly commanded Air Mobility Command, ought to be persuasive in the 
question of retaining the air refueling mission at Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I trust that this will help the Commission to progress in developing its recommendation to 
the President. 

Sincerely, 
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UNITED STATES TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 
ECOTT DR 
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9 June 1995 

The Honorable A l s n  J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense  Base Closure and Realignment commiesion 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

United States Transportation command (USTRANSCOM) i e  concerned with 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment ~ommiesion's a d d i t i o n  of Grand 
Forks Air Force Base  (AFB) to the liet of installations for posalble 
c l o s u r e  or realignmenl. 

G G r ~ n d  FOELS AFB, with its strategic central loc~tion and axtenaivs 
Infraatcucture, ia ideaZly sui ted  to eupport the Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (SIOP), force aeploynents to Europe, Bouthwast Asia, 
and the Pacific area. The wisdom o r  establishing a refuel ing wing a t  
Grand F o r k s  was va 2 dated auring recent  high priority operations 
including VIGLLANT WARRIOR in Iraq and SUPPORT HOPE i n  Rwanda. This  
proven opetational capabil i ty suppozts the retention of t h i s  
errateg ica l ly  Jocated bese, 

USTRANSCOH8 s airborna tanker force support8 deployment, employment, 
and redeployment of U.S. forces vorldwide. The KC-135 portion of the 
tanker force is Located a t  three "coren alr zefualing bases: F a i r c h i l d  
AFB, WAr HcConnell AFB, KS; ana Grand Fork8 AFB, ND. This "uore" base 
Concept a l l o w s  us to  conso l idaCe  our infrastructure and leverage our 
sseets to beat suppott the warfighting Conunanders in Chief. To close 
one of t h e a s  ncorev baser and dietribute the KC-1351 to rrmaller, lesa 
efficient "force packagerw v i l l  create unnecessary personnel turbulence 
in current organizations, r e q u i r e  force nt.rUcturs adjuetmenta, and 
impair our ability to effectively execute aasignad n a t i o n a l  mobility 
ml.tasions. 

Request you carefully weigh the negativa aspects of closing Grand 
Porke AFB with the attendant disruption of the "core" air refueling bars 
concept and decreased a i r  mobility efficiency. The "core" air refueling 
vingb offer the b e s t  organizations1 structure for meeting the riqoroue 
demands placed on this rorce. Retaining the KC-135s at Grand Forke 
provides stability for our peop3s and enhances o u r  ability to carty out 
a t r a t e g i c  mobility missions i n  support o f  national atratagic objaotivea. 



PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 10 
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8nited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 14,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing in response to the letter that several members 
of the Pennsylvania Congressional Delegation sent to you on April 
5, 1 9 9 5  supporting the realignment of functions from the Annapolis 
Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center to Philadelphia. 
The letter contains misleading statements and misrepresentations of 
fact that cannot go unchallenged. 

First, the Pennsylvania Delegation members assert that 
consolidating Annapolis' activities in Philadelphia will advance 
military readiness. This statement is simply without basis in fact 
or experience! On the contrary, military readiness and value will 
suffer for the following reasons: 

a) loss or dispersal of the highly educated, talented and 
experienced team of scientists and researchers at Annapolis who are 
unmatched in terms of patents, publications and professional 
accomplishments. In fact, a large part of the savings that the 
Navy anticipates by consolidating Annapolis to Philadelphia comes 
from reductions in personnel. The in-service engineering staff at 
Philadelphia does not have comparable technical capabilities in 
developing new and innovative solutions to meet i -ure fleet 
requirements; and, 

b) loss of two unique Annapolis facilities - Jeep Ocean 
Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics - -  and the important R&D work 
conducted in them, due to the very high cost of moving or 
replicating them in Philadelphia. 

Second, the members of the Pennsylvania delegation cite "lower 
overhead costsn in Philadelphia as a rationale for moving the 
Annapolis detachment to Philadelphia. What their letter fails to 
mention however is that the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard - - which is 
in the process of closing - -  is, in effect, currently subsidizing 
NSWC Philadelphia. After the shipyard closes, these "subsidies" 
will be lost and overhead rates will almost certainly increase 
significantly. 

Third, the Pennsylvania letter asserts that Annapolis' Non-CFC 
facilities and research can be moved to Philadelphia "...with 
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little or no schedule interruption and can be accomplished for $2 
million, not $10 million as claimed by Annapolis." The fact is, 
the significant schedule impact and $10 million cost of moving Non- 
CFC R&D to Philadelphia are real and were certified by levels 
of the Carderock Division and NAVSEA, in response to questions from 
the Navy's Base Structure Analysis Committee. Certified answers to 
questions also clarified the reasons for adverse effects of any 
move on the Non-CFC R&D prog :am and why the facilities at Annapoli~ 
would require duplication elsewhere to achieve the program's 
environmental goals, albeit in a delayed schedule. Moreover 
contrary to Mr. Nemfakosr June 8th letter, the Navy cannot abandon 
~sw~/Annapolis early ( ' 97- ' 98) to maximize closure llsavingsll, and 
simultaneously claim Annapolis R & D operations can continue to 
completion in 2001 to justify "eliminationv of R & D people. 

Fourth, the return on investment claimed by the Pennsylvania 
Delegation simply quotes DoD1s recommendation to the Commission, 
and ignores significant certified cost data and over-estimated 
recurring savings which we shared with you in our April 17, 1995 
letter. We refer you back to this letter for more detailed 
information. Contrary to the Pennsylvania Delegation's cost 
savings assertions for consolidation, the breakeven point is 
actually 19 years, not 1 year, and it would actually cost -$5.6 
million, not provide $175.1 million in savings over a 20 year 
period. 

Finally, in terms of economic impact, the Pennsylvania 
Delegation also claims that the Philadelphia area has suffered a 
disproportionate share of job losses, and that moving the Annapolis 
function to Philadelphia would in someway attract more businesses 
to the Philadelphia shipyard site. This, of course, would be 
offset by loss at another, an equivalent decrease in employment and 
loss of technical business to the Annapolis area. Not withstanding 
the fact that a gain at one site will always be offset by a loss at 
another, the State of Maryland as a whole would be very hard-hit in 
the projected downsizing or possible elimination of executive 
branch agencies in the future. There is no apparent incentive to 
move a healthy, well funded organization such as NSWC Annapolis to 
another state to create jobs at the expense of Maryland. 

In summary, the arguments presented to you by the Pennsylvania 
Delegation in their April 5, 1995 letter are not supportable by 
certified data or substantiative facts. A dispassionate evaluation 
of all the data available, coupled with information gained through 
visits to the NSWC Annapolis site can only lead us to the 
conclusion that closure of this site will result in substantial 
loss in military value, irreplaceable loss of essential technical 
personnel and facilities, delay in introduction of lower cost, more 
capable technology into the fleet, and a net increase in the cost 
of the Navy's machinery R&D programs. 

We appreciate your attention to our concerns and urge you to 
contact us if we can provide any additional information regarding 
the Annapolis site of NSWC. 



With best regards, 

I 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 

Member o ngress 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

Member of &ngress 

Member of Congress 



THEDEPUTYSECRETARYOFDEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-1000 

9 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defenee Base Closure 
and Realignment Commiesion 

1700 North 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 Miaaile 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 ~isaile 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 Defenee (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 pleaeed 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 91et Miesile 
Group is no longer a necessary alternative. Consequently, our 
recommendation, ae transmitted on February 28, remains that Grand 
Forks AFB be realigned and the 321st Missile Group inactivated. 

I trust that t h i ~  will enable the Commission to proceed with 
the formulation of its recommendation to the President. 

\ Sincerely yours, 



Documeilt S eparator 
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White Paper on Core Tanker Wings I 1 Jun 95 
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1. PURPOSE: Obtain AFICC approval of White Paper on Core Tanker Wings (Tab 1). 

?. BACKGROUND: AFIRT was asked by Senator Conrad (D-ND), Senator Dorgan (D-ND), and 
Zongressman Pomeroy (D-ND) to provide a White Paper on Core Tanker Wings to support the ND 
lelegation. 

3. DISCUSSION: The White Paper on Core Tanker Wings was compiled with reference to Air Mobility: 
=oundation for Global Reach, Annual Report of the SECDEF to the President and the Congress -- 
=eb 92 (Tab 2) and AMCIXPPF point paper on Grand Forks' Value as a Core Tanker Wing (Tab 3). 

4. RECOMMENDATION: AFICC approve White Paper on Core Tanker Wings (Tab 1). 

xL.Jz-.LeQ Narren C. Lamont, JR., Colonel, u 
4cting Deputy Director of Forces 
3CSIPlans and Operations 

3 Tabs 
1. White Paper 
2. AMC annual report 
3. AMCIXPPF point paper 

! 

FORM IF 1768 COMPUTER-GENERATED FORM 



A WHITE PAPER 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
CORE TANKER WINGS 



CORE TANKER WINGS 

The primary objective of the tanker (aerial refueling) forces 

during the Cold War was to support nuclear bomber forces under 

the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). The basing 

requirements for tanker aircraft were dependent upon meeting the 

SIOP mission. Since the end of the Cold War, the size and shape of 

the Air Force has been affected by many reorganization initiatives. 

These reorganization initiatives were designed so DoD could 

continue to meet our nation's military requirements despite a 

reduction in force structure and funding. At the heart of the Air 

Force's capability to meet these military requirements lies rapid 

Global Mobility. As our units return home from overseas bases 'and 

the defense budget decreases, America must rely on highly mobile 

United States-based forces. Without the capability to project forces, 

conventional deterrence suffers, as does our ability to respond to 

an array of threats and conduct operations-other-than-war (OOTW). 

The core tanker wing is designed to support both the initial surge 

and long-term sustainment/resupply efforts across the spectrum of 

military operations. 

Although the Cold War is over, a major requirement of our 

core tanker (currently the KC-135) remains supporting the SIOP 

mission. A core tanker wing must be fully capable of supporting 

bomber missions in a nuclear scenario by providing large offloads 

to ensure maximum response flexibility. Therefore, the SIOP 



mission is a paramount consideration for tanker basing. When the 

focus shifts to SIOP, the core tanker wing can immediately transfer 

its resources and energy to that mission. It can ease command and 

control issues, and minimize turmoil when tanker assets are 

transferred from Air Force component commands to the United 

States Strategic Command. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

process has closed or realigned 12 tanker bases since 1988. As a 

result, three core tanker wings have emerged. They are Fairchild 

AFB, WA; McConnell AFB, KS; and Grand Forks AFB, ND. 

Providing "Global Reach for he r i ca"  on short notice and for 

extended periods of time is the fundamental basis of these core 

tanker wings. A core tanker wing has inherent benefits not 

apparent in smaller geographically separated units. These include 

economy of force, unit integrity, and a concentration of expertise 

and experience. All these benefits complement a smaller DoD. 

These core tanker wings can support the National I\lilitary 

Strategy more efficiently than geographically dispersed smaller 

units. United States forces permanently assigned overseas have 

been reduced by six fighter wings and two Army divisions since the 

breakup of the Soviet Union. Operationally, a core tanker wing can 

support simultaneous mission requirements and rapidly shift 

resources from: East to West Major Regional Contingency (MRC), 

from SIOP to OOTW deployments, and from support operations in 



CONUS or any theater around the world. Core tanker wings are 

also compatible with our shrinking defense dollars. Less personnel 

overhead is required when several squadrons are consolidated into 

a larger wing. Additionally, there's a reduction in duplication of 

facilities and equipment with larger tanker wings, which is 

consistent with most Air Force wings. 

A core tanker wing can operate more effectively by 

maintaining unit integrity within a larger force. The synergistic 

benefits of a larger wing are more apparent during long term 

deployments. Smaller tanker units must combine and rotate 

personnel more often to sustain the same long term mission of a 

deployed core tanker wing. Tanker personnel are currently tasked 

extensively and are deployed on an average of nearly four months 

per year. The pressure on these people from this high operations 

tempo when combined with the reorganization of our forces has 

been increased turbulence in their lives. Leadership at these core 

tanker wings deploy with their units and have a better appreciation 

of their personnel capabilities and historical aircraft maintenance 

limitations. Additionally, core tanker wings provide concentrated 

expertise and experience on aerial refueling operations necessary 

to better manage these critical resources. 

In summary, as America reduces its forward deployed forces 

and defense dollars, the DoD will rely more heavily upon highly 

mobile and highly trained forces capable of responding to 



operations across the spectrum of peace-to-war. A larger wing can 

support a long-term contingency on its own by avoiding duplication 

of equipment, supply, manpower, and more efficiently using in- 

place infrastructure to sustain a large number of aircraft. 

Obviously, the fewer locations we operate from, the less overhead 

manning, units, and facilities we need to support that operation. 

The core tanker wing is designed with all this in mind and enables 

Air Mobility Command to craft a tailored force to deploy and 

sustain the principles of Global Reach -- Global Power. 





HQ US.WCC 
1610 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE O F  TnE: CHIEF O F  STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

17 MAY 13% 

Dcfensc Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Djxon 

I an-, writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Cornmission's deckion to consider 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago wc rcbased our KC-135 f lee r  to form three core air 
refuelins wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organizationid, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sizcd organization with a 
clearly defined mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was thc right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we relocate approximately 65Yo of the active duty KC-135 aircrcw and support personnel to 
one of the three corc refueling bases. During this same timc, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces h i ~ v e  supponed numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia. Haiti, Rwanda, and Xraq. The cost to our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with thc reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in  their lives. 
We are just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms 01 greater operationd cfficicncics and highcr morale. In my judgment. scattering Grand 
Forks' force suucture throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our  ability 
to efficjsntlp accomplish the air refueling missions which are critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and creares additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personrlel. 

Specifically, Grand Forks .;R has the airspace, int 'rashwture, and location the Air Force 
requires for a corc tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suiicd to support 
our natic~n's nuclear deterrent posture and rapid response ro mobility contingency operations, 
Grand Fsrks is also located close to most northern air refueling &.scks providing quality training 
airspace free from cncroacilmcn: and interference from commercial air traffic. In addition to 
these es:cllenr charac:eristics, Grand Forks has some of the best irlfrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to suppo1-t 3 large tanker flcet. Finally, the tanker 
f o ~ c r  has underzone an inordinate amount of turmoil over tlic past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posture. 

Our three core air refueling wings now realize economies of scale in opcmtions, logistics, and 
organization. Ln operations, for example. a larger wing can support n Iong-term contingency on 
its own through Inregrated Tanker Unit Deployments (ITUD). Smaller units would hnve to 
combine resources md cross normal lincs of unit command to accomplish the same mission. Ln 
the area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-plxo infrastructure to provide support to a largc 
number of aircraft at thcsc thrce bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate tiom, the less overhead manning, units and facilities wa need to support that 
operation. Closing Grand Forks would reducc or eliminata many of these benefits. 

J, c a o t  overstate my support for retention of a corc air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Forcc Basc. I bclievc it is csscntial to our nation's abiliry to respond in a tirnely mnnner to 
challenges across the entire spectnun of conflict. 1 -jsk your consideration of the benefits wc cue 
now receiving from our corc refueling wings as you niake the recommendations which will affect 
the basing s t r u c ~  of all the Anaed Services for many years t . I trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chisf of Staff 









~ ' A I R C R A P T  -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

GRAND FORKS AFB - SINGLE CLOSURE 

EDWARDS AFB 
+ 12 PAA KC-135R 
+ 1 SQ FLAGS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 





LARGE AIRCRAFT -- ACTIVE COMPONENT 
FLYING FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENTS 

GRAND FORKS AFB - SINGLE CLOSURE 

OPERATIONAL CONCERNS: 

TANKERS MOVED TO SE TANKER POOR AREA - ONE SQ 

TANKERS MOVED TO SW TANKER POOR AREA - ONE SQ 

MIXED COMMANDS AT EDWARDS AFB 

TANKER SATURATION AT McCONNELL AFB - 6 SQ's 

SOME ECONOMY OF FORCE LOST 

\. OPTIMIZED FLIGHT TIME TO SIOP OBJECTIVE AREAS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 26 12/16/94 . 





DRAFT 

QUESTIONS ON ICBM MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS 

RANGE: 

1. Were pen aids removed for targets outside FSU? 

2. Was downloading considered for extended range targets? 

3. What sizelshape footprint was used in range analysis? 

4, How was the overflight problem addressed? 

SPACING: 

1. Did analysis assume that closer spacing reduces survivability? 

2. Were maintenancelsecurity benefits of smaller missile field considered? 

3. Does the analysis consider how spacing and orientation may affect the pace of an 
incoming laydown? 

GEOLOGY: 

1. Were data from the SAC/BMO/DNA hardness study considered? 

2. Were "wet missile'' data for each of tne wings considered? 

WEATHER: 

1. Were data for the annual number of "non-dispatch days" considered? 

MArNTArNABILITY: 

1. Were average off alert rates for maintenance/logistics/supply considered? 

2. Was the impact of closing the runway at Malmstrom considered? 

3. Did analysis include a separate excursion for 564SMS only? Geology, weather, and 
maintainability for 564th may are different from 1 0th,l2th, and 490th. 

4. Was supportability of only 50 remaining Sylvania ground systems considered? 

5. Were the cost savings associated with moving 50 MMIII missiles from the 564th 
versus Grand Forks or Minot considered? 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

QUESTIONS ON ICBM MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS 

RANGE: 

1. Were pen aids removed for targets outside FSU? 

2. Was downloading considered for extended range targets? 

3. What sizelshape footprint was used in range analysis? 

4. How was the overflight problem addressed? 

SPACING: 

1. Did analysis assume that closer spacing reduces survivability? 

2. Were maintenance/security benefits of smaller missile field considered? 

3. Does the analysis consider how spacing and orientation may affect the pace of an 
incoming laydown? 

GEOLOGY: 

1. Were data from the SAC/BMO/DNA hardness study considered? 

2. Were "wet missile" data for each of the wings considered? 

WEATHER: 

1. Were data for the annual number of "non-dispatch days" considered? 

MAINTAINABILITY: 

1. Were average off alert rates for maintenance/logistics/supply considered? 

2. Was the impact of closing the runway at Malmstrom considered? 

3. Did analysis include a separate excursion for 564SMS only? Geology, weather, and 
maintainability for 564th may are different from 1 Oth, l2th, and 490th. 

4. Was supportability of only 50 remaining Sylvania ground systems considered? 

5. Were the cost savings associated with moving 50 MMIII missiles from the 564th 
versus Grand Forks or Minot considered? 

DRAFT 
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CATEGORY: SRlALL AIRCRAFT 
AIRCRAFT TRANSFER OPTIONS 

DRAFT 

CLOSURE BASE 

CANNON 

- 18 F-16 (D 50) 
- 36 1'-16 (13 30) 
- 6EF-111 
-25F-111 

RECEIVER BASES 

MOODY 

- 36 F-16 (B 40L) 
- 24 AIOA- 10 
- 8 C-130 

TYNDALL 
NORAD OPS CTR 
DRONE OPS 

- 72 F- 1 5 (Training) 
- Weapons Eva1 Group 

SHAW 

54 F-16 (B 50) 
24 A/OA- 1 0 

+ 18 F-16 (B 50) 

HILL 

+ 18 F-16 (B 40L) 

EGLIN 
54 F-15C 

+ 72 F-15 (Training) 
+ Weapons Eva1 Gp 
- 54 F-15C 

MOODY 
36 F-16 (B 40L) 
24 A/OA- 10 

8 C-130 

+ 36 F-16 (I3 30) 
- 36 F-16 (B 40L) 

CANNON 

18 F-16 (B 50) 
36 F-16 (B 30) 
6 EF-111 

25 F-11 1 

+ 1 8 F- 16 (B 40L) 
- 18 F-16 (B 50) 

LANGLEY 
54 F-15C 

+ 18 F-15C 

HILL NELLIS 

T Weapons CTR 

+ 36 F-16 (B 40L) 

-- - 

+ 6EF-I l l  
+25 F-I l l  

- - 

SHAW 

54 F-16 (B 50) 
24 AIOA- 10 

+ 18 F-16 (B 50) 

NELLIS 
Fighter Weapons CTR 
Red Flag 

+ 36 F-15C 

McCHORD 
48 C-141 

LITTLE ROCK 
76 C-130 

+ 24 A/OA- 10 (MC) 
+ 8 C-130 (LR) 



May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon I 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
,Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: I 
We write to reiterate our request made at the Commission's 

hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F. E. 
Xarren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list. Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman I11 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

We recognize the challenge in making such tough decisions. 
All things being equal, we would not advocate shutting down any 
ICBM bases. At the same time, we believe that the Commission 
must meet its twin responsibilities of reducing bases and defense 
costs while preserving essential military forces. 

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFB is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of millions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 
bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. Air Force 

. 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

In addition, there is inherent synergy between the two North 
Dakota bases. The tankers provide refueling support for the 
bombers. The proximity of the two missile fields has resulted in 
a sharing of parts and supplies that saves time and money. 

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called for a 
force structure of 4 5 0 / 5 0 0  Minuteman 111s. We can retain 4 5 0  
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost or disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decide to retain 500 Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be closed by redesignating Warren's 5 0  MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman I11 silos, transferring 
Malmstrom's Minuteman 111 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman launch facilities there. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 

When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 
determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $1 billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Grand Forks. We 
further understand that closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

Similarly, moving the Minuteman I11 wing from Warren to 
Mal-mstrom would allow closure of the former base when its MX 
missiles are eliminated under the START I1 Treaty. This move 
would also yield substantial cost savings, and the Air Force 
would not lose aircraft infrastructure, since Warren does not 
have a runway. 

Recent testimony by the General Accounting Office (GAO) to 
the Commission reinforces our position that all four northern 
ICBM bases should be studied for closure or realignment. As you 
know, the GAO pointed out weaknesses in the military services' 
processes for recommending closures or realignments. It 
con.cluded : 

In particular, the Air Force's process remained largely 
subjective and not well documented; also, it was influenced 
by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that changed 
when more focused analyses were made. 

In closing, given the Air Force's own conclusion that all 
four ICBM units are fully capable of performing the missile 
mission, we believe that the economic and operational advantages 
of dual-mission bases logically require retaining ICBMs and large 
aircraft at both Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases. Minot 
and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

U.S. Senator 
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* * 

-#ions for discussion w i t h  Base Closure Working Grow 
Meeting with DBCRC Air Force Team, March 14, 1995, 1 :30 PM-4:00 PM 

1. Please define "Total Aircraft Inventory". 

2. Why is TAI used as a measure/factor in assessing excess capacity when funding \resources are 
authorized and appropriated for PAA? 

3. Please explain the difference in the manpower baseline numbers chart and the personnel numbers used 
in the COBRA runs. 

4. The Cannon AFB chart used in the AF hearing reflects F-111 s moving to Nellis. Why, if the aircraft 
are being dropped from the inventory'? - - 

5. W ; s  a COBRA run dcne on an option to close Grand Forks AFB? Malmstrom AFB? Minot AFB? If 
so, may we have a copy? 

6 .  Do you have an estimate of when we may receive copies of the site survey reports/summaries? 

7. Please provide a copy of Atch 1 to the 7 Jul94 BCEG minutes. It is missing. 

8. Please define and explain "level playing field." 
. - -. - - -  - 

9. Th: Air Force has recommended closing the minimum essential airfield at Grifiss Air Force Base, and 
provic!ing the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Infantry Division from the Fort Drum 
airfield. 

a. Could you please describe the concept of operations the Air Force intends for the operations at 
the Fort Drum airfield? 

b. What agreement has the Air Force established with the Army to operate the airfield at Fort 
Drum? Would you please provide us with a copy of any of the agreements? 

c. Has the Army or the Air Force calculated the additional costs associated with operating the Fort 
Drum airfield as a result of this proposal? 

d. Does the Air Force expect the Army to fund all the costs associated with operating the field at 
Fort Drum? 

e. The information the Air Force has provided us indicates the Army desired a 200 feet wide 
runway. Are you aware of the Army's rational for desiring a 200 foot runway? Did the Army 
have other concerns? Could you please provide us with them? 

f. Could you please provide us with a copy of all the costs associated with keeping the minimum 
essential airfield at Griffiss AFB open? 

10. If the Defense Base Closure Commission voted to close Minot AFB, where would the Air Force 
prefer .:he B-52s to go, and why? 



11. In deciding to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base, did the Air Force take any actions attempting to 
resolve ABM Treaty implications? If so, what were they? 

12. The Air Force has proposed inactivating the 485th EIG rather than transferring the unit to Hill AFB. 
One 3f the reasons is the very high costs of renovating Hill AFB. What are these costs? (The 1993 site 
survey dat; showed the cost to Hill at $1 3.5M) 

13. Could you please provide us with information about all the USG organizations other than Air Force 
organizations effected by the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base? 

a. How would these organizations be effected by the realignment of Kirtland AFB? How much 
- coordination has been performed with these organizations? 

b. The Air Force has proposed leaving the 898th Munitions Squadron in-place. How does the Air 
Force plan to support this organization with such things as medical, base exchange, and 
commissary privileges? 

c. In realigning Kirtland AFB, it appears the Air Force did not calculate the potential increase of 
CHAMPUS costs. Could you please provide us with the reason why? And could you please 
calculate these costs for us and provide us with the information? 

..- -- - 
14:- Would like to discuss measures of effectiveness that were used to evaluate the mission effectiveness 
of the missile fields at Grand Forks, Minot, and Malmstrom. (2 Nov 94 BCEG Minutes from the 
classified annex). 

15. Request you discuss the rationale for the lack of a small aircraft base on the closure list. 

16. VJe recognize the fact that there are no bad bases in the Air Force, but would give us some detail on 
how closely the UPT bases compared and what was the deciding factor for naming Reese? 

17. How did the UPT JCSG rank the bases (A, N, AF) functionally? Discuss. 

18. W e r e  did the suggestions to consolidate ANG units onto larger bases originate? Were they 
suggested by the ANG? Did the BCEG identify other ANG candidates for consolidation? 

19. What distinguished the Air Reserve Component units the Air Force recommended for relocation to 
other bases as candidates for this action? Did the BCEG identify other ANG candidates for 
consolidation? 

20. How did the BCEG identify and validate costs associated with recommended ANG consolidations? 

2 1. Austin Community approved major bond issue worth $400M on Kay 1, 1993 to convert the base to a 
municipal airport. 93 Commission directed Air Force to keep Bergstrom ARB open if community acted 
before Jun 93. What is the Air Force position about transferring the Carswell unit to Bergstrom? 
22. Although the operating cost to operate Bergstrom today are high (due in part, it seems, because the 
AF has had to retain much of the base because of environmental cleanup), what would be your estimate of 
operating only the residual cantonment area? 



23. AETC Capacity Analysis. Is there sufficient remaining capacity if one base is closed? 
'BASE I Projected Pilot Production I Maximum Capability I Limiting Factor 1 

24. VJhy did the Air Force rate Reese so low (Tier 111) compared with other bases in the Undergraduate 
Flying Training category, especially considering that the Air Force: 

(1) selected Reese as its first Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training site; 
(2) introduced the T-1 training aircraft at Reese; and 
(3) initiated the consolidation of UPT with the Navy in a joint program at Reese? 
(4) (We understand) ranked Reese as the number 2 UPT base in 1991. 

25. What is the Air Force rationale for closing Reese and transferring all of its aircraft, particularly the 
newly introduced T-1 training aircraft, along with the joint training program to Vance AFB, Oklahoma; 
Laughlin AFB, Texas; and Columbus AFB, Mississippi, when these bases have yet to transition to these 
progrcms? 

26. Tlle 199 1 DBCRC recommended that the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility 
at Williams Air Force Base, Arizona, be relocated to Orlando, Florida. In the current round of base 
closures and realignments, the Air Force recommended that the Laboratory remain at its present location 
in Mesa, Arizona, as a stand-alone activity. The Air Force's justification states, in part, that the activities 
are consistent with the community's plans for redevelopment of the Williams Air Force Base property, 
includ~ ng a university and research park.. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 states that "In considering military installations 
for closure or realignment, the Secretary may not take into account for any purpose any advance 
conversion planning undertaken by an affected csmmunity with respect to the anticipated closure or 
realignment of an installation" (Title XXIX, Part A, Sec. 2903, paragraph (c)(3)(B)). 

Why was facility reuse planning used as a consideration factor for this recommendation? 

Please recognize that there will be continuing questions throughout our analysis process that we 
will try to direct to the appropriate individuals as they arise. We will try to keep the pressure as 
low as possible. 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 



QUESTIONS ON AIR FORCE ANALYSIS 

1. Why did BCEG members use their judgment to evaluate the overall rating 
for an installation (based on the eight selection criteria) rather than the 
mathematical roll-up method? In other words, why did BCEG members not roll- 
up criterion grades into an overall color rating for an installation? 

2. Color grades were assigned for some subelements (based on an 
installation's capability relative to other installations' capabilities) rather than by 
applying an objective measure. Why were color grades assigned for some 
subelements and not for other subelements? What are some examples of color 
grades assigned to subelements? 

3. Why was a standard deviation (o) method used? Please describe the 
standard deviation method used. 

4. Wouldn't a score at the mean (p) or above (a Green grade) or at the mean or 
below (a Yellow or Red grade) distort the subelement roll-up compared with those 
subelements in which a standard deviation was not used? 

5 .  Why doesn't the standard deviation mean correspond to a Yellow grade? 

6 .  Did use of the standard deviation affect substantially any outcome? If so, 
please elaborate. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Attendees 

FROM: Steve Ackerman 

DATE: 0311 4/95 

SUBJECT: Discussion meeting with the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group's Working 
Group. 

The meeting with the Air Force's Base Closure Executive Group's (BCEG) Working Group will 
be held today from 1 :30-4:00 PM, at the Pentagon. We will initially gather at 5D973 and then 
proceed to the actual meeting room. Attached are questions we have submitted for points of 
discussion, with respect to our analysis. Please confirm your team members' attendance with me 
this morning, in order that we can have a heads up count to give to the Working Group. Thank 
you. 
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Please define "Total Aircraft Inventory". 

VJhy is TAI used as a measurelfactor in assessing excess capacity when 
and appropriated for PAA? 

3. Please explain the difference in the man ower baseline numbers 
intheCOBRAruns. r/[/2/2(Y 94 19 Jy~,f&J-j 

)F@C fl1'6v f l d f l b f l ~  / 4. The Cannon AFB chart use in the AF hearing reflects F- 11s rn 
L are being dropped from the inventory? 

I ct 
5. Was a COBRA run done on an option to close Grand Forks AFB? Malmstrom AFB? Minot AFB? If 
so, m p  we have a copy? 

you have an estimate of when we may receive copies of the site s w e y  reportsisummaries? 

7. Please provide a copy of Atch I to the 7 Jul 94 BCEG minutes. It is missing. 
b . 

Mb#fi;ase defme and explain "level playing field." 

\ik 9. The Air Force has recommended closing the minimum essential airfield at Griffiss Air Force Base, and 
providing the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Infantry Division from the Fort Drum 

<,qY airfield. 

C , ~  , ,d Could you please describe the concept of operations the Air Force intends for the operations at 

/ " the Fort Drum airfield? 

b. What agreement has the Air Force established with the Army to operate the airfield at Fort 
D m ?  Would you please provide us with a copy of any of the agreements? 

c. Has the Army or the Air Force calculated the additional costs associated with operating the Fort 
Drum airfield as a resillt of this proposal? 

d. Does the Air Force expect the Army to h d  all the costs associated with operating the field at 
Fort Drum? 

e. The information the Air Force has provided us indicates the Army desired a 200 feet wide 
runway. Are you aware of the Army's rational for desiring a 200 foot runway? Did the Army 
have other concerns? Could you please provide us with them? 

f. Could you please provide us with a copy of all the costs associated with keeping the minimum 
essential airfield at Grifflss AFB open? 

10. If the Defense Base Closure Commission voted to close Minot AFB, where would the Air Force 
prefer the B-52s to go, and why? 



11. In deciding to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base, did the Air Force take any actions attempting to 
resolve ABM Treaty implications? If so, what were they? 

12. The Air Force has proposed inactivating the 485th EIG rather than transfemng the unit to Hill AFB. 
One of the reasons is the very high costs of renovating Hill AFB. What are these costs? (The 1993 site 
survey data showed the cost to Hill at $13.5M) 

13. Could you please provide us with information about all the USG organizations other than Air Force 
organizations effected by the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base? 

a. How would these organizations be effected by the realignment of Kirtland AFB? How much 
coordination has been performed with these organizations? 

b. The Air Force has proposed leaving the 898th Munitions Squadron in-place. How does the Air 
Force plan to support this organization with such things as medical, base exchange, and 
commissary privileges? 

( 
/crr realigning Kirtland AFB, it appears the Air Force did not calculate the potential increase of 
CHAMPUS costs. Could you please provide us with the reason why? And could you please 
calculate these costs for us and provide us with the information? 
1-, 

14. Would like to discuss measures of effectiveness that were used to evaluate the mission effectiveness 
of the missile fields at Grand Forks, Minot, and Malmstrom. (2 Nov 94 BCEG Minutes from the 
classified annex). 

A e q u e s t  you discuss the rationale for the lack of a small aircraft base on the closure list. 

16. Y7e recognize the fact that there are no bad bases in the Air Force, but would give us some detail on 
how closely the UPT bases compared and what was the deciding factor for naming Reese? 

17. How did the UPT JCSG rank the bases (A, N, AF) functionally? Discuss. Jn w 

V 18. Where did the suggestions to consolidate ANG units onto larger bases originate? Were they 
suggested by the ANG? Did the BCEG identify other ANG candidates for consolidation? 

19. What distinguished the Air Resenre Component units the Air Force recommended for relocation to 
other bases as candidates for this action? Did the BCEG identi@ other ANG candidates for 
consolidation? 

20. Hour did the BCEG identi& and validate costs associated with recommended ANG consolidations? 

2 1. Austin Community approved major bond issue worth $400M on May 1,1993 to convert the base to a 
municipal airport. 93 Commission directed Air Force to keep Bergstrom ARB open if community acted 
before Jun 93. What is the Air Force position about transfemng the Carswell unit to Bergstrom? 
23. Although the operating cost to operate Bergstrom today are high (due in part, it seems, because the 
AF has had to retain much of the base because of environmental cleanup), what would be your estimate of 
operating only the residual cantonment area? 



24. Why did the Air Force rate Reese so low (Tier 111) compared with other bases in the Undergraduate 
Flying Training category, especially considering that the Air Force: 

(1) selected Reese as its first Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training site; 
(2) introduced the T-1 training aircraft at Reese; and 
(3) initiated the consolidation of UPT with the N a ~ y  in a joint program at Reese? 
(4) (We understand) ranked Reese as the number 2 UPT base in 199 1. 

23. AETC Capacity Analysis. Is there sufficient remaining capacit?. if one base is closed? 

25. M a t  is the Air Force rationale for closing Reese and transferring all of its aircraft, particularly the 
newljv introduced T-1 training aircraft, along with the joint training program to Vance AFB, Oklahoma; 
Laughlin AFB, Texas; and Columbus AFB, Mississippi, when these bases have yet to transition to these 
programs? 

l r ~ ~ ~ ~  

i 

Columbus 
Laughiin 
Reese 
Vance 

r 

I TOTAL 

26. The 1991 DBCRC recommended that the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility 
at Williams Air Force Base, Arizona, be relocated to Orlando, Florida. In the current round of base 
closures and realignments. the Air Force recommended that the Laboratory remain at its present location 
in Mesa, Arizona, as a stand-alone a c t i v i ~ .  The Air Force's justification states, in part. that the activities 
are ccnsistent uith the community's plans for redevelopment of the Williams Air Force Base property, 
inclucting a universiq and research park.. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 states that "In considering military installations 
for closure or realignment, the Secretary may not take into account for any purpose any advance 
conversion planning undertaken by an affected community with respect to the anticipated closure or 
realignment of an installation" (Title XXIX, Part A, Sec. 2903, parasraph (c)(3)(B)). 

Mlny bas facility reuse planning used as a consideration factor for this recommendation? 

Limiting Factor 

I 

Runway Capacity 
66 bb  

66  66 

6. bL 

Projected Pilot Production 
(4th Qtr, FY 01) 

29 1 
316 
291 
316 

1.2 14 

Please recognize that there will be continuing questions throughout our analysis process that we 
will try to direct to the appropriate individuals as they arise. We will try to keep the pressure as 
1o.r~ as possible. 

hlaximurn Capability 

372 
386 
359 
366 

1.483 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 



1. Why did BCEG members use their judgment to evaluate the overall rating 
for an installation (based on the eight selection criteria) rather than the 
mathematical roll-up method? In other words, why did BCEG members not roll- 
up criterion grades into an overall color rating for an installation? 

2.  Color grades were assigned for some subelements (based on an 
installation's capability relative to other installations' capabilities) rather than y 
applying an objective measure. Why were color grades assigned for some 
subelements and not for other subelements? What are some examples of c or 
grades assigned to subelements? ". 
3. Why was a standard deviation (o) method used? Please 
standard deviation method used. 

4. Wouldn't a score at the mean (p) or above (a Green the mean or 
below (a Yellow or Red grade) distort the subelement 
subelements in which a standard deviation was not used? 

5 .  Why doesn't the standard deviation mean correspond to a k ellow grade? 

6 .  Did use of the standard deviation affect substantially any outcome? If so, 
please elaborate. 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A IR  FORCE 

16 March 1995 

AEMORANDUM FOR AIR FORCE TEAM CHIEF, BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
STAFF 

FROM: HQ US AFIRTR 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC, 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Air Force BRAC '95 Data Request 

In response to your request at our 14Ma1-95 meeting, the following information is attached 
for your review: 

1; Point paper on B-1, 8-2. B-52 consolidated basing restrictions i > . : % , .  xc 

. _ '  MILCON project listing for closure/realignment recommendations i , .  

MacDill AFB documentation and questionnaire data on aircraft basindairfield . r ,  

Air Force BRAC '95 data disks 

Correspandence pertaining to Ft. Drum initiative 

Grand Forks AFB co~:s,/I<P\~ briefin: slide 

I nave also attached a listing of the personnel rtssigned to the Base Closure VVorki~lrr - 
G.-oup. Feel free to contact them if you have questions. If you require BRAC-related informatior1 
irom personnel not on the working group, please coordinate the request through my ofiice to 
allow us to properly assist you. I hope this information is useful. 

 hada an, ~/ase/Closure Working Group 





1995 DBCRC 

ftnn l' 
Installation Econornlc Area Employment Military Mllltary Clvlllan Clvlllan 

~ -- TOTAL _. 
Relocated Dlsestabllshed Relocated Dlsestabllshed T r a l n z s  IMPACT 

- --.. 

Army ~ -. -- ... 

Tobyhanna Army Depot. PA Scranton-W~lkes-Barre-Hazleton MSA -- 319.940 - -. - 115 - -- -- 0 0 3.604 0 3 7 1 9  
Lenerkenny Army Depot. PA Frankl~n County MSA 62.117 0 0 2.545 0 2581 36 

~p 

Oakland Army Terminal. CA Oakland PMSA 0 .  . _. . 0 -- 9 8 3  13 .- 1047 __---- -- 

Fort Holabird. MD Baltimore. MD PMSA 1.357.930 - 0 0 0 -- -- 0 0 -L--. 
Space and Strategic Defens Command Madison County. AL 1- ._ >"":931 - 3 "  1 . - 0 ~ -  -1-@!?-.1--0_.+.->50 -1- I 

Navy 
NAS Atlanta. GA Atlanta. GA -- 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. NH Rockinghan County. NH. 8 York County, ME 
Fleet lndustnal Supply Center. Oakland. CA Oakland, CA PMSA 0 
W A D .  Cwona. CA ~ivers~de-San Bemardino. CA PMSA 883 0 
Eng~neer. F~eld Act~vity. West. Div.. San Fran.. CA San Francisw.CA PMSA 66 0 
Superv~sor of Shipbutlding. San Fran.. CA San Francisw,CA PMSA 0 
P u E  Works Center. Guam Agana, Guam 
Po~nt Mugu Pacfic M~ssile Test Center Ventura. CA PMSA 

I I 
Air Force 

I 
- 

I Grand Forks AFB ND pfl u Grand Forks County. ND 
McClellan AFB CA Sacramento. CA PMSA - -  
K ~ l l v  AFR TX d - San Antonlo TX MSA 12 613 17236 . , ." -. '.. * . - - .- - -. . . . . . . . . , . . . . - . 

ti111 AFB, UT )( - lSan Lake City-Ogden UT MSA _ 
I T n k r  AFB OK . loklahoma Cilv OK MSA 0 12 669 2 1090 1 - - - - I  

Defense Loglstlcs Agency -- -- 

DefenseD~str~bution Depot Tobyhana. PA Scranton-Wlkes-Barre-Hazleton MSA 
Defense D~str~bution Depot McClellan. CA Sacramento. CA PMSA 
Dkfeef~_D~stributan Depot San Antonio. TX San Antonio. TX MSA 
Defense Dlstr~but~on Depot Hill. UT - - -. - - . . -. - Salt Lake C i t y - O g A c T  MSA 
Defense D~str~butlon Depot Oklahoma City. OK Oklahornagy. OK MSA 
Delense D~str~butlon Depot Warner Robins, GA Macon. GA MSA 157.770 0 0 0 0 0 0 data included in ALC numbers 





THE DEFEhSE B A S E  CLObC R L  \ . \ I> RE 41_I(;\\IE>T COtl.\[ISSIOh 

ESECLTIYE CORRESPOWENCE TRACKDC SYSTEM tECTS) X 7 f o3\a -% 

TYPE OF .ACTION REQUIRED 

-: 0 \ Q.EL-TOQ 
ORCrLVIZATION: 

4 

m: & ~ \ Q E ~ T O K  R A G  
ORGrLVIZATION: 

i 
r 

( N S T - U T I O N  (P) DISCUSSED: 

I Prepare Reply for Chauman s S i  I 

1 Prepare Reply for StvT Duector s Siguature 

1 Prepare Replv for Commrmoner's Sipanre 

b Repare Duect Respow 

/ ACTIOh: Offer Comments and/or Suggesnons I FYI 

Sublea  Remarks: I 



.?L. Y I Q I . v.+~'.u I I LYL I DCC 3-IU-3.3 . L G  -:J . ( J .~>u  V&L : I . U L L  - ;IJ~:GY~,U.~.~IJ. 2 3 1 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -3300 

8 MAR 1995 

Mr. Benton L. Borden 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
P~lington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr Borden: 

Please find enclosed t he  estimated personnel impacts, by state, from the 1988, 
199 1, and 1993 base closure rounds that we discussed earlier today. 

As you review this data, please keep in mind that the Depanment did not use it in 
its BRAC 95 decision n~aking processes. The Department's consideratiotl o f  cu~nulative 
economic impact was based on the data in the BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database, 
which we have already provided to you. While the enclosed data has not been certified to 
be accurate and complete, it nevertheless represents a reasonable estimate o f  prior round 
personnel impacts 

Please call me at (703) 61 4-5356 if you have any questions 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Base Closure 

Enclosure 

cc,: Base Closure Reading Room, United States House of Representatives 
Base Closure Reading Room, United States Senate 



E EsUmatod BRAC 88,  81, and 93 Personnel Impacts by Stnteddjustd 
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J 

 AM* 
ALABAh1A PLANT AL MaC-4 0 1 0 0 
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0 (;, 
0 

C00M RIVER AL MClau 0 0 0 0 0 0 
REDsrnNE ARSENAL 4 W R u ~  0 0 0 31 0 31 

ANMSTCM ASMY DEPOT AL 01 R- 
REOSTONE ARSENAL U 01 R- 

REDGTONE ARSENAL -ADJUSTMENT AL 01 AI)U8I 

ANNISTON ARMY OCWT AL 0.3 R u l l ~ n  
NAVAL ,SlATKXI. MOBILE AL 03 Clow 
SfiDWO'4E ARSENAL AL 83 R W b n  

(41s) 
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0 
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0131 (19) 
la, sa 

0 0 
4.380 115 
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Mt 0 
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O 
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243 feb~ac.bd 19MCQ.h 
0 I100  

4 . a  317 
(10.Wl p q  
1.729 R-I 
s.983 47 

110 0 
n7e1 nan 

1 1 . W  
m 59 

(1.472) @DB) 
(101 (1.W) 

1.458 (00 
(an (4%) 

@.lee) (402) 
as nn 
0 120 
0 (So9 
0 10( 

1.046 50 
m . 2 ~  mze.r?il 

MCAC 19 PALMS C A 
MCAS. CAMP PENOLETON c A 
MCAS. a TOR0 c* 
MCCLECLAN AFB C A 

McCLELMNAFB (2 
MCLB BARSTOW C A 
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0 0 
312 166 

81 Canmnr#en Flad L v  
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7 i re  

(4) 012) 
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NCTS WASHINGTON DC 
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AIR FORCE BASES CLOSED AND TO BE CLOSED AS OF 5 OCT 94 

ORIG INTERIM CURR AFBCA CLOSURE EPA GSA AFBCA 
BASE CMD CMD CMD OL DATE NPL REG OFF REG LOCATION 

ROUND I; 

Chanute AFB ATC AETC AFBCA B 30Sep93 5 CHI NW Rantoul, IL 

George AFl3 TAC ACC AFBCA C 15Dec92 Y 9 SF SP Victorville, CA 

Mather AFB ATC AETC AFBCA D 30Sep93 Y 9 SF NW Sacramento, CA 

Norton AFn MAC AMC AMC E 31Mar94 Y 9 SF SP San Bernadino, CA 

Pease AFB SAC SAC AFBCA A 31Mar91 Y 1 BOS NE Portsmouth,NH 

ROUND n. 
Bergstrom 4FB 

Carswell AFB 

Castle AFB 

Eaker AFB 

England AIjB 

Grissom AIB 

Loring AFJi 

Lowry AFlI 

MacDill AFB (Part) 

Myrtle Beach AFB 

TAC 

SAC 

SAC 

SAC 

TAC 

SAC 

SAC 

ATC 

TAC 

TAC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

AMC 

ACC 

AETC 

ACC 

ACC 

AFBCA 

AFBCA 

ACC 

AFBCA 

AFBCA 

AFBCA 

AFBCA 

AFBCA 

ACC 

AFBCA 

6 FW 

6 FW 

Y 9 SF 

6 FW 

6 FW 

5 CHI 

Y I BOS 

8 FW 

4 ATL 

4 ATL 

Austin, TX 

Fort Worth, TX 

Merced, CA 

Blytheville, AK 

Alexandria, LA 

PeruIBunker Hill, IN 

Limestone, ME 

Denver, CO 

Tampa, FL 

Myrtle Beach, SC 

Richards-Gebaur AFB AFRES AFRES AFBCA Q 30Sep94 7 FW CE Kansas City/Belton 
Grandview, MO 

Rickenbacker ANGB ANG ANG AFBCA R 30Sep94 5 CHI MW ColumbuslLockbourne, 
OH 

Williams AFB ATC AETC AFBCA S 30Sep93 Y 9 SF SP Tempe,AZ 

Wurtsmith AFB SAC ACC AFBCA T 30Jun93 5 CHI MW Oscoda,MI 

ROUND nir: 
Homestead AFB TAC ACC AFBCA Y 31Mar94 Y 4 ATL SE Homestead, FL 

K.I.Sawyer AFB SAC ACC ACC Z 30Sep95 5 CHI CE Gwim,MI 

O'Hare Int'l Arpt AFRES AFRES AFRES 5A 30Jun98 5 CHI CE Chicago, IL 

Griffiss A m  SAC ACC ACC X 30Sep95 Y 2 NY NE Rome,NY 

March AFB SAC AMC AMC I A 31Mar96 Y 9 S F  NW Riverside, CA 

Newark AFR AFLC AFMC AFMC 2A 30Sep96 5 CHI SE Newark, OH 

Plattsburgh AFB AMC AMC AMC 3A 30Sep95 Y 2 NY NE Plattsburgh, NY 

Gentile AFS DLA DLA DLA*** 4A '97(est) 5 CHI MW DaytonIKettering, OH 

BOLD: BASE HAS BEEN CLOSED *AMC is mission MAJCOM **AETC is mission command ***Defense Logistics Agency is major tenant. 
AFMC is real estate MAJCOM 

ACC - Air Combat Command AETC - Air Education Training Command AMC - Air Mobility Command 
AFRES - A r Force Reserve ANG - Air National Guard AFMC - Air Force Material Command 
DLA - Defense Logistics Agency 
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This time, fewer 
closings will szve 
more, officials say 
Bv Wil1i:un Matthews 
7;m- -IT rnur 

W H I N G T O N  
losing m i l i w  bases to save 
money is turning out to be an 
expensive wSay ta cut arw. So 
this year. h e  Defense Depan- 
ment is proposing to save 

more by closing less. 
Defens. Swmtan. William J. P e w  says 

it will mst 53.8 billion to dose or reahgn 
the 146 blsff on the base hit list he sent to 

price tag for closing and realigning 175 
b a s  targmd in 1993. 

But the srnalier number of closuras will 
leave the military with many more bases 
than it needs. "There is no donbt in my 
m ~ n d  that the Defense Depanrnent will 
need future base-closure rounds." Perry 
said. L-nder current law, however. the 1995 
round is the last one. Perry said he will 
urge Congres to arrange for another round 
of base closures in 1996 or 1999. 

For this round, the services put a h v  
emphasis on reduung upfmnt cmts and re- 
covering clmure costs early, P e w  said. 

Thuc. in six years, the base closing he 
pmpous mill save $4 biion, Perry told the 
Base Cl- an2 Iiealynment Cornmissior: 
on M a d  1. A n  in terms of s avuy ,  that 
makes this the i.1- round of base clas- 

1993 closures will W y  exceed the mst of 
the closures over a tax-year period, Perry 
said. 
Savings from this round of base closings 

are critical. Without the cl-, the mili- 
12n. will not have the money it needs to be- 
@n bu.vmg a new generation of weapons a t  
the end of the decade. P w  said. 

The 1993 dasinp are psrticularly expen- 
sive because they required the relocation of 
many bmps and the mnsrmction of new 
facilities to amommodate them at  their new 
bases. This time, the servim were careful 
to avoid such ~ o h c  whenwer possible. 

The Air Fom-. for example, dodged the 
high cost of shutring down an air l o p t ~ c s  
center by d e c i d q  to keep all five of its air 
logistics centers open and trimming opera- 
tions a t  each. 

d o w n s i z i i  each depot rather than dosing 
one or rwo, Perry said. "I found the arith- 
metic mmpehg." 

"Closing a depot would have led to much 
larper upfront omts." said Deputy Defehse 
Secretary John Deutch. 

The 1995 candidates for dosure include 
12 major Army base& 10 large Navy f a d -  
ties, nine major Air Fome indla t ions  and 
two logistics depots. I T  approved by the base 
dosing mmmisioh Congress and the presi- 
dent dosing the baser %ill elimnate 34.000 
avilian jobs and requim tens of thousands 
of military personnel to niwe. 

Even with these closures, the military 
will still have more than enough base ca- 
pacity for the planned 1Wvlsion Army. an 
119irwftcarrie:- Navy, a 936-fighter Air 
Force and a thredivs ion Manne Cow 

1 Con-F Feb. 25. ings ever. "The Air Force presented a powerful ar- Perry said 
The mil is ahout half the $6.9 billion By comparison, money saved fmrn the gument that they could save money by See HIT LIST page 16 
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How the 
Air Force 
would be 
affected 
By Julie Bird 
TlmasmdTrnur 

WASHINGTON 

T be Air F o m  keep all of it6 maink- 
nanee depots but  consolidates, 
mowaardacesseveralresearcbm- 

tern un&r the base d- and realm- 
men& the Fentagon pec0mme.nded Feb. 28. 

The servce also would dose one pilot 
training base, eliminate a nudear-missile 
unit and doee s tanker gmtp. Additionally, 
seven - ba4es would dose, with the 
units ather moving or Autting down 

If a p p m d  the remmmendations A d  
d in a net lobs of about 1,700 militay 
jobs and neruly 5,000 aviiian job& 

Closing 
These Air Force bases or beses with Air 

Force units would dose: 
8 Bergstmm Air Reserve Station near 

Austin. T e v s .  The Air Force Reserve's 
924th Fighter W i g  would ina&vate.The 
Fleserve's 10th Air Force headquarters 
would movr to the joint reserve base a t  
Fort Worth. Texas, which formerly was 
Camvell Air Force Base. 
8 Bmks Air Force Base in San Anto- 

nio. Texas. Mmt functions of the Human 
S.vstems Center, including the School of 
Aerwpace Eledicine and Armstmng Lab- 
oratory, woi~ld move to Knght-Patterson 
Air Force Base near Da-Wn, Ohio. 

The 68th Intelligence Squadron would 
relrmte to FeII?. Air Fome Base, also near 
Fan Antonio The Air Force Center for En- 
vironmental Excellence would move to 
T>ndall Air Force Base near Panama City, 
Fa The h y p h u i c  chamber operation and 
the Reservr's 710th Intelligence Flight 
would move to Laddand Air Force Base, 
also near San .Aa?ronio. 
I Griffk Air Force Base near Rome. 

t A Tuas tale: The long relationship 
between a crty and its base is likely to 
end ................... .Page 14 

The Mtlre: Defense officials say am 
other sere .  of base closings will be 
needed .................... .16 
8 H a  it m~orks: A look at the steps 
involved in determining which bases 
will p t theax  ............ :. .. I6 

Fasale: If you're having troublesell- 
ingyour house due to a closing, the 
gowmment may be able to Wp .. .17 
B Fearful retirees Many are con- 
cerned abo R their options if tive mili- 
tary hmpitalsare closed ........ 17 
8 The list: All of the bases affected by 
b e  base-closure and realignment 
recommendahons ............ .30 

W m  on me P e n w ' s  latat kedc 
sure and realignment I&. hmetacilibe5 
would close or lose nme h~ndms and 
jobs, while others would gain pbs. 

8 ~ U 1 F a e e ~ T a a - ~ 1 ~ 1 , 8 2 0 ~  
WY. 1,939nnUnDr 
F a t W a m ~ . l e ~ ~ ~ W r t . n M ,  
( a - L o p . m u * . r ~ I r a  

8 ~ m m u t M I ~ U R ~  
st.bn-Lac367-- 
8 R . . r * r F m B a & T . u - L n Q X I &  
4.1.1B3ct*ynlO(L 
8 rrouPrca*r.-w.v--2rrnL 

8 l l a u a m & F ~ B a , Y a r - G . n 6 ~  
I u , . Y ) S ~ *  
8Hia*iFora&r.U(.k-tm147&Mn 

t i E - * i k ~ a . ~ . ~ . - t i n 1 s  
ml.t8q,3Ucm*m* 
- * r R m & + , F I e . - l p p 6 1  
mifer,. 153 pB 

Guard already is scheduled to take over m 8 ( c 4 h i r ~ a e ~ ~ e . ~ s a - ~ n 3 ~ ~ .  1mc143a~r~n*  

October 1996. The Rome Laboratory a t  ~ ~ m n d * r ~ o l t e e c l l . ~ J 4 . - ~ ~ 4 . 5 %  
Griffiss would dose. The laboratory's sg?- nldlhlY.2.r)railn?%6 

tions for surveillance, i n t d q e n s  and re- 8 U L n d A h F o r c c B a . T a a - C i n 2 U )  
m d n y .  26cirYvnpDr 

connaissance software technology; ad- 
vanced command and communication 
mncepts; and spaa mmmunications would 
move to Hanscom Air Force Base near 
Banon 

The sections for photonics, electromag. 
netic and reliability (excludmg test site o p  8liMcUln*irForccBae,t.sl .-Grn134mi~ 

wry. 245 cmlmn w 
eratiom and maintenanel: and mmputer B O M h l b ~ s W o n . W a .  - Lore673nim.  
systems, radio mmmunications and mm- :.202 cmlun ,ch 

RrrnmAirForccEMe.Colo.-CrinIOnili- 
munications network would move to Fort tsy. 65 orilmpbr 

hlonmouth near Trenton, XJ. S h g p l r d * r F ~ ~ a e , T e r s -  ~m81mil0-  

The 485th Engineering Installation %ah. l 4 3 m l u n m 6  

more than antidpared. redistributed or retired. The hmpital, a m -  space in a reauiting area at the station 
8 MoKett Federal Airfield Air Guard missar?. and base exchanp would dose. Spw~eld-Beckle?. Muniapal h p n  

Station in Mountain L'I~H-, Calif. The Air m RosLvn Air Guard *atton nea- Kew. An Guard Station in Ohio. The Guard's 
Guard's 129th Rescue Group would move York City. The 213th Electronic hsalh- 178th Fighter Group would move to  
to McCleUan. tion Squadron and the 2i4th Combat Cam- Wright-Pattemn. Tne 251s Combat Com- 

8 North Highlands Air Guard Station munications Gmup would move to Stewart munications Group and the 269th Combat 
near Sa-ento. The (hard's 162nd Com- International Airport Air Guard Station in Communications Squadron also would 
bat Communications Group and 149th Newburgh. N.T. The Resen,ees T2nd Aem move to Wnght-Pattemn. 
Combat Communications Squadron would medical Staging Squadron would lease See CHANGES page 16 
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may not be 
that long 
After 53 years, Texas base 
could be on the way out 
By G.W. Poindexter 
~ i m r  namiur 

LUBBOCK, TzrM 

0 u t h e m o n t h e h i g h T z r M ~  
ResseAirFmceBeseisaninstitu- 
t i o n , a s m u h a p m t o f t h e k n d -  

~ a s m g e b r u a h a n d c a t t l e .  
ButifthePentagonhasirSway,RLa, 

will dnse over the next few years, yct an- 
other vidim of a d e r  military fom. 

Publicly, offidab and mmmyity lssdcrr 
i n t h i s c i t y o f 1 8 0 . 0 0 0 a r e ~ t o s a v e  
the 53-year~ld pilottraining f d t y .  But 
privately, many of them mncede that the 
fight cnuld be futile. 
On Feb. 28. Re- and Bmoks Air F o ~  

Base in San Antonio were targeted for d* 
sue by Pentagon and Air Force offidalq 
and several other facilities, including KiR- 
land Air Force Base in Albuquerque, N.bf., 
were rvJected for -ent 

The next step is for the --member 
Base Closure and Realignment Conunission 
to mmuder the Pentapn's lin and make a 
recommendation to President Clinton 

The outlook 
It is possible, but unlikely, that Reese 

will be s a d .  
Reese's pilot-training function can be 

fransfttlred to other bases without much 
pain Air Force ofi& said 

The reality of the situation, however, 
does not make the closing of a base easier. 

Basrs are far more than military installa- 
tions. 'They are vital parts of many mmmu- 
ruties, especially in spots like northwestern 
Texas, and when they he, part of a mm- 
munih. dies. 

'U'r anticipated that the base would stay 
open forever," said John F. Denman, a ci- 
vilian worker at the base. 

If R m  closes, more than 2,000 jobs will 
be lost, most of them a* positions. 

The militan people would be transferred 
tu othrrr bases. but the impact of more than 
1,100 unempluyed civilians alarms Denman 
and others. 

"It'c scary.'' Denman said. "The job mar- 
ker downtown is go in^ to be flooded." 

Lubbodr officials are angry that R e e s e  
was on the list. 

They say the base's location p1a.d a mle 
in the decision because Lubbock is so much 
lager than where the Air Fom's other pi- 
lot-training facilities are located. 
Go\ ernment ofidah ''will catch less crit- 

icism for closing the base here than in the 
other towns," said Ken k Jones, the senior 
vice president of the Rrst United Bank ir. 
north western Lubbock 

Flight trainin& Two pilots prepare a T-38 Tabn for a flight at Reese Air Force Base. Texas. The Air Force wants to close the base. I 

The service aloo trains pilots at Colum- 
bus Air Force Base near Cohbu6,  Miss.. 
Laughhi Air Force Base near Del Rio, Tex- 
as. and Vance Air Force Base near Enid 
okh. 

Even if the chancas of saving Reese are 
emall. Jones and other mmmunits leadm 
say they don't mend to give up. 
City Councilman Randy R Xeugebauer 

said aty officials are gathering data on the 
Air Force's pilot-training approach and 
plan to attend baadosure hearinp in 
Wsshingmn 

Neugebauer said he and o t h w  are puz- 
zled because Reese has been rated b & l y  as 
a pilot-eaining base in fanner basedosing 
rounds. 

They want to knot*' what has dranged 

'The right thing to do' 
Meanwhile. Air Force otficials are trying 

to e m  military and civilian people that 
there will be life after Fkese and that the 
-ns for selecting the base for d m .  
are solid despite protests from oommunity 

leeders In the days before the announ* 
men& and e3er it was made, Air Force &- 
em spent time talking to people, calming 
their fears. 

"Do I want Reme to close? No, bg.ause I 
love thb base; but closing bases is the right 
thingtodoforthetaxpayerandfortheAir 
Force," Col. Roger A Brady, the mmmand- 
er of Reeds 64th Flying Training W q ,  
told an audience of 500 at the base thmter 
on March 1. 

Brady said 400 pilots were trained annu- 
allf at the base when he was 8tationed here 
15 -yeam ago. That has d d  to 200 as 
the drawdom has cut the number of cock- 
pits the Air Force needs ta filL 

Since 1942 the base has had a single pur- 
pose: to aain pilots. During the past 53 
yem-6, more than 26,000 pilots have Pained 
in TE25s and T-336, and now in T 3 8  Tal- 
om, T-37 Tweets and T - l  Jayhewkp. 

If Reese goes. Lubbock, a vibrant city 
with a M r  un ivd ty ,  Texas Tech, will 
wive, aty offiaals say. 

In the en& the loes of one Air Force base 
will not change things that much. Even 
thobe who complain that jobs will be I& 
or that the job market will be flooded wen- 
tuaUy will acfept the closing. 

But the memories and the tradition 
won't be easy to give up. 

At one time the bane shared the city's 
name. It was named Lubbock Air Force 
Base until the late 1940s when it was re 
named in honor of 1st Lt. Augustus F. 
Reese Jr., killed during World War U when 
hisfightercrashedinsardrnia 

In short, Lubbock without Reese is like 
Texar Tech without football, amordmg to 
one local wag. 

And everybody knows what football 
means to Teucns. 

Hen is a look at Reese Air Force Base, 
w h i  Defense Departmenf and Air 
Forceofkiaiswanttoshutdown 

Locatim: Northwest Texas near 
the city of L o w ,  where Tsas Tedl 
Unive&ty is located. 

Bax popllstion: 1.326 active 
dulypesmnel. 1,183dvil1amand 
1.525farnify members. 

Function: A pilot-training fadlity 
and the home of the 64th flying Training 
Wmg. Tntmall students in theT-37 
Tweet Pilok then selected for hghter . 
and attack aircraft training go on to the T- 
38 Talon at Reese. 

Thme who will be flying heavy &NIeS 
like bombers. tankers and bansFcub ad- 
vance to training in UWJ T-1 Jayhawk 
also at Reese. 

Hktoy: E s t a M i  in 1941 as 
the k r  Corps Advanced Fty~ng Schod. 
Lubbock The ~ n w a y  was compkted in 
February 1942 and training of Amry Air 
Faces pilds began Iwduty during Wald 
War II. 

The base was inactiied in DgPmbw 
1945 and it was used asa resew- 
and veterans' housing area. Pild tra~nir(g 
resumed when the base was ectfvated in 
August 1949. More than 26.000 pilots 
ha& completed training at the base. 

Aircnn: 83 T-37s; 49 T-3Bs; 38 
T-1s. 

What hrppaa lf base dger: Mili- 
tary people will be remwgned. Ciwi l i i  
will be dfered early rrtcrement if they 
gualify. or early exit bonuses of up to 
$25.000, and will be offered pnonty in 
getting Detense Departmnt pbs. 

No plans for reuse of me base h m  
been discussed yet. 
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The impact on the Air Force 
CHANGES from page 13 

The Air Force Electronic Warfare 
Evaluarion Simulator activity in Fort 
Worth. Some capabilities and test activities 
would move to the flight test center at Ed- 
u& Atr Force Baae near Palmdale. Calif. 

The Real-Time Digitally Controlled 
Analyzer Processor activity, known as 
REDCAQ, at Buffalo, N.Y. Test activities 
and supmrt equipment would move to the 
Air Force Fhght Teat Center at Edwards. 

These bases would remain open but lose 
units and personnel. In some cases, though, 
the base still regdm a net increase in jobs 
because of functions gained from other 
bases. This listing does not indude depots. 
which are mnsolidating functions: 

Eglin Air Force Baae in the Florida 
panhandle. The electromagnetic test envi- 
ronmen'., with eight electronic combat 
threat simulator aysems and two el-nic 
combat ~d system, would move to Nellis 
Air Fom: Base near h Vegas. 

Grnnd Forks Air Force Base, N.D. 
The 321d Missile Group would inactivate 
unless the defense secretary decides before 
December 1996 the gmup is needed for bal- 
listic-missile defense. The missile group and 
its Minuteman III missides would move to 

With the s u k n i  ofthe Pentagon's 
base closure pmpcsal Feb. 28. the inde 
pendent Defeme Base Ckxureand R e  
alignment Commission takes ouer. 

A series of hearings set to begin almast 
immeciately will offer state and lasl rep 
mt i t i ves .  as well as an inevitable pa- 
rade of seMt01s and rfxmmtatii. the 
oppott1n.W to challenge the Pentagon's 
propasals. 

Herr!'s how the rest ofthe pmoess is 
wpposedtoplayout: 

By April 15. the General Account- 
ing Office, an investigativearm of COk 
gren. IS to give bcXh Me commission and 
Congress a reporl evaluating the Penta- 
gon's selection pnxress. 

BY May 17,themminionisto 
announce any changest0 the Iistthat it 
wants tocomider. If the panel does want 
to cons~der any changes, it must then 
hold a new round of public hearings. 

BI July 1, thecommrmon must a p  
pmve a list and send it to President 
U~nton. 

Utntonfhen has15daystoaccept 
or rejgt the whole W. He canmt 
change it. It he rejects the list - which 6 
amsidered very unlikely because it will 
probably d&y resembletheone pro- 
posed ly hls own defense seuetary - 
the mmmission has until Aug. 15 to sub 
mit a new list. If he rejects the recond 
list. the pmes dies. 

It Clinton approves the list, it goes 
to Conlvss, which has 45 days to block 
it. Agal?. 11 IS an all-or-nothing pmposi- 
ton. Ctmgreacannotchangethethei To 
reject il, both the House and Senate 
must p s  a rejection resolution, which 
the pre-&ent could veto. Itwould take a 
two-th~rds vote of M chambers to orw- 
nde ha veto. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base near Great 
Falls. htont., be kept at depots or be re. 
t imi  The missile group at h o t  Air Force 
Base, K.D.. is being mnsided as an alter- 
native for inactivauon. 

Hill Air Force Base near Ogden, Utah 
Au Combat Command would run the Utah 
Test and Training Range, now operated by 
Air Force hlateriel Command. A h .  some 
armament and weapons testing and evalua- 
tion would t r a d e r  to the Air Force M- 
opment Test Center at Eglin and the Air 
Force Flight Teat Center at Edwards. 

Homestead Air Reserve Base muth of 
Miami The Reserve's 301st Rescue Squad- 
ron and its HH-60 Pave Hawk heliwptms 
and HG130 tankers would move to Pat- 
rick Air Force Base near Coma Beach, Fla 
The 726th Air Control Squadron, which 
wastomovetoShawAirForceBasenear 
Sumter. S.C.. would move to Mountain 
Home Air Force Bsse. Idaho. 

Lowry Air Force Base neiir Denver. 
Some personnel and quipment from Ik 
tachment 1, Space Systems Support Croup, 
would move to Petemn 

Kirtland Air Force Base near Albu- 
querque, NN. The 58th Speaal Operations 
Wing would move to Holloman Air Force 
Base near Clovis. X.M. The Air Force Oper- 
ational Test and Evaluation Center would 

mow to EgIin. The Air Force Oflice of Se 
curity Pohce would move to laekland. The 
377th Air Baae W~ng would inactivate. 

The Air Force Inspection Agenq and Air 
Force Safety Agenc). which moved to Kirt- 
land when h'onon Air Force Base in San 
Bernnrdino. Calif.. would move to Kelly. 
P a m  of the Defense Nudear Agency would 
move to Kelly, and parts to Nellis. 

MacDill Air Force Base near Tarnpa. 
Fla The Au Force would operate the au- 
f ie ld r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  C o m m e r c e  
Department. 

Malmtrom Air Force Base. Mont. 
The 43d Air Refuehg Croup and its KG 
135 Stmtotankem would move to MacDill. 
The airfield would dose, except for a small 
area supporting helimpter operdons of the 
40th & c u e  Fbght 

Onizuka Air Force Station in Sunny- 
vale. Calif. The 750th Space Group would 
inactivate and move to Falmn Au Force 
Base near Colorado Springs. Detachment 2 
of the Space and Missiie Systems Center 
also would move to Falmn. 

U ' i i  Air Force Base near Chan- 
dler, Ariz. The Armstrong Laboratoty Air- 
crew Tmining Research Facility would re 
main in Mesa. Aru. 

Staff writer Vago Mumdian in Wash- 
ington contributed to this report. 

'If's a balancing. act7 
HIT UST from page 12 

And there would be enough excess capac- 
ity to acmmmodate some of the 200.000 
troops now stationed overseas, should a de- 
cision be made to bring them home, he 
said 

Excess space would be available should 
the military need to build back up in the 
event of a war. 

Perry said the bases listed for closure 
were selected by the services and that he 
rid not alter the lists they submitted to 
h. 

Xevertheless, some of the selections 
caused controversy among senior defense 
officials 

P d c  Commander in Chief Adm. Rich- 
ard Macke questioned whether closing a 
ship repair yard and a fleet and industrial 
supply center in Guam would impair the 
Navy's war-fitmg capabiity in the Padfic 
and generate the perception among Asian 
allies that the United States is withdrawing 
from the PaciGc 

However, Cen. John Shalikashvili, chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the 
mmmission the planned closures will not 
reduce war-fighting capabiity. 

Plans to close a Navy surface warfam 
center at White Oak. Md., could mean the 
loss of a hypervelociv wind tunnel, which 
Shalikashvili desaibed as "a unique asset" 
used by military and civilian agencies. 

He suggested keeping the wind tUIIneL 
although the baseclosure proposal calls for 
shutting down the entire base. The wind 
tunnel was used in des!,ming the space 
shurtle and is now used in missile defense 
u'ork 

Shalikashdi said he does not object to 
closing the rest of the base. 

Like P ~ F  and Deutch, ShaWrashvili em- 
phasized the practical economics of the 
closings the Defense Department is 
proposing. 
Alan Dixon, the chairman of the b a d e  

sure mumission, asked whether the arst of 
keeping open more bases than the military 
needs would jeopadze readiness. 

But Shalrkashvili said the high cwt of 
dosing more bases now "would adversely 
affect near-term readines~.. It's a balancing 
act and I think we have it about right," he 
said 

P e w .  Deutch and Shalikashvili present- 
ed the baseclosure list to the mmmission 
hlardr 1. 

One commission member 
Although it was s u p r d  to be an eight- 

member commission, the only member 
available to receive the list and begin the 
mmmission's four-month m i e w  was Dix- 
on, a former Democratic senator from 
Illinois. 

"I feel a liitle like the Maytag repairman 
up here all by rn-yneII,''Dixon said at the 
start of the mmmission hearing. 

The other swen mmmiss'oners had not 
been mnfimed by the Senate, but were 
mnfumed by voice vote Mar& 2. 

New York's senators, Reublican Alfonse 
D'Amato and Democrat Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan, e p p y  about base closures in 
thew state, mcludmg the proposed closure 
of the Air Force's Rome Laboratmy, had 
earlier blocked a vote on the mnf i i t ions .  
but relented. 

The Defense Department's com- MCO plete 1st of bases proposed for 
closing or real~gnment is ava~lable In M~l~tarj City 
Onllne's Times Newsroom. 

Deutch: 
No end 
in sight 
D 

WASHINGTON 
espite its ad- b i i ,  the 
1995 base-dosing list should 
not be the lan, acmnbg  to 

Deputy Defense Director John  
Deurcb. 

By 1998 m 1999, the Defense De 
partment will by ns4y to ahut down 
about 30 m a  laqe military bases 
and realign about 110 others, he 
said 

And the realignments nhould be 
planned m that the nervics more of- 
ten work together at depots, share 
laboratories and testing cenm, and 
operate joint trainhg bases and 0th- 
erfacilities,DeutchBaidinaMaxh 
2 interview with Air Force T i m .  
Even as they made public a list of 

146 bases they want dosed or re- 
aligned, top Pentagon officials 
streseed that many more bases will 
need to be dosed in the future 

Major Air Force and Army operab 
ing bases that esaped the ax this 
time will likely be mnsided for dw 
sure in a fukve round of base dos 
inps, Deutch said 

The Amy, in particular, "was re- 
luctant to go aRer those bases this 
time for two or three reasons." he 
said. "One of them is, if we do bring 
back our forces h m  overseas for 
one reason or another, we'll need 
places to have them live and operate. 
Second, these are bases that, once 
given up, you don't get back, and 
you just don't know what the future 
has in store. And third, many of 
those bases are quite modem" 

More consolidation 
Future realignments should stress 

"cross servicing." the Defense De- 
partment's term for gening two or 
more service to mnsolidate opera- 
tions at one base. 

The s e r v i ~ s  have already taken 
some steps in that direction with the 
Air Force performing some jet en- 
gine overhauls for the h'avy, the 
Army providing all services with ba- 
sic helimpter haining, and the Air 
Foroe prwidmg all unining for fly- 
inplar~eaircraft 

But much more needs to be done, 
Deutch said. Substantial savings 
may be possible by merging separate 
service installations such as electron- 
ics laboratories and test and evalua- 
tion centers, he said 

So far, the services have opposed 
such mergers. Each senice beiiwes 
it has unique requirements that can 
be best met by operating its own fa- 
cilities, he said, and each also fears 
merging operations will cause it to 
lose mntrol over them. 

The services "are reluctant to 
jump without knowing where they're 
going," Deutch said 

- William Matthews 
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Program is a 61ifesaver7 for some 
But home-buyout plan 
cannot help everyone 
uprooted by closings 
By William Mat thew 
T1ma W n *  

WASHINGTON 

T he Defense Department recently 
bought i s  1,000th house in Charles 
ton S.C.. where the 1993 decision to 

dose rrnyor h& i d a h o r i s  devastated 
the helocal d-estate msrkeL 

Navy personnel who were transferred 
from C h a r l h n  to other bases faced the 
prospect of heing unable to sell their 
homg Many were grateful for the opportu- 
nity to sell to the gwemmenf even though 
most of the sales meant the loss of thou- 
sands of d o h  

I The governmyit's purdurse "has beena 
lifesaver to us, one Navy family wrote. 
"Thank YOU for dlim me and lettine me 

homes,  according t o  t h e  Corps of 
Engineen 

But the propram does mt help all milG 
tar). homeowners faced with nowdiving 
I4 estate values. Consider mother Navy 
town hit hard by the defense drawdown. In 
1991. +e Base Closure and Realignment 
Comrmgpion shut down the Navy base at 
Long Beach, Calif.. eliminating hundreds d 
civilian jobs and moving thousands of 
sailom 

Now the commission is being asked to 
approve dosing Long Beach Naval Ship 

I'd love to be able to 
help them, but I can't. 

While Long Beach's d - e s t a t e  valum 
have plunged aeverd times that amount, it 
cannot be shown that b e  dmings have 
been the cause, he said. Long Beach home- 
owners "have lost a lot of money, but a lot 
of that had to do with the California I4 
esmte market," he said 

After shooting up dramatically during 
the 19806, real-estate prices have been 
dropping in many areas of California as the 
state has weathered a prolonged economic 
-on. The W o m i a  recession is due in 
large part to the defense drawdown. 

w o r n i a  has I& 350,000 defensere& 
ed jobs and a total of 850,000 jobs mce the 
late 1980s. Colonna said Unemployment in 
the Long Beach ama is at 8.4 pepcent., wm- 
pared to 5.6 percent nationally. he said 

Yet Long Beaeh-remains ineligible for 
Homeowners Assistance. "I'd Iwe to be 
able to help them, but I can't," Downey . . - Eala 

Realty Services Division . The Corps of Ensin- has Long 
A m y  Corps of E n g i m a  Beach's dep& homing market and wn- 

know- &it we are no longer homeom&. I duded that base dosings-have not wnmb- 
performed acmbatis I didn't wen know I Jf uted substantially to the area's 14 emate 
d d  do." a Kav). wife wrote to the Army problems. The loss of several thousand jobs 
Corps of Engin,& 

The wrps nus the Homeownera Ibgib- 
tance Pmg&n, designed to limit the finan- 
cial 1- d t u y  personnel and other fed- 
eral employees suffer when base dosings 
cause the value of their homes to drop. 

Under the pmgram the government will: 
8 Reimburse homeowners for 95 percent 

of the losses they 6ufTer in private sales. 
Buy the home for 75 percent of its val- 

ue prior to, the announcement of the base 
dosing. 

8 Pay off the remainder of the mortgage. 
A m  the ~t t ion,  the Homeowners As 

sistance Pmgram h bought about 10,000 . 

yard, which would eliminate almost 3.800 
avilian jobs and move almost 300 military 
personneL 

The value of real estate in Long Beach 
has declined by 15 percent to 35 percent, 
acmrding to Frank Colonna, a local real* 
tate agent. But Long Beach is not eligible 
for the Homeowners Assistance Program, 
aanrding to the Corps of Engineers 

An area's eligiiility is usually h5ggw-4 
by a drop in realexate values of 5 penmnt 
or.more. but the decline has tn be directly 
attributable to the announcement of a base 
dosing, said John Downey of the corps' RP 
alty Services Division 

Who's eligible 
Horwwners near the following bases 

who cannot s?ll the~r homes or who take 
a loss on the sale are el~g~ble fw the 
Homeowners Ass~stance Program. All ol 
the bases haveclosed or been realtgned 
or are scheduled to doso. 
8 Eaker Air Force Base. Ark  
8 Castle Air Force Base. Call. 
8 Fort Ord, Calif. 
8 March Ar Force Base, Calif. 
8 Mare Island Naval Shipyard. Cali. 
8 Naval Undersea Warfare Center. New 

LMdon.Conn. 
8 Homestead Air Force Base, Fla. 

Chanute Air Force Base. IU. 
England Air Force Base. La. 

8 Lwing k r  Force Base. Maine 
8 KI. Sawyer Air Fwce Base, Mich. 
8 Wurtsmi Air Force Base. Mich. 
U Pease PJr Force Base. N.H. 
8 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. N.H. 
8 Grtffss Air Force Base. N.Y. 

Chadestw, Naval Facility. S.C. 
D Myrtle Beach Air Fohe Base. S.C. 
8 Carswell Air Force Base. Texas. 

Chase Fdd, Naval Air Station. T e x ~  
8 Ro, al Air Force Base Upper Hqrford. 

United K~ngdom. 
8 Royal Air Force Base Bentwaters. 

United K~ngdom. 

caused by base dosings "is minuscule" in a 
metropolitan area with 14 million people 
and w m p d  with the area's greater ece 
nomic problems, Downey said 

It is imposhible to know yet which bases 
on the newest basedosing list will be eligi- 
ble for assistance. Semce m e m h  need 
not apply now. Applications are not accept- 
ed until the Corps of Engineers declares wen if they are only owering lasses. Two 
homeowners in a specific area d & I e  for -- ago m e  lawmakers anempted to get 
assistance. legidation passed to shield the assistance 

And some homeowners who do benefit payments from taxes, but the idea never 
from the essistance later get an unpleasant made it out of the House Ways and Means 
surprise. AT benefits received are general- Conminee, which must pass on all tax leg- 
Iy subject to federal and state inmme taxes, &tion 

1 1 Retirees fear the loss of five hospitals 1 1  
BY Sorava S. bielson 
T k r  d w n t c r  

E 
WASHINGTON 

Ilin hfrachek says she has a view 
of Fitzdmons Army Medical Cen- 
ter from her home in Aurora. 

Colo. 
"I have u s 4  it in the past many, many 

times" said the 81--year-old widow. Her 
husband a r e V M  Air Force colonel who 
died of pancreatic cancer two decades ago, 
also used tht large teadung hospital. she 
said. 

But Mradrek and more than 50,000 
other military health-care users will no 
longer have Piusimom if the Pentagon 
get6 its a9y. 

The 200-bed medical center is the larg- 
est of five hwpitals target4 for dosing on 
the lk r e l d  Feb. 28 by Defense Secre 
tan. R r i  Pem.  Thw include Noble 
Army Commmity Hospital at Fort Mc- 
Clellan, Ah. and the 64th Medical Group 
facility at Reese Air Force Base, Texas: 
The two others - Kimbrough Army 
Community tiospital at Fort hleade. Mh, 
and Kenner .Amy Communiry Hospital 
at Fort Lee, Ya. - are to be turned into 
large clinics d aid a defense health official 

who asked not to be identified. 
Proposed dosings are nothing new tn 

Fitzsimons, said Helen Lattlejohn. the 
medical center's spokeswoman. 

"October 1918 is when the hospital 
opened - 1919 was the first closure 
threat," she said. But this is the hrst One 
Fitzsimons actually appeared on the Pen- 
ragon's written list, Littlejohn added 

hlracheck said she was not surprised 
"When Low? Air Force Base dosed, 

the handwriting was somewhat on the 
wall," she said. The base closed in 
September. 

Not giving up 
Retired Army Lt. Col. Al Dempey, who 

lives a half-mile from the hospital, a& 
"It appeared to me it was a unit out of 

place because there was no base here," 
Dempsey said. 

"I'd like something else done with it," 
the 77-year-old Dempsq. said. "I haven't 
mall? given up, but at the same time. I 
don't s& anything in the near future 
that's going to help us a whole lot. 

"I think t h y  are going to boot all of us 

65 and older out of the military health- 
aue  program." 

The military is d o h  all it can to make 
sure people have some kind of care. 
That's why it introduced Tricare. Little- 
john said. Tricare, which combines mili- 
tary health care with a government-ap 
proved civilian network of doctors, 
increases available care while. curbing 
costs to the taxpayer and patient. It 
should help ease the milimy hedth-care 
crunch in areas where bases close, de- 
fense health offidals have said. 

On the list.. . again 
In Alabama, people are fuming that 

Foe McClellan is back on the Lst for the 
third time, said retired Army Col. Walt 
Phillipr, &rman of the Fort McClel- 
Ian-Anniston Army Depot Community 
Task Force, which works at maintaining 
and presening those posts. 

In 1991 and 1993, the commission took 
Fort McClellan om the list, but the Penta- 
gon dws not seem tn understand that the 
post is an invaluable militan. asset, said 
Phiips, of An~Ston. Ala. 

The 80-bed Koble Army Community 
Hospital provides a senice that would be 

hard to replace, he said 
While dcuing any hospital raises objec- 

tions. retiree advarates eay t h y  espeaally 
oppose dosing Firzsimons, Koble and the 
64th Medical Gmup. 

The 195-bed Evans Army Community 
Haspiral at Fon Carson might expand its 
medical services and personnel, although 
that. information has mosrly wme h m  
unofficial channels, said Army Maj. Tim 
Edinger. Fort Carson spokesman. 

A defense health off~cial said if Fitzsi- 
mons does dose, Evans is also a li'ely 
choice to take over as the area's Tricare 
leader. 

Despite anger, fear and drsappointment 
among retiree families in the a f i d  ar- 
ess, many are sti l l  hopeful their hospitals 
will be spared. given that the Base CIe 
sure and Realignment Commission. Presi- 
dent Clinton and Congress still have to 
sign otT on the d m .  

The hospitals, too, are continuing to 
conduct business as usual. 

That uill be the case for the 64th hledi- 
cal Group for the next 365 da.a at least. 
said Reae Air Force Base spokeswoman 
Maj. Judy Burk. T r i m  is also e x p d  
to come there later th15 year, she ad. 
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I Uncertain future The San Antonic 

I By G.W. Poindexter 
ar.d .Julie Bird 
Time MRlvntcn 

T 
W.LsHINGTON 

he next w d  of base 
closings could be the 
most severe yet, and 
the Air f o r e  is likely 
to be  hrt es~ec ia l lv  

1 short, your base could be 
next 

. b o n g  the facllitits that clearly 
could be in harm's way are five 
air Logisttcs centers. or main* 
nance depots. belowng to the Air 
Force Materiel Command. 

The five centers are at Hill .&r 
Force Base. Ogden. i J ~ ;  Tir 
Air Force Base. Oklahoma City; 
McClellan Air Force Base, b- 
mento. Calif.: Kellv &r Force 
Base. San Antonlo: and Robins 
Air Force Base, Warner Robins. 
G a  

The reason those f ve are being 
targeted: The services are b w -  
ning to share depot work and are 
negotiat~ng shanng even more. 
and =me of the faahties simply 
d not be needed 
During the Cold Plar. the De 

f e n s  Depmment had 35 major 
depoo and numerous supply d e  
pots. but that number is being r e  
duced to 24 mapr depts. 

In addition. .&r Force officials 
sav that mpport facllltie such ns 

I Air Logistics Center at Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio is among the depots that may be targeted by the ner 

IS YOUR BASE 
N EXT? 
The ax could fall anywhere 
the logistic centers must be tar- 
geted rather than the operations 
side. 

"We can't afford to cut our o p  
erational forces anymore," one 
.Air Force o f f i d  said 'We need 
to focus the @ase-closurel com- 
mission on infrastructure and 
support faalities." 

rUthough the names of those 
five centers have been pmminent- 
ly mentioned whenever base clos- 
ings are discussed. virtually w e e  
base in the .Air Force is vulnerable 
- active and reserve alike. 

"Even bases that are svre they 
won't be o ~ c k d  :yen't .WIT " 

source said. 
Since the base closings began in 

earnest in 1988. 27 Air Force 
bases have been told to close wth  
I4 shutting down SJ far. 
This time around. numerous 

bases muld end up on the h t  list. 
according to -4ir Force offiaals in 
private conversations, analysts 
and other exprts. 

The next round of base clcsiqs 
"needs to be well done and need. 
to be slgrutiarnt," .*. W& 
Owens, the m e  chauman of the 
J o ~ n t  Chefs of Staff. said in an 
Aug. 24 interview wi th  Air Force 
T."IP~ - ~ m ~ e r ~ .  314 Oriitnm 

Owens added that the current 
budget simply could not support 
the  83 active-duty bases and 
scores of smaller Reserve and .& 
National Guard facilities that  
have escaped the closing ax so far. 

Defense Seaffary W h  Per- 
ry, then the deputy. * the stage 
for a rugged mund of closings in a 
memo to Pentagon leaders indud. 
ing the s e ~ c e  secretaries on Jan. 
7. "Reducing the department's 
unneeded lnhasuucture thn~ugh 
base closures and realignments h 
a top defense prior~ty." Perry 
wrote. "We have made gmd p m  
-,,<; 4, r , ~  L.., .L .,-> ..- -,~-c 

t base-closing commission. 

reductions we can and  must 
acmrnplish." 

The dollars and cents aspecrs d 
the closings are understood by 
most, but that und- hm 
done Little to abate the feam and 
outrage of those on and n u r  
bases that xmght be c l o d  

"There are hundruls of small 
businesses whose sdrrteaca d 
be in jeopardy if Kelly cloeed," 
said retired llir F o r e  Emg. Gen 
Paul Roberson. a senior vice presC 
dent of the Ssn .htonio Chamba 
of Commerce. 

But the Base Clowve and R+ 
alignment Commission hss h d  
al l  of that before. .Acrom all the 
services, the three prwiou 
missions in 1988, 1991 and 1993 
closed 255 mihtary inadatha 
and moved functions from 147 
others. 

Most of the communities with 
closed base learned to live witb 
the shutdowns. although in many 
cases it wasn't easy, and for mmuy 
the pain lingem. 

For example, the 1993 claing 
of Mather Air Force Base n c u  
Sacramento, Calif., dramatically 
halted gruwth in the region, om 
official "There said was an exptu~diug ~IVW- 

Ing area east of town. and that 
area has now s t . "  Bill hi- 
ley, the government affaim - 

?.- ." ---- .c 



Closed bases 
often end up 
as pawns in a 
confusing game 
By Jon R Anderson 
S p p . I t o t h e ' T i m a  

T 
AUSIW, Texas 

he Mta am wer what 
to do with a closed Air 
Force installation, or 

howtoturnthepmprtyaround 
quickly, or whether the base 
m&t maice a good hornelera shel- 
ter. 

That ia what has been happen- 
ing to many former Air Force 
beseeamundtheonmtry-they 
haw been locked in u n b t y .  
Here in the city that was home 

to the former Bergstrom Air 
Force Base, the problem in the 
view of some city orticiah hag 
been g e m  the baae cleaned up 
quddy ena~@ for conshuction of 
a new municipal airport 

Bergstnm wan ordered out of 
semka by the 1990 Bnee Clomue 
and Re&mwnt Communaog. 

. . 
OtliciaL in Austin, as is the 

cam in mnny nreas hit with & 
auroq lamented the lose of the 
barn and p d c t d  clirri. economic 
impaa But a new, @ munici- 
p d a i r p o r t w a m d ~ n p e d -  
ed and a reum plan for the base 
became obvious 

B u t d l i s n o t d a t ~ m .  
An the aty gears up to begin 

breakhggmundontheamamx- 
ticDlofitsnewairportmOct 3. 
almartayeartothedayofBeg- 
6from's 05ciaI closure, concerns 
nra risiug among some that the 
Air For- is dmggmg .b feet on 
ib scheduled RquiAments for in- - and cleaning up +le 
hY(VdOUbwaRte sitea 

Ghost tarm? 
Atthesmnetime,prtuofthe 

look like a virtual ghost 
nwn, a sad reminder of what 
Imdtobc 

" A t ~ p o i n t w e ~ 1 ~ ~  
ncmaaqly concerned that the 
4ir For- is not going a k able 
0meetoursbsdulc"aaidHol- 
and Young, a n  Auatin city 
lf6ad 

Auntin oEdalr  want to com- 
blm wnatn~ction of the airpofi 
v the fall of 1996 in order to 
noat an Air F o m  requirement 
hat promiaer to kceo an Air 
?OIW m unit then only if 
b ~ i r o p e n b y ~  

' W e k n o w t h i s i a a w y ~ g s l ~ b  
i v s s c h e d u k " o a i d Y a u n & ~  
hat the aty b striving to meet 
h,~, dwdline qpt hv the Air rn- 

oes on (sort of) 

Still lit: The former Bergstrom Air Force Base in Austin, Texas, watts for Austin clty officials to take action 
on its future - another example of a closed base caught up in a waiting game. 

vironmentalJeanup standards 
The military is mpmd by law 

tofirstinspectdlpoeaiblehazard- 
ous waste sites, which in Berg- 
strom's case is werythmg from 
placee where sotvent wm stored to - lmown to have had 1 0 , ~  
gallon jet-hd s p i h  

In all, Bergmom has about 200 
hllIdlTiOUdwllstesite8wni~ta 
belnspeaed 
In short, what had been dear 

for Bergatrom ir now a little 
mud*. 

Acmm the -try, many aties 
are w-mdhg with many of the 
same problem& and bickering, aa 
they Qm out what to do mth 
old Air F o m  bsaa 

For example*. 
In New Yo* a t e ,  oficialn 

are being f o n d  to think glob& 
to find productive uses for the 
soon-cob abandoned Plattsbur& 
Air Fom h. 

David L. Holmer. incoming 
head of the Plattsburgh Inter- 
muniapd h l o p m e n t  Council, 
saidthebasewddbeanattnrc 
tive site for a company needing a 
US. address to da buainena. 

"There are a lot of people in 
E w p e  who don't think of Plaab 
burgh ea remote," H o b  said. 

In Michigan, a nonprofit 
agency wants low-income real- 
dents to be able to trade their m+ 

The Northeast Michigan Com- 
munity Service Agency, baaed in 
Alpem has proposed moving UP 
to 150 of the three-bedroom 
houses from the defunct base near 
Oscoda to mobilehome sites The 
plan ie designed to benefit reni- 
denta of Alcona, Arenac, losco. 
Ogemaw and pcesibly Alpena and 
Oscoda m t i e u  

"All of t.hia ia confingent on a 
test move on one of the houaeq" 
said Cathy Whitford, an agency 
spokeswoman. "We need to see' 
howbadlythedrywallasfLsand 
check for other damages. " 

In Colorado. advocates for 
the homeless would like to turn 
the former Lowry Air Fom Baae 
into a homeless shelter, a proposal 
that moved thousands of angry 
homeownem to wage an acrimoni- 
ous tight against the idea 

"Notlung is like what we have 
run into in Denver." said John 
Carr, program manager for the 
Air F- Base Conwraion Agen- 
cy, whch h wodinahng the & 
sure of bases for the Air F o m  

Eaeentdy, Lowry's n e b o m  
want a say in how their area b 
velop. Many EWO afraid a m- 
tration of homele~  people will 
cause crime rat€a to rise and pmp 
erty values to decline. 

In Arizona, dozena of city 
and state agencies and local chan- 

Williams, which shut down 
about a  ear ago, wse approved by 
the military to be converted into a 
commercial airport and education 
and training complex. 
As the &ca have been ham- 

mered out, said reum plan coordi- 
nator David Loneqr, spedal-inter- 
erb group havs come out of the 
woodwork trying to find their 
niche. 

An American Indian gruup haa 
claimed rights on areheologcal 
s i t a  throu&out the base which 
amount to o& af the total 
base acreage. A load school dis- 
eiahasaskedforspeatohouae 
an alternative high school. The 
Arizona Army National Guard 
has asked for space for a program 
it wants to run, while the Army 
Reserve sap it nee& d o -  
space and an area for weekend * 

The Red Crors s a p  i t  also 
~ a b o u t 3 0 , O O o ~ f & t o  
wardmu114 some of itr suppiieq 
while the stab har b t d b g  
about putting in a prism bdity. 

Meenwhile, a cnalition of chari- 
table organizationn for the home 
less baa requested soms 500 fam- 
ily housing units for shelters. 
Under the 1987 MdCinney Act, 
the homelean am to be given pri- 
ority for surplus government 
ProDerty. 

Whena 1 
closing 
isnY 
all bad I 

AUSTIN. Texas - G& 
rid of all the stuff. 
In a way, that was Col 

ScottWadde'su* 
before botb he and Bsrp 
stmm Air Fwce Bane rr 
tired &om service to tb. 
-trJrbY-msm. 
3h 

which wwa implementad 
w-. 

'%maaf*ry l , [ddw 
Berjpt~vml war a hearb 
arenchinsaperimepWh 
a a i d , " i n i n o t h w ~  
some of the bwt t ima  ! 
-.re. h?d :n .Lo 1;. PII- 



A battle in the shadow of the Alamo 
Bv G W. Poindexter 
~ k a  ;taV wnrer 

SAN ANTONIO 

E veryone in these par% knows the 
story of the .Uamo, an oft-visited 
downtown shrine. 

The little 2sne mission on the edge of 
the San Antonio River is where Jim Bowie. 
Daw Crockett and company fought off the 
Mencan army in 1836 until there waa no 
fight IeR. . b d  everyone knows they never 
a m e n d e d  in that fateful last stand 

.+gamst that backdmp, aty leadem are 
not about to sit bxk  and give uo as one of 
the area's four Air 
Force bases, Kelly, 
could end up closing 
once the last round of 
base closings begin in 
the summer of 1995. 
-4s part of the battle 

to save Kelly, ctty 
leaders are working 
h a r d  to  h i r e  J i m  
Courter, a former E b  
~ublican rnmuesman 

served as the chair- 
man of the 1991 and 1993 Base Cloaure 
and Realgnment Commissions. 

Otfidals believe that Courter's expertise 
mght help save the base and are to 
pay him $75,000 fix his efforts. But as of 
late last month, Courter was playing hard 
tow-  

"Jim cdurter probably knows better 
than any other human being how this 
thmgwdn," saidretirsd Brig. Gen. Paul 
Robemon, a senior \rice p d d e n t  of the San 
Antonio Chamber of Commerce who is 
helping l e d  the &hrt to save Kelly. 

A ~ ~ c o u M n o t d L e c t l y l o b  
by the new bsae doswe commission for hia 
clients, he clearIy muld play a key role in 
helping seve Kelly. 
The fi4rt to save Kelly is being -tad 

armss the muntry ae cities with pousibly 
doomed Air Fone beaes are bracing for 
their own Last stands 

For example, community offidale around 
Obiahom City Air Center at Ti- 

ker iLr Fo-& &have hued retired Lt. 
Gen. Richard .4 Burpee. a former T i e r  
commander, and community officials 
around the Ogden Air Lmgst~cs Center at 
H i  Air Fonz Base, Utah have hired re- 
tired .Maj. Gen. Mike Pavich, a former a m -  
mander of the Sacramento .Air Logistics 
Center. 

In addition, the ofiaais near Tinker are 
followmg Kelly's lead by trylng to get an in- 
side track on how members of a bas+& 
sure commission think and act. To do that, 
the Tinker gmup has hired the Washington 
law firm of Verner. Lipfert, Bernhard. 
McPhemn and Hand to represent them. 
One of the law firm partners, Harry C. 
McPhemn Jr., war a member of the 1993 
baseclocwecommission. 

There is nothing altruistic about the 
fights to save the bases, most community 
leaders adnut. Many say they d do what- 
ever they can to block the base commission 
from bxpting them, and one of the beat 
ways to do that is to hire people like Court 
er and McPhemn 

"A lot of [communities] have gone out 
and hn-ed some heavy guns," an Air Fonz 
official s a d  "Evergbody is out to eat out of 
the other guy's rice bowl" 

High stakw 
The economic stakes in aU this am huge. 
For example, San Antonio's four Air 

Foroe baees and one Army beae punp bii- 
lions of d o k  annually into the local eaon- 
omy. At Kelly, the dvilians who work at 
theair~centertherewerapad$614 
million m 1993, with much of that money 
gobg back into the community, aamdhg 
tolocalstudieaThatisanamountthecity 
doesnocwanttoloa. 

San Antonio's five military bsaes - Kel- 
ly, Lackland, h d o l p h  and BrooLs Air 
Force baa- and an Army baae, Fort Sam 
Houston - houae 36,900 activpduty air- 
men and whiien, and their families 
Nobody L taking the poesibility of 1- 

Kelly lightly. The -n: Faith in the mili- 
tary runs deep hac, with Sari Antonio be- 
ing ~~ to as Air Fona South, and the 
lose of even one baae would tepreeent a loas 

Big buck: A civilian worker makes repairs to the tail of a C-5 Galaxy at Kelly Air F m  
Base. San Antonio. Civilians at Kelly earned $51 7 million in 1993, money the city feaa 
it would lose if the base is closed. 

of some of the aty's identity. 
If the city were to Loee Kelly, it would 

lose about 11.000 a d i a m  and 4,900 Air 
F~membememployedatthebnae. 

I t w o u l d b e p r e ~ t y d a r r m ~ c I  
can~pouthaf"RobeAon,theChamber 
of Co- official, said of the p m p &  of 
KeUy dosine. 'We're the 10th laqest city 
in t h e m t r y ,  butwe're 40th in percapita 
inwme." 

What that means is there aren't many 
h@h-p?ying man- + in the San 
Anton10 area Displaced workers would 
have a hard time finding jobs as goal as 
thoee at Kelly. 

"It warld be very di£tiallt for the city to 
absorb thcee people," Robason said 

Over the years, Kellg's air logistb center 

haa provided high-paying jobs for the d f s  
1- Hispanu: community. Of the Hbpn- 
icainSanAntoniowh0maLemonrtb.n 
$25,000 a year, 40 pacent of them wwk 1 
Kellv. - 

6k .e  ~e Ia Gam, aspolrerrmanfmtbc 
H-EB grccery stan chain, which ha1136 
stoma in the area said the base has been a 
strong force in tbe Hispanic community. 

'Thebaaehm hadareelroleinmosirrg 
the Hispanic community into the midBe 
daa3," he saki "The money Hipmh m 
make  t h e r e  c a n  open up  a l o t  of . . 
oppo-" 

Spcidl wm~pondcnt Jemy Coz in F d  
Walton Beach, Fh., contnbukd to tliis 
report. 

/ The materiel command is likely to be hit hard 
A X t m m ~ 1 4  
age? of the Saxamento  cham&^ 
of Comuyw, said in an Aug. 25 
telephone mtavierr. 

Like many cities elsewhere, 
Sacramento still is undecided 
about what to do with tbe base. 

But those dilemrnaa did not 
slow the three previous commis- 
sions in making their decisions 
and likely won't afid this one. 
although some economic situa- 
tiom are taken into aamlnt 

To those a81ected by the don- 
ings, the way the base closure 
commission operates often seema 
tobeamystexy.Bur.thegmmd 
nJeP actually are dearly laid out. 

H o w i t w o r k  
Haw is how it d u :  Resident 

Clinton at the begmnmg d 1995 
will cboose an undetermined 
-,.- L,>- > r  -,,, ~..I., .:. ~- LL., 

wmmiseion (In the Last two wm- 
missions, seven members made up 
each panel.) By July 1 the panel's 
recommendations will be sent to 
the president. The president can 
sendthelisthacktothewmmis- 
sion for changes, or forward it to 
Congmq which can be reject the 
list, butonlyin itaentirety.Uthe 
list is not,rejeaed all the mmmis 
sion's recommendations will be 
carried out 

In the meantime, the sen+= 
are operating on a hght timetable. 
They must make their bas408 
ing recommendations to the de 
fenseseeretayby Jan 1, andthe 
defense secretary must submit a 
list to the commission by Mard~ 1. 

Chaneee are not unprecedented, 
which means fierce lobbying 
W t  pay off, In 1993. for exam- 
-10 .So,. .!-,"+-A" -, C - .- -. _ . 

Aspin removed the Sacnunento 
Air hghica  Center h m  the Air 
Fads lid, ating the adverse - 
nomic impact it would have on 
California 

uIlppasty.ars,theaavice 
S e C M a r m a b a r i U ~ P r e c -  
o m m d  mede by five De 
fense Department committees 
studying operations at  military 
depots, hbmamk, kst and 4- 
uation fadlitiea, training baaen 
and ho3pitaa 

W n g  - 
Thoae committeed are looking 

athm%iowthatcanbesharedby 
two or more services, oficids 
said. "The idea is to get some 
look-see at what the Defense b 
pflrtment] hsq regardless of om- 
ership," Jamea F. Ebtnght. the 
, - .  . . 

Air FOIW f ~ r  instnhbnq said in 
an Aug. 23 intemier. 

In andher development, Hearst 
Newspeper~ r e p o d  o p . k . 2 5  
thgt the Clinton achmmtmtlon 
was weighing a plan to clore 
about haif of ths miliby's 76 r c ~  
search laboratories, including a 
section of the Harry Armstrong 
Aswnautica Laboratory at Ed- 
W S l d s A i r F a n m ~ ~  
Calif... and the Rome Air Dwelop 
ment Center at Air Fora 
Bass, Rome. N.Y. Bath t ,  fadl- 
i t i e S ~ n u r b y t h e A i r F o r a M a  
teriel Commaad. 

Despite the uncertainty sur- 
roundmgthenertmundofclob 
ing% one thmg ia clear the Air 
Force -el Command, whicb 
administem the five threatened 
air logistics centers aa well as Air 
7 -  ' .  

ties,issuretobehithard 
For months, the command. 

which is b t e d  at W ~ P a U m  
s r Y l A i r F o n e B B o e w D a y t m ,  
Ohio, has bem bracing far a big 
hit and behind the scenes hr 
been6ghting~Ledmnm 

Publicly, commaad 0tEiah n 

"All bases will be looked at 
equally, and we don't know if- 
particular base h b e q  looked 
&"sadMaj.PaulWihon,aool, 
mand spokesman a t  Wright- 
PatteRon. 

But privately. the optimism ir 
. 

G. W. Pourdestlr rrportcd froar 
Son Antonio. A h  w- Oo 
this reportwere staff writer SD 
wen Watkins in Wahngton a& 
spccpccial ... comsponden! - Jerry Cm 



Base closings are as old as the Air Force 
WASHINGTON 

ozem of Air Force basee have been 
activated, deactivate4 reaaivated 
and realigner\ since the Air Force 

was formed in 1947 - and more will 
follow. 

But it haen't a h  been e a ~ ~  to done 
baBm. 

"After World War II, the KoRan and the 
V I ~  conflicts, they tried to cloee tm 
many at - Coograr, goZ up 
sef" said Keith CunnCunnngham, a polieg - 
date with Ehshem Erecutivw for National 
h t y  in Waehingtan 

Gngrees intermmi by stipuhtang that 
any clceure or SrgnrEcant mdignment af- 
fecting mom than 2 s  avilian + had ta 
be approved by Conpeso. Cunningham 
added 

H ~ s r r s o m o o f t b e b e a s t h a t e i t b e  
doesdorldignedsimtheenrIyl96Q 
T h i s d e t a w a ¶ p r w i d e r i b y t h e ~ E k -  
eartka for National Security and Depart 
~ n t  of Defenea 
1961 
WRwqueAirForceBase,Mairrs . 
1962 
W Har+ Air Form Base. Texan 
1969 
W Chenaault Air Force Bak, La 
W Donddson Air Force Base, S.C. 

1m 
W Greenville Air Force Bese, Mien, 
W SchdhgAirForceBase,Kan. 
1966 
W Gmnier Air Force Base. N.H. 
4 James CaMally Air Force Base. T a u  

h n  Air Force Bsae, Waah. 
# h l n  Air Fom Beae, Neb. 
W Stead Air Force Baae, Nev. 
I967 
W Air Form Intemptm Sqwhq N.C. 
W Marietta Air Force Depot, Pa 
W W*AirForceBee,NM. 
1968 
WAmariUoAirForceBeae,T~srr 
WDowAirFomeBsse.Mairre 
U Glaspv  Air Force Baee, Mont. 
WOlmStesdAirForceBase,Pa 
WTruarField.Wia 
lass 
# Adair Air F o m  Station, Ore. 
W Bellefontaine Air Force Station, Ohio 
BmokleyAirFomBaee,Ak 
W Stewart Air Force Baee, T a n  
1970 
W BnkalarAir ForceBase, Ind 
W Cemp Cmwda and Air Form Plant 56. 
Mo. 
W Clinton- Air Force Base, OUa 
W Omard Air Fona Beae, Calif. 
W ThomasvilleAirForceStation,Ak 
1971 
W a t o n  County Air Force Baee, Ohio 

# Dauphin Ieland Air Fom Station, A la  
U Ent Air Fore Bak, Glo. 
W Iewirdawn Air Force Station, Mont 
W PerrinAirFonmBese.Terar, 
W S ~ A i r F o m B a a e , T e r a a  
W Wadem Air Force Station, Minn. 
IS72 
# Hcuma Air Force Station, La 
n W ~ A i r F o r a S t a t i o n , A l a a h a  
1973 

~ b h  Air Force Base, Kan. 
WLaredoAirForceBee,Texas 
W Ramey Air Form Bee, Puetto Rim 
1974 
WMcCaJrAirForceBsae.Fk 
U WeatwerAirFmceBaee,h  
1977 
W chigAirFormBak,Ak 
WKinchebeAirForaBase,Mih 
W ~ A i r F o r m B e s e . M o .  
# Webb Air Fona Base, Term 
IS78 
W Riclrenbarfa Air Force Bmr, Ohio 
197s 
W B a u ~ A i r F o n a S b f i o n , M i n n  
W Chariosbn Air Force Station Maine 
W Watertmn Air Force ~ta t iod  N.Y. 
1981 
r n t h A i r F o r o e B a a e , M i n n  
1991 
W PeeeeAirFonaBaee,N.H. 
I S M  
W EaLer Air Form Base, La 

W England Air Force Base. La 
W George Air Force Base. Calif. 
1993 
H Ekrgstmm Air F o m  k, Tesm 
W CaRwellAirForceBase,Teuu, 
W Chanute Air Force Base. DL 
W Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio 
W Homestead Air Force Beee. Fk 
W hfatherAirForceBsse,Calif. 
W Myrtle  bed^ Air Force Bsq S.C. 
H WWAirForceBeae,Ariz. 
W Wurkmuth Air Force Ease, Mich. 
1994 
WGrilmmAirForoeBase,Ind 
W Lmmg Air Force Baee. Maine 
W LorryAirForceBese,Cola 
WMacDillAirForceBaqe,Fla. 
M Narton Air Force Bee, Calif. 
W ~ u r A i r F o n r , B e e , M a  
W R i ~ A i r N a t i o n a l G u a r d f h h .  

Ohio 
lssd 
W ~ A i r F o r a e B a s e . C a l i t .  
W Grif6aa Air Force Bmr, N.Y. 
W KI.SawyaAirForcaBaea,Mi& 
W Platyburgh Air F m p  Base, N.Y. 
1996 
W~HarchAirF~r~eBaee.CaliE 
W Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Is97 
W Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio 
1898 
W 0% International Aqmrt, IR 

provide the 4039 10R and l6Lplm with the broadest comectivity I 
in the industry, solving printing hassles by --b - - - 

supporting up to 18 environments at the a m s  
same time.'Ihe 2381 Plus letter quality dot matrix printer knocks 

out multipart forms and lab& and has seven resident bar codes 

A lot of battles are fought on paper,and Lexmark printers Lexmark is an independent, worldwide 

provide a lot of :unmunition.They're also easy to order through company formed 

the Army's SBIS contract. from a division 

These superior weapons are perfect for today's open system of IBM. To learn l R e l P 3 9 1 O R I O . r r 6 W Y  Ps-LxI'-& *=**-- 
environments. Each Lexmark printer on the SBIS contract, more,contact the W W " " " ~ " " ~ ~  -lbrtr.nlb.rcdrr &--- opdm- 

the 2381 Plus dot matrix printer,the 4039 10R Laserprinter SBIS program at 1 800 889-SBIS, ext. 4300, or Lexmark 1 
and the 4039 16L plus LaserPrinter,offers the at 1800 358-5835. 
Tk039ML6Lp)p..16ppr dOO+,--b highest level of performance With troops like these,youcan't lose. 
pHadd*rrog 
c p d i 6 3 d L r a n t L  

-A?W * M  in its class Optional MarkNetm -2 x $ ~ ~ ~ W ~  
mwnbqmai.  
na*or*9- *.-* internal network adapters -- 





DRAFT (3/14/95,17:30) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Comparative Time Allotment Chart 

State -- Total Job Loss 
1 .  TX 10,302 
2. AL 8555 
3. CA 787 1 
4. NM 6850 
5 . G u a m  4769 
6. PA 4547 
7. NJ 3872 
8. MD 35 15 
9. CO 2992 
10. IN 284 1 
11. MS 258 1 
12. UT 2229 
13. ND 1763+ 
14. NY 1695 
15. CT 1627" 
16. VA 1613 
17. KY 1464 
18. AK 1402 
19. TN 1300 
20. MA 1049 
21. MT 779 
22. IL 775 
23. OH 723 
24. GA 713 

25. OK 704 
26. MI 617 
27. FL 469 
28. AR 247 
29. PR 182 
30. LA 101 
31. SC 5 4 
32. KS 14 
33. WV 7 
34. WI 6 

Total # fac. in State wLoss 
8 
2 
13 
1 
4 
8 
4 
7 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
8 
2 
4 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
2 

Prop. time in hrs. 
3.66 
1.083 
4.25 
1 .o 
3.0* 
2.75 
2.0 
2.16 
0.916 (55 rnin.) 
0.75 
0.75 
1.5 
1.5 
1.75 
1.16 
1.6 
0.75 
1.16 (70 min.)# 
0.75 
0.5 
0.5 (30 min.) 
0.833 (50 min.) 
0.4 16 (25 min.) 
0.583 (35 min.) 
0.416 (25 min.) 
0.5 (30 min.) 
0.66 (40 min.) 
0.416 (25 rnin.) 
0.16 (10 rnin.) 
0.25 
0.16 
0.083 (5 rnin.) 
0.083 (5 min.) 
0.083 (5 min.) 

* = Includes 30 minutes of time in SFO. 
A = Estimate 
# = Includes 20 minutes of time in SFO. 



I kp8rmwnt of Wonw R.c f fnmnkd  BRAC W Job Qunw by Smm 
( U l l w y M b r ~ l h r m W - M d . r ~ o m b e a u ~  I 

Out h Not G.lnl(bu) 
Action MI1 Chr Mil Ck MI1 Chr 

RECDVE 
RECM 
Tool 

c4Lmma 
QIC#HnHuENEhE 
DWENSEODHTRACTLUNAOWENTMSlRClmST 
D E F E N S E D I m M I T K ) N m w J o A a n N  
D e P I S E  D I S I W B W  REUON WEST 

4 WTFTIUKER 

3< EZrnY= 
F O R t W ~ w i O m :  

-.. McClEuANAFB 

y m a F E . r r m u m A G s  
NADEP h ORTH ISLAM) * 

N U  NOPM I S M  
M V U  RESEARCH CENTER. W UEGO 
NAVAL PERSONNEL RID CENTER, Su3 DIEGO 
NAVAL STATION SAN DlMO 
NAVAL WEAPONS mnou SEN BEACH 
NAVMEDCW SIN MEGO 
NAWC CMNA LAKE 
N m s c  RDTIE SAN UEGO 
NISE WEST W UEGO 
NORTn MWUWX AIR GUARD STATION 
NRC PCMW 
NRC H A  ANA (IRWNE) 
HRC STOtleoN 
NSWC PORT HUENEME 

K H s v W , B u o c  

Y-'= x S l t w u ~ W P a r  
W W P  1.m BEACH 
TRAVIS AFll 

COLORUX) 
FALCON AFB 

% . n r z s u r o h l ~ ~ R h W h l E U C A L ~ e m ~  -. 
FORT CARSON 
LOVVRV *FB 
PmRSOFJAFB 

. '  RECEIVE- 

-. 
RECEWE 

- 
R E C M  0 0 51 126 51 1 26 
RECENE 0 0 102 35 102 35 
RE- 0 0 18 284 18 284 

R E C M  0 0 287 
1 (1.612) 0 

RECENE 0 0 231 

a iEs3  QzD (78) (11) 0 
RECWE 0 0 10 
Tar l  ( m a )  (1.623) 520 



1 D . p . ~ o t D e t ~ ~ b . d B F U C # 3 0 b C h u , ~ b y s m m  
n * r r u n n d a n m r w r r r u d r n l ~ c ~ l n ~ ~ r o m # a p r r a r r l )  

Out h N.(-nl(-1 
Action M I  Cb M I  C b  Mll Ch, 

. . REED ARWI lffDlUL CENIVI RECEIVE 0 0 
4: . :  7 ,  T a d  0 0 

RE- 0 0 
MJmsowns RECDIlE 0 0 
M S Y w E S T  (10, (1) 
MPENSKXKA RE- 0 0 
NAS WHITING RELO REcEMi 0 0 
NAWCmmDNmuNm RECENE 0 0 
N R L U Y M R W A l W M W N D D E T ~  cp!mmm a 0 bm 
NSWtFANAhWCllY RECBK 0 0 

OUUt 
nsc GUUJ 
NsKirN* 
N A V U  A m =  GUAM 
yYGU*M 

H I W U  
FmTW4FrER 
UCBI(ANK1WEBIY 

NC.vLuCUULUALB 
NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR 

RECDVE 0 0 391 12 391 12 
rszs) o o (s) IW 

( (690) 804 ~ o o l  n 79 1 (613) 

(340) 0 0 Cn) (=) 
0 0 0 (1PW 0 

0 0 m (1.884) 
0 0 0 (641) 

Tool ( 2 1 W  (2.- 0 0 (2.1M) (2665) 

RE#NE 
REGEM 
RECfNE 
RECEIVE 
Taa l  

DM0 
M~UHTAIN HOME AFU REMM o o in 3 123 3 

T W  0 0 123 3 123 3 
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Swta Out h N.1 GaLnl(Losa) 
tnttrll8tlon ~etlm ~n CIV MII CIV MII civ 

RKM 0 0 2111 5 215 5 
tool 0 ' 0 215 5 215 5 

Y*IIIUUID 

ABERDFEN PRWNB 
mw wamnms cnsmmw C P ~ ~ R  
m o m  
=YEA# wh~-F-w 
NAVM MEDlUL WEARO( INS. B€WESM 
NAWOhDPAMCanmEn 
NSWCCUIDEROQ( 0 0 '  1 1 9  . 1 19 g s ;  2 0 0 0 5 0 (1) No) (201) 

tad (1.162) w z i )  681 1.110 ., , (MI) ( i n 1 1  

, . 

REQNE 0 0 1 20 1 20 
. U S s A ~  

DEFENSE CoNlRAm UQf. DlSTRlCT N o R m E s T  
MNsmMAm 

- . wsamwmrarmw '4  
MlKXElESEARMkDRmOPMENTCPmR 
~ T R u t J t M G A N N D (  

DEFENSE REUlUUA7K)N AND UARKmffi SWCE W) 
DETROrr*RSENK ? DETRoFARSMLTAM(PUNI 
NRC DSIUAC 
SEVWKiE AGB 

;&- saffuocEhRMYcuRFasm4 

RECmrE 0 
0 

0 
R E C M  0 

(54) 
~oo l  (62) 

0 
(1.634) 

RECEIVE 0 

YO?SOVRI 
~. Am-lRowcoMMAND 

FORT LEONARD woo0 
ST LOUIS wm RECEM 0 

T o o l  ( 4 M  

$WON>''7?;i) ;;; 
foul 

RECEIVE 0 
TOUI 0 



D.prmmt of D.hrur R o e o m m w W  DRAC BS Job Qur- by Smta 
l u v u r v n a b n ~ I \ b e n l ~ c M l r , n Q d . r ~ e m K a ~  1 

Smm Out h N.1 GaW(Lorr) 
1nrtr118~on ~ct ion  MII CIV MII chr MII chr 

., -, .,. . . Tout - 
... * *  .::- -. ' 

. . .. 
-.- . 7 , .  7.- " ' ' 

. . - - ..'lj;;. NEwvPoco 

. . ' FommUI 
R#rH*ULmNWERv€tENlER 
FmllDmEN 

.% ORIFFITS AIR QUARD 
NRC STATEN I S M  . . 
- p m . B u F F w  
R#P'IABOIUTOA~ES .* 
ROSLYN AOS 

t* s P E o ~ r s * n ~ ~ ~ n + ; *  
6lEWMWAm 
WATERWET ARSENAL 

T a d  : (5ZJ 1 1 . 1 , . (41) (1,415) 

., - . * .  . . 
NORMEUOLlU . ,, I =: . . 

- UUSNEWRNER RECOVE 0 .  0 703 0 . .  703 0 

- 7  & 1- - ; -. , .. 0 7 .  0 .  703 0 .  , 7 0 3  0 
. - .  . . 

NORTH DAKOTA 

=- .:3 0 0 (1.m (119) 
0 0 (lsos) (118) 

Tool (2) (721) 

f -  D E F E N S E D I S T R I ~ D E m T ~  
DEFENSE DISTR1BLmON OEPOTSUXWEHANNA 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REOKW E S T  
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPRY CENTW 

+4 F O m n s w ~ W  

KEU.YSUPPORTCENIUI 

--P 
MSUWUDEULHU 
NATSF PHllADELPHU 

.*WGAO A WCCOSt DET WARMINSTER WARUIHSTER . - 
NAWGAD OPEN WATER TEST FACILITY OREUND 
NSWC m r m E L w  
NST PMUADELPHU-NORFOM Df3 
TOBmANNA ARMY DEPOT 



I Dmpmrinmnl ol Detmn R e c o m m m d  BRAC 05 Job Chnm by Smto 
l ~ l ~ n m u c w s ~ ~ . a ~ m u t m k d u ~ ~ a c b . r a n m w ~  1 
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Action M I  Chr Mil Chr MI1 Chr 
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Selected Recommended Changes to Prior Round BRAC Declsionr . 
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Pors8nnol To R.locrt.: - 9 < -  :a in  1' -. ,. clamp th, DntirNtion To: 

P- 
NAS North Island, CA 

MCAS Ch.w Poba NC 

NAS Corpus ChnrIi. TX . . 
M S  VA 
MCAS Burrloft. SC 
W A u M U G A  
NAS Jacloonvak, FL 

MCAS f3 Toro and MCAS T urtin, CA 

MCAS E3 Taro and MCAS Turtin. CA 

Naval Nirdw Training. Orbdo. FL 

NTCOlludo&NTCSmDiego,CA 

Naval Rmuilimg Command, 
Washington. DC 

NAS bmoorr. CA 

NAS Mitun8r. CA 

NTC Gnal b k e a ,  MI 

Naval M t y  Group Command For! Mwde. MD 
Detachment Potomat. MD 

4 W U ~  ~ i r  Force &st. AZ Orbndo. FL 

GliKus AFB. NY Hill AFB. VT /4 4, En-Mg Installatim Group 

NASOcunLVA . 
NAS Nonh Wand. CA 
NAS J.doonvilb, FL 

MCAS Nm R w r ,  NC 703 0 
MCASKmoh.By.HI - 128 0 

weaport5 Station Qufbston, SC 2780 0 

bddand AFE, 7% 1 93 0 
NVWC K~yporl WA 82 0 
n c s a n ~ i e ~ 0 . c ~  la o 

Naval Rstearrh Labontory. MD 32 

WLm Air Form Base. At 0 38 1 





I UNCLASSIFIED 1 

UNDERGRADUATE FLYING TRAINING 

ANALYSIS RESULTS at TIERING (18 Oct) 

The following grades and data reflect the information on which the BCEG members based their tiering determination. ~nformation in this chart 
' 

was updated as the result of a number of factors between initial tiering and final recommendations. 

I 
Appendix 11 32 

UNCLASSIFIED 1 





PC 
El 
ZC 
L C  
01 
6 
8 
L 
9 
S 
P 
8 
Z 
C 

wjvsn 
NOH 
NVU 
N3d 

(6133U 
dHS 
Id03 
U3W 
NVA 

(P) 103 
IHM 
N IN 
nm 

N 3 t l l j  
c"TI 
Q 6- 
f -' 
5' 
M 

N3d 
I HM 

Y3tJ M 
I 
2 -. 
0 
0 
-9 
2 

Id03 
nm 
NVtl 
tl3W 
(S) 33tl 

N IN 
NVA 

(z) 103 
N3d 
dHS 

-0 

!? 
(D 
z z 

33tl 
NVU 

(8) f lVl  
dHS 
U3W 
103 
NVA 
IHM 

(2) N3d 
U 0 3  
NM 
'" z 

# 8 
CD 

a~oas a ! l  e 

Wtl 
ti3N 
7 0 3  

Y3tI M 
U 0 3  
I HM 
N IN 
N3d 

. 5 s  
2. V) 

B o  

n ~ 1  
33ti 
103 

( s )  ~ 0 3  
(s) dHS 

W t l  
U3W 
NVA 
N IN 
N3d 
-+? 5 =* 
x 5 
4 

a~ea!pul 

(01) dHS 
33U 

(8)  IHM 
N3d 
U 0 3  

(s) NVA 
tl3W 
103 
NM 

(c) NVtl 
ntn 
g 2 < 
5 2 
0 

33U 
dHS 
N3d 
I HM 

(9) Id03 
NVtl 

(&)NVA 
( E ) U ~ W  
103 

(C)~VI 
NIN 
73 

5 
9 

PC 
8C 
ZC 
L C  
01  
6 
8 
L 
9 
S 
P 
8 
z 
C 

sasayluaJed 

(8) NVA 
n~ 
33U 
dHS 
103 

(&) NVtl 
tl3W 
N IY 
N3d 

Zg' 
2 3 
4 g -3 

u! sJaqwnN 

NVA 
n~ 
3361 

(9) 7 0 3  
NVW 

(9) dHS 
HOD 
tf3W 
NIN 
N3d 
'"2 @? 2. 

g g  
D a < 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 3 F  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTOFi.  D.C. 20301 

2 4 OCI I!!!: 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARlES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR OEERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMMANDERS-M-CHIEF 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AOENCIES 

SUBJECT: Consolidation of Fixed-Wing Flight Training 

In April 1993 the Secretary of Defense directed the Secretary of the Air Force, assisted by 
the Secretary of the Navy, to: 

1. Consolidate initial fixed-wing aircraft mining for all Services and transition to a 
common primary training aircraft; and 

2. Combine follow-on flight ~a in ing  into four common pipelines (Navy fighter attack, 
Air Force fighterhomber, Navy and Air Force tanker/transport/maritime patrol, 
and helicopter). 

In response, the Navy and the Air Force are in the process of implementing joint fixcd- 
wing flight training initiatives that carry out the Secretary's directive. A common pipeline for 
helicopter training is still under review. A schematic description of their approach is in 
Attachment 1. 

In addition, the Navy and Air Force have proposed other joint flight training initiatives 
for the  functions of navigator, weapon system oficer, and electronic warfire oficer, as 
illustrated in Attachment 2. >- - 

1 am encouraged by the cooperation and progress we have made in bringing jointness to 1.1 , 

flight trainin& and hope that it serves as a model in othcr areas where the Department might .. 
benefit from increasing "jointness." This memorandum, therefore, provides my approval for Air 
ForceMevy plans to implement these joint fixed-wing flight training programs, as well as for - _ 
their additional joint training initiatives. The Secretaries of the Navy and Ah Force, and others - 
that may be involved, should take actions to implement these programs as soon as possible. 



JOINT FIXED-WING 
TRAINING 

USN USN 
FIGHTEBIATTACK 

JOINT PRIMARY BOMBERIFIGHTER 

AIiuIFTfrANKER 

USMC 

USCG 

Attachment 1 



JOINT NAVIGATOR 
TRAINING 

J 0 
L.. -. 

44 WKS 

G - 5 2  
KC/RCIECIOG135 
CIHCtAClEC-130 

USAF P I E P ~  

USN /' 

T94 / T-39 / T-2 

5459WKS 
USMC 

USCG 

Page 1 of Attachment 2 



JOINT ENTRY LEVEL 
EM70 TRAINING 

67-78 WKS 

Page 2 of Attachment 2 
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BRAC 95 

Joint Cross-Service Group 

Undergraduate Pilot Training 



GOALS 
i 

Retain Capacity to Meet Quality Air Crew 
Training Requirements 
Ensure Function Compatibility at Remaining 
Sites 
Minimize Costs 
- Long term 
- Transitional 

Retain Sites with Inherent Military and 
Functional Value 







Category Scope Rationale 

Installations in the UPT category include 
all DoD flight programs which support 
and facilitate selection and training of 
pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators 
to the point of awarding "Wings." 



* Includes Enhanced Flight Screening sites and Hondo, TX and the Air 

Force Academy 

Installations in Category 

I 

Columbus AFB MS 
Corpus Christi NAS TX 
Fort Rucker AATC AL 
Kingsville NAS TX 
Laughlin AFB TX 
Meridian NAS MS 
Pensacola NAS FL 
Randolph* AFB TX 
Reese AFB TX 
Sheppard AFB TX 
Vance AFB OK 
Whiting Field NAS FL 



TEN UPT FUNCTIONS 

Flight Screening 
Primary 
Bomberlfighter 
St ri ke1Advanced E-2/C-2 
Airlift/Tan ker 
Maritimellnter. E-21C-2 
PriAnter. NFOINAV 
WSO Strike 
Panel NAV 





SITE 1 FUNCTION CORbTRAINT MATRIX 

(1) Runway length constraints based on model design series of training aircraft (FY 2001 requirements) 
(2) Lack of suitable outlying fields (one or more for indicated fixed-wing programs, two or more for helo) 
(3) Too far from water (greater than 200 NM to working area) 

BE KERIFIED U m N  ErCEfPT OF CERTIFfEn DA TA 

Appendix 2 x 

J 

1 

FUNCTION 

FLT SCREENING 

PRIMARY PILOT 

AIRLWI'trANKER 

MARITIME/ 

LNT E-21C-2 

STR(KE/ 

ADV LCYC-2 

BOMBER/ FIGHTER 

HEU> 

PRIM & INT NAV/NFO 

WSO STRIKE 

PANEL NAV 

SERVICE 

US AF 

USN 
USAF 

USAF 

USN 
USAF 

USN 

USAF 

USN 
USAF 
USA 

USN 
US AP 

USN 
USAF 

USN 
USAF 

NC 

T-3 

T-34 
T-37 
PA= 

T-1 

T-44 

T-2 
T A 4  
T-45 

T-38 

TH-57 
UH- 1 
TH-67 
OH48 

T-34 
T-39 

T-39 
T-2 

T43 

CDL 

X (2) 

R W U t  

X 0) 

X (1) 

x 0) 

x (1) 

X (1) 

X 0) 

x (1) 

WHITING 

X (1) 

x (1) 

X (1) 

x (1) 

CORPUS 

X(1) 

X (2) 

KING ?COLA RAN MERIDAN 

X (2) 

slim 

X (2) X (2) 

x (3) 

X (2) 

VANCE 

X (2) 

x (3) 

REESB LAU 

1 

X (2) 

x (3) 

X (2) 

X (3) 



MEASURES OF MERIT FOR: 

Airspace and Flight 
Training Areas 

PRZMmY 
r 

Airfields 

Facilities 

MEASURES OF 
MERIT 

Aircraft Maintenance 
Facilities 

Special Military 
Facilities 

Proximity to Training t 
Proximity to Other 
Support Facilities 

Unique Featurea 

WEIGHT R.ATIoNALE 

I special use airspace; thesfore, this area plays a large rile in 
determining the training effectiveness of an installation. 

5 

14 

22 

- - 

This area is weighted the heaviest due to the emphasis primary 
training places on pattern activities. This area plays a big role 
in evaluating the effectiveness of a training installation. 

The questions addressed in this area are focused toward 
ownership of special use airspace, air-to ground ranges, and 
outlying fields. In this analysis, aawsibility to these facilities 
was considered more important than ownership. 

This weight was used because students in primary flight 
training need better weather than studenta in the advanced 
tracks. 

This area was weighted heavily due to the direct impact it has 
on primary fight training. Much of the training takes place in 

This weight is commensurate with the role classroome, 
simulators, and other facilities play in flight training. 

5 Training aircraft are not difficult b maintain and do not require 
an extensive training infiastruckue. 

2 This area looks at the local area to determine what other 
facilities are available The overall training infrastructure is 
shady established and in use at each base so the impad to this 
area should be minimal. 

I 0 N/A 

I Thia has been baselined due to like aircraft. 

i 

Encroachment 

Services 

6 

8 

Encroachment plays a role in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission; however, training 
aircraft do not have a large impact on encroachment issuea. 

Quality of life plays a significant role in determining installation 
compatibility with the training mission and this weight will be 
applied to the other training functions 





( ~ ~ ~ , ~ S - O ) I J ~ ~ R A L ? I P W W I P ~ P ~ ) Q I O ~ N  'a 
.mw 1! mmoq .*. -n :wORCII 

( ' W O I J O J ~ ) . ' % O ~ J ~ O ) O ~ I P O ~ ~ P ~ - ~ P ~ ~ S  
~%s~J).).nmbop,~%-h?morlXnrk~~w!plo;).~ 

'mm S! *~!nrop .-, =n :vm 
( y r m ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ o ~ ~ o J o ~ ~ p r a o ~ y r ~ l ~ * ~ ~  

(968 x, d 93 .mhix, porr, ~urmop h ! ~  P ranwry .9 
- R I P ~ ! F L ~ - P ~ I ? ~ ~ ~ ? ~ = ~ ! ~ ~ . J ' W Y Y ~ : W ~  

' ( W I W J ~ Z P R O J O J ~  O)OOI ao~l0~~1171?1 
tan JD J z) 

i m * r  am -~ ! IP~J  W s  P WM P?IVI *P n=d WM .S 
'mw s! 130th %uwi!q .mnbop. a n  : w w q  

( ~ ~ ~ I ~ J ~ ~ ' ' % o J ~ J ~ J ~ ) ~ I P ~ o ~ w ~ ~ * P w  
(8sm J ) . ) . ~ . P % - ~ & ~ P ~ . ~  
.JJW q ~ U W I ! ~  .mnb?p, a n  : m w q  

( w ~ ~ d 9 " % 0 ~ o j d o ) - ~ ~ o - ~ u q ~ l p j r m : * ~  
( % s ~ o d ~ ) . ~ b o p , p o r u n u o o ~ i X f f ~ ~ . f  

'4P9 S! ~ ~ ~ l ! q  .mnbop. a n  :wORQl 
(96001 W J ~  1 ' 9 0 ~ o ~ J o ) m l  p n o v " n 4 j q a l m m : ~ ~ a s ~  

( % z ~ ~ d ~ ) . - b o p , ~ % - - M a ~ ~ m . z  
'mw I! =& SUVII!~ .mnbop. =Y( :w~nq 

(%nu JOJ d z '8 OJOJ d O) - P o  MI^ ~ps JW!? :%PW 
(%sz JO d 2) . l ) m w ,  PJRJ M a  P lrmwy . I  



CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
I REQUIREMENTS 1 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS (CONT) 
I REQUIREMENTS 1 

Page 1 



No copies to be made with0 
express permission of JCSG 

CLOSE HOLD 



POLICY INTEGRATION 

Joint Fixed-Wing: 

1. Primary (JPATS) 
2. Primaryllntermediate NFO & Navigator 
3. WSO Strike 
4. Panel Navigator 
5. Multi-Engine: 

a. Jet - Air Force 
b. Prop - Navy 



MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
MILITARY VALUES 
(Scale 1 to 3 with 3 = High) 

Columbus 
i 

Corpus Christi 
Fort Rucker 
Kingsville 3 
Laughlin 31 

'./ 

Meridian 2 
Pensacola 3 
Randolph 3 i 
Reese * I/,--. 
Sheppard 3 '  
Vance 
Whiting 

3) 
2 



OPTIMIZATION MODEL 

MAXFV - Maximize Functional Value 
MlNSlTE - Minimum Site (5% FV & 3 "Rules") 

- Flt Screening Separate 
- Joint Fixed-Wing Policy 
- Notional Squadron > 100 Students 

MINNMV - Minimum Sites with Maximum 
Military Value - "Best" with 4th "Rule": Flt 
Screening at Hondo and Air Force Academy 
"MIN PRIME" - 3 Sites Closed 



OPTIMIZATION MODEL (Cont.) 

"MIN PRIME 2" - 4 Sites Closed 
Added Air Space and OLF capacity from 

I closed sites back into system. 
Analytical Excursion: Used Air Space and 
OLF capacity from Corpus Christi to 
maximize Kingsville capacity. Closed 5th 
Site. 
"Scenarios" developed with additional efforts 

to consolidate functions and minimize moves 
of new functions to new sites. 



ALTERNATIVES 
I I 

3-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, & Whiting 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 9.9% 

4-Site 
Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, & Vance 

* Excess Capacity Remaining - 1.3% 
5-Site 

Close Meridian, Reese, Whiting, Vance, & 
Corpus Christi 
Excess Capacity Remaining - 2.3% 

\ 



I 

1). High costs to move helicopter UPT to Fort Rucker and 
primary UPT to Pensacola. 

2). Small savings for collocating helicopter UPT. 
- - - 

Air Force - Close Reese. Vance not closed 
based on capacity concerns. 

I 1). Added capacity needed for Introduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals course. 

2). Required flexibility for new training systems. 
3). Capacity "buffer" for uncertainties associated with Base 

Closure and fielding new aircraft. 

Bottom Line: Not inconsistent with JCSG work 



. 

BASE "COMPLEXES" 
v 

Issue Raised by SECNAV and JCSG Reviewed 
Three Base "Pairs" or Complexes in UPT Category: 
1) Corpus Christi & Kingsville - Compatible with 

Military Department Recommendations 
2) Pensacola & Whiting - Compatible with Military 

Department Recommendations 
3) Columbus & Meridian - Not Compatible with 

Military Department Recommendations. No 
Clear and Compelling Rationale to Change the 
Recommendations 

\ 





WCSG Process (1) 
30 Nov 94 Review Group 
- Report to, Assist MlLDEPs 
- Consider CSFs i d  LnlA.nc,~ 5 r - ;i P J l d k ,  

Membership: MILDEPS, OSD DDR&E, T&E, PA&E, 
S&SS, TWP, P&R, Comptroller, IG 
Scope: 
- T&E 3 (negated) (correlate output) 
- 81 'GActivities" 
- Life cycle segments: S&T, ED, ISE 

( . ' ~h ,  . (0 ~ l y l  - 30 CSFs (22 Product, 8 ~ervaslve - S&T only) 
- Provide as much useful info, as soon as possible, to MlLDEPs 

Working Group g\ hh \ & ~ 5  

- Deputy DDR&E(LM) Chair (adjudicate) 
- 2 repslService: develop data call, analysis plan; analyze data 



- FC = Peak workyears between 86-93 
- FR = FY97 projected workyears; used FR-20% 
- ' FV = weights, measures, "fit checkn 
- MV: Mid-November. No real change 

Recommendations 
- 3 sets; summary with MV 21 NOV. 
- Mostly sub-marginal 

DDR&E/SAE Policy (Aug-Sep) 
- Biomedical, Energetics, C41 (Data Call 6 Oct; Briefs 14, 

20 Oct) 
- Data available 17 Nov; DDR&E analysis, correlate 

w/T&E, brief LJCSG 
- Memo #4: Air Vehicles, A-AIA-G Weapons, Energetics, 

C41 "macro", 29 Nov 



LJCSG Comments 

I Approach 
I 

I 
I - CSFS = 55W>105K (AF go+%, A 70%, N 40%) 

- No clear picture of organizations, installations 
- Pervasive not just S&T 
- Life Cycle: thin slices, imbalance of coverage 
- Segregation from T&E (overlap and misses) 

I 

I 

Excess Capacity 
- Plant Replacement Value vs Workyears 

- I 

"Required" lab capacity: DSB, DPG, Dorn (35%) 
- FY97 for FR; FC as peak 

1 - Response: FR+-20%, FR-20% (CSF 93-97=8%) 
I 

I 
I New Data Call - various interpretations 
I 

I 

I Insertion of Analysis Tool after Data Call 



I I I 
I 

JohtGmup JoiMGmvp Joint Group Joint Gmup Joint Gmup Joint Gmup 
w M &  Lobomtan*es Test& Evdwfim HospUolr UPT Economic Iinpct 

0, DR&E Q, OTCE and ASqHAj ASQraR) DASD(ER&BRAC) 
D,T&E 

A# ofi I / l l / f l  ' 'J 



ARMY 

N A W  

BRAC 95 Laboratory and Acquisition Command Reductions 

# All unsigned numbers are reductions; negative (-) numbers are increases. 
* Reductions are not from laboratories but from acquisition commands or headquarters 

Includes "no salary savings estimations" : 601 at Indianapolis, 333 at Lakehurst 

FY-96 Employees Force Structure Red'n# BRAC Eliminations# Total Reductions# 
OH Enl Civ Off / Enl Civ Off 1 Enl / Civ Tot Off 1 Enl Civ / Tot  

ATCOM 
- - -- -- . -- 1 6 3  84 3971 - 01 0 74 2 5  191 1022 

- - -  - 19 1096' i- -- 1140 
Total Army 163 84 3971 0 0 74 251 191 1022 1066 25 251 19 1096 1140 
NSWCCD, Annapolis -- - -- 2 0 - 725 

- 0 ' 1  0 445 446 
N ~ R I  ~ethesda -- 56 160 193 - -.- - - - -- - 0 0 8 41' 27 41 27 76 
N AVM Asso 

- - 
- 

11 92 267 - - -- - -. - 4 15 l5  - _ 2 1 
N A ~ A D  Indianapolis 9 25 2852 0 240 6 - -- - ~~ 

0 1028 2 1268 1276 
NUWC ~e@ort, W A  -- - 16 132 -- 2 5 7 3  561 0 

- -. - 

-- - - 0 28 107 589 - - 703 
NAWCAD ~akehurst 59 341 --I944 -4 

- 

- - I 0 y  
342 35 248 547 - -  - -- -- 3:! A $ 5 3  889 - - - 1173 

NSWC C ~ D ~ V  Louisville - - - - - - - -- 5 11 1607 I 0 300 4 -- - . - - ~ - - -- - ~ 0 437 - -- 
5 0 737 

- ~~ - -  742 
NUWC New --   ond don, --- CT - 2 -- Lt-- 999 - 0 7 520 - - - 2' 

. - 3 -- - 58 - -- - - 2 - - 10 578 - - -- 590 
NBL, New Orleans - - -- - - -- - - - - 4 11 37 0 0 0 

- - ~ -- I - 11 37 - 1 . 11 
- - -  - -- -- - . - - .- 

37 - - - 49 
NlSE East, Norfolk 4 12 348 - - - - - - -- - - - 3 - - -- 7 295 - - -- -- .- 0 0 0 - - 3 7 295 - 305 

- - 
1 

- - 

NlSE West, San Diego 6 909 0 0 118 -- - -- -- - - - -. - - - -- --- -- .- - -- 0 
- - 5 8  - - - 0 - o._-176_- 176 

NRL Orlando - 0 0 100 0 - 0 - 0 0 --- - - 
0 45 

. -- --  0 0 45 
-~ 

45 
NHRC, San Diego - - - - - - - - -- I ?_-7 -- 68 -- 0 - -- 0 1 3 2 10 

- - - - - - - - - 3 2 . 11 -- - . - - -- -- 16 
NPRDC, San Diego - - 4 
NAWCAD Warminster - - - - - - - - - 2 
NSWCDD White oak-- 5 - - - -  - p~ 
ONR 35 - - - - 
NAVSEA - -- 31 . -- 
SPAWAR 179 

1 4  
3 
4 - 

6-70-4144 -. - 

24 - 
935 

4 6 - -  
999 - 

10 . 

1055 

2074 

-- - 

Total Navy 
Rome Laboratory - 

Brooks AFB - - -- -- 
Williams AFB -- - -- 

Total Air Force 

TOTAL DoD 

-- 
720 

84 
640 -- - 

5 - - 
729 

1612 

Labs Only 1 268 801 1~071 851 1771 32091 631 3211 26161 30001 148 498 

154 1 3 - -  
311 
777 
- - 

419 

- 

-1031 -- 

19458 
786 

1766 -- - 
24 

2576 

26005 

5825) 64711 

0 - -  

. - 0 
4 - - - 

0 

-- 2 1  
2 

~ 0 0 
- 0 17 

1 -- - 

- - 1 
I 

- - - 

- -  0 
~- 1 

3 
0 

645 
-- 

0 

4173 
- -137 

- 101 
- 

0 

-36 

4211 

34 

-- 74 
-1 86 - 

0 
- 

-112 

-78 

6 - - - - 

- -lo 
0 

- - 0 

133 

-- 46 .~ 

- -129 
.. -- - 

0 

-83 

50 

3444 

-- - 

- 

-- 

441 

4951 

3006 

- 50 
154 .- 

0 --- 

204 

4232 

2 671 

109 

- 0 
36 -- 

0 -- 

36 

170 

5 

-- 82 
66 

- . - 

0 

0 - 

329 
0 

201 .- 

0 
- -  ~ 

201 

549 

- 

143 
74 

-150~ 
0 

- 

-76 

92 

358 156 -- 43 

-- -- 

- -  

- - 

- 0 
4 

- -- ~ 

- 

- 45 

67 
- 

462 
46 - 
72 - 

1 - - 

-- 1 
- -- 5 

0 

- 22 

7179 
-87 

-- 

255 

-. 6 
- l o  

- -- . 3 -. 
0 

- 563 4 

7784 

- -- 33 
177 ~- - --- - 

514 

--- 0 

21 0 

91 34 

0 - .  

118 

599 

. -  -- 5 

- 99 ~- 

- 711 - 

0 
.- 762 - - 2 

0 - - - 

168 

8443 

- - - 12 
110 - 

- - - 71 - 9 
0 

738 



BRAC 95 PROPOSED IMPACT ON 
ARMY ACQUISITION STRUCTURE tt 

I SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 1- 

CHIEF OF 
STAFF OF THE I ACQUISITION) I 

DEPUTY CHIEF USA CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 

(PERSONNEL) 

t Construction Engineering 
Research Lab, 

-Armv Research Charnpaian. IL 

SPACE AND 
STRATEGIC 
DEFENSE 

COMMAND 

MATERIEL 
COMMAND 

~ r k v  Research Lab I Army ~eseaich Office 

t 
. - 

lnstiiute, Alexandria Cold Regions Research 
Adelphi, MD 

VA (multiple dets) 
& Engineering Lab 

Aberdeen PG, MD 

Hanover, NH NASA Langley, VA 

Ft. Wainwriaht. AK NASA Lewis, OH 

t 
" .  

Topographic Engineering 
Center, Alexandria, VA 

L Waterways Experiment 
Station 

Vicksburg, MI 
Spring Valley, WI 
Calhoun Falls, SC 
Louisville, TX 
Duck, NC 

Triangle Park, NC 
Washington, DC 

Missile Command Soldier as System Command 
Missile RDEC, Redstone Natick RDEC, MA 

Arsenal, AL Aviation Troop Command * 
Tank Automotive 
Command st. ~ouis, MO * 

Tank-Automotive RDEC, NASA Ames, CA 
Warren, MI Ft. Eustis, VA 

Armaments RDEC, t Chernical and Biological Defense 
Picatinny Arsenal, NJ Command, 
Watervliet Arsenal, NY Edaewood RDEC. Aberdeen 

Simulation, Training & -1 k, MD 
Instrumentation Command, 

tt The structure shown incorporates closures and Communications Electronics 
Orlando, FL tCom;;;: 

realignments from previous rounds of BRAC 
Cornrnii i i i~dii~~ 1s Elecir VI l i ~ s  * Moving to Redstone Arsenal per BRAC95; MICOM and 

ATCOM to become Aviation and Missile Command. Ft. Monmouth, NJ t Consolidating in Armed Forces Medical R&D Agency Ft. Belvoir, VA 

ARMY MEDICAL I COMMAND 

ARMY MEDICAL t 
RESEARCHAND 

MATERIEL COMMAND 

-Medical research lnstitute of 
Infectious Diseases 

Ft. Detrick, MD 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil 
Bangkok, Thailand 
Nairobi, Kenya 

t Walter Reed Army lnstitute of 
Research, Washington, DC 

t lnstitute of Surgical Research, Ft. 
Sam Houston, TX 

t Aeromedical Research Lab, Ft. 
Rucker, AL 

t Medical Research lnstitute of 
Chernical Defense, Aberdeen 
PG, MD 

C~esearch Institute of 
Environmental Medicine, Natick, 
MA 



BRAC 95 PROPOSED IMPACT ON 
NAVY ACQUISITION STRUCTURE tt 

SECRETARY OF 
THE NAVY 

1 
I 

i I 
CHIEF OF NAVAL 

OPERATIONS DEVELOPMENT AND 
ACQUISITION) 

I I I I 
BUREAU OF NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS NAVALSEA ** SPACE AND NAVAL** CHIEF OF OFFICE OF 

NAVAL COMMAND SYSTEMS COMMAND WARFARE SYSTEMS NAVAL NAVAL 
MEDICINE COMMAND PERSONNEL RESEARCH 

I I 

t NAVAL MEDICAL NAVAL NAVAL 
San Diego, CA Washington, DC 

RESEARCHAND NAVAL AIR SURFACE UNDERSEA NAVAL COMMAND Bay St. Louis, MS 
DEVELOPMENT WARFARE WARFARE WARFARE CONTROL AND 

Monterey, CA 
COMMAND CENTER CENTER NAVAL 

CENTER 
Orlando, FL * 

OCEAN - FACILITIES 
Naval Aerospace Medical - Carderock Division SURVEILLANCE ENGINEERING 

Research Center, CENTER 
-Aircraft Division 

COMMAND 
Pensacola, FL 

Patuxent MD Philadelphia, PA NUWC Division Newport 
- RDT&E Division Naval Biodynarnics ~ a b ?  Indianapolis. IN *  hi^, TN Newport, RI 

New Orleans, LA Lakehurst, NJ * San Diego, CA - NFESC, Det. New London, CT* 
Det. Andros Island Det. Warminster, PA* Sari Diego, CA Naval Dental Research 

Lab, Great Lakes, MI 

- Naval Health Research * 
Center, San Diego, CA 

- Naval Submarine Medical 
Research Lab, New 
London, CT 

Weapons Division Crane, IN L N ~ W C  Division Keyport In-Service West Coast Engineering* Division, 
China Lake, CA Louisville, KY * Keyport, WA 
Pt. Mugu, CA Dahlgren Division, San Diego, CA 
Det. White Sands, N ~ ~ h l ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  VA 1 4 In-Service Engineering 

Naval Medical Research * 
Institute 

Bethesda, MD 
N!ZR13, Lim6 FGTU 

NMRUM, Jakarta, 
Indonesia 

NMRU#3, Cairo, Egypt 

L~raining Division, Wallops Is, VA 
Orlando, FL Coastal Systems Station, 

Panama City, FL 

East Coast Division 
Charleston, SC 
Norfolk, VA * 

t White Oak, MD * 
Pt. Hueneme Div, CA tt The structure shown incorporates closures and realignments from previous 
Indian Head Div, rounds of BRAC 

Ir~Giar~ Head, M i l  
Yorktown, VA * Closing per BRAC 95 ** Moving per BRAC 95 
McAllister, OK t Consolidating in Armed Forces Medical Research and Development Agency 



BRAC 95 PROPOSED IMPACT ON 
AIR FORCE ACQUISITION STRUCTURE tt 

I AIR FORCE OFFICE I 

SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE 

I i 

(ACQUISITION) 

OF SCIENTIFIC / RESEARCH 
AIR FORCE MATERIEL ---...-.-- - -...-.--..--.-. i 

COMMAND 

I Bolling AFB 1 

AERONAUTICAL 
SYSTEMS CENTER 

Wright Patterson AFB, OH 
Eglin AFB, FL 

Wright Laboratory 

WPAFB, OH 
Eglin AFB, FL (Armaments 

Directorate) 

ELECTRONIC 
SYSTEMS CENTER 

Hanscom AFB, MA + 
L Rome Laboratory 

Griffiss AFB, NY * 
Hanscom AFB. MA 

HUMAN SYSTEMS I CENTER 

Brooks AFB, TX 

L Armstrong Laboratory 

Brooks AFB. TX * 
Tyndall AFB, FL 
WPAFB, OH 
Williams AFB, AZ 

SPACE AND MISSILE 
SYSTEMS CENTER 

I .  Los Angeles AFB, CA I 
1 Phillips Laboratory 

Kirtland AFB, NM 
Edwards AFB, CA 
Hanscom AFB, MA 

.fr BRAC 95Proposed Moves: 
HSC and Armstrong Lab Brooks are moving to WPAFB, OH tt The structure shown incorporates closures and 
Rome Lab Griffiss AFB moving to Hanscom AFB and Ft. Monmouth. N.I realignments from previous rounds of BRAC 
Pnill~ps Lab stays in place; Kirtland AFB is closing 

* Electronic Systems Center and Space and Missile Systems Center rely on FFRDCs (Mitre Corporation and 
Aerospace Corporation, respectively) for systems engineering and integration. 
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1 

BRIEFING FOR BRAC 
COMMISSION 

a 

BRAC 95 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

TEST AND EVALUATION 

21 MAR, 1995 
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For Official Use Only 

Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) 

I I Slide 4 - 3/20/95 

WEAPONS AND 
TACTICS CENTER 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE 
CENTER, AIRCRAFT DIV., 

TRENTON-CLOSING 

VlNG GROUND 

NAVAL AIR WAR 
CENTER WEAPON ENGINEERING 

MENT CENTER 

YUMA PROVING 

ATLANTIC UNDERSEA 

U.S. ARMY 
KWAJALEIN ATOLL 

ATLANTIC FLEET WEAPON- 

In Three Functional Areas within 
Scope of T&E JCSG Analysis 

TRAINING FACILITY 



T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

Large in Land, Sea, and Air Space 
- 7 million land acres (over 50 percent of total DoD 

land area) 

Costly to replace 
- Replacement value of $25  billion 

Active 
- Sites for several thousand test projects per year 

Activity not driven by force structure 
- T&E Infrastructure budget declined by 18% since 

1980 -- by 31% in 1997 
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For Official Use 0 

SINCE FYI980 

1985 Fiscal Year 1990 
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For Official Use Only 

1996 COST OF T&E INFRASTRUCTURE 

T&E RDT&E lnfrastructure costs $ I. I billion 
per year 
- About 10 % of Acquisition lnfrastructure 

Acquisition lnfrastructure costs $ 1 1.5 billion 
- About 11 % of DoD lnfrastructure 

f \ 

T&E Infrastructure cost is I % of DoD 
lnfrastructure cost 

\ J 
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I ! For Official Use 0 

Non-Core T&E Facilities 
(in Three Functional Areas within Scope of T&E JCSG Analysis) 

I ARMY TECHNICAL TEST CENTER 
AFDTC - AFEWES FORT RUCKER 
FT WORTH 

Slide 8 - 3/20/95 



For Official Use I 
T&E JOINT CROSS SERVICE 

GROUP 7 7 

Provid guidanc o Military Services and 
%&s for the conduct of Do 

BRAC 95 T&E CrossService Analysis 
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MEMBERSHIP 
• hairmen: 

Team Leaders: 

Members: Army 
Air Force 
BMDO 
PA&E, OSD 

Navy 
DNA 
DlSA 
OSD BRAC '14 ,Le  ~\zclL+&( 

DoD Comptroller 
DoD IG 
Lab Joint Cross Service Group 
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T&E WORKLOAD PROJECTION 

$50,000 95$ Millions Wor kvears 16,000 
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:ONAL VALUE PRA 

(uCI1 TRISERVICE CERTIFIED DATA Slide 15 - 3/20/95 

QUESTION 1 . . . . . . . QUESTION "N" 



For Official Use 

T&E JCSG FUNCTIONAL VALUE SCORING PROCESS 

DATA CALL 
I 

I 
I Data  SCORING PROCESS \ 

) T&E JWG Jointly 
Scored Each T&E 

d - - Functional Area: 
Logic A V E C A / W  

b site I x x x  
a 

FUNCTIONAL 
VALUES f 

SCORING AND 

OPTIMIZATION AIR VEHICLES RECORDING TOOL 

MODEL ELECTRONIC 
COMBAT 

D-PAD 

ARMAMENTI 
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1 For Official Use 0 

DATA ANALYSIS 
Workload and Capacity in Test Hours 

sen Air Ran~es  
A I Core and Non-Core Sites 

I k--"t-r--n i-c -- "- 

Combat 

Arms --"3 
2- 6 8-, 

I 
Weapons 

I 
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For Official Use Only - BRAC Sensitive 1 
DATA ANALYSIS 

Workload and Capacity in Test Hours 
n-Core Sztes Onlv 

T&E Functional Workload Capacity Excess Excess as a % 
Areas Capacity of Total Excess 

I 
- - - - -- -- - 7- - - -- - -- - - - -- - - - 

Air Vehicle 1 35,282 1 59,605 / 24,323 1 
1 

13 % 

I 

1 

1- -- --- -- ---- - 
I_---I -I_--- 

? Electronic Combat 1 6,954 16,471 [ - 1 
4 I I 
s I I 

I 
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JCSG ALTERNATIVES - NON-CORE 

Close, realign, or mothball the T&E facilities at 
the following non-core locations: 

i 

- Army - Fort Rucker, Redstone, AQTD Edwards 
- Navy - Indianapolis, Dahlgren, Crane, Indian Head, 

Warminster 
- Air Force - Tyndall AFB, REDCAP (Buffalo, NY), 

AFEWES (Fort Worth, TX) 

Full enactment of this proposal 
- Open air range excess capacity from 52 % to 45 % 
- All facilities excess capacity from 44 % to 37 % 

Slide 21 - 3/20/95 





t For Officiid Use Only - BRAC Sensitive 

JCSG ALTERNATIVES - CORE 

If all non-core activities closed, open air excess 
I d 
I 
I capacity would only reduce from 52% to 45%. 

~ The JCSG Co-Chairs generated, for Military 
I Department consideration, additional alternatives to 

close, realign, or mothball test facilities at the core 
sites. 

The driving factor in the selections was the excess 
acity in the open air range facility category in all 

rn 

three functional areas. 
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I 1 For Official Use Only - BRAC Sensitive 
I 

JCSG PROPOSAL - CORE REDUCTIONS 
I ALTERNATIVES 
I 

I 
I 

Pax River T&E missions primarily to Edwards OR 
Edwards T&E missions primarily to Pax River 
If either is enacted, consolidate Army air vehicle T&E 
to the receiving site 

Eglin T&E missions primarily to China Lake OR 
China Lake T&E missions primarily to Eglin 

Pt. Mugu T&E missions primarily to China Lake OR 
to Eglin 

r 

In these alternatives, realignment is to primary site 1 
[ and to other nearby sites Slide 24 - 3/20/95 







I. DoD Recommendations 

A. Army 
1. Close Noble Hospital (Ft. McClellan, AL) 
2. Realign Kenner Hospital to Clinic (Ft. Lee, VA) 
3. Realign Kimbrough Hospital to Clinic (Ft. Meade, MD) 

B. Navy - No closures or realignments recommended 

C. Air Force 
1. Close Clinic (Brooks AFB, TX) 
2. Close Clinic (Reese AFB, TX) 
3. Close Clinic (Onizuka AFB, CA) 
4. Terminate shared activities with Veteran's Hospital (Kirtland AFB, NM) 

D. Past BRAC Actions (1988,91 & 93) - 28 Facilities Closed 

11. DoD Military Health Services System (MHSS) 

A. Mission - Maintain the health of military personnel so they can carry out their military 
missions, and to be prepared to deliver health care in time of war. 

B. Structure 
1. Facilities: 135 Hospitals; 500 Medical Clinics (300 Dental Clinics) 
2. Personnel: 54,000 Civilians; 107,000 AD Personnel 

C. Budget - $15.3 billion, FY95 (CHAMPUS $3.9 billion or 25.5%) 

D. Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs - Dr. Stephen C. Joseph 

111. Base Medical Care and Alternatives 

.4. Military Health Care Facilities 

B. Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) 

C. Medicare 

IV. Medical Care "Entitlements" and Access 

A. Active Duty (AD) - entitled to health care in military medical facilities (10 U.S.C. 1074) 



B. Dependents of AD - entitled upon request on a space-available basis (10 U.S.C. 1076) 

C. Retirees and their Dependents - may be given medical care on space-available basis after 
AD personnel and their families; no entitlement (P.L. 85-861,2 Sept 1958) 

\'. Costs 

A. Users 

1. Military Facilities - free of charge except for small per diem to cover meals (< $10) 
2. CHAMPUS - yearly deductible for family, $300, afterwards 20% of all approved care 

B. DoD - FY95 $15.3 billion or 5.9% of DoD budget (CHAMPUS, $3.9 billion or 1.5% of 
DoD budget) 

VI. Reforms 

A. CHAMPUS Reform Initiative (CRI) 

B. TRICARE 

C. Catchment Area Management (CAM) 

D. Clinton Health Care Plan 

Ralph Kaiser 
Counsel 



Air Force Academy / 4- 

Wright Patterson AFB, OH 
Beaufort, SC 

6 th Medical Squadron 

Corpus Christi, TX a-+-c/ 
Wilford Hall Medical Center Lackland AFB, TX j37.,>ir*n 1:; + - 
396th Medical Group sheppard AFB, TX 

Langley AFB, VA 
Fort Belvoir, VA 0, a e 











Ackerrnan. Steve 
Almand. Bond 
Ayeen. Ziba 
Bailey. Steve 
Beyer, Merri l l  
Bivins. Bob 
Borden, Ben 
Brackney, Britta 
Brown, Ed 
Brown, Rick 
Brubaker, Jim 
Campbell, Jeff 
Cantwell, Frank 
Carman, CeCe 
Chalfant, Melissa 
Ciccone, Cristin 
Cirillo, Frank 
Cook, Bob 
Cornella, Alton 
Creedon, Madelyn 
Dicamillo, Rick 
Dixon, Alan 
Earnhardt, John 
Eckles, Kent 
Epstein, Dave 
Farrington, Les 
Flippen, Jon 
Forkin, Toni 
Fuchs. David 
Gertler, JJ 
Goode, Chris 
Hall, Craig 
Hegarry;.Paul 
Helmer, Dick 
Henry, Dave 
Jackson. Larry 
Kaiser, Ralph 
Kerns, Brian 
Kennedy, Mike 
Kesmer, Shelley 
King, Liz 
Knoepfle, Glenn 
Kress, Rob 
Landrith, Jim 
Lewis, David 
Lindenbaum, Eric 
Lyles, David 
Miller, Bob 
Mulliner, Jeff 
Nelson, Wade 
Nurre, Deirdre 
Olson, David 
Owsley, Jim 

Air Force Assoc Analyst 133 
Exec Sec Assistant 121 
Travel Assistant 166 
Army DoD Analyst 109 
Air Force DoD Analyst 176 
Interagency- COBRA 159 
Director of'RSrA 124 
Asst. to Chairman 100 
Army Team Leader 112 
Army Senior Analyst 148 
Navy DoD Analyst 113 
Executive Secretariat 14 1 
Air Force Senior Analyst 123 
Senate/Cono, Liaison I57 
Travel Assistant 1 04 
Congressional Intern 178 
Air Force Team Leader 158 
Interagency Team Leader 129 
Commissioner 193 
General Counsel 183 
Air Force DoD Analyst 
Chairman 
Communications Asst 
Travel Assistant 
Navy GAO Analyst 
Cross Service GAO Analyst 
Interagency FAA Analyst 
Exec Sec Assistant 
Information Systems 
Army Senior Analyst 
Director of Administration 
Air Force GAO Analyst 
Travel Assistant 
Cross Service GAO Analyst 
Interagency DOC Analyst 
Navy Senior Analyst 
Counsel 
Cross Service Assoc Analyst 
Army GAO Analyst 
Director of Travel 
Counsel 
Cross Service GAO Analyst 
R&A Associate Analyst 
Navy Associate Analyst 
Army GAO Analyst 
Navy DoD Analyst 
Staff Director 
Army DoD Analyst 
Navy Senior Analyst 
Dir of Communications 
Interagency Envir Analyst 
Air Force Senior Analyst 
Cross Service Team Leader 

Phillips, James K 
Pizer, Chuck 
Pross, Mark 
Purser, Wayne 
Reese, Ann 
Reedy, Doyle 
Schufreider, Jim 
Smith, Amy 
Smith, Charlie 
Smith, Walton 
Still, Christy 
Stilp, Paul 
Thompson, Sylvia 
Trippet, Ty 
Turner, Althnett 
Varallo, Joe 
Wasleski, Marilyn 
Walgren, Chip 
Wooten, Cliff 
Yellin, Alex 

Information Systems 
Deputy Dir of Comm 
Air Force GAO Analyst 
Military Assistant 
Cross Service DoD Anal> 
Navy GAO Analyst 
House Liaison 
Staff Assistant 
Executive Director 
Exec Sec Assistant 
Executive Assistant 
Budget & Finance 
Mngr, Reuse Liaison 
Interagency Assoc Analys 
Senior Staff Assistant 
Cross Service Assoc Anal: 
Interagency Senior Analys 
City & State Liaison 
Army Assoc Analyst 
Navy Team Leader 

Effective- 2/24/95 



ocument S epal-ator 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs 
1400 Defense Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301 -1 400 

FOR RELEASE AT 
8:00 AM EST 
February 6, 1995 

No. 033-95 
(703) 695-0192 (Media) 
(703) 697-3189 (Copies) 

(703) 697-5737 (Public/Industry) 

FY 1996-97 DEFENSE BUDGET 

President Clinton today released his Fiscal Year (FY) 
1996-97 defense budget, which Secretary of Defense ~illiam J. 
Perry said strongly supports his two most important initiatives: 
readiness and quality of life. For 1996 the request seeks 
$246.0 billion in budget authority and $250.0 billion in outlays 
for the Department of Defense (DoD). 

In detailing the spending plan, Secretary Perry noted that 
full funding for his initiatives was made possible in December, 
when President Clinton added $25 billion to defense spending 
over the next six years. "This higher topline enabled us to 
fund our plans to provide high readiness, full military pay 
increases, better quality of life, and prudent weapons 
rodernization," Dr. Perry said. 

The FY 1996-97 budget begins implementation of DoD's 
FY 1996-2001 Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). Last summer 
when preparing its FYDP, the Department faced a potential 
shortfall of $49 billion between the likely cost of the FYDP and 
the projected defense topline for FY 1996-2001. This shortfail 
was eliminated by the $25 billion added by the President, $12 
billion saved because of lower inflation estimates, and a net of 
$12 billion that DoD cut from lower priority programs. 

The new budget and FYDP culminate a year-long DoD assessment 
of defense strategy, force structure, priorities, and programs. 
The assessment validated the primary recommendations of the 
Department's 1993 Bottom-Up Review (BUR). However, this year's 
budget contains important differences compared to last year's-- 
for example, full military pay raises authorized under current 
law. In explaining his spending priorities, Secretary Perry 
said, "People come first." 

INTERNET AVAILABILITY: This document is available on DefenseLINK, 
a World Wide Web Server on the Internet, at: http://www.dtic.dla.mi~defenselink/ 

(More) 



Reflecting cuts in forces and infrastructure, personnel end, 
strength will fall well below FY 1987 post-Vietnam peaks: 

1987-96 
FY 1987 FY 1995 FY 1996 Chanqe 

Active military 2,174,200 1,523,300 1,485,200 -32% 

Guard and Reserve 1,150,900 965,000 927,100 -19% 

DoD civilians 1,133,100 866,900 828,600 -27% 

By FY 1999 active military end strength will level off at 
about 1,445,000. DoD civilian end strength will continue its 
sharp decline--to 729,000 in FY 2001, 32 percent below FY 1990. 

America's defense drawdown has been carried out without 
harming quality and morale. The involuntary release of personnel 
has been minimized through the use of incentives and careful 
personnel management. Military promotion opportunities have been 
relatively constant. Personnel quality has risen, as reflected 
by standardized tests, percentages of high school graduates, and 
recruiting success. By virtually every measure, the 
restructuring of the U.S. defense posture has been a remarkable 
success. Moreover, during this time of historic adjustment, 
America's armed forces fought and won the Persian Gulf war, 
executed complex humanitarian and contingency operations, and all 
the while sustained the high readiness and vigilance needed to 
ensure U.S. security. An extraordinary record. 

READINESS IS PROTECTED 

In formulacinc the new budget and FYDP, Secretary Perry 
accoraed the highest priority to preserving force readiness and 
the quality cf life of military personnel zn2 their families. 

Readiness essentials like training and maintenance are funde6 
primarily in Operation and Maintenance (O&M) accounts. O&M 
~udget authority in FY 1996 is about the same as FY 1995, an2 
fieclines slightly in FY 1997. Readiness can be protected in 
spite of this decline because of force reductions and the 
streamlining of DoD infrastructure and overhead. O&M funding 
will remain fully sufficient to sustain high operations and 
training rates, prudent equipment and real property maintenance, 
and other determinants of readiness. 

The FY 1996-97 budget maintains traditionally high rates for 
the operating tempo (OPTEMPO) of active U.S. forces. Army 
training rates will hold at 14.5 flying hours per month per 
tactical aircrew and 800 miles per year for tanks. Navy steaming 
days per quarter will remain at 50.5 and 29 days for deployed and 
non-deployed fleets, respectively. Navy flying hours per crew 
per month hold at 24 hours. Flying hours per month for active 
Air Force tactical aircrews will stay at about 20 hours. 

(More) 



To enhance quality of life, the new budget supports: 

Full by-law military pay raises of 2.4 percent for FY 1996 and 
3.1 percent for FY 1997'. 

A new allowance for military families living in high cost 
areas. About 30,000 people will benefit. 

The first step in a phased plan to restore the Basic Allowance 
for Quarters to the DoD objective level of 85 percent of average 
housing costs. Benefits 700,000 people in off-base housing. 

$800 million in voluntary separation programs for military 
personnel. 

Full protection of commissary benefits. 

Payment of the Basic Allowance for Subsistence (about $200 per 
month) for most married service members deployed on operational 
missions. Previous policy prohibited such payments to enlisted 
members. 

Over 49,000 new or renovated living spaces for single service 
members and over 28,000 new or renovated quarters for families, 
during the next six years. For living facilities, DoD will 
invest $4 billion for new construction and $2 billion for 
renovation. 

A 23 percent increase in child care spaces by FY 1997. For 
FY 1995-96, 20 child care centers will be constructed or 
expanded, for $56 million. 

In FY 1995-96, 18 new recreation centers, chapels, and fitness 
centers, requiring $108 million.. - Increased resources for family assistance. 

Beyona these traditional concerns, Secretary Perry recognizes 
that quzlity of life can deteriorate when military people spend 
excessive time away from their home station--such as for lengthy 
contingency operations. He is taking steps to ensure that DoD 
standards for length of deployments for service members are 
maintained, except for unavoidable circumstances. For example, 
Secretary Perry has ordered the greater use of reserve forces to 
relieve active duty units that have excessive commitments. 

RECAPITALIZATION IS BEGINNING 

To ensure that U.S. weapons will remain qualitatively 
superior to future adversaries, the new FYDP begins the 
recapitalization of America's armed forces--an undertaking that 
will continue well into the next century. Real increases in 
procurement funding will start in FY 1997 and continue through 
the FYDP period. Adjusted for inflation, budget authority for 
procurement in FY 2001 is projected to be 47 percent higher than 
in FY 1996. 

(More) 



OTHER DEFENSE BUDGET AND FYDP HIGHLIGHTS 

Defense Topline 

The DoD request of $246.0 billion in FY 1996 is, in real 
terms, 39 percent below FY 1985, the peak year for inflation- 
adj~sted DoD budget authority since the Korean War. Under the 
President's budget, by FY 1997 the cumulative real decline since 
FY 1985 will reach 41 percent. Reflecting recapitalization 
efforts, in FY 1998-99 DoD budget authority will increase about 
enough to keep pace with inflation, then receive moderate real 
increases in FY 2000 and FY 2001, primarily because of higher 
funding for procurement. (See attached chart.) DoD outlays as a 
share of America's Gross Domestic Product (GDP) will fall to 3.1 
percent in FY 1997, half the 6.2 percent of the mid-1980s. 

Nuclear Threat Reduction and Ballistic Missile Defense 

A top priority of the Clinton Administration is preventing 
the reemergence of the nuclear threat that attended the Cold War. 
There are still about 25,000 nuclear weapons in Russia and three 
other Soviet republics. Today the Department is focused on 
helping Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan eliminate the Soviet 
nuclear weapons on their soil, and assisting Russia to reduce its 
arsenal. U.S. resources and expertise are helping to dismantle 
weapons and delivery systems, as well as the rest of the nuclear 
weapons complex. 

A related concern is the spread of nuclear, biological, 
chemical, and missile capabilities, which pose a growing threat 
t3 U.S. global interests. Preventing this proliferation is a 
paramount DoD objective. 

-Americs also must ensure that o t h e r  nations cs ncz nount E 

baliistic missiie threat against U.S. forces or those of our 
close allies. To that end, DoD budget plans support the rapid 
aevelopment and deployment of theater missile defenses. This 
focus on theater missiles addresses the immediate threat to U.S. 
forces deployed throughout the world, and provides a hedge 
against the emergence of a strategic ballistic missile threat to 
the United States. The new budget requests $2.9 billion for the 
Ballistic Missile Defense program for FY 1996. 

DoD's New Technoloqy and Industrial Strateay 

With the end of the Cold War, the resulting sharp reductions 
in defense spending, and the surge of commercial technological 
innovation, DoD can no longer afford to maintain defense-unique 
technologies, capabilities, and industries--to ensure the 
superiority of U.S. forces. Many leading-edge technologies that 
will be critical to success on future battlefields (e.g., 
electronics and communications) are available more cheaply and 

(More) 



NATIONAL DEFENSE TOPLINE 
(Current $ Billions) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

DoD military - 051 252.6 246.0 242.8 249.7 256.3 266.2 276.6 

DOE & other 10.9 11.8 10.6 9.9 9.9 9.9 . 9.9 

Total national defense 263.5 257.8 253.4 259.6 266.3 276.0 286.5 

% Real change -1.9 -5.3 -4.1 -0.1 -0.2 +1.1 +1.2 

OUTLAYS 

DoD military - 051 

DOE & other 

Total national defense 271.6 261.4 257.0 254.5 259.7 267.8 271.5 

% Real change -5.4 -6.6 -4.4 -3.6 -0.6 + 0.6 -1.2 



- - / Base C ~ O S I ~ ~ S  

may face cuts 
i !  
I I 

Base panel could eliminate one or two 

4i~iati011 depots 1 ,  Gains and losses I I Here ere proposed changes cwc_ukloads at depots under kr Force ansddatnm P ~ S  

.-I3\. Steven \V:~:l;ins 
' I  rlnfi urwr 

U'ASkIING'I'Oh' - 'I'ilr i\lr Fonv's five 
aL.iatlor~ deix~ts mlly h. rut dun.11 (11 iour or 
tllm. - even though nnrle appuwl  on the 
131efenbc: Dcpanmer~t'b Inkst haw-clos~ng 
liit. 

Some menlbers of the ~overnmen~-ap- 
p~inled Defense Rase Ciosure and Real~pl- 
nlent G)nimission art. 111ntlng thttt they 
may mi)& an Air F o m  prnp~sttl to spare 
a l five depots. 

"I think U . C . ' ~  p ing  to take a htvd 
lcuk al" the Air Force's depot propowl. 
~ u d  Josue Hnhlc%. a mmmislon rnembrr 
ilnd a retlrtd Army rn~ijc~r general, In n 
hlarcli 16 ~ntervirn. 

The 1995 closure effon 1s t h ~  fourih 
round since 1989 undertaken h!. the  

66 
me real i s s ~  is fhe Rir 
Fome doesn't have the 
up-fron f money to do 
!what if mi iy  wants io 
.-do, which is c i ~ s e  a 
depot. 

-Josue Rohies. 
re!iz6.41i?y m ? : ~  ennnrz! 

pvernmcnt. which zms tz s!?d b s c t h a !  
am unneeded :n rhe post-Ca!d Kar en .  

Defense Secretar? \Yililam Perr?. on FeS. 
2'; submitted a 11s: of reoommenaed bax  
dosing and d p e n t s  to the c o r n s -  
six& which must submit a fmal Iist for the 
pesident and Con,- to appmve. 

In his reoornmendetions. Perry adopred 
all of the Air F0rce.a p r o m  which in- 
cluded consolidating the workloads a t  all 
five of its enormous centers to repair air- 
aafL The oenrers are in California. Texas. 
Georgia, Oklahoma and Utah. 

Proposal was a surmise 

Lath of the five dejxlh mlplc,ys between 
11.000 and 13.000 n~illuiry and civil~an 
workers. Thr dejx>ts an. rcsjmnsible For p- 
ncdic mhintennnix and overhaul~ng of the 
Air Force's aircraft, missiles, wmpuLers 
and other equipment. 

But Air Force ollicittls said L ~ P  pn~prct  
of closing even one depot would be too cost- 
ly and would have j~pard IZed the s e m e ' s  
fragile wenpons-modernization pl~ms. 

Senior Air Force ollicials said in a Mnrch 
10 mten.iew that the wrvice decided last 
spring to spend only $1 hillion in fiscnl 
1996 on dasing and reahping bases. The 
& of dasing one depot would have taken 
virtually all of that money. 

The Air Force pinn to conwlidnte work 
at the five depoLf would rmt considerably 
I e s  - only $168 million. Further. ofIicials 
argue the payback of mnsl ida~ing depot 
work would be much gmr.atPr - a $2.16 bi- 
l~on s a w  over 20 years - than dosing 
one depot, which would mve $1.82 bi ion 
over 20 years. 

Air Force off~ciak snid t h q  had mnsid- 
ered daung two depob - a: hicCieiian Air 
Force base near Sacramento, Calif.. and 
Ke!ly Air Force Base n a r  S x  Antonio - 
but  ~ d d  that out. 

'An inconsisted logic' 

But the Air Force arpments do not a p  
EL- to cun\incr sum? p ~ p i e ,  incixiing Fb 
b i ~ .  fir said he not understand why 
r.he Air Force proposed closlng McCielinn m 
the 1993 b&osmg round but not irus 
vear. 

The urooosal to ciose hlcClellan two 
years ngg~ wns rejened iy u ~ e ~ ~ - I j t . i e ~ u  Sec- 
rew Les Aspin as bemg ta, h p t i v e  to 
Caiiiornin's falwring emnomy. 

"There's an lnmnslstent iopc here we 
don't understand" F b b l ~  sud 

Fie said he suspects-the .4ir Force is not 
davry any depots because it m o t  afford 
to. 

"The real issue is the Air Force doesn't 
have the upfront money w do what it real- 
ly wants to do, *& IS d m  a depot, '' he 
said 

Even senior Air Force ofiicials adnut this 
"When we sarted to consider closing one 

or wen two depots, it became apparent 
h t  the cost of a full d m  was eITeCLjvelv 

The proposal was a surprise to many ex- pmhiiitive," &id Air ~ d r c e  she;- 

p.rts who the & Force to pru la Widnall in March 6 testimony to the 

pxre dosing of one or two of its depots be. mmrniasion 
muse of excess apaciw. Robles seid he also betimes the Air Force 

Robles said he and other comrmssloners is pro* to keep M z p n  . . now 

are puzzled by the Air Force's argument because of the tion iear 
that it not to ,-Jose any depots voter-rich w o r n i a  shortly 
men though Air Force officials have admit "" the lgg6 
$ in the past that there are one or two By &y 17, the mmmisaion must Qdde 
at.wts too rnanv to meet the service's whether ta add an Air F o m  d- or any 

Workload gains: - 
Englne-relaled repalrs 
Automattc equ~pment test sotlware 

A~rborne electronics 
Melal manutactunng 
Palnt/pa~nt removal 
Workload losses: 
Composllesl plasbcs 
Hydraulics 
Sheet metal repalr . 
lnslrumenl repalr , 
J o b  losses: 

1,180 ctv~l~an and [ 
rnil~lary on base 
1.860 p b s  m communrty - 



ease closings a -  - 

Cleanup 
funding 

By Rick M a m  
Tlmm rlan rrlu r 

u'ASHING'I'ON - Envqmnmend dran-  
up is slou'ln: base d o s i n p  and hvenmg 
billions of ,dollars irom other defense 
p r o m .  

But wttinc cleanup funds, as propoxd 
by some h3;lubhcans. uill only make mat- 
te- WOM, sud  a senlor Pentagon oniaal. 

Sherri W. Goodman, the deputy under- 
spcreuu\. defenw for environmental se 
curit)., s u d  ,n Mnrch 2% that Kcpublican 
plans tn cuL .'und:ng for en\ironnlrntd p r u  
p n m S  % i l l  kurt unnmunitis  trying Lo re- 
mver from b u e  d m i n p .  

Even base, or parts of base  that have no 
hazardous was tc  problems cannot be 
turned over for a\*an use until environ- 
m e n d  s u m f ~ y s  are completed she told the 
House Apprt>pnations military mnsuvNon 
submmnutue. 

Goodman's testimony came as the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, a bipartisan arm 
of Congress, released a new report estimat- 
ing it m i l l  rrke $30 billion to dean up mn- 
taminated :;ltes on military bases, both 
those srili In zse =d 1ho.e ~ i e w . '  for 
dosure. 

Phl!c?sozh;cz! differences 
In  1996. :he Ci:xzr. n&?unistration is 

u s h n ~  for $ 3  Lll;:~:: :: ci-qs:, fun&, hut 
R e p u b h m .  p ~ ~ ~ : c ~ ! - l y  m tile House of 
Hrnre=e::r:: vc- . 2- rxye~2r the money a x  n 
su$S:olr. s t  u r c e  :: fu;lti= ru i  weap,.:., 
rnoderriza:~ I:.. 

Tne siou pilcr or  ciennup efiorts and 
piilosophi:~! c:?re:ences about env.ron- 
mental pro:.ram> bemg pard out of the ae 
cc,-+- .-... - budre.. h6x-e pri,7.7&1 *z 

The Depmmer.: of Deiense n s  merit 
about $1: b;!.:on o- emimnmentai  pro- 

over the le.?. d e d e ,  mdudmp a h a t  
$2.5 billin:, o r  base; scheduled to shut 
dour. In tn*, e-i;: rmn& oi bzc. umlng. 

Even wir? that e-nse. the-e ere 27.033 
potentidly mntarmnated siles I% more than 
9,700 m i l i t q  instellauons. About 40 per- 
cent of the land on bases rhat were ordered 
closed in 1966 a n c  1991 has not been 
-ed o v c  for re&- ~SXLL-S of envimn- 
men& probiems: e:tner the sites are a n -  
-inat& I r  SKU&= are not mmpiere. 

Rep. & ~ b a r u  'i'ucanomch. R-Nev., chair- 
woman of ( ! e  d m ?  mnsnuwon panel, 
&d &out 25 perter, o: the money spent 
on be- dcsslnr h a  p n e  ior e n v ~ r o n m e n d  
c i a u p .  m o u n t  she f i n k  esarsuve. 

But unoer current federd iaWs it is im- 
possible to -fe- miliuur. propem to d- 
,,ilian use until compiere environmental 
*dies an. done und uny h d 0 u s  a* 
probiems IL-e in&. G0X-w. said 

This docs not mean that a site has to be 
:-completel> without mntaminarim be 

she b a e r .  mat amoun: of d- 
lowable contarnlnntlor. IS d * ~ m m e d  by 
hew the fsciiip uj:! 5.. ~FJ-YY!. with more 
daup n,&& for 5 i a e n m  arvcl-I . . 

for innus:rtv: ""' 

At risk: Keenon E y n u n  o:f-~:cs:- r?f;! ?sics oc a KC-: 35 S::a:3:8?i.:'2!!rle 

Ok!2hcm2 Clt), Air Lo_e~st!cs Cenr?r a: Tinker AI: Fc:c.- Eese. Tne  cep3: coulc lose . . -  - , ~ = ~ ? ! ~ ~ s  un ler  a 3:CCZSE: ?~t:-: :::-: 2 7 ;  rE:::Z:I'C1: 3!i7 

DEPOTS from p r e c e d ; ~ ~  cage Inms;~cs Center --... or at rhr 0 , d e n  .k Lops- 
ocher U.S. m & ~  l~~&a; io :  to th; & :icy ,.enter . . ai n~il .k.v To:s ! A 5 5  Re:- il;. 
fen* Department's propose2 bs-.rc;os;nr cer.. 
list, said mmrmsslon spokesrnm \';ad+ Sei- 7.x mnsoi~&tioz pim woulc cu: rhe .Gr 
son. .Afrer the mrnmlulon deaden u w n  a Fore ' s  i a r ~  d e w  i r i r u s t ~ ~ ~ u r r  - u,hlch 
I&.. the preslden: and CO:I- mus: arm- imounts to ~ 2 . 6  miiiioii square fee: = A! 
prove or  re.^^'. ::. 5vr d e ~ z  - by 6.5 miiion q u m r  leer .  

In its plan. appmv& by the Defense Dt The propo.d aiso would reduce worLioad 

panment,  the Air Force IS proposing to Ca3aclF a'wut 9 d o n  labor hours. 

mnvliidate work - such as soitware. en- P e m  told tne  base-closing cornrmssion 
gine and avionics work - at fewer aepou. hlorch 1 that  cOnsolidaung u.orl;loads a t  

By doing this.'the .4ir F o . v  could ley off the Air Force depots "has a hgner  pa?.- 

more than 2,000 workers, off eaulp. b i d "  rhan dosmg one or two dew=. 

merit and lease I-, of it. D~SDIIP P e q ' s  RICumenu. Alan Dixon. 
depots to private mnrracrors. :LP chairman or the mmrmssion, a p p d  

to ivia. wouic n.- s~spidous  of an basccios~ng p m p d  h t  
< .  no: include an Air Force depot. Duon 

move as muc! property 8. oneund-a-hclP said he did not understand why the .4ir 
depots *d = manpower r n ~ c i r ? .  US usin: the same e t e ~ a  for d & h g  
two &pots. bases to dose us in 1993, p m p s e d  dosmg 

Acmrding to an  Air Force sumrnnn. of 1s >icCIeIian in 1993 but not in 1995. 
baseclosure and d p m e n t  p m p o d ,  the "Ths  year. with the same selection cite 
depotallsolidation plan could cut 1.180 ria and a smaller force-structure plan. 
jobs a t  the Oklahoma City h r  Logistics therefs . . . no Air Force depot on the IDt- 
Center ar T i e r  .hr F o r e  Base; 534 lobs fense Department pmposeal I~sr." Dhon 
at the Warn%- Rob= A r  Loptlr Center told pem.. 
a t  Robins Air Force Base near Mamn. Ga.; Later, Dixon said he and others doubt 
and 5% jobs a t  the San Antonio Air Lo+- the &fern &p-ent's that 
tics Center at Kelly. mnsolrdating depots would save more mon- 
The Ai. Force a i m a m  them ui!i be no ey rhan dosing one or two depots. 

ernpi~~vrnent i r n w  Lvz: 5:: plcb-+i; ~2 '.! r:?Y ~ n i ~  oumion 51s: s linltif." 
pet conslidaUow a: b e  Sacrumento .hr Dlso: sail. 

8 hearings. 
remain on 
closures 

\\'ASHlNG?Y)N - The lkfensc. 
Haw CIORUN and I W ~ p n ~ e n l  am- 
mi*ion 11:s ~ h d u l t d  r e ~ i [ ~ n n I  hew- 
i r ~ p  for community comment on in- '. 
striliationu ~iominattd for closure or 
nirrlipr~ntent Deponment. by the 1)rfense 

I3eclrings aln:ndy Ii:lve 1nvn hrld 
at Gunm; Grand Forks, N.D.; and 
G r w t  Fulls. Mont. 

hfnnv communities hove launched 
mphisLicnlrd eKo& to keep their 
niilitnry fncilitirn open, arguing thtlt 
the  economic impnct i& worn, t u ~ d  the 
h;tu.'s valut. is than the I'enh- 
gon snys. 

Here is a schcdulr ofthe eight r e  
maininp heuring dales; the schedule 
irlcludes aiy  Air Force installations 
that  will he discus9~d in the regiorl: 

' April 4: Birmingham, Ala. 
Eglin Air Force Baae. Fla: H o m r  

stead Air Resene k, Flu.; MacDU 
Air Force Base, Fh.; Robins Air 
F o m  Base, Gn. 

April 12: Chicago 
Springkid-Beckley h l u n d p d  

Airport Air Guard Station, Ohlo. 

lipri: IS: D z ! h  
Tinker Air Force &e. Okls.; 

B r r p t r o m  hi- k n f e  S ~ c u o n .  Trx-' 
as: Brooks Air Force Base. Texas: 
El~ctronic \'icfure Ev-duation Six- 
ulawr AL%I\.:~~. Fort Wnrrrt. T P X : ~ .  
Iiellyriir Fom,  Base, ' lexa: &e=e 
A r  Force U-e. Tex.u. 

April 20: Albuquerque, N.M. ... . W I ~ I M I I I ~  Air Forrz %%.-~-v.: 
L o u 7  Air Form Base. Coio.: Grt- 
i.md Air Force Base, N.hl.; Hill.4ir 
Force h. Uulh. 

April 24: Delta junction, 

Alaska 
No .4ir Force installations .'i 

a f i d .  

April 28-29: San Francisco 
McClellan Air Force b, Calif.; 

Moffett Federal Airiield Air Guard 
Station. Catif.; North HigMands Air 
Guard Station. Calii.; Onizuka Air 
Station, CuliL; Ontario Intcrnationnl 
Airport Air Guard Station, CaIif. 

- . May 4: Baltimore 
Greater P i t t s b q h  International 

AirpodAir Reserve Station, Pa. 

May 5: NewYork City 
Griffi i  Air Force Base, N.S.; Real- 

time D i d y  Controlled Analyzer 
Processor A c t i i ,  Buffalo. K.Y.; 
Rome Laboratory. N.Y.: Rmlyn Air ' e 
National Guard Station. N.Y. 
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I 3 5 0  will near reports on 3 e l r n ~  terns. 
. ;;XSt'.i?ICTON TLYES A p r i l  10, 1995 Pg. 1 Secretary W f i z r n  Perry% talks ul Hwx and Senate Republican 

Yoscorv last e k  on d e  d t  leaders have shPrply cnncucd the 
fenses. admmuuanon over the U S  negw 

U.S. may drop Thy will also b s c u u  the Pen- tmdng poslnon They urd ul xv- 
tagon's recent deculon m declare era1 leners m R a ~ d r n t  Clinmn 
the Navy's Lpper Tier w ~ d t a r e a  chat :he current pslnon. I$ axb- / 
m ~ s i l e  deiense system legal un- fied in an agreement. 'would 3c / 
drr the 1972 . i B M  weary. wtely restnc: development of ef- its concessions in .\ White Souse spokesman a d  fecnw tha te r  missile defense 
Mr. Bell had no comment on che systems. 
metung bemuse all d o r m i n o n  On Thursday. Senate . b ~ o n t y  
3bout !t 1s classified. m e  sontents Leader 30b Dole ~ n d  .me other 

ARM treaty talks of rhe memonndun 'were made Republion senawrs 'wrote ro Mr. 
available :o The Washington Chron. descnb~ng the c u n n t  n c  
Times and .mnfied by ~drmrustm- 3ot:anng posinon as "umccept- 
non officmls. able and impossib~e to iix.a~th cos- 

The :dks In Geneva on clar- metlc modificauon:' 

TOP aides consider four options ~iyrnq !he .\BM neat? are dead- The 3ell memoranaum is a 
iocxed OM:. Russian mslsrencq on. Jraff declslon p a o a o r  llr. CJjn- 
restrlcring U.S. regional anti- !on %at should "move rapidly next 

1 = Y  311l ,>t:lz 
:hat oific:als should be erepared :o lmsslle svstems. w e e ~ " ' d u g h  YSC w l c w  groups 

j rr5mtu(i-~u ~ : W S  ilscuss "wnerher :o adjust :he C.S. .Llihrar)r orficials XI pamcular "in arder to present cbe president 
nrgonatlng poslnon In h e  .+B.Lt want m roll back the current V.S. w ~ t h  opnons ?nor :o any expen- 

-op Cl~nron ~dminlsrnt ion de- DID d e m ~ r w n o n  neqocanons." poslnon. which proposes speed levei discussions 3 ~e neid jeiore 
.ensr: ~,tf ,c :Js  :o&v .will consider The interagency goup  of :op Iirnits on +nu-missile mccrceptors the summlt." ' aDandonlnq current V.S. conces- pmtaqon. Stare Depa-enr. CIA m d  ~ 1 1 s  :or :oncludlng a second 
slons in :aiks with Russm aimed 31 and EnerT, a ~ e p a m e n t  officiais ayreement on advanced D1D sys- T - c x S  - . . ?s . '3 
c:ar.iy~nq ;he .*ti-Ballistic Mis- 
s ~ l e  :re;lv. 

A new opaon to be r.xplored at I rtle closed meemg is m drop pro- 
~ s e d  speed l im~ts  on mrerceptor 
n-~ss~les. .utuch were otfered as a 

:o iisnnquish Serween .re- 
ponal systems allowed under :he 
rre;lry and s m t e g c  systems :hat 
a r e  ?ron)bited. 

:ns:errd. :he adrmnisrranon W ~ I  

!d:scass !iminng :he speed md 
ranqe of arqers  used m tests oi 
r rqonal  anu-rmssile lnrercepmrs 
to determine pennirvd systems. a 

j e r e t  Whte House memorandum 
proposes. 
I The .+pd  4 opaons paper was 
lwntten >y Rober: Bell. Yaaonai 
! ~ e c u r . ~ ,  ~ o u n c d  stai: s,lfir;iry 3:- 
i f a n  spec~ailst. 

aE?SXSE April 10, 1995 ? z .  2 A  

Pentagon Eyes ICBMs for Defense 
P r ~ p s a l  hl~!~~i/e Shield 
ay BARSARA 0P.U-L 
Jetanw News Stan 'ffnler 

continental ballistic missiles * -. 
QCBM) as a w e b  wck and A lanetic lall warhead destroys A March 23 L^onqressiond 

low-cost answer to congress~rr a target b' it. Budget Office emmaze ?re- 
; ~ e a c . m l n l s m n o n  muid liite ; nal &publ,czn. & for - Pentagon planners say the for sen. .james Zxon. 3-heo..  
!pusn =-ugh an areemen:  m aeplOyrnent ,-,i a ,?arional rnLsslie Siinutrman retrofi; would re- h?& mernwr o i  i!? 
, - I ,me for 1 htav suxmr in Slosco~.  I defense syssem q . u e  up@es co e x s a g  h- Senare 3udget Zornrmnee, 
I Mr. 3:il says m :he memoran- i s m w  a; Grand Fork.  ~ u t  ar the cost '9 compiete a kyhh 
I G'LT 5t;trnped "SECTZT.'PROSE." j The ICBM retrofit prosam modes: cons c o r n ~ d  wrrh de- can-proposed d o r d  -lie 
Ip'epa:.ei for me neermg ZG?y, biifiOn lonG nelopmen: md be=lopen[  of q-m S29 o h p r  

1 could be for deployment new puna-w - Over me. nexz Sve ;-= the 
1 within f o u r  years  t o  defend silesandassoclarwequipmen', nan'onal m e  ieiense spsem 

i 3 3 . .  . Ec a c ~ d ~ ~ d $ k s t e ~ ~  Penragon phns call for near!y proposed in h e  Republican- 
:=om ?=. 7 3.100 &on per year over the sponsored Nanonal Secyny .&- I k:zwz seys n e x  

years to develop cei+ v i w o n  in a u i c i  a SIT 
Sari Diego. nology requred for a national billion, or 512 billion more man 

4 decsion a selec. one con- I - 
of *he Pentagon's Balliwc Ws- deiense system. h e  Pentagon's current plan ac- 

=scar ;o , n a n u f m  ~ k e  2 e r  s i ie  Defense Organizat ion Once the technology readi- cording ;o June O'NeU. Con- 
T-wo ?!as wll be rnade eariy nex: 
monrh, Beverly S a ~ e r ,  .UP.& 
,qokemman a d  -4pnl5. 

1.3MDO). ness pro? 3 complete. Pen- g r e s s i o n a l  S u d g e t  O f f i c e  
enl w o n y  before the w o n  o f i i a  could move w de- direnor. 

NariOnd -lcuri?' ploy :he system wlthin three Penwon ofipd say Ke ~ T . J w ~  gf the ionq-ranse T:-AVs 
-x-A be fieided by 7000, Xniz- 
m g P r  sad 

h s p a  of all :he p r o w  w 
?roauce a long-~ange drone, Is 

, miikely more *ban one >-ern 
I purcnued defense 
3 s  =id .Mar& 5 .  

"Coi- likebso 
iupiiczoon" of rwo iong--ge 
=-3nes and Oniy One rhe 
>rofPms. ad Ted Zormaneyp 
2reslcent  of Cormaney .-so- 

nunee, O'Seill told iawmaken ye,, ar a of several billion 
;he narional &lle defense sys dollars, eyed sd 

pre- 'hemseives 3 wle- 
tern require up to ment w h t m e r  pian h d i r e d  

Republican iawmakers a re  by co- 
d o n  in a d d m o d  funding P r  ,,bg u, add $800 d o n  to 
year for the nexz four yeam. $1 bihon w the 1997 nanonal N e m r t h d e s s ,  ? m n  

He cautioned that a m e m  defense spendmg Sill for mrsslle officials say they are conrent 
des~gned to defend the Ur~ted  defense. with the &axrent ?bra. w h l d  
%uzi agah~t  ballisac M e  at- Republican calls for speedy pbcgs prunarg ernphwu on w- 
t a c k  probab!y could 2o t  be deployment of a txuional &e ploying a core pro- of de- 
mired m y  more than the crash defense syxern were relterved fenses a g ~ n s r  .ar lcal .  r s t i e r  
d o n  offered m response to Re- .+nl 4 wnen ~e House Republi- than w c  ballisnc 
publican calls for early deploy- can Policy Committee unani- 
rnent  of a na t iona l  misslie mouly xlopted a ,aremerit on "'Xirn everyone iooicing a1 

I czats, a Xashmgran-based iob- efense. -lie deiense. ways a .he defense budqer. 

~5 5-m. "3s s not a -meal The fas-aack Pentagon pro- "To remedy t h ~ s  intolerable we [at 3 W 1  are m 3 e  b- 
--". :long ranee -Nouid develop about 20 la- b e & :  . a e n c a ' s  ,-anal s- pxlnon s f  jemg wed  OW L-e 301.~3 a 'be used as a repme- xeric warhe=& for launch terest. House Republic3ns be- would spend buckets iull of ex- I Te't br he jR-"" LGM-JOC \(muteman iieve 1; is ;npeiat:ve :hat ;he er c l ~ h . "  i 3 8 D 0  source a d  

! s-,y $me. C s m e y  said. ~nprc0nnnenta.l b&nc miles  Cnlted States. a t  rhe ?ariiest .4pd 4. - 
8 
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a ,:: icreernrnt 'Jnaer :he current 

.,,slclon :s $ent :o :he Senare !br 1 ; D P ~ v a I .  ':he Senate rouid re;ec: 
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: jreser.de :he i.lao~lrt:. >nu rnteq- 
; 7::::  di :he .+BM :rracy;." :he 
; . : r~.~)randum savs. 
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~ : ; l  Jlscass the Pentagon's on- I pllng revlew OF whetnrr to share 
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( a i o n ~  :he lines oi :he currenr U.3. 
jproposal or even a revlsed p m  
!posai walkrng Sack ?revlous Y.S. 
c3ncess1on:;:' he says. j In Congress. ~ e p u o b c a m .  our 
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/ I  PENTAGON TO SEEK 

11 1 OF BASE CLOSINGS 
11 2 DOZEN SITES TO BE CUT . 

Some Big Installations Spared 
in Mil i tary Cutback Plan - 

New York Area to Lose 3 

/ "I'm profoundly disappointed," 
1 Senator Dianne Feinstein, Democrat 

of California, said in an interview. 
"That's 3,500 jobs at Long Beach and 
2,000 at Oakland. I was hoping we . 
would have a bit of respite." 

But the biggest news may be what 
is not on the list. 

The Army spared Fort Carson in 
Colorado and Fort Riley in Kansas, 
two bases with large training areas 
the Army says it cannot afford to . 

lose. The Air Force kept open Its five 
lakge air logistics centers, but p r 6  
posed shrinking them slightly. ' 

And Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
in New Hainpshire dodged the knife - partly to avoid steep job losses in . 
the first primary state of the 1996 
Presidential campaign, some: mill- . 
tary officials said. 

' After the last round of closinds in 
1993, then-Defense Secretary Les As- 

By ERIC SCHMITT 

more than 80 smaller installations 
nationwide be closed, reduced or, in 
a few cases, expanded slightly to 
acconmodate troops from sites that 
a re  being closed, senior military offi- 
cials said.'The list is scheduled to be 
announced on Tuesday. - .  

In the New York metropolitan 
area, the New London submarine 
base in Connecticut, the Lakehurst 
naval engineering center in New Jer- 
sey and Fort Hamilton in the Bay 
Ridge section of Brooklyn a r e  ex- 
pected to be closed o ~ d u c e d  in . * 
size, as is the Rome Laboratory at. . 
Griff ss ~ i 2  Force Base'in central.. . - z ,  < New York. '' 

California, where 22 bases have 
' ' already been ordered closed, would : - * 

1 undergo two more poteqtial losses: 

11 Continued on Page 8, Column 4 

1 
I 

the Navy shipyard in Long Beach 
and the Army base in Oakland. But 
other California bases remained 
safe. including McClellan 'Air Force 
Base in Sacramento, which the Air ' 
Forccl unsuccessfully tried to close 
two years ago. 



Perry's direction, the armed services 
have recommended closing about 
two dozen major bases and 
shrinking or consolidating more than 
80 other installations nationwide. Mr. : 

Perry is expected to announce his 
recommenijations on Tuesday;:--- . 
These are among the military's .. ->,'-' - '-.. :- 

~ u " " - u ~ ~ ~ U U U U < . U U , U U U U U ~ U  

@ Red River Army Depot, 
Texarkana, Tex. 

0 Fort Chaffee Reserve Center, 
Fort Smith, Ark. 

Lakehurst , N.J. . 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 

Indianapolis Naval Air 
Warfare Center, Ind. 

Naval Ordnance Station 
Shrinking or Consolidations .-..-..--.- Louisville, Ky. 

.A:., , . , 
a Corpus Christi Naval Air 

. . ,  . .  . .  . 

~ 0 n t i n u e d ' ~ r o r n  Page  I 
. f > >  " . . . 

pin p-edicted the 1995 round would 
be even more ambitious, the "moth- 
e r  of all base -clDsings." But Mr. 
Perry scaled back that  goal in recent 
months after the.military services 
told him it would bk ,Po difficult and 
too costly in the,near,terrn. 

The currenhJ., ~ *=' " abut thr'ee- 
qi~arters  of.thG $ k i b i l ~ d e p 6 t y  
Defense Secretary John ~ : ' ~ e u t c h ,  
said in a n  interview last week. "We 
need time to balance the base-clos- 
ing d F t s  and the3ase-closing sav- 
ingsfand complete the transfer of 
facilltles to productive community 
U ~ 6 ' c ' < '  " + * & . " .  

But by Mr. Perry's own admis- 
sion, the m i l i t a v  is  keeping open 
more bases, depots, shipyards and 
laboratories than the shrinking ~ o s t -  

Commission, is  to hold its first meel 
ing next Wednesday. 

The closings will eliminate tho[ 
sands of military and civilian job 
and ape certain to stir intense oppc 
sition among lawmakers whose dl 
tricts o r  s ta tes  a r e  affected. Indeec 
a parade of anxious lawmakers hav 
met with Mr. Perry, Mr. Deutch an 
other senior Pentagon civilians 1 

recent days to make last-minu1 
pleas for installations in their statc 
o r  districts. '. 

New York's two Senators, Dan~.  
Patrick Moynihan and Alfonse D', 
mato, its Governor, George E. P( 
taki, and several Representatlvt 
from NEW kork appealed today 1 

Mr. Deutch to spare Fort Hamiltoi 
the Rome Laboratory and Foi 
Drum in Watertown. Army officiirl 

cold-war military needs, bl&ding Plans call for the monev awav from' training, m a r e  
partsand n& weapons.  heo overall 
size of the military has  declined bv closing o f  about two 
33 percent in therpast eight years, 
but the number of installations has  dozen major 
shrunk by only 20 percent. 

Mr. Perry and other senior Penta- 
installations. 

gon officials a r e  yeviewing the rec- 
ommendations, and senior aides, said Fort Drum was not on the 1 1 ~ 1  

cautioned that the Secretary might Among the other major install'i 
change some b e f ~ r e  he  makes his tion, the military seeks to close o 

~ubl icon .mesday*  But scale back a r e  Red River Army Dc 
said that is unlikely. pot in Texas, Fitzsimmons Arm 

and 1 a r e  very much of Hospital in Colorado, Meridian N, 
the mind to make few changes to the Air Station in Mississippi, ~ 1 1 :  
service subrnis%i~s, ' l  Mr. Deutch worth Air Force ~ a s e  in South Dakc said in the intehiew.+ ,: . ' 

ta  and Kirkland Air Force Base I 
T ~ P  Defens? Dcpzrtmcnt list will New Mexico. then be given to a Presidential com- 

mission that was'& up to review But survivors like Fort Riley, ;I 

such plans, giving ongress political well a s  Fort Wainwright and For 
cover for , the fin.1 decisions. The Richardson in Alaska, counted o F 
panel, formally known >as the De- powerful political patrons like S ~ I I ~ I  
fense Base Closure'and Realignment ' tor Bob Dole of Kansas, the major~r  



Under the law governing me pro- 
cedure for closing or consolidating 
bases, Secretary Perry will submit 
his list by next Wednesday to the 
eight-member Presidential commis- 
sion, headed by former Senator Alan 
Dixon, an Illinois Democrat. The 
commission will have until July 1 to 
accept, reject or  alter the Adminis- 
tration's recommendations. 

Its decision will then go to Mr. 
Clinton, who will have 15 days to 
accept or reject them. If he approves 
them the recommendations go to 
Congress, where only a negative 
vote by both houses can stop the 
base-closing process. 

In its last round in 1993, the com- 
miss on closed 35 major bases and 
reduced or consolidated 27 others. 
More than 100 other smaller installa- 
tions were closed or consolidated. 

It usually takes five to six years to 
close .i base, and in the short term is 
very costly. By the end of the decade, 
the Defense Department expects to 
save about $4 billion a year from the 
70 major bases closed in the first 
three rounds. The department oper- 
ates 470 bases and installations 

. around the country. 

. Since 1990, the military has closed 
more than 800 installations overseas, 
including scores of small installa- 
tions, but those do not require com- 
mission approval. 

In making their recommenda- 
tions, the armed services used the 
same eight criteria employed in pre- 
vious base-closing rounds. These 
rneasur12s include military useful- 
ness, operating costs, projected sav- 
ings, economic impact to local com- 
munitie? and environmental impact. 

-- 
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I Officials Assess Local Impact if Military Operations Are Pared 

By LAWRENCE V A N  CELDER 

Dismay, dssp4r and defiance 
w e n  m~nglrd yesterday ~n reactlon 
to the prosxct of community up- 
heaval and nlillions of dollars of eco- 
nomic loss&r, growlng out of plans to 
close or curtail operations at mill- 
tary ~nstallatlons in New York. New 
Jersey and Connecticut. 

Said to be on the Pentagon's chop 
ptng block were fam~liar names like 
the New London submarine base In 
Connecticut, the Lakehurst Naval 
Air Eng~neerlng Station in New Jer- 
sey. where the German dirigible 
Hindenburg burned in 1937; Fort 
Hamilton in Brooklyn, and the Rome 
Laboratory .n Rome. N.Y.. the sole 
active element of Griffiss Air Force 
Base, wh~ch was a victim of a round 
of base closinns two vears ano. 

"I thlnk this 1s a probably a very 
enormous mtstakc that the Defense 
Department IS makrng, and 1 belleve 
they will regret 11." s a ~ d  New York 
State Assemblywoman RoAnn Des- 
t~to. a Democrat whose d~s t r~c t  cov- 
ers the Rome-Ut~ca area "It  u a 
very Integral pan of not only the 
Department of Defense but of New 
York State's h~gh.technology ~nfra- 
structure " 

Mrs. Destlto, a member of the 
Leglslatrve Comm~ss~on on Sclence 
and Technology and the Economlc 
Development Stmdlng Cornmllta. 
said a closing would affect not only 
850 employees at  Rome Laboratory 
but anorher 2.000 to 2- pmple 
through a npple effect. 

"Rome Labs has over SlM mllll0n 
In contracts let out in New YO* 
State." Mrs. Destito s a ~ d ,  estimating 

that the economlc tmpact of a shut- 
down at the laboratory would 
amount to $300 mllllon spread over 
three or four upstate countles wilh a 
total populatron of 800.W. 

She asserted, rm, that a closing 
would affect corpontlons like East- 
man Kodak. GTE. Boelng and Nynex 
that have local tles lo the lab, as well 
as ~nstttut~ons like Syracuse Unlver- 
s~ty .  Cornell. the Rochester lnstltute 
of Technology and Rensselaer Poly- 
techn~c Institute, wh~ch have educa- 
t~onal alllances w~th the Iaclllty 

In New Jersey, Arthur Llndberg. a 
Navy veteran who heads a group 
called Save Lakehurst, appltcd the 
word "devascatlng" to the prospct 
of the rebcation of equipment and 
loss of engtnnring talent that m~ght 
accompany curta~lment of opera- 
ttons at the Naval Alr Englnarlng 

Statron. 
Situated on 7,400-acres In the Plne- 

lands of Ocean County. the station Is 
one of elght m~lltsry b a w  in the 
state. With about MM rnilltary and 
2.700 c ~ v ~ l ~ a n  employees. Mr Lind- 
berg sa~d .  11 pumps an est~mated 575 
mlll~on annually Into the local econ- 
omy 

The base 1s a research and drvel- 
opment center for the catapult and 
recovery systems that are used on 
carrlers to launch and land aircraft, 
and the Save Lakehurst committee 
argues that the base IS the only place 
in the country where such work IS 
carr~ed out. 

Representar~ve Chrrstopher H 
Sm~th, a Republ~can who represents 

IYPACT ... Pg .  9 I 
TURF.. .from Pg. 7 

pened as quickly or as easlly /if they 
were Navy or Alr F o m  planesl.' he 
sad. '1 cercarnly believe the Marlne 
Corps are the duty experts tn close 
alr support '  

A pre-emptlve attack on the u a d -  
tional order of battle was launched 
last year by the chlcf of staff of the 
Air Force. Gcn. Merrfll A. McPcak. 
now retlrcd. He suggested that the 
Army's control of the battlefield 
should be limited. the Marlnes' closc 
air support should be cut back. the 
Atr Form and the Navy should co- 
manage missUe defense. and the Air 
Force should be glven prLmaq re- 
sponslblllty for d l  rnlltary p-mr 
in space. 

The Air Force believes that It can 
be 'the d e ~ i ~ t v c  arm. that air power 

- - 

alone is sufficient to be decbtve.' 
sald an Army colonel famtllar wlth 
Ule debate. W e  don't. UnUl you 
stand there wlth your bayonet and 
slick It in someone. they are not g o  
~ n g  to Leave.' 

While the A m y  Is  seeking to de- 
fend its battlefield role, clauning It Is 
already a reordered and modcrnlzed 
servlce. the Navy sees the prlde of Its 
fleet - the carrlers - under attack 
as t m  slow and too vulnemble. 

'Blood in the xruppcn, we call I t '  
saJd a Navy a d d  engaged In help- 
tng define the future roles and mls- 
dons. 'A lot of service culture Is at 
play here. whlch I s  good for us as a 
~ t l o n .  

T h e  Air Force says. 'We will do 
what the carrier 1s dorng. and we will 
take the carrier money and buy 
bombers with that.' We say. 'Walt a 
mhute .  How are you golng to do 
!hat? That's not the wav the real 
world works.' ' 

I The ~ongressional Budget Oface esdmates these k - y e a r  savings 
from changhg c e p  roles and missions of the mllltary sewlces: 

In Marines Corps headquarlers. 
the furor Invites a sense of deja VU. 

'About every 10 years stnce An- 
&cw Jackson was presldent. some- 
one has wanted to do away with the 
Marinc Corps.'sald Maj. Gen. ?horn- 
as L. Wflkerson. the Marine point 
man tn the debate over who should 
do what. W e  havc had to live mlr 
h e s  Justlfylng our uclstence. I don't 
think there are any new dartgem' 

These days. according to Genval 
Wtlkmon. Justlfylng the role of thr 
Marlnes I s  easier than ever. What 
the Marines arc trained to do I s  ex- 
actly rlght for these turbulent times: 
rapid deployments to dlstant trouble 
spots: Rwanda. Somalia. Haiti. 

T h e  MKLne Corps mlsslon Is the 
mission of the day.' he said. Tim. 
wlndows, odd Jobs - crisis re- 
sponse. - 

But the Army was delighted to 
demonstrate that It too could do 
-floors, wlndows. odd Jobs.' when 
soldlcrs of the 10th Mountah Mvl- 
don boarded the carrier USS E h -  
hower In September for the U.S. tn- 

arena. But the Air Force wants fu- 
ture battlefields divided neatly Into 
five sections. wtth each section dc- 
slgned to aploi t  the strengths of the 
forces invoked. 

Under the Air Force plan. the Na- 
vy and Marines would control the 
maritime and coaslal battle. The Alr 
Force would be responsible for the 
battle in the air and deep lnslde ene- 
my territory. The Army would con- 
centrate on the lmmedlate ground 
fiRh m. 

T h e  Air Force proposal was to 
l i~nlt  the Army's flexibillty.' said 
Mg. Gen. John Costello. chlcf of the 
Army's roles and mlsslons office. 
T h e  Army Is saying you can't re- 
strict us to a certain dlstanct in front 
of our troops. You can't tell me I can 
only go out so far and that's I(. 

I h e  Army belleves a declsive vic- 
tory ocnus on the land, so those peo- 
ple who espouse victory through . ..A. -.. . _I__.. _--- 
JU LItChlL d A A  p W C 1  I F  UUII L as* CC 

with. There are some fundamental. 
historical. philosoph~cal d t f f ~ n c c s  
that always remain among the sew- . - 

tcrvcntion Hala. 
Departing from their traditional 

airborne method of maklng fordbk 
entries, the Jddlers were prepared to 
make an arnphbious assault landtng 
from a carrier. the home-away-hm- 
home of the Marines. 

W e  were tickled plnk to be called 
on to show we could do what the 
Marines dld.' sald an Army major In 
the Pentagon. There was less Joy 
among the Marines. 

'It was one of thax dahces where 
it dldn't look llke anyone was happy 
but the Army,' W d  General Wtlker- 
son. 'But it was the right thing to do. 
and we accomplished the rntss~on. Is 
I t  the wave of the future? Or was this 
opentlon an abaTaUon -use Hal- 
ti Is very dose to our coastline? 

'Regular sLx months' deployment 
on shlps and prqectlng power from 
the sea Is what the Marlnes and sail- 
ors arc 0rgank.d and qupped to do. 
not what the Army does.' 

What the Army docs is view the 
battlefteld a s  a continuous combat 

8 

ices. 
Was the Air Force proposal a 

power grab? 'I would say It sure 
was.' said General Cmtello. 

The new Air Force chief of staff. 
G n  Ronald Fogleman. has been 
less confrontational wlth the other 
scrv~cts  than General McPeak. but 
he has  continued to press many of 
the contmvcrslal points In the orlgi- 
nal Alr F o m  blueprint. 

Marine General Wilkemn sald 
that the current debate should be 
about what the scrvlces do but that 
to hls dtsmay it was focustng. h- 
stead, on dollars. 

The re  Is no other alternative for 
the scnrlces than to defend their own 
caslle and attack the other suvlces' 
castle." he A d .  

Comrmssion Chairman Whlte. for 
his part. prornlscs Very spedflc rec- 
ommendations' lo Congress. 

W e  have a vely ran opportunity 
to tnfluence the future defense of the 
nation.' he said. -And that Is exactly 
what we intend to do.' 
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After sc1-v~ng 28 months In pl-~soil 0 1 ;  0 J ~ r i  U ,  P'lortll Korean Defense Min- 
I charges of k~lling an elderly \vidou ister and long-time a r m y  leader. 

Corrections 

An article and chart y e s t e r d n ~  
about thc Pentagon's reconlineild:~- 
tions for rniiitary base closlngs omir- 
ted, in some copies, one major instal- 
lation that would be closed. I t  is 
Brooks Air Force Base in San Anto- 
nio. 

The article and chart included one 
base erroneously in some copies; 
Ellsworth Air Force Base in Rapid 
City, S.D., was not on the Pentagon's 
list for closing. In addition, the chart 
listed another base incorrectly in 
some copies; Hanscom Air Force 
Base in Bedford, Mass.. is not sched- 
uled to close. 

A chart in The Times Magazine 

jilmund of the poet and editor J. D. 
XlcClatchy. He is not an heir to the 
McClarchy newspaper fortune or re- 
lated to that branch of the family. 
The chart also misidentified a book 
he ed~tcd.  It I S  "The Vintage Book of 
Cor~ternporary American Poetry," 
not "Contemporary American Poet- 
ry." The chart also referred incor- 
rectly to a work being translated by 
the poet and editor Richard Howard. 
The translation, the introduction to a 
book on Dorothea Tanning, a patron 
of poetry, is from French to English, 
not into French. , 

(:orrectrons In other sections: 
iYeelz rn Review, page 2 ;  Travel, 

last Sunday w ~ t h  an ar t lc leabout  page 1 1 ,  ~ a ~ a z i n e ;  G g e  12; West  
poetry m~ss ta ted  the famlly back- cht.>ster Weekly, page 3 

A NEWSWORTHY BONUS FROM 
POLO & POLO CREST 

Newsflash! i h i  s?~ldso.ne Reso#-ter's Bag !s ireadyto carr-y off 
yo~:-dai~:~ geai: Ard.  't's coul-s &[ti? a:; XI(! ft-agt-ance purchase from 

Pole, oi- Polo Crest. 

May we sugger:. Fl-OF Poio: coisgne s.1-a!: ? oz. $39 balm, 4 92. $30 
?,-on- Pr3 o Cf-DS:. c ~ ! o g ? e  sprdji. 2 nz. $32.  

0 r : e  i ) e~-c~js io~ve~-  ~ l e i i ~ e .  :~\;;h;le su~olies iast. 
c: 3-19 V c  3 \:ci c: s r e  o Sur se I 

- . Seventh Avenue 8 141h Street 
-:I on at Tourneau (21;)832 9000 

'F  (212)758-623417-800348-3332 



Base closings 

Nominees9 fairness is auestioned 
Ih R l ~ k  Mac pany that would lose money lf 
1 t r n n  -wl l  m u r  bases In the state are d d  

WASHINGTON - Controvemy Busrnessman AIton W Cor- 
aurn~und.5 not just the next round nella, a Navy veteran of the Vret- 
of base closing but aLEo the mm- nam War, has worked rn South 
rmssloners who chmse the bases Dakota on a mmrmttee lobbylng 

The fourrh and l i d  round of to keep Ellsworth A u  Force Base 
haw clmrnp 1s scheduled tn bepn 
Feb B, when the Department of 1- 
Defense release+ its mmmenda-  
trons on w h ~ c h  ins ta l la t ions  
should be shut down or realigned 

The mmnussron will have thRe 
months Lo stud! the department's 
list and make changes - indud- 
lng additions or deletions - be- 
fore making recommendations to 
President Clinton. 

The Senate Armed Services 
Commit tee  
held a Feb. 
15 mnfuma- 
tion hearing 
for six com- 
missioners  
and will be 
meet ing in 
late Febru- 
ary  to con- 
sider a sev- 
e n t h  a n d  

Davis final nomi- 
nee, retired 

Anny Maj. Gen. Joe Robles Jr. 
Robles was a last-minute nomi- 

nee propased by Senate h9aprit-y 
Ieader Bob Dolr of Kansas after 
the White H o w ,  withcut expie- 
nation, dec1int.d t o  nominate 
Dole's first choice, former Army 
Seaetary Michael P.W. Stone. 

Robles Rtired from the Army 
in 1994. He is now a senior vice 
present and chier furandal o£ticer 
for USAA Financial Services in 
San Antonio. 

Dole had held up mnfvmation 
of the mmrnission~s while &me 
ing a replacement for Stona The 
Senate already hna mntirmod for- 
mer Sea Alan D.XDII, DIIL, to be 
chairman of the ~mmissioon 

From the Senate committee's 
mnfumation hearing for the six 
other mmmissionerg it wan dear 
just how high the stakes an V i  
tually every nominee wan quw 
tioned about a pcsible mnflid of 
interest that mi& raise doubts 
about t h e  f a i r n e s s  of t h e i r  
remmmendations 

Wendi L. Steele, who worked 
on the stafT of the 1991 clocaue 
mmmission as a congressional Li- 
aison. was questioned about  
whether she would be partial to 
Oklahoma bases hecaw she once 
worked for Sen Don Nlcklea, R- 
Ofda 

She was not alone James Ds- 
vis, a retired Air Force general 
and former commander of t he  
hiil ikq Personnel Center at Ran- 
dolph Air Force Base near San 
Antonio, works f3r a mnsulting 
firm that advised Glendale, Ark, 
on how w p-t Luke Air Fome 
Base from being dosd 

BenjZImin Montoya, a retired 
Navy rear admiral. is p d d e n t  of 
a Sew Mexim public utility mm- 

near Raprd City from closing. 
Only commissroners S. Lee 

Kling, a St. Louis banker, and R e  
hena G .  Cox. a Continental Air- 
lines vice president who also 
served on the 1993 clasure a m -  
mission, had no known mnflicts 

of interest 
But Cox. mamed to Rep. Chris- 

topher Cox. R-Calif.. s a ~ d  she 
would have to withdraw herself if 
the commrssion considered re- 
opening bases near her husband's 
district that were chosen for elimi- 

nation by previous mmrmsslona 
A senior Defense Deplvrment 

official. brief- reporten, Feb. 16 
on what makes this round of base 
dosings Werent. hinted that the 
new list may indude more joint 
bases and training. 

Staff wrtter Patrrck Perton 
contnbufed to this report. 



Base closings 

Fearful cities defend their bases 
W A S I I I N G T O N  - Clt tes nounce March 1 whtch hi~qes 11 G n L n s s  Wvlews the mmmls- wmrrmililon. 

round the munu\. xrdd of I&- d ~ .  Tire fdrrdly  a p  s~on's rtu~mmendatlons and must Tucson. h z . .  w trylng to get 
:IE thew Ar Forcr bi~m: In the p o l n d  hfen* %sure und appmve or reject the entlre I~st. 620 million to buy land southeast 
39.5 round of b;we ~,losures al- Realignment Grnmlsslon will ex- makrng addit~ons or deleuom vir- of Davls-Monttutn Air Fone Base 
eady a r e  m o u n t , n g  t h e ~ r  mine the p~pol ;a ls  and m m -  tually ~mpossible. That means and re&n a sveet The realign- 
efenses. mend July 1 which bases 1.0 community groups must focus ment would allow the base to 
The Pentagwn 1s e x p a  LO on. c l ~ .  t h e i r  a t t e n t ~ o n  on  t h e  move ~ t s  runways away from 

5 q f  hello to the new P!ym?vth N P C ~  Sport COU~I. k c  
friendly as the o:igl~ai 5;;: r t s i F <  in a :s~ors pot5n.t formula. An 2::- 
new adrenaline-producing performance suspension. Ever so eager 
performance-tuned steering. Dual air bags.' ABS. And 150 very, 
very frisky horses.' Not to mention rear spoiler in back and power 
bulge hood up front. Warning: Daily use exceeds recommended 
levels of fun. Neon mode!s start at 510,000 (&Door), $11,740 
(2-Door), 514,100 (Sport Coupe), including destination fee: 

PLYMOUTH NEON @ 

homes and schools. 
E n d m e n t  on runway safe- 

ty tones mn make a  has^ - 
vulnerable to closure. 
Improvements funded 

An wen larger funding p r o m  
al has been made in M d u s  
setts, where Boston-area offtaals 
are worr~ed that Hanscom h r  
F o r e  Base might dose. 

Gov. William F. Weld has  
signed into law a meanve auth* 
ming up to $100 million for capi- 
tal improvements a t  mi l i t a~y  
facilities 

In the Florida panhandle, re- 
tued Maj. Gen. Richard G i  of 
lkth. a consultant for the am- 
paign to keep Eglin Air Force 
Base open, said he d o e  not think 
the Air Force plans to dose the 
base. 

But U.S. Rep. Joe Scarbomugh, 
whose district indudes Eglin, said 
he is worried the Air Fome may 
take away m e  of the bese's mia 
sions. 

"We are in the middle of a dcg 
f i t  with certain forces in W& . 
ingon who are not necessady 
h i d  of Eglin" said the Pensa- 
cola Republican 

Egiin's facilities indude a large 
airaaftandweapontestandde 
doument  center, an F-15 EagIe 
wi& a special -tiom wing, 
Army and Navy schoob and a 
live-& training range Roughly 
two-thirds the size of Rhode Is- 
land it is the largest Air Force 

I k ' i n  the countq. I 
ScKborough said he has heard 

that the service is considering 
stuRingsomeofEgliIl'smiasions 
to Edwards Air Fmoe Base near 
Roeamond, Calif, and Nellis &r 
Force Bas? near L a  Vegas. Ed- 
ward~ is home to the Air Force 
W t  Test Center, and Nellis is 
wh-&e the Air Force We- and 
Tactics Center is based. China 
Lake Naval Air Weapons Station 
in W o r n i a  is another candidate 
for receiving some of Eglin's 
weaponstatingworlqhessid 
G i  is leer concerned At the 

worst, he said the base pmbbly 
would lose nothing mane than ib 
electrunic warfare testing range. 
which employs 80 dvitiana 

In Albuquerque, N.M., Mayor 
Martin Chavez and the stat& 
mngressional delegation a m  mn- 
cerned about an Air Force meam- 
randum nqgedng that KirLland 
Air Force Base might be dosed or 
scaledback 

ThernemowaswrittenbyMQ 
Gen Jay Biume, warniag tenants 
wbeaethatifKinlandisebsld 
orrealjgnedthecstdpmsiding 
operating support tn them d d  
be mlatively expemive. 

Kirtland is Albuqueqw's larg- 
est employer, with about 6.200 
military and 14,000 civilian 
emplV= 

It has an Air Fome test center. 
an Air Force labomtoy and ewa- 
a1 federal laboratories and re- 
search Wtiea. an Air N a b d  
Guard Wter gmup and a 
operations wing. - a m p @  fmm wire reports. 
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By Bill Gertz 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 

"Foot dragging" by Moscow at  
talks on missile defenses should 
not slow U.S. efforts to build re- 
gional systems capable of knock- 
ing out short-range ballistic mis- 
siles, according to an internal 
memorandum by Deputy Defense 
Secretary John Deutch. 

The US.-Russia missile talks 
have been going on since 1993 and 
are aimed at clarifying the differ- 
ence between permitted regional 
missile defenses and strategic 
missile defenses prohibited by the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) 
treaty. 

Mr. Deutch also stated in the un- 
classified Feb. 6 memorandum 
that the ABM treaty, a key element 
of U.S. arms-control doctrine, is 
outmoded and should be modified 
if it holds back advanced missile 
defenses. 

"The 1972 ABM treaty does not 
conform with either the changed 
geopolitical circumstances or the 
new technological opportunities 
of today," Mr. Deutch stated in out- 
lining what he termed the "pro- 
gram logic" for both nationwide 
and regional ballistic missile de- 
fenses. 

"We should not be re!uctan: t~ 
negotiate treaty modiflcatlons 
that acknowledge the new real- 
ities, provided we retain the essen- 

Short-range ballistic missiles a threat 
- 

tial stabilizing purpose of the 
treaty," he stated. 

The five-page memorandum 
was drafted by Mr. Deutch and 
signed"John" after a meeting Feb. 
.4 with senior Pentagon officials to 
discuss overall U.S. missile de- 
fense efforts. 

Missile defenses were an issue 
in the last election as part of the 
House Republicans "Contract 
with America." Republicans want 
the rapid deployment of effective 
missile defenses. 

Long-rangemissiles from Rus- 
sia and China will remain current 
threats, but rogue nations's mis- 

Defense needed, 
Duetch insists 

t 
By Bill Gertz 
ME W I N G T O N  TIMES 

Russia sells 
I 
I 

The Clinton administration is 
trying to halt Russia's sale of 
rocket motors to Chlna because 
anti-proliferation officials say the 
enpine'; urill T Y C P A  y r  r J - . - - - r J  

Moscow ignores 
U. S. objections 

"The 1972 ABM 
treaty does not 
conform with either 
the-changed 
geopuZitica1 
circumstances or the 
new technological 
opportunities of 
today." 
- Deputy Defense Secretary 

John Deutch 

siles won't be able to hit the United 
States before the year 2010, Mr. 
Deutch said. 

The threat of short-range mis- 
siles in regional conflicts is "here 
today" and includes a variety of 
Scud-type missiles, North Korean 
No Dong intermediate-range mis- 
siles and Chinese-made CSS-2s, 
Mr. Deutch stated. 

"Theater ballistic missiles can 
c a r r y  nuclear  or  chemical1 
biological warheads." he said. not- 
ing that countering them is ''in ur- 
gent defense rr~uiremenr for U.S. 
and allies." 

On the issue of clarifying the 
legality of U.S. theater missile de- 
fenses (TMD) - or regional de- 
fenses - in talks with the Rus- 
sians, Ivlr. Deutch stated that the 
current U.S. offer of "particular in- 
terceptor velocity limits" (speed 
limits) was a concession to Rus- 
sian demands. "This approach as- 
sumed negotiability and prompt 
Russian acceptance," he said. 

Moscow rejected the U.S. offer 
last fall and countered with six 
pages of further restrictions on 
planned U.S. systems, U.S. officials 
said. 

"If the Russians do not accept 
essential elements of U.S. TMD 
[theater missile defense] demar- 

cation proposal soon, we should 
shift our proposal to a more prin- 
cipled demarcation position," he 
said. 

Asked about the mention of a 
more principled negotiating posi- 
tion, a senior Pentagon official 
said yesterday that Mr. Deutch 
was referring to the U.S. desire to 
negotiate capabilities of deployed 
systems rather than their compo- 
nents. 

A new U.S. position at the con- 
troversial talks, which Congress 
has asked be suspended, should be 
based on the actual, or "demon- 
mated" capabilities of deployed 
U.S. anti-missile systems in tests 
against incoming missiles, Mr. 
Deutch said. 

Pentagon documents disclosed 
to The Washington Times reveal 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff oppose the 
speed limits because they will.hin- 
der future anti-missile systems. 
The chiefs want them rolled back 
in any future talks. 

U.S. negotiators entered the 
talks in November 1993 with or- 
ders from Secretary of State War- 
ren Christopher not to negotiate 
any speed limits on interceptors. 
But the U.S. side later gave in to 
Russian demands and offered the 
velocity limits. 

rocket motors to China 
missiles or components capable of 
lofting a payload of at least 1,100 
pounds to a range of at least 186 
miles. 

The engine deal is part of 
brbader Russian efforts to supply 
military hardware and technology 
to China, regarded as a major 
proliferator of weapons and tech- 
nology, officials said. 

The U.S.-Russia dispute over the 
sale comesamid fresh reports thar 
*: --.... , -' 

with Russia in an effort to force 
Moscow to "adhere to the policy 
that we believe in, which is, let us 
not give aid to terrorists in this 
world." 

Administration officials said 
C.S. efforts to halt the proposed 
sale of Russian rocket motors to 
China were undermined by the 
sale last year of jet engines made 
by the Phoenixbased Garrett Co., 
a subsidiary of .L\!!ledSiena! 

n l k s  were scheduled to resume 
in March, but the administration, 
after several recent meetings with 
senators, told Moscow last week 
there will be no session then. 

Mr. Deutch was set to travel to 
Moscow last rnonth to offer the 
Russians up to $30 million in mis- 
sile technology and the sharing of 
warning data its part of further 
concessions to win an agreement. 

The trip was canceled by Mos- 
cow, and administration officials 
said no further concessions will be 
offered on the issue. 

Mr. Deutch, in his memoran- 
dum, said that regional defenses 
against missile attack are "essen- 
tial,'' and that "we should pursue 
these programs diligently." 

"We should not let Russian foot- 
dragging on the TMD demarca- 
tion issue slow TMD programs," 
he stated. 

The Pentagon official said the 
problem is that Russians "don't 
seem to be as in rerested in this as 
we are, or we think they ought to 
be." 

Disclosure of t h e  g e u t c h  
memorandum is  expected to , 
prompt further calls from Con- : 
gfess for theadministration to halt 1 
the missile defense talks until con- ! 
gressional defease committees 1 
can examine the issue. I 

Senate Majority Leader Bob : 
Dole and seven other Senate lead- 1 
ers wrote President Clinton on i 
Thursday to insist that the talks be ; 
suspended. House leaders sent a , 
similar letter last month. 

htr. Clinton res3onded by telling j 
House Majority .Leader Dick Ar- / 
mey in a letter Jan. 26 that he 
planned to go ahead with the talks : 
but would not rush into an agree- j 
ment. I The president said "consider- 
able progress" was made a t  the 
talks over the past year, and the . 
Pentagon has decided to go foward 
with TMD tests, despite the talks. 

Theater defenses will cost about 
$2 billion per year, Mr. Deutch 
said. Immediate programs include 
deployment of the advanced Pa- 
triot system in 1998, the theater 
high-altitude area defense by 
2001, and the Navy's sea-based 
lower tier system by 1999, he said. i 
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Turkish let Crashes into Sm 
r ATHENS-Greece presented a Turkish pilot with 
an alive branch apd flea him home after he ejected 
from his F-16 fi$hter while being chased by Greek 
jets and his plane crashed into the sea. 

The Pefmsc Ministry accu.4 the Turkisb pibt of 
\inlat~ng Greek auspace. Turkey said the ~t was over 
itlternation31 watejs. 

It iraslied lnto t,he Aegean Sea neiu the reresort lomi 1 .  of Lmdm oon the; southeastern side of. the island of 
Wdes, which 19 uithin sight d the Turkish m s t  

& .  Relations are tense between the two NATO nations 
1 
, . .  b.c;luw. d territohd disputes, the dividtd island of Cy- 

I ZaDstlon labp~~chm,jmon tbin m 
both ~rc rnw murdt camblacd. 
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Force for Angola Cost $383 MiIIio~z u Year 
Router ;md at k t  ,100 civilian .staH. Th* 

UNITED NATIONS. Feb 8 L ~ h e  
Secrnity ~ouact~ auttwrird a $,OW 

lawi, Namibia, South Africa, Ttmhia 
and Zambia. Botswana's fnreinninlinis- 

staff, 350 dt& observers, 260 &- 
vilian police, 65 ~ ~ k l a r i n g  qxperts 

a -3.. 

mission is  expected tb be1 in Angola a 
m+um of two years at an atuaral 
coet of $383 millon. 

Bbt the bulk af the fmces aill not 
: d$oyed ontd the govemmmt and 
re& UNITA forces disengage and 
des~gnate 'quartqQl\g areas" for 
UNlTA roldxcrs. 

Under a ~ o v e r n b e : ? : & d , ' ~ ~ f l ~  
fighters not designated for the nation- 
al Army are to be d e r n o b x l d  with 
sonie rqwJy? police force. 

If  the operatry gbe's''well, U N .  
troqps could be deployed in three 
moaths wilt( battalions horn Brad. 
Uruguay. Indta. Pakistan. Romanla 
and1 Z~mbabwe. 

jr, tdk up military 
7 ,  1995 Pn.  I 

TbrarrlntAkedJrnd-n. 
m b  center Mkn 
b l V ~ b ~ ' s 2 ; ; 0 * ~  . 

At wrmne'r krmfarl. 
qaz7 propic ~r cmp~oyed om. 

Wc rnr that m ~ ~ V c  port dmlg- 
talvmmtmzldpromdthcRatryon 
to rhuc tk bl a o m  Or errrp) 
rant otltr fnMvn  ebewbm 

roblrrn b w #8m m * Y L  thrl arib oat btrthr Ia dtcp 
mubh W rctocnmod~tt tht huv miu- 
tw mu-on uw IMP fhZI Lbr W. 

lo m e .  
ln rdd tloa la tho# l&te hdll. uPUdtF 
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I 
PENTAGON ACQUISITION CHIEF ANNOUNCES 6-2 INDUSTRIAL BASE, DEPQT POLICY 

Paul Kaminski, u n d e r  secretary of defense for acquisirion and technology, announced this week the Defense 
Depanment is ready to releasc nearly S 100 million to the Air Force for the maintenance of the B-2 bomber industrial 
base.   bout a quaner of the funds will 90 to prime contractor Nonhrop Grumman, nearly half to tearnn;ate Baeing, 
and the remainder to Vought and some 45 suppliers contributing to the production of the stealth bomber. 

At a Feb. 7 Pentagon briefing. Karninski defended the decision to release the finds now, even though DOD has 
just kicked off a three-month study looking at whether the Air Force needs any additional bombers (Injide [he 

I Penla~on, Jan. 19, p: 1). "I need to comply with a congressional requirement to keep a [B-2 industrial] base in place-' 
I for one year, Kaminsici told repo:?trs. 

In fact the FY-95 Defense Authorization Act staies that pending the completion of h e  Heavy Bomber Force 
Study, the defense secretary "mey obligate" up to % 100 million "for the purpose of preserving those parts of the core 
capabilities" that are "needed to maintain the ability to design, develop, and produce bomber aircraft in the near- ten  
and in the long-term" (fnside the Air Force Special Repon, Aug. 19, 1994, p2). 

Karninski ruled out the possibility that the B-5IH force would be retired to underwrite the S?O billion (then-year 
dollars) lifz cycle cost of buying end supporting 20 additional B-2s over 20 years. Tha; option. laid out among several 
initial offset alternatives in the official DOD guidance for the smdy. is no longer under considerarion because the B- 
52H is still viable azd is the only bomber capable of launching the Advanced Cruise Missile. under existing START 
agreement plans. 

The Defense Deper tme~t  revised upward Nonhrop Grumman's offer of a S570 million unit flyaway cost for 
additional 5-29. Clark Fiesrer, the Air Force's acquisition executive, said zt the Tuesday press conference that DOD 
pegs the unit flyaway cost at 5630 million. "The rnzjor difference between ourselves and lu'orrhrop relates to the 
sustaining engineering We rhocgnr heir sustaininf ensheering was understated in their bid that they gave us [last 
November]," Ficster said. "They had n3  dol!ars in there for engineering c h ~ n g e  proposals, [and] we feel there will be a 
number of engineering change proposa l s , "  Fiester said. He added that Northrop Crumman also omined funds "for 
1ermina:ion costing if that progem is tenrinared st a point in time.'' 

I Aker a lone debate over B-2 depor alternatives, DOD has decided that the  Air Force wil! split suppon 

! activi:ic with NolftLrc~ Grumman. B0:h h ~ d  pushed tc: provide depor wori: 5: the 8-2. ir. the e:d, it appears the P.ir 

1 Force wins out. h a v i q  izncel u l t i ~ a t e  res?onsibiii~. for software su?poz a! its Oklahoma City ;iir Logistics Cenar ,  i 
i , Safnvarc supportl wilic!: F e n t ~ ~ o n  s3u:ces said scc.sunts ior about 75 percen; of B-2 a e ~ o t  w o k ,  ~ i l l . ~ ~ i t i a l ! y  be i 

, . 
~?_r;-j:,2 @:?t b\) z Y\'o<k;.?? G w T T ? ~ ~ ~ :  t e z r  a! "3K !3i9 " b ~ :  wil I  iikei2, :r~r,:i::gr, t~ crgsi:  s u p ~ c ~  after rwo yearj fi- ! 
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1 L .  . -** ,.,- .. - .. - -- 
z! ba?~iror, G:umm&?'s haimda!k. LA. iocntiar. I 

-.. ! hrfrarne me;ctrnnnce \.?-:!. ae CORCIIC?PC b>, ?!ic C S G ~ ~ ~ : I D ~  2: P n ~ m c a ~ e ,  avoiding & Ej .3 m!iijoz near-tgm 
. . I infrsm?cturt. cost a: In:: CIklehomh C1t.l X t f .  I;iimi;:ski saic. 9:cer types o:~rrinrenance were divide:, up be:,,vee:. ! 
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the Air Forc: and tne connector. 
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Croatias ~e;hs Quit Talks 
With Zagreb. Vote War Alert 

countries in advance of a salc. 
Another way, he said. would be 
In provide more after-sales train- 

S W E V O ,  hsma-Rebe: Serbs in Croatia's Kra- 
jina region went on war alert yesterday after their par- 
liament decided to  suspend an economic accord and fur- 
ther political talks with the Croatian government. 

The Croatian Serbs' increasing involvement in the 
fighting around northwestern Bosnia's U.N.designa:ed 
'safe area" of Bihac is aiarming peacekeepers, a U.N. 
spokesman said. T h e  Bihac enclave, where the h1ush1- 
led Bosnlan government army IS fighting Serkbackea 
M u s h  rebels. has been the weak hk in the cease-fire 
that took hold on Jan. 1. Spokesman Paul IZlsley said the 
United Nations is "worried about the increase of firing 
incidents 111 the south of the pocket. around the Bihsc 
safe zrea.'. - he Cr~:tl;ir %r!l:' pa:iisrirnr decideri ye5r9r6;.:. tc '  

ireezc- i!;~p!.-::li.~~:t!-:r c l  a:: eccj::or?.ir arc.rrd v<!i! t f , ~  
. . Zagreb g : ) ~ ~ ~ : i r ~ c r : :  and IC rcje:: t & : ~  01.1 :' ;>a l ;~ i~2!  5s:- 

. . .  :io:l:?!i: ':r:jfi9 C':o;<ii; rci-er.,,:r. ;. nra:::>:? t r ,  rxprl 

relations division (DRI) to draft 
"strategic plans" to help the gov- 
ernment and defence companies 

ins and advice in thr u h r  of focus thelr efforts on s,pecific 
I'rcnch euuipmcnt. 1 geographic ?ones with exactly 
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in the areas. 
As for France's defence con- 

tractors. LCotard's ietter 
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Base closings 
, 

Next round 
will begin 
on March 1 
'We're on a roller coaster' 
By G.W Poindexter 
and Chet Bridger 
Ttmesstanvvriters 

Personnel at Air F o m  bases across the muntry are 
?wing -nmeasingly edgy as the next round of base clos- 
lngs draua near. 

"We're on a roller master right now; some days it 
sounds pretty good and some days it doesn't," one base 
o f f i d  sad. "We just hang on" 

The Defense Department is scheduled to deaae its list 
of m m n e n d e d  cl- March 1. Once it is made public, 
the eight members of the 1995 Base Realignment and Cl* 
sure Commission are empowered to change thcse remm- 
mendatioils. 

As the waiting game continues, oEiciaIs are doing what 
they can lo calm pemmel. 
Trying far calm 

At Kelly Air Force Base near San Antonio, W. Gen 
Lewis E. L'Urtig El on Feb. 1 spob to about 2,500 wortCe1~ 
at the San Antonio Air Logistics Center in an expimive 
hangar wnere G5 Galaxy trmsports are maintained In 
all, about 10,4000 civilian workers are employed at Kelly. 

Kelly and the Air Force's other logistics centers, or d e  
pots, repmtedly have been mentioned as those that might 
enduponthedosumlist.  .. . -.. -.:: . 

But an announoement by Defense Seaetary William J. 
Perry that the list will be smaller has sparked some 
optimism. 

"I felt like I owed it to the people who worked here to 
talk to them about the Ibasedosing pnressl," Curtis, the 
commander of the center, said later. "It has the potential 
to be tenihly distracting." 

He said he told the workem that bases will stay open if 
their militiuy value can be proved. 

Undemring Kelly's value, Curtis and 0th- will point 
to the base's long history of maintaining the C-5, and it 
has been sdeded to manage and maintain the new G17A 

Closing: A jogger passes the gates at New York's Plathburgh Air Force Base, which earlier was selected to close this 
fall. The Defense Department is scheduled to release ik next list of recommended closures in March. 

Globemaster Kl transpwt aircraR The baae also spedal- those from other bases believe ~c€lellan could get spedal 
izes in jetfighter engines. consideration because Calif-s emnomy has been hit 
"If gou've got Me airlift and you've got the Wter en- so hard by pRvious base duaves and natural dkders. 

gin% .thm you've obvioudy got military valu<" one 06- Beyond that, McCIellan advwatea are pointing to the 
cial md. base's value as a a r m m ~ d ~ n i c 8  technolosy 

 an ~ n t o ~ i ~ ' ~  b t e ,  which allOWS year-mund ~ i g h ~  center. The bsse has worked on mmmunication system 
and outdoor repair work, also is b e i i  promoted by &fly and mund-bair  ~ ~ e c h o h  for other ~ ~ - .  
supporters. And some note the base employs about 6,500 H At Robins Air Force Base near Macon, Ga, support- 
Hispanics. a sizable contribution to the Air Force's etfm ers are confident the baae's experience in fighter and 
to divemi&:- tmnsportn?pairwillmvetheday.Robinsrrlsoboastsfadl- 

~t the her l&c -ters, here are the csses that are ities for airborne elechunic6warfare equipment 
h n g  made to keep the fadties open: At Tinker Air Force Base near Oklahoma City, s u p  

At the %den Air -a Center at Hill Air Force portem a~ citing the k ' a  m r d  of maintenance on 19 
Base in Utah, a group of supporters paid about $20,000 to types of aircraft and 17,000 jet engines. The base also 
run advmtkments in awaal national publications. One houses w t i e 8  to maintain the &2A Spirit air- 
reason to keep Hill open in the view of supporters: It ,-&, alth+ Tinker is still competing against a private 
maintains intercontinental ballistic missiles. company for that mnlmst 

"It's the only ICBM maintenance mmplex" the Defense ~ i n k e r ' ~  position in the en te r  of the country it a 
Department has, said Mike Pavich, a r e t i d  Air Force m e i e n t  spot for shipping aLcraR parts anywhere, ac- 

and p r e s i d ~ t  of Hiwhfenw %den mrding to retired Lt. Gen. Richard Burpee, a former com- 
95, the g m p  w o r k  to keep both facilities open. mander of Tinker and now a volunteer who chairs the 

At MrClellan Air F o m  Base near haamento, Calif., Tinker T.& Force. 

- - 
WASHINGTON - Amid growing fears over the next 

mund of b;we dosings, Defense Secretary William J. Perry 
is predicting that "this pmgmm, this set of bases, will not 
be as large as the last one." 

In a late January speech to the U.S. Conference of May- 
ors in Washington, D.C., he said, "Not because we don't 
need to d o e  more bases from the point of view of saving 
the infrastruehue, but simply because in the ptwioua 
three b s e  closings] we have dosed all of the bases that 
were relatiwly easy to close." 

The change in mume to a smaller list is probably the 
result of two faaom, said John Luddy, defense analyst for 
the conservative Heritage Foundation. 

"One is I hey have cut all the easy stuff. . . . Semnd, the 
tremendous mst of environmental compliance is r d y  
coding the s e ~ o e s  more up front than any immediate 
~avings,'~ said Luddy. 

He estimated that upfront closure costs outweigh sav- 
ings by $3 hillion to $5 billion over a five-year period. 

been sent to the Senate for mnfirma- 
tion as of Feb. 2, are expected to be: 

Retired Air Force Gen. Bennie 
Davis, former commander of the 
Strategic Air Command Davis also 
was drrectar of the Joint Strategic 
Target Planning Staff a t  Wtt Air 
Force Base near Omaha Neb., which 
developed nudear war plans A high- 
ly dewrated lighter pilot who flew 
142 missions over Vietnam, Davis is 
a native of McAl-, Okla 

Davis Michael P.W. Stone, former 
ArmysemtaryduringtheBuahad- . . 
mmstmtion A rmident of San Ran- 

ciea and an elecbonics industry executive, Stone held var- 
ious positions for a Napa Valley vineyard fmm 1964 to 
1982. 

H A1 Cornella, president of Cornella R e w o n  in 
Raoid Citv. S.D. He has served as chairman of the Raoid 

sure m d o n  and Reagan White House aide. Stele. 
also a former staff member of See Don Nickles, R-Okla, 
resides in Houston 

Rebecca Ca, vice president of government affairs for 
Continental Airlines Coq who d i r d  then-president 
Reagan's office of public liaison, also served as an aide to 
Sen Ted Stevens, RAlaska, and as an assistant secretary 
for the Department Cm also served on 
the 1993 commission. She is the wife of Rep. Christopher 
Glx, RGalif. 

S. Lee Kling, retired chief executive of Landmark 
Bancshares Corp. in St. Louig Kling was aseistant spedal 
mumel on inflation in the Carter White House, national 
treaww for the Csrter campaign in 1980 and treanver 
for the presidential campaign of Rep. Richard A Gep 
hardf DMo. 

M Navy Rear Adm. Benjamin Montoya Mon- 
taya, former commander of the Naval Facilities Engineer- 
% Command and chief of avil engineering for the Navy, 
a a hlehlv decorated Xetnam veteran. He is a native nf - - - -. . - - -- - -. - - .- .. - -. 

The eight-member, independent mrnmkion can take ~ i &  ~h&;ber of Commerce board of dwxtors and &- ln&o:&, ~ ~ i 
baz off and put more bas& on the list. The cornmission m& of the rnilim affairs mrnmittee, which has lobbied F-er  ti^ sen ~l~~ ken of lllinois h d , ,  
traditionally has accepted 85 percent of the Defense De- to keep Ellsworth Air Force Base near Rapid City open has confvmed by the senate as chair- 
pahment's ~mmenda t ions .  Corn* is a Navy veteran of Ketnam. man. Dixon is a xavy veteran i 

Nomine for the commission, whose names had not Wendi Steele, a former staff member of the base clc- - Chet Bridper 1 
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Persornel at Air Force bases across the country are 
growing ~ncreashgly edgy 8s the next round of base das 
ings draws near. 

"We're on a roller coaster right now; some days it 
sounds pretty good, and some days it doesn't." one bese 
oIXcial "We just hang on." 

The Drfense Department is scheduled to release its list 
of recommended closures March 1. Once it is made public. 
the eight members of the 1995 Base Realignment and Clo- g 
sure Commission are empowered to change those remm- 
mendations. Closing: A jogger passes the gates at New York's Plattsburgh Air Force Base, which earlier was selected to close this 
AS the waiting game continues. officials are doing what fall. The Defense Department isscheduled to release its next list of recommended closures in March. 

they can to calm personnel. 

Trying for calm Globemaster III transport airwR The kuw also s p d -  thw fmm other bases *eve ~ c C k l h  a d d  get special 
izes in jet6ghter engines mnsidemtbu bg-ause C a I h m d ~  eamomy has been hit 

At Kellv Air Fome Base near San Antonio, w. " ~ f  you*ve got airm and got the fighter en- p, herd by baee dosures and natUrat diwiha. 
Lewis E. Curtis IIl on Feb. 1 spoke to about 2.500 workers gins, then you've ob,+&y got military value," one Beyond that, McClellan *v are pqinting to the 
at the San Antonio Air hgistim Center in an expansive said base's value as a c~mm- . . ~ o l o g y  
hangar w.lere G5 Galaxy tranWrts are maintained In sari Antonio's b t e ,  allows year-round mh center. The base has mded on 
all, about 10,4000 civilian workers are employed at Iielly. and outdoor repair work also is promoted by Kelly 

-spetws 
elechnics for other 

~ e l b  a l d  the Air Fore's 0 t h ~  lofistlir ent.% Or dp supportem. And some note the base employs .bout LSrn .% Force &u~% -7 ~ P P *  
pots, r e ~ l t e d l ~  have mentioned as those that might uc$ a sizable mntribution to the ~ i r  Force's do* ers are amtident the base's experk- in fighter and 
end up on the closure lld to d i e :  traasportrepairwilleavetheday.RobinaalsoboaEt8~- 

But an announcement by Defense Secretary W h  J. ~t the here are the - that are ities for airborne e l e d m n i c s ~  equipment 
Perry that the list will be smaller has sparked some being ,,,ade to keep the fadlties open: 
optimism. At Tinker Air Force Base near Oklahoma City, sup 

At the Ogden Air LqwLim Center at Hill Air Force are dting the baae's record of main- on 19 "I ke I Owed it to the people who here to Base in Utah, a p u p  of supporters paid about $20,000 to types of and 1,,000 jet engines. ~h~ base a h  talk to them about the w m i n g  P-I," Cur% the m a ' ents in national publieatiOna One houses fdes to maintain &2A Spirit air- conunandc~r of the cen ln  said later. ‘'It iu. U* m n w  rruonpw HBI i,, (he nm of mppo*m: .hha w k I*u mm& ,,~- to be temhly distracting." maintains intermntinental ballistic missiles. mmpany for that mntnrt He said he told the workers that bases will stay Open if "It's the only ICBM maintenance mmplex" the Defense ~ i ~ k ~ . ~  position in the -ter of the -- makes it a their military value can be proved. Department has, said Mike Pavkh, a retired Air Force d e n t  spot for shipping aircraR parts anywhy!, eo underscoring ~ e l l ~ ' s  value, Curtis and others will point major general and president of HWDefense Dept  Ogden to & k Gen. firhard Burpee, a former ann- 
to the bas?'s long history of maintaining the G5, and it '95, the p u p  working to keep both facilities open. mander of Tinker and now a volunteer who chairs the 
ha6 been s5lected to manage and maintain the new C17A . At McCI&UI Air Fome Base near -to. W., Tinker T& F-. 

Perry says fewer bases will close this time 
WASHINGTON - Amid growing fears over the next been sent to the Senate for mn6nna- sure mmmission and Reagan White House aide. Steele, 

round of bese clm~ngs, Defense Secretary William J. Peny tion as of Feb. 2, are expected to be. also a fonner staff member of See Don Nicklea, R-Okla, 
is predicting that "this p q m m ,  this set of bases, d not W Retired Air Force Gen. Bennie in Houston 
be as large a. the last one." Davis, former commander of the Rekxa Cox, vice president of government afiairs for 

In a late January speech to the U.S. Conference of May- Strategic Air Command Davis also Continental Airlines. Cox, who directed then--dent 
ors in Wshington, D.C., he said, "Not because we don't was director of the Joint Strategic Reagan's oftice of public lhbn, a h  sen+ as an aide to 
need to close more bases from the point of view of saving Target Planning Staff at Otfutt Air Sen Ted Stevens, RALaska, and as an asmstant sgzetarg 

.the infrasl.ructaue, but simply because in the prwioua Force Base near Omaha, Neb., which for the Dep&me+ GIX also awed on 
three b w  closings] we have closed all of the bases that developed nuclear war plans. A hlgh- the 1993 d o n .  She IS the d e  of Rep. Christopher 
were relatively easy to close." ly decorated iighter pilot who flew Caq R W .  

The change in murse to a smaller list is probably the 
142 missions over Vietnam, Davis is . S, L~~ ~ing, & chief -tive ,,f bdmark 

result of two fadon, said John Luddy, defense analyst for 
a native of McAlester, Okla Bancshares Corp. in St Louis. Kling was assistant s p e d  

the consen-ative Heritage Foundation. Davis Michael P.W. Stone, former counsel on inflation in the Carter White House, national 
Army -tary during the Bush ad- tmaamr for the Carter campaign in 1980 and tmawmr 

"One is  hey have cut all the easy stuff. . . . Second, the . . ' n A resident of San Fran- for the prwidential campaign of Rep. Ricbard A Gep 
tremendous cost of environmental compliance is really and an executive, stone held -- hardt, D-M~, 
d i n g  the servims more up front than any immediate h, positions for a N~~~ valley hm 1 9 ~  to 
savings," sud Luddy. 1982. Retired Navy Rear Adm Montoya Mon- 

toys, former mmmander of the Naval Fad t i e s  Engineer- 
He estimated that uphnt '- - Outw+ ='- . AI ComeUa. president of Cornella Refrigedon in ing Command and chief of civil engineering for the Navy, 

in@ by $3 i'iUiOn to @ billi0n Over a fiveyear period. Rapid City, S.D. He has served as chaimmn of the Rapid is a highly decorated Vietnam veteran He is a native of 
The eight-member, independent commission can take City Chamber of Commerce board of di-rs and chair- Indio. Calif. 

bases off and put more bases on the list. The commission man of the militaq affairs mmmittee, which has lobbied pormer ~ ~ o e r a f i ~  sen ~l~~ ~k~~ of &Ois a ~ e s d y  
traditionally has aaepwi 85 percent of the Defense De to keep Ellsworth Air Force Base near Rapid City open has been m-ed by the senate as cornmiadon *- 
partment's recommendations. Cornella is a N a y  veteran of Vietnam. man. Dixon is a Navy veteran 

Nominee; for the cornmisson, whce names had not . Wendi Steele, a former stafT member of the base clw - Chet Bridger 
L 
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in-the past eight years, but that the But In recent weeks, the secretar- Pentagon Chief Backs Off n u m h r  of m r t a \ ~ a ~ o ~ i s  had shrunk ies of the armed services have told 
by only 20 percent. Mr. Perrp that after the three previ- 

ous rounds there were no more obvi- 
as last lawmakers ous closings, and their reduced budg- 1 995 Base= Closing Coal pated and sentor even - t a m  larger long-term o f f i ~ f a ~ s  savlngs antki- CIS large could number not pay of bases. lol. the cleanup down of a 

.... - -.--- Irom lhe closlngs year# which LO the tough choices, and the question 
some ollicials predicted would be of how much we have for 

Facins SfiffReSistancence From the Military lhree Vrevtous closing and ~1eanup;~ said one senior 
Defense Department official, who 

By ERIC SCHMITT 
Spcb.1 la l ' n ~  New YorkTlme* 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 26 - Facing 
resistance from the military serv- 
ices, f efense Secretary William J. 
Perry today backtracked from a top 
Pentagon goal and said that the 
round of base closings this year - 
which had been expected to be the 
largest of lour - would be smaller 
than anticipated. 

In a speech to the United States 
Conferrnce of Mayors. Mr. Perry 
said that fewer bases would be or- 
dered closed than in 1993 because 
"in previous rounds we closed those 
relativrlp easy ones." He added. 
"Everything from now on will be 
more d fficult." 

Afterward, Mr. Perry said he 
scaled hack the Penlagon's urigrnal 
goal in recent weeks after the mili- 
tary servlces told him it would be too 
difficult and too costly in the near 
term. 

Fewer base closings would also 
send aflershocks through the Penla- 

gon and the country. While many 
communilies would be spared eco- 
nomic turmoil, fewer closings would 
also shrink the long-term savings the 
Pantagon had been counting on to 
help pay for troop salaries and new 
weapons after the turn of the cenlu- 
ry . 

Three separate independent com- 
missions, which met In 1988,1991 and 
1993, decided lo'close 70 major in- 
stallations. It takes five to stx years 
to shut a base, which in the short 
term is very costly. Mr. Perry said 
today that it would cost $15 billion to 
close and clean up the 70 bases. b u ~  
by the end the decade the Pentagon 
would save more than $4 billion a 
year by doing so. 

By Mr. Perry's own admission, the 
military is keeping open more bases, 
depots, shipyards and laboratones 
than the shrinking post-cold war mil- 
itary needs, bleeding money from 
training and operations accounts. He 
said today that the overall size of the 
military had dropped hv 33 percent 

But as  the m~litary services began 
to consider what they would actually 
close, they dropped hlnts to Mr. 
Perry that their orIglna1 estimates 
were overly ambitious. The services 
are to submit their final recomnlen- 
di~tions to Mr. Prrly in the ne)tr feu 
weeks. 

Mr. Perry does not make the final 
decision 011 base clos~ngs, but he has 
tremendous ~nlluence. By March 1 
be will submit a list of recommended 
clos~ngs to an independent commis- 
sion, which can add or  subtract 
bases. Untler the base closing legis- 
lat~on. Congress would have to ap- 
prove or reject rhe panel's decision 
as a whole later this summer. 

~ h c  Defense Secretary gave t i e  
Orst signs ot pulling back a month 
ago when he told reporters that he 
expected the 1995 round of decisions 
10 be "about the s~ze" of the 1993 
round, when 35 major bases were 
ordered closed and 27 others were 
reduced - and in some cases ex- 
panded. 

spoke on ccndition of anonymity, as 
did others in tho agency. 

Another official said, "In a time 
when our budget is under consrder- 
able pressure, we a re  constrained by 
the up-front costs of closing." The 
off~cial said that even w ~ t h  fever 
base closings than planned this year, 
Ihe military would still reap billions 
3f dollars in long-term savings from 
the reduced number of bases 

Pentagon officials said today that 
they might ask Congress to approve 
legislation authorizing additional 
base closlngs in the future, depend. 
ing on the recommendations the 
services submit to Mr. Perry. 

While the Navy accounted for 
most of the base closings in 1993, the 
Army 1s expected to provide the fna- 
iority of the closings t h ~ s  yeah. Army 
3fflctals had expressed' .concern 

about closing many of its bases in 
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to Lift the Lid on CIA Mole 

LOS ANGELES TIMES (WASH. ED.) Jan. 27,  I g g 5  

FBI Snatched Trash Canpg- ' 

r Espionage: Officials reveal that unauthorized 
operation helped trap convicted turncoat Aldrich Ames. 

NEW YOKF; TI?IES Jan. 27, 1995 lJg. 1 

Chechens Say Russia Troops 

By RON kLD J .  OSTROW 
TIMFSSTAI F W R m H  

WASIIINGTON-A mole was 
bur row n g  t h r o u g h  t h e  C I A ' S  
ranks-that  much  had finally 
become clear from the alarming 
number of U.S. agents being killed 
by the Soviets and the number of 
U.S. intelligence operations being 
thwarted. 

But who was it? 
The effgrt to find out became part 

"Dragnet " part Keystone Kops-a 
combinaton of brilIiance and blun- 
ders  tha t  ultimately led to the  

...........I..... 

arrest of CIA officer Aldrich H. 
Ames, the most damaging spy in 
the agency's history. 

Aithaugh Ames' espionage is 
well documented, the FBI has not 
previously revealed details of its 
pursuit of the spy. But recently it 
decided that it would permit ~ n t e r -  
views with bureau investigators 
and other offlcisls in response to 
criticism of its role in the case. 

It was September, 1993, and the 
FBI's l i t t le-known bu t  highly 
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/ Commit vengeful ~rutaliGes 
By MICHAEL SPECTER 

Sfe l  #.d1#1 Thrs N C r  York llnlel 

G R O Z K Y ,  Russta, Jan. 26 -- There inglv brutal now that ihey control 
IS blood on the badly scarred walls of large tracts of the city. 
38 I'etropavlovskaya Street. I t  has "They came to our house and told 
heen there slnce Wednesday, neigh- us lo gcl on our knees." said Zoya 
bors said, when Kuss~an special Abdurashidova, a sofl-spoken, cld- 
lorces troops intcred the courtyard crly woman who said she l~ved on th? 
and shot two brothers who had bccn same floor as the dead men. "Wc 
accused of fighting against them. called thc soldiers brothers, and they 

Thrrc was no resistance, accord- said, 'What are you to us?' They s a ~ d  
lng to scvcral residents of the ~hcrr  fr~cnds had all been killed here. 
charred bullding who said today that Rut what are we guilty of?" 
they had secn Ihc shoot~ng. There Rcfugces leaving Grozny and resi- 
was only rage and vengeance Rrsi- dcnis who are unable 10 flee [he 
drnls 01 Grozny say Russian sol- burning city - which has no heat, 
dlrrs, pal.\ of a force that was badly water or clcclr~city - provldc simi- 
mauled in its earlv alremnls lo seize 

I the cap~ral of the seccssronlst rcglon 
of Chcchnya, have turned Increas- CHECHENS ... Pg. 4 

This publication is prepared by American Forces Information Service (AFIS/OATSD-PA) t o  bring t o  t h e  attention of 
key personnel news items of interest t o t h e m  in their official capacitjes. It i s n o t  intended t o  substitute for newspapers  
a n d  periodicals a s  a m e a n s  of keeping informed about  the meaning a n d  impact of n e w s  developments. Use of these  
articles does  not  reflect official endorsement .  Further reproducrion for  private u s e  or  gain is subject t o  original 
copynah t  restrictions. Please pass  this copy on  to  someone  else who  needs current news  information, then ... RECYCLE 
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but that we are a reliable partner 
which can carry out sensitive, deli- 
cite missions on behalf of the Ameri- 
can government," a senior Polish 
diplomat said. "After this opention 
many of us hoped things would de- 
velop farter. They haven't." 

Details of the operation have been 
patched' topether from interviews 
with Polish participants and current 
and fonner U.S. officiah. Whik hint, 
a b u t  it have popped up sporadidy 
in the Polisb press over the last four 
y a m  and 'in a recently published 
Pdirh book about the country's sc 
cre t  services, the accounts have 
'been inaccurate in many details. 

The story of the Americans' es- 
cape from Iraq combines all the fix- 

of a high-wire thriller-tension, 
heroism, dumb luck and s t ree t  
smarts-with an additional ingredi- 
enk a bittersweet tang typical of Pe 
land's stormy history, which crested 
again in. 1989 with the collapse of 
mmmmsm. 
: The man who carried out the plan 
to save the Americans for uampk, 
waked as a spy in the United States 
in the 19709 and played an impor- 
tant role in several espionage opera- 
tions pulled off by Warsaw Pact 
agents in the ensuing years, Polish 
sources said. Then he crowned his 
career as an operative by saving the 
lives of men from the very agency 
he had fought for two decades. 

Several of the participants, indud- 
ing Polish intelligence officers in- 
vol~ed in the operation, spoke on 
Condition of anonymity, citing fws 
that agents f h m  the Iraqi smet 
si?r;vicc would attempt to IdH than if 
thu identities became known. 
The ltory begins on Aug. 2,1990, 

when Saddam's tanks rolled into Ku- 
wait. The six American officers 
were in Kuwait on a covert mission 
at the time near Kuwait's border 
with Iraq and were unable to seek 
tb support of the U.S. Embassy be- 
caubc they did not have diplomatic 
cover idwtities. 

a Both .Polish and U.S. soqbs said 
the Americans were invebtigating 
Iraqi troop movements. Polish 
sources said all worked for the CIA, 
but we U.S. afficial recalled that 
several were military intelligence of- 
ficers, &wing with the Defense In- 
telligenoe Agency. 

The Americans fled to Baghdad 
with hundreds of other foreigners. 
As they scrambled to stay ahead of 
Iraqi intelligence, moving from place 
to place, the fact that they were 
happed quickly attracted attention 
at the highest levels of the U.S. gov- 
ernment. The .problem was dis- 
cussed at meetings of the National 
Security Council, U.S. sources said, 
and CIA director Webster kept the 
White House informed of every de- 
velopment in the operation. 

'They were the most sensitive 

TUESDAY, Januarv 17, 1995 

people there.' even though they 
were not taken hostage a s  other 

- . . 

DEFENSE WEEK Jan. 17, 1995 

Amerias were aad directly threat- 
& by B e  Iraqis, w * e r  former 
U.S. official said. "It was a big deal 

fm US. US: officia. T h e y  - were f o m  in terrible 

Gen. Shali Cautiohs Deutch Over 
Missile Defense Treaty Approach 

jxqxdy.", . 
In late August. .a r e p r k t a t i v e  

from the CL4 contacted a high-rank- 
ing Polish intelligence officer in War- 
mw and requested assistance in slip 
ping the Americans out of Iraq. 
A-rding to Polish.and U.S. sourc- 
u, tbc Bush xhimtntion had a p  
p W  to both the British and the 
F r d  intelligence agencies for help 
but had been rebuffed because those 
-tries were too busy worrying 
about their own people, who were in 
danger too. 

Among the reasons for choosing 
Poland was the fact that it had sf%- 
e d  thousand people in Iraq working 
an construction contracts, and that 

poles to mqve with relative 
mthout at-ctmg undue atten- 

tion. 
w e  lmcw it was very essential, 

very important for new relation- 
ship," said the former minister of in- 
e d  affairs wmf ~<~&,wskj, 
in ewmg'his c-trytrys 
neas to engage in such a high-"& 
operation. v e  needed cooperation 
born be ~ ~ ~ - i ~ .  we knew your supm was essential for the 
ation of our new democracy." 

~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ k i ~ a w  one of his best 
officers to the case,a man hwn for 
findingcreative~utionsto,ntraaa- 
ble probkrns. ~ ~ ~ . - k ~  off;cer 
labored in WarsawattMlptinB to fig- 
ure out a way to help the six ~ ~ ~ f i -  
cans Meanwhile the agints took refuge at a Polish'oonstruction camp 
outside of Baghdad. 

"Every week as we prepucd the 
the situation in Iraq." 

a said' 
*Every was worse. New resuic- 
tiom On foreignus, people gettd 
taken hostage.? :!+ , :.. ' ' 

Saddam moved to e*ofce 
a ban on diplomats traveling wtslde 
Baghdad and established'militar~ 

on 4 Wrnys .  Theon- 
IY foreigners with any freedom of 
m e m t  were those working in 
h q  on g w e ~ e n t c ~ ~ ~ ~  whkh 
included many Poka 

Eventually, bureaucratic w a n -  
gling br* a t  between OQashington 
and Warsaw 8s the Poles attempt4 
to workout a pkn.Inan effort to cut 
the mountine red tape and avoid the 
stultifying fears of both govern-. 
merits, the Poles demanded that 
th& intelligence &ice= be smug- 

BY JOSEPH LOVECE 

Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. John Shalikashvili has asked Deputy 
Defense Secretary John Deutch to reexamine Pentagon Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty policies, according to military sources. 

The classified Jan. 3 letter from Shalikashvili came a day befcre leading 
House Republican lawmakers wrote to President Bill Clinton asking him to 
suspend ABM Treaty negotiations with Russia until the new Congress can 
study outstanding issues. 

Shalikashvili's memo also came a week before Defense Secretary William 
Perry informed Congress that demonstration and validation flight tests of the 
centerpiece Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile without 
external cueing were treaty-compliant. 

The 1972 ABM Treaty bars most defenses against intercontinentat ballistic 
missiles. U.S. and Russian negotiators have been drafting changes to the pact 
accommodating advanced theater defense weapons IikeTHAAD. But at the last 
session in November. Russian represefitatives reverted to an earlier position 
stalling the talks. 

According to sources who read the letter. Shalikashvili asked Deutch to 
reexamine the thorny issue of modifying the treaty to better define the 
difference, or "demarcation," between theater and national missile defense. 

The chairman was concerned that administration policy makers not adopt 
treaty changesprohibiting theDefense Department from deploying new theater 
defense systems that meet U.S. requirements, the sources said. 

Besides THAAD. future theater defense systems being considered include 
[he Navy upper tier weapon and air-launched missiles. A space-based tracking 
Sensor is also under development, and its treaty-compliance is unclear. 

Neither Joint Chiefs nor Pentagon spokesmen would comment on the letter. 
The Pentagon correspondence may be viewed favorably by the new Repuh- 

lican congressional leadership. 
A Jan. 4 letter to Clinton signed by House Speaker Newt Gingrich (Ca.) and 

National Security Commitlee Chairman Floyd Spence (S.C.) said: "We wel- 
come your assurances that your administration is 'not going to rush' the 
process" of negotiating treaty changes. 

Amo" the 17 House lawmakers who signed the letter-issued by Robert 
Livingston (La.)-were Majority Leader Richard Armey (Texas). Interna- 
t~onal Relations Committee Chairman Benjamin Gilman (N.Y.) ant1 defense 
appropriations subcommittee Chairman C.W. Bill Young (Fla.). 

The congressmen suggested that "further negotiations on either the demar- 
cation or multi-lateralitation efforts, or any other efforts that bear on the 
v~ability of the ABM Treaty, be suspended until the new Congress hds had an 
opportunity to examine these questions wire care." 

The ABM Treaty's very existence is under attack. "We also anticipate that 
there will hc considerable interest in reviewing the more fundamerital issue 
whether a treaty that is intended to prohibit an effective defense of the United 
States against missile attack is consistent with our nation's vital security 
interests and emerging threats." it said. 

According to a Senate Republican staffer: "They want to take a careful look 
at the adminislration's proposals in Geneva and determine on their own 
whether that course of action is a wise one. My guess is that they're going lo 
say it is no[, that they will say we have given up too much" since the talks began. 

"And you can'texpect the new Congress to approve what you'redolng if it's 
along current lines," he added. 

An administration source said U.S. negotiators still plan to return to Geneva 
in March. "We're moving forward to complete a demarcation agreement. We 
need it for a full-up THAAD." 

Regarding the fate of the treaty, the source added, "The Russian parliament 
will say, 'You want START [Strategic Arms Reduction Talks] II? You get rid 
of the ABM Treaty and there ain't no START 11.' They've said that already." 

iust astounded at [the Poks'] willing- 9 e  told him. 'We have come as Pol- - to do Ibis," a former US. ofti- ish officers to take you out of Iraq.' 
gled into Iraq to run the operation 4 said. We felt very proud. We, as oflicers 
from Baghdad Soon after their arrival in Bagh- of a small country, were coming to 

Washington agreed. But before W, the P& spies met the Ameri- save an American chef. For him it 
the operation got underway, said cans. By one Pdish ~CCOUnt, at least, was real tension, life and death. For 

U.S. source with direct howl- they were in dire need of rescue. us it was just an operation." 
edge, the CIA spent several weeks "When we met the chief, he was in Polish inteuigence officers said 
helping train the Polish intelligence bad shape, completely wet [with 
officers involved. "Our rmvs were sweat], worn out," one Pole recalled ESCAPE - - Pg 8 
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f+ntilgon Seeks 82.6 Billion Ea~ergc~lcv h & l p  t.0 fi.rservt. ~''olrc Readinrss 
4- 

By Bradley G&am challenges of keeping his F-15Es patrolling Hamre also outlined an odrnlnlstration 
w-m p a  w W n u  mdetirutcly over northern Iraq. propos31 to establish a new nlrchamsm that 

Tflc Pentagon officids sketched a more would allow the Penbgon, in effect, to opt-n Field cornden 'Om a low m " ' t ~  u n w e  big picture. Adm Wdiian Owens. 3 line of c-ejjt lo ply for mime yid o&er PeMcU 'Old a soate yes*rda~ of 
V~C,  ch&tli~ of h e  Joht Chch of Staff. .B-ecr ru&ers acbricesrv affected by con. 

On Amerlun 'oop. s a ~ d  the icdvlerr h-els of h Force. Nary 
mrinte-e d*osncies &K re- and M~mc Curp3 m l s  were sstidaaorv. F W I Y G  . . -  P g -  6 
s'mg 'Om Penb~Oo =pendimes of He %i,d two of the three: Anny diviaons that ' 
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-me Republicans don't 
want Blackbirds to Ry 

A group of conservative House Republlcw are call- 
mg on anps to h d l  Of the ~ ~ - 7 1  ~ ! ~ d b l ~ ~  Ty 
plme, saylog it a a nearly 5600 miUioo over 
years and the plane Is not needed anges approved 
$lOO d o n  last year to revive three of tbr Blackbirds 
for spy missions. Supporters m d  they would be useful to 
mrmm mnd pbotogaph rca,r nudear pre 

ca. ovrpMwy Pi,86hL 

mOmy On nwnerous lvlemccfd OWra- hXJ k e n  rAl~d f~ blow pcak i e ~ r j h e ~  114 ~~ in such Places as Haiti. BosOia and the are bcmg dactivalpd as pm of 
Pcrsian Gulf. A m y ' s  downsizing. md the durd d b e  re- 

But a group of Pen%on 0 f f i d 3 .  in stnred to a higher readkess kcve] by the 
tbeu first appearance before the new Repub 
Lican-'dConfles, later provided asLJrances But the F~ntagon'~ top budget plaaler, "* p"lemS sustairung the c o ~ b a t  John Hanre, told the senators that 1 the 
readiness U-S. forces could managed If 52.6 bdiion 1-equcst-kmg s t n t  to Ccmgresr 
Congress would quickly approve an mer-  on Frb. 6 wllh the G a d  1996 budget p r e  
gency request for nedl-l~ s2-6 to WY psd-1s not approved by end of Mar&, 
for the contmgency operations. the U.S. n d t v  wodd suffer ~ 1 0 t h e r  me- 

recent '-1 ~ ~ t r a t i o n  h -a  ness cnus later ~s y m  when 
found ibelf pressrd to ~Yplarn 3 drop in mlli- 
tary resdine* after stressing for months 

out. - -  

that main~-g tile fighting abilicy of U.S. 
forces war its highest deleme budget pnon- 
4. 

The Pentagon leaderstup contends the 
readiness problen~s are a direct result nf 
having trdg mavrmance 
h ~ d s  to pay for the unplanned operations 
and c m  be L~ed by prompt reirnburseruent 
of this Inoney. 

But Republican lrgislators have sewd on 
the erosmn in rediness to underscore claims 
of rmsgudrd military managemenr. 

Yesterday, both Ktpublicvls and Dm* 
crats On the Senare Armed h c e s  
mirtec expressed concern a b u t  the strains 
on U.S. forces and suggested more than ad- 
ditional morlcy may be needed. Various 

urged he ad-smtion to consid- 
er cctring b.3~k on some missions, rcvlrumg 
its overall d t i q  str;ilagy or rethlnlung its 
emphasis on kerrping dl uruts at  hgh reaili- 
ness levels. 

Tu uuthe the current prob!er?s. the com- 
nurcce head horn lour r o m a i d i n ~  officers 
from outside Washington. 

Ma,. Gen. Douglas D. Buchholz, who runs 
the -4rniy's cornmmcatiuns mining 6pt.ra- 
tio,, at F , , ~  ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ ,  G ~ . ,  tessed that a $2. j 
nullion simulator ats idle due to a lack of 
~ a h g  funds, and said that much broken 
equipment has gone unrepaired He arlded 
&at i* wnding insdfiaentl~ traulcd slgnd 
officers into the tieid. 

Crndr. James G. Sbvndis, commmdrr of 
the USS John Bany, said his destroyer l~ad 
spent more than 70 percent of the hsc two 
years at sea. Hc worried that such extended 
depfoyments would prompt =cwmen. tired 
of bemg sewated frolti their lsrluhe~, t q  
"vote with t h e ~ r  fret a ~ l d  leave tlle 
Eiavy." 

COI. ]mnu~gs B. I3ravrrs 111, who h ~ a d s  
the 8th Marine Regiment. w ~ r n e d  about 
overijurdened repair specialists tvug to 
cope with growing nlaintrn=e baddogs. 
~ n d  Lt COL Mark G. Besley. commander of 

Idle 494th Fightrr Sudcton,  dercrikd h e  
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AIR FORCE NEEDS TO DECIDE BETWEEN B-1, B-2, ADBIIRIL SAYS 

By John Robinson 

Brginilillg to takt: thc offensive in the rolcs and mksions dcbatc, the Favy said yesterday 
that thc f i r  Force should give up either rlle R-1 or  the B-2 bomber. 

'The nation ought to dccide if it wants B-1,s or B3," R e u  Adm. Thomas Lynch, head 
(j[ thc Xavy's Roles anil 41i:zions Office, tclcl thc Dct'rnsc Writers' Group. 

l,ynch, whnse cornrnents mark some of thc most serinus criticisms to date of thc A.ir 
Force in the roles and missions ilcbats, was responding to thc notion that additional bombcrs 
might make a "nice rcpluccment" for carricr battle groups. 

The size of the N a y ' s  carrier flect came under sharp attack by the h r  Forcc in a Sept. 
14 hncfing for the independent Role5 aarld Missions Commission givcn by former fief of Sraff 

hlcrrill ucpe3 k. 
McPcak charzed that the Navy could carry out the forward p r a c n c e  mission with fewer 

canlcrs. Somc B-2 backers in C o n g c s s  a re  also viewing thc carrier as a n  offset, o r  billpaycr, for 
buying more of the stealthy bombers. 

I jp  until now, the Nav). h;ls n6t publicly rcsponded to the h4cFca.k bnefing or othei roles 
and missio~is isbucs. 

Lynch's rcn ia rb  indicate rhat :he service 1s t s k ~ n g  the attack on carriers serio~qly. 
Whrlr he stopped short of saylnp that i t  would hc a misrakr to buy morc B-3,  Lynch s a d  

that such a purchasc \vould throw inla qucstion the nzed for thc E-1, the B-52, and 3 nuniber 
Army di'isions- 

If the Air Filrz:: wants to retain 3 largt bomber force, it should pay for it by delaying the 
F-2.7 stealth fighter and not by robbing thc N a y  c a m a r  budgat, he said. 

Thc Air Force has 95 R-1s in its inventory and a total of 30 E l - 3  on order. 
Frcqucntly mentioned in  the McPeak briefing is the  tradeoff In cost and operational 

upability bcnveen Air Force bombers and carrier-bascd a\13tion assets. The f i r  Farce claims 
char bornbers arc a cheaper ancl more effecrivc way of perforr~~illg ~ h c  presence mission. 

l,,vnch said that a carrier hatrlr s o u p  put fivc timcs more bombs on rargel  can 3 *-'. ,, 
We bring an awful lot to thc tablc," he said. "I don't thirlk that ws should ovcrlook thrit." 

'The Navy is also upposed to consolidating space msnagcrnenl w t h  the Air Forcc. It 
fu\,ors a more dcccntralized appr03ch that directs information s t r i g h t  to the wYfighter, Lynch 
said. 

A for illeater m~ssilc defense, a new mission thc Navy is rakil!g on, Lynch ~ i l i d  that the 
SCMCC wants to havc a "primdry rolc." 

Army and N a y  tlieatrr mibsilc defense systcms sliould bc "fully" integrated, hc sald. He 
noted thc A r m v ' s  hirerest in Cooperative Engagement Capability far Parrir:>t baacrics (Pefcn& 
n"i!"l Jan* 4)- 

Like his counrr~,parts in the Air Force and the Arrnv, though. Lynch did not offer turning 
o\.cr any Naxy roles or rnissio~ls to thc othcr setvices. 
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A Flying Boondoggle 
1   he manufacturer offers 20 more Stealth bombers at 
( bargain prices. Does the Air 

HE PENT.4COV ONCE SAID IT NEEDED 

o d y  20 B-2s. ''With 80, 1 can sustain 
b ~ m b e r  operations over an extended 
period of time:' General John   oh, 

head of the .4ir Combat Command. told 
Congress three years ago. Legislators were 
skeptical, threatening to pay for only 15. 
hut they were eventually conbinced. To- 
day, however. B-2 advocates in the defense 
industry, on Cap~tol Hill and at the Penta- 
gon are lobbying for 20 more of the Stealth 
bombers. Seven former Defense Secretar- 
ies have urged President Clinton to buy 
more E-2s because, they u-rote in a Jan. 4 
letter. "the end of the cold war was neither 
the end of history nor the end of danger:' 
Furthermore, 8-2 builder Northrop Crum- 
man has quite a deal for the Pentagon: the 
new batch of radar-eluding, batwinged 
planes will cost just a fraction of what the 
first 20 did. 

Norhrop claims that it can build the 
next 90 planes for $11.4 blllion, or $570 
million each. That is well below the $2.2 
billion that each of the first 20 B-2s cost 

Force really need them? 
Ralph Crosby. Sorthrop vice presi- 

dent for the 8-2, says cao's hictorlcal anal- 
ysis can't predlct the cost of thc nest 
planes because "we now have a firm. 
fixed.price offer'' pending at the Penta- 
gon. "It's based on lean production tcch- 
niques." Crosby says. The 11.000 people 
working on the first B-2s. for example. 
xvould be tr~mmed to about 3.600 for the 
second PO. 

Yet all the conHict ahout the plane's c o ~ t  
shouldn't obscure one quebtion: \ \hat 
ivorlld these new planes hrand~sh In battle? 
\'v'ith atomic .Armageddon receding. the 
ideal new-world-order weapon should be a 
precision-guided, nonnuclear bomb, simi- 
lar to Lhose used with de\,astating effect in 
the Gulf \Sac One such "smart" bomb can 
do the work of 100 "dumb bombs, puts 
fewer pilots at risk and dramatically re- 
duces the tonnage of h~e l  and weapons that 
has tobe shipped to a war zone. indeed, thc 
Pcntagon was warking on the top-secret 
Tri-Sewice Stsndoff .Attack Missile 
(dubhed Tee-Sam), whlch \r.ould allow the 
B-?. to destroy tarsets from 100 miles away 
w t h  stiletto precision. Starting in 1996, the 

with Tke-~ams, would be ready to stnke 
anywhere, anytime. 

\.\'ell, not quite. The mlssile, also built 
by Northrop. was ncked with shrocketiny 
costs. Last month the Pentagon kllled the 
$13 billion program. "'Tee-Sam is a silver 
bullet:' Deputy Defense Secretary John 
Deutch sa~d.  "The problem 1s that it's be- 
come toa espenslve 3 s~lver bullet." Nor- 
throp has sincecome up uith a plan for 128 
interim, kind-of-precision-guided wesp- 
ons for the B-2 starting ne.xt year-ahout 

enough for a one-day bomb- 
ing miwon. Northrop is 
confident that a follow-on 
program will design a true 
pinpoint bomb for the 8-2 in 
three years. That weapon's 
10-mile range, however. tvill 
force the B-2 to fly much 
closer to enemy defenses 
Lhan the Tee-Sam's reach 
would have required. 

Similar optimism flour- 
ished after the Air Force de- 

cided in 1991 to make the 8-1 the "hack- 
bone" of the U.S. nonn~~clear bomber 
force. But four years later, only half the 95 
B-1s can drop nonnuclear bombs, and 
they're limited to a single type of dumb 
bomb whose primary guidance system is 
gravity. Thus, after some 566 billion invest- 
ed in B-1s and B-2s over the past 15 years. 
the lone U.S. bomber capable of stnking 
uith pinpoint weapons is the Eisenhower. 
e n  8-52. m 

I Even minus their hefty dwelopment cost, . 
the first batch cost more than $1 billion a ] m m m  POST Jan. 24, 1995 Pg. 1 3  --I 
I plane. But Northrop's new price tag is du- 
bious, and the bargain questionable. De- I nation to boot out r U.N. mission, 1 
fense experts expect the final pnce to hal- which many believe has held off a 

IIoon M.,R important. v P taxpayen could 1 See&$ TauiS to Ease wider war in the Banians, d l  make 
be buy~ng a f lyln~ u h ~ t e  eiephant ~ 7 t h  renewed finhtinn between rebel 
scant st!-ategic value because &e key weap- 
ons it requires to justify the investment 
don't exist. 1  elations With 

ment in Belgrade. But Croatian 
sources sad it followed indirect talks 
between Croatian.and Yugoslav gov- 
ernment o f f i s  Iast week 

The planned visit of Croatian For- 
eign Minister Mate Cranic to Bel- 
grade in mid-February is part of a 
series of risky diplomatic and politi- 
cal moves taken recently by 
Tudjman in an effort to return his di- 
vided. countq to the international 
spotlight. On Jan. 12, Tudjman an- 
nounced that his government would 
expel by June 30 the 12,000 U.N. 
troops in Croatia who provide a buff- 
e r  between the Croatian army and 
its enemies. t h e  rebel Croatian 
Serbs. 

Rebel Serbs have occupied 27 
percent of Croatia since 1991, when 
war erupted after Croatia declared 
independence from Yugoslavia and 
Serbia fought to maintain the larger 
union. Since 1992. however, the fo- 
cus of attention in the Balkans has 
been on resolving the parallel con- 
flict next door in Bosnia. 

U.N. officials and Western diplo- 
mats have said Tudjman's determi- 

Wary U.S. taxpayers need to know that 
the %5:0 million buys only a stripped- 
down vtrrsion of the plane. Spare parts and 
additional engineering would tack on 
about S.? billion to the total bill. . b d  rome 
government bean counters regard even 
that proposed 513.5 billion pnce tag as too 
low an estimate. The Penta- 
gon belleves the final price 
for another 20 planes would 
approach $20 billion. The 
nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office concludes 

that each new B-2 could cost 
$1.3 billion. for a total of $26 
,billion. "I don't know where 
Northrop is coming up with 

' 

their numbers." says Wif- 
liam Myers, who spent 20 
years in the .Air Force chart- 
ing costz and hS been doing the 
same at ceo for 13 yean. 

During cost -ew of the largely 
clarsifiecl B-2, Myers found something elre 
lmyshfymg: the firrt off N ~ A ~ ~ ~ ~  as- 
sernbly hne were the cheapest, and the price 
per plane grew over the life of the program. 
T h e  more you buy," he says, 'the more ex- 
wnsive each plane gets." It's the reverse of 
h e  leanling curve," which anticipates lower 
costs as produdon skills are honed. . 

Serbs in ~ r i t i a  a i d  the Croatian ar- 
my almost inevitable. 

But Tudjman denied this was the 
case. "We are interested in a peace- 
ful resolution of the  conflict." he 
said. "Croatia does not want to go to 
war." 

Western diplomats and U.N. offi- 
cials have said that if a new war is to 
be avoided in Croatia. Tudjman must 
have the cooperation of President 
Slobodan Milosevic of Serbia, the  
dominant partner in the  Yugoslav 
federation and the  power behind 
Serb land grabs in Croatia and Bos- 
nia. 

If Milosevic accepts Granic's visit 
to Belgrade and moves toward rec- 
ognizing Croatia within its current 
boundaries, a great deal of pressure 
will be brought on rebel Serbs inside 
Croatia to  negotiate with the C r e  
atian government. 

The next question will be whether 
Tudjman makes good on his threat 
to expel the United Nations from his 
country. U.N. forces separating the 
two sides have been instrumental in 
keeping a lid on a war that in words 
of one Western diplomat would have 
"all t h e  civility of Bosn~a  and 10 
times the firepower." 

, By John Pornfret 
WI-a Pou Forrip Scnxe 

j ZAGREB, Croatia. Jan, 23-Pres- 
i&t Fran@ Tudjman said today that 
Croatia plans to open talks with Yu- 
'&via next month on n o r m a h g  
relations after four years of war and 
hostility . 

The step, announced by Tudjnan 
in an interview, could help close the 
divide between Croats and Serbs 
that has been one of the main causes 
of war in the Balkans since most of 
Yugoslavia broke into independent 
nations. 

The new Yugoslavia, a federation 
between Montenegro and Serbia, 
has backed secessionist Serbs in 
Croatia a s  well a s  in neighboring 
Bosnia. Resumption of normal rela- 
tions between Croatia and Yugosk- 
via thus could acceknte  a solution 
to the challenge from the Serbs' se- 
cessionist government in Croatia's 
Krajina region. 

The announcement of n o r m a h -  
tion talks next month has not been 
~O&IMXI by the Yugoslav govern- 
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