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'Privatization' offers slim hope at Kelly AFB 
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I KELLY AIR FORCE BASE 

Histoy: Established as a U.S. kmy base in 
1917; it was one of the first training bases for U.S 
pilots during World War I 
I Mlmmion: Repair of C-5 tranwrt planes; jet engine 
overhauls 
8 Workfore*: (Air Logistics Command and ancillary 

sure CnmmiPPion] taLen the Defense 
Department's recommendation to 
do& rll five AU3 [Air lpgistic 
Command], rather than claae Kelly 
a a d r d c c m a q " M r . R o ~ a b i d  

"By the year 2001, the entire bme 
wiUbeplmtized.mMr.Robersonsaid 
"We rreed then to develop nondefease 
wark through recruitment of prim 
sectm employers." he saki "We hope to 
use privathtion as a mngnet for other, 
n ~ ~ t  projeca Tben's roam 
to work on C5s and 747s" 

The peychaloglcal impad of Kelly's 
closure is not to be overlooked. 

More than 60 percent of Kiellys d- 
vllhnmrkfarcebHbpk,aQwe 
sUehtlylatger-tl=-- 
updthed~spopulaton.Butslnce 

'World War IS, when wartime nseds 
o p e a s d u p j D b ~ m o e v s r ~ m i n  
San Antonio, Kelly has beaane a cm 
daI key for Hispic  upward moWty. 

Xnadtywhm26percantolIamily 
income falls under S20.000 a year, pey- 
rolls at Kelly tbat average about UO,m 
a year help put the family safely on the 
Otherside0fmlMlnc~ 

'Thert? has to be a bmder nuder- 
standing of W s  mntxibutlana to the 
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well-bdq of the Hisplrnlc aunmW 
ty: said Raul YJ48UITTq pwskknt Of 
theNai0nalQurrdlofLaRsCa"Kelly 
let Hlspsnica hove what everjrane ae 
phstaagood]ob,rnfcehouessada 
way to taWe can of tbdr family. Wit& 
out Kelly, I don't know wbat wil l  pick 
up the dack" 

Eamie Plores counts hLmself 

among t h m  who m t e d  on Kelly to 
achieve middleclsns standing. 

This is where rd always wanted to 
work" Mr. Plores aald "My uncles and 
cousin3 worked here Fbr us, It was the 
best job in the world, Now, I don't 
bel leveworklngat~wil levorbe 
the same. Itll be just another job." 

It's that kind of social change to 

which the dty h pnrthkly  mnsltive, 
Mr. Roberson ssfd 

"We haven't felt the full effect of 
the social impact of Wy'a ckam," 
Mt. Roberson said "It3 a txaumatfc la6a 
for the community. Kelly Is a spedal 
place in Hispanic Me, a venue to the 
middle claea In thls period of 8~nom- 
ictmditloa,w6bavetobevarycareful 
that we don't lase that" 

The Sacmnento Bee AU~USI 27. 1995 pg. 0-1 

Unresolved: which jobs to stay at McClellan I 
Official who 'I1 oversee process thinks 
"vast majority" of 8,700 will be civil servants 

By Steve Gibson working on the base? 
Bee Staff Writer "We haven't found that out 

yet." Phillips said. "But of the 
As Air Force planners begin 8.700, 1 believe the vast majority 

to work out details of privatizing will be civil servants." 
McClellan Air Force Base. the While a substantial portion of 
installation's commanding general McClellan's work force 'is begin- 
is preparing to move into a ning to understand this i s  an 
toplevel Pentagon job overseeing opportunity.' Phillips said "clearly 
the rocess. there are some who are skeptical 

k t  even Ma,. Gen. John about privatization and where 
Phillips, who has championed they're going to end up." Dayle 
dual use and sharing defense Lewis, shop steward for American 
technologies, acknowledged Fri- Federation of Govenunent Employ- 
day that many questions remain ees h l  1857. bargaining unit 
a b o u t e x a c I l y w h a t for most of McClellan's civil wr- 
"privatization-in-place" means. vice workers. agreed. 

Still unresolved, for instance. "There's a lot of skepticism 
is the precise makeup of the 8.700 and anxiety.' despite a recent se- 
jobs the White House promised ries of "town hall' meetings on 
to keep at McClellan while the base to explain emerging privatiza- 
hase closes over the next five tion plans with employees, Lewis 
years. Phillips, who on Oa. said. 
1 becomes deputy undersecretary Meanwhile, Lewis said, antsy 
of defense for logistics. said McClellan workers are lining up 
McClellm's civilian workers have at the installation's job placement 
a lot of questions about the centers to sec what employment 
still-cvolving concept. possibilities exist at other federal 

For example. how many of agencies. 
the promised jobs will be civil McClellan and its sister re- 
service? How many will be mili- pair depot, Kelly Air Force Base 
tary personnel? And how many In San Antonio. Texas. were 
will be employees of contractors singled out for closure earlier this 

summer by the Defense Base and the Pentagon's No. 2 official, 
Closure and Realignment Com- John White. 
mission. But to mitigate the eco- ' His new joh pays about 
nomic impact in the Sacramento $120,000 annually, Pentagon 
resion. President Clinton promised spokesman Glenn Flocxi said. 
to preserve 8,700 of McClellan's 'Right now. there i s  no one 
jobs through 2001. privatization exprrt at the Penta- 

Meanwhile. Sacramento offi- gon." Flood said. '(Phillips) will 
cials said they are being ap- be in a good position hecause the 
proached by private companies and White House wil l  be Imking to 
real estate developers. him for advice." 

'We've had operating compa- But John Murphy, a hase 
nies call and inquire," said Roger closure consultant in Sacramento. 
Nielio, resident of the Sacra- inted out that privatization will P mento hetropolitan Chamber of *only part o f  his job at the Pen- 
Commerce. "They are mostly tagon. It is im mn t  for people 
aerospace and distribution compa- to undersund [Kt .  He'll have a 1111 
nies. And, of course, real estate of other things on his plate." 
firms fntrrestrd in developing the In  accepting the civilian Pentr- 
place. Phillips said two key gon job. Phillips. 52, closes out an 
concerns of McClrllan's civil ser- Air Force career that hegan in 
vice workers are pay comparabili- 1%3. 
ty and retirement credits, should He was a navigator, then a 
their jobs be shifted to h e  private pilot, and served in Southeast Asia 
vctor. during the Vietnani War. He ar- 

'I'm convinced this can work.' rived at McClellan in 1993. 
he said. provided civil service P h i l l i p s  s a i d  h i s  
workers are treated fairly. changesf-command ceremony at 

At :he Penfagon. Phillips McClellrn wil l  he Sept. 20. His 
will be in a policy-making pos~ replacement at the hase has not 
that. on matters of privatization. k e n  named. 
requires him to report directly 
to Defense Secretary William Perry 

1 gun &nrisco CQronidr AU~USI 26. 19% 
Pg. 15 

Last commander for Oakland 
By Kevin Fagan 
Chronicle Easr Bay Bureau 

Amid a flourish o f  flags and 
patriotic music. Navy Captain Roy 
C. Rieve assumed command yes- 
terday of the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center in Oakland -- and 
in doing so. officially marked the 

IX~IIII~III~ 01 IIIC C I I ~  tor 111c 111stor- 
tc, sprawling naval hase. 

The center, which employs 
about 400 civilian and rililitary 
workers, is to he shut down hy 
1998 under the national nlilitary 
base closure program. Rievc. who 
replaces Captain 3 . R .  Bailey. is 
intended to be the center's last 

commander. 
The hase has k e n  scaled hack 

in recent years. Durine World War 
11, tile Vtctniin~ War. 311d O I I  

~uto the 1980s. rt was t l l r  largest 
American naval supply p)st for 
the Pacilic and the western 
Un~trd States. It was commis- 
sioned on Dec. IS. 1941. eight 

days after Pearl Harbor was al- 
tacked. 

Today. the hase i s  the 
homeport for the huge naval hospl- 
tal ship Mercy and routes thou- 
sands of tons of naval supplies 
~l~rougl~out lllr world. Its ~nipe~ld- 
[rig shutdown -- together with naval 
bases at Alameda. Treasure Island 
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Angry Clinton Accepts List, 
Seeks to Privatize Jobs 

T hough hostile. President Clinton 
has accepted the recommenda- 

tions of the 1995 base-closing commis- 
sion and forwarded them to Congress 
- but only after the Pentagon fash- 
ioned a political out aimed at preserv- 
ing jobs in vote-rich California and 
Texas. 

Congress has 45 days to respond. 
Lawmakers would have to pass a joint 
resolution t o  reject the commis- 
sion's package, and that appears un- 
likely. 

Hours after denouncing the prod- 
uct from the eight-member indepen- 
dent panel for deviating wildly from 
the Pentagon's proposed hit list, Clin- 
ton adopted the panel's recommenda- 
tions July 13 to close 79 military in- 
stallations and realign 26 others a t  an 
estimated savings of $19.3 million over 
20 years. 

In fact, Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
told Clinton, the commission was con- 
sistent with the Pentagon on 84 per- 
cent of its proposals, compared with 
83 percent by the 1991 commission 
and 84 percent by the 1993 panel. 

Causing extreme political heart- 
burn for the White House was the 
panel's rejection of the Air Force plan 
to downsize its five maintenance de- 
pots. Instead the commission opted to 
close two of the facilities - McClellan 
Air Force Base, which employs nearly 
11,000 in the Sacramento area, and 
Kelly Air Force Base, which accounts 
for more than 23.000 jobs around San 
Antonio. (Weekly Report, pp .  1939, 
1855) 

To soften the economic pain in two 
states key to the president's re- 
election strategy, the administration 
drew up a plan to attract private com- 
panies to perform the maintenance 
work at McCleUan and Kelly in hopes 
of retaining thousands of jobs at the 
bases. 

The president asserted, in his 
memorandum to  Capitol Hill ac- 
companying the list, that any congres- 
sional attempt to undermine the pri- 
vatization effort would be considered 
a breach of the base-closing law (PL 
101-510). 

But in the immediate aftermath of 

NtCkleS Robles 

the announcement, several commis- 
sioners and lawmakers questioned 
how the administration could pursue 
its privatization campaign without 
violating the nation's contracting 
laws and the competitive bidding pro- 
cess. 

Citing costly excess capacity at the 
five depots, the commission had rec- 
ommended that after closing McClel- 
lan and Kelly, the Pentagon consoli- 
date operations at the remaining Air 
Force depots - Robins in Georgia, 
Hill in Utah and Tinker in Oklahoma 
- or turn over the work to the private 
sector. (Weekly Report, p. 2006) 

As the Pentagon pursues its pri- 
vatization plan, any inkling that it was 
denying the other depots the right to 
compete for work would cause a con- 
gressional uproar. 

"If McClellan and Kelly Air Force 
bases are going to be shut down, then 
the employees a t  Tinker should have a 
fair shot at the work," said Sen. Don 
Nickles, R-Okla. "Clinton's presiden- 
tial politics are working to deny them 
that opportunity." 

Depot Privatization 
The Pentagon plan to downsize at 

the five depots was dismissed by many 
on the commission as soon as the list 
was proposed Feb. 28 - especially 
when the panel learned that the Air 
Force had been on track to close facili- 
ties, only to be overruled by senior 
Defense Department officials at the 
last minute. ( W e e k l y  Report ,  p p .  
1339, 694) 

In two 6-2 votes, the commission 
voted to close the depots at McClellan 
and Kelly, which sat at  the bottom of 
the Air Force's performance ranking. 

Furious with the commission's ac- 
tion and facing the wrath of California 

lawmakers, the administration ini- 
tially considered asking the panel to f 
reconsider Kelly and %IcClellan. 
When that drew immediate resistance, 
the White House crafted the privati- 
zation plan. 

"There was really no prospect that 
the commissioners were going to re- 
verse their course on the closing of 
McClellan," White House spokesman 
Michael McCurry acknowledged July 
13. 

The plan calls for the Pentagon to 
pursue private companies to perform 
the work at McClellan and Kelly on 
site or in the area over a five-year 
period. 

The administration estimates that 
8,700 jobs would be kept at McClellan 
and 16,000 at Kelly during that span. 

The administration contended that 
the commission's recommendation, as 
well as a July 8 letter from Dixon re- 
stating the panel's proposal, gave au- 
thority to "privatize-in place." 

No Cost Estimates 
Commissioner Josue Robles Jr.. a 

retired Army general who handled 
budget issues while in the service, 
said the privatization plan would suc- 
ceed only if the savings are greater 
than consolidating the work at the de- 4 
pots. If not, the administration "will 
take heat from a lot of quarters," he 
said. 

Deputy Defense Secretary John P. 
White said at a Pentagon news confer- 
ence July 13 that the department had 
no cost estimates on its privatization 
plan. 

Robles also questioned how the ad- 
ministration could circumvent & 
open bidding process that allows con- 
tractors to move work elsewhere. If. 
for example, Lockheed Martin takes 
over the C-5 aircraft engine work at 
Kelly, the law would not prevent it 
from moving operations from Texas to 
its plants in Georgia. 

White said the Pentagon is "not 
going to force a company to do any- 
thing." 

In that case, Robles envisions a 
"long, tough fight." 

Also harboring doubts about the 
privatization plan were lawmakers 
from California and Texas. 

Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., 
who had urged Clinton to reject the 
list outright, called the president's de- 
cision "a big letdown." 

Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez, D-Texas. 
said privatization may help. "but bot- 6 
tom line, it's just an effort to weasel 
out of a tough call." 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Air Force approach to the depots is prudent because it saves money for the taxpayers and 
protects military readiness. It  is also the product of exhaustive analysis by military professionals and senior 
leadership who have been working the proposal for over a year. 

Our depot proposal is simple. Building on the personnel reductions that have already been taken 
from the Air Logistic Centers and depots during the last five years (over 26,000 people), the pending Air 
Force proposal would reduce and realign the depots by an additional 1,987 jobs (with a net present value of 
$975 million). While there would be some disruption, the business of the Air Force - flying combat and 
transport aircraft, and maintaining our command and control and space network - would continue 
unimpeded. This total Air Force depot reduction of 28,000 jobs is almost two and a half times the total depot 
reduction achieved by all other DoD components in all four BRAC rounds combined. 

On the other hand, the staff generated BRAC proposal described to us will cost the Air Force 
hundreds of millions of additional dollars (in excess of $1 billion in environmental and military construction 
costs) during the next five years; disrupt military readiness because of the total restructuring of the Air Force 
logistics and depot system; preclude the Air Force from carrying through on vital readiness and 
modernization programs; and have a devastating impact on as many as 25,000 DoD employees in Texas and 
California who would lose their jobs or  have to relocate to other Air Force installations at great personal and 
public expense. 

Most importantly, the essential business of the Air Force - operations, logistics, and budget dollars 
that are critical to future modernization - would be greatly disrupted. Since the end of the cold war, the Air 
Force ha? redwed its budget by more than 520 billion and reduced personnel by over 200,000 people. Some 
iuirrirei i-e~a;u'h .13 a n i  savings ai-2 nece.;sary; ;lourever, rney must be taken in a +day tilax permi's tne Air. 
Force to iontiblue to carry out its essential mission. The Department of Defense proposal does that; the 
Commission staff alternative does n o t  . 

Sincerely, 

t & g&u 
Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
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Flying Operations 
(Non-ALC 

USAF Ops Eva1 
Overall Flying 

USAF Operational 
Concerns 

Kelly AFB 
14 C-5 (AFR) 

12 F-16 (ANG) 

Issue 
FY 9714 Force 

Structure 

Unique Facilities 
(non- ALC) 

Pros 

Cons 

I Eva1 I I 

Hill AFB 
54 F-16 
15 F-16 (AFR) 
16 Test Aircraft 

Green 

F-16 LANTIRN 
training 
Relocation of 
AFR F- 1 6s 
UTTR-CM test 
UTTR-SS range 
Missile Mx 

I I 

Functions) 

Green- 

Relocation of 
AFR C-5s and 
ANG F- 16s 
Wilford Hall 
uses runway 

Weapon storage 
UTTR 

Excellent Flying 
Range 
Poor Winter Wx 

R&A Staff 

McClellan AFB 
4 HC-~~O*(ANG) 
5 HH-~O*(ANG) 
4HC-130(cG) 

(* If Moffett move is 
approved.) 

Green- 

Air Intelligence 
Agency 
AFNews 
Agency 
Large Ramp 

Prevents ANG 
rescue unit 
move from 
Moffett 

20213 1 1 

AF Technology 
Application 
Center 

18913 1 1 

Limited Force 
Structure 

Robins AFB 
6 E-8 (JSTARS) 

4B-1 (ANG) 

12 KC-135 
1 EC-135 
1 EC-137 

Green- 

Tinker AFB 

8 KC- 1 3 5 (AFR) 

16 E-6 (TACAMO) 

Green- 1 
ALC for 
JSTARS 
Delays JSTARS 
IOC 
Relocation of 
ANG B-1s 

Relocation of 
AWACS, 
TACAMO, and 
AFR KC-135s 

I ALC for 
1 AWACSand 
, TACAMO 

HQ AFRES TACAMO 



FAX Date 05/25/95 10:42:50 A M  

TO: Maj Gen Blume 

Phone 693-8678 

Fax Phone 693-9707 

CC: 

Number of pages including cover sheet 

FROM: Frank Cirillo/Air Force 
Team Leader 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment 
Commission 

7 700 North Moore Street, 
Ste. 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Phone 703-696-0504 

Fax Phone 703-696-0550 

REMARKS: 0 Urgent p?~ For your review Reply ASAP Please Commenf 

I Gen Blume: 

Sir. I attach a letter that is of concern to the Commission. We understand "salute smartly" but 
this could be considered a step beyond and could certainly restrict the value of the the base 
visits. We certainly understand the need to support the Air Force position by the leadership but 
it would be unfortunate if this direction would result in misrepresentation on specific impacts. 
The Commissioners will have a copy of this as they conduct their business. 
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11,; GAY 1995 ! 
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I I SUBJECT: ~ d s d  Closure Con~mission Regiondl Heitrings 
I 

1 I ! 
, I 
, I  

1 1  
' : I  i : I 

I 
I I 

. I .  1 just receiv&d;the anached schedule of addi~io~ial Base Closws ~olnmissiob regional he rigs; ; 
! 

I I ! 

I i ! 

; 2. Asisoon as dtt. get rhe list of specific base visit dates. 1'11 forward a copy LO $ou. When t i e  
1 

, c o n ~ s ~ i o n e r s : ~ ~ j $ i t  your installadon. please bear in mind that the official Air ~orce;~ositionj 
remains depot dop!nsizinp through coosoliderion and reslignn~ent rather than closure.  he& 

i respdndin2 to ~ o b m i s s i o n z i  questions or siatements, dorl'r say or do anythin4 that is not ili d i rec~  : 

support of the official Air Force position. --.--. 
! 

E L ~ E N E  L. TATTlh7 
Erifadier Gcneral, USAF 
Director of Plans 

.4mchmznt: Closure Comrmssion Schedule 



DRAFT 

Flying Operations 
(Non-ALC Functions) 

Robins AFB 
6 E-8 (JSTARS) 
4B-1 (ANG) 
12 KC-135 
1 EC-135 
1 EC-137 

Green- 

Issue 
FY 9714 Force 

Structure 

USAF Ops Eva1 
Overall Flying 

USAF Operational 
Concerns 

Unique Facilities 
(non- ALC) 

Pros 

Cons 

R&A Staff 
Eval 

ALC for 
JSTARS 
Delays JSTARS 
IOC 
Relocation of 
ANG B-1s 

Hill AFB 
54 F-16 
15F-16(AFR) 
16 Test Aircraft 

Green 

F-16 LANTIRN 
training 
Relocation of 
AFR F- 16s 
UTTR-CM test 
UTTR-SS range 
Missile Mx 
Weapon storage 
UTTR 

Excellent Flying 
Range 
Poor Winter Wx 

20213 1 1 

Kelly AFB 
14 C-5 (AFR) 
~ ~ F - I ~ ( A N G )  

Green- 

Relocation of 
AFR C-5s and 
ANG F- 16s 

Air Intel 
Agency 
AF Info Service 
SIGINT Ops Ce 
Large Ramp 

1 8913 1 1 

JSTARS 
HQAFRES 

, 

McClellan AFB 
4 H C - ~ ~ ~ * ( A N G )  
~HH-~O*(ANG) 
4 HC-130 (CG) 

(* If Moffett move is 
approved.) 

Green- 

Prevents ANG 
rescue unit 
move from 
Moffett 

AF Technology 
Application 
Center 

Limited Force 
Structure 
Air Quality 
Constraints 

14713 11 

Tinker AFB 

Green- 

Relocation of 
AWACS, 
TACAMO, and 
AFRKC-135s 
ALC for 
AWACS and 

1 TACAMO 

AWACS 
I TACAMO 

1 Large Ramp 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

3 1 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
/q47 

SUBJECT: Mission Impacts for ALC Closures- - 

In response to your May 17, 1995 request for mission impacts to each ALC in the event of 
closure, the attached depot impact statements are forwarded. You also asked for closure level 
playing field COBRAS and backup worksheets which were previously transmitted. Please note 
that comments are provided for activeduty, AFRES, and ANG operational units at each ALC 
installation. If you need additional information, feel free to contact Lt Col Mary Trippjt 38678. 

/ $wid Assistant to CSG for 
/ Realignment and Transition 

Atchs: ALC Mission Impacts (RT 5 2 7 ) 



MQY 18 '95 12: FROM DBCRC R-R 

THE: DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423 

ARUNCTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0304 
A U N  J. MXON, CHAIRMAN 

CO#4MISSIONCR8: 
AL W R N U  
R U C C C A  COX 
QTN J. 0. DAVlP. UUF (RETI 
C. UG nuw 
W M  ULIU*MIN F- MOWTOYA. urn (urn 
~t JQ8U6 R O W S O  JR* USA 
WEN04 WUI86 UTECIS. 

- - -  - 
~ r a f o r ~ ~  

Mafor ~ ~ a r l  Jay Blumc (ATM: Lt. Col. MPy Tripp) w b u  
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

fbr Base Realignment and Transition 
USAF 

1670 Air Fora Pentagon 
Wmbhgton, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear G e n d  BIurne: 
Appmximtely me year ajjo. the Air Fore laepMd "kvd playing field" COBRAS for .O 

f iveAU:htaW~.  NowthattheCommfssionbasdc(~tbatrfltinshouldbe 
considend fix dosure, we required updated COBRAS for these W a t i n l .  

field d m  COBRAS for each of the five 

sw F 's A Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Air Intelligence Agency remains in cantonment and is attached to Lackland AFB 
- AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s remain in cantonment at Lackland AFB 
- SA-ALC workload transfers to OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (lo%), and 
WR-ALC (1 %) 

- 1827th EIG remains at Lackland AFB 
- Regional SIGINT Operations Center remains at Lackland AFB 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

- - 

IMPACTS: 

Each option the Air Force considered at Kelly remained constant in that AFRES and 
ANG operations should remain in cantonment 

- Minimum Impact to AFRES and ANG operations 
-- If ANG Fighter Unit is not allowed to stay in cantonment 

--- Limited possible alternate locations (i.e. Biggs AAF, reduced 
population for recruiting) 

--- Lowers personnel participation in unit training events--reduces 
operational capability 

--- Reduces access to flight training areas and support 
infrastructure 

--- Some personnel will elect not to transfer with unit--reduces 
operational capability, increases replacement training time and 
cost 

-- If AFRES C-5 Unit is not allowed to remain in cantonment 
--- Loss of excellent recruiting location 
--- Loss of central location to support operations in any theater of 

operations 
--- Extremely high MILCON cost 

- 485th EIG redirect would require review / 

STATEMENT: The closure of Kelly Air Force Base must include the cantonment of 
both the AFRES C-5A and ANG F-16 units currently located there. Any alternate 
location for the C-5A unit will require extensive MILCON, not to mention the loss of a 
valuable recruiting area. Few other attractive locations exist within the State of Texas 
suitable for the relocation of the ANG F- 16 squadron. Those areas where a suitable 
runway does exists either infringes on other AFRES or ANG recruiting areas, or lies 
outside of a metropolitan area required to sustain operations. 



HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Move 729th ACS to Cannon AFB 
- Move 84th RADS to Cannon AFB 
- Move 36 F-16CIDs to Cannon AFB 
- Move 18 F- 16 C/Ds to Shaw AFB 
- Retain AFRES unit in range cantonment area 
- 00-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (39%), OC-ALC (37%), 
WR-ALC (14%), SA-ALC (10%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Rebasing of 388 FW Wing will result in a sub-optimal location for operational 
LANTIRN training 

-- Will result in dense packing of remaining F-16 locations 
- Removal of Active and Reserve fighter units would preclude or greatly reduce 

accessibility to U?TR 
- No location in the State of Utah suitable for AFRES unit location 
- UTTR ground and air training ranges must be protected--it is a major training 

resource for the Composite Wing at Mountain Home 
-- U?TR instrumented range is only US cruise missile capable test range 
-- One of only three Air Force Major Range and Test Facility Bases; one 

of the few overland supersonic ACBT training areas 
- Prohibitively expensive to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and /- 

weapons storage facility elsewhere 

STATEMENT: The closure of Hill Air Force Base would require the relocation of the 
388 FW, and a collocated AFRES F-16 squadron. The movement of Hill's active duty 
aircraft would densepack remaining F-16 locations, in addition reducing the effectiveness 
of LANTIRN training currently conducted at Hill. There are no other suitable F-16 
locations in Utah to house the AFRES unit. The Utah Test and Training Range ( U r n )  
must be protected. It serves as a major training area for the Composite Wing at Mountain 
Home, in addition to providing some of the best overland supersonic airspace available in 
the CONUS. Also, the UTTR instrumented range is the only US cruise missile capable 
test range. Finally, any move to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and 
weapon's storage facility would be prohibitively expensive. 



MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES Headquarters (4 AF) moves to March AFB 
- USCG moves to NASA Moffett 
- Det 42 (Classified) to Travis AFB 
- AFTAC moves to Offutt AFB 
- 1849th EIS moves to Travis AFB 
- SM-ALC workload transfers to 00-ALC (70%)- OC-ALC (25%)- 
WR-ALC (5%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X - . 

IMPACTS: 

- Precludes DoD recommended move of North Highlands ANG station to 
McClellan 

- BRAC 95 485th EIG redirect would require review 
- Precludes DoD recommended move of the 129 RQS (ANG) from NASA 
Moffett to McClellan 

- No operational impact to AFRES operations currently at McClellan 
-- AFRES KC-1 35 unit programmed to move to Beale 

STATEMENT: The closure of McClellan Air Force Base would have an impact on 
current DoD recommended BRAC actions to move the North Highlands AGS and the 
129 RQS to McClellan. In addition, the BRAC 95 redirect involving the relocation of 1' 
the 485th EIG would also require review. 



ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE, GEORGIA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Headquarters AFRES to Dobbins ARB 
- 19th Air Refueling Wing to Charleston AFB 
- 5th Combat Comm Group to Shaw AFB 
- Joint STARS to Beale AFB 
- WR-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (58%), SA-ALC (30%), 

00-ALC (12%) 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

- - 

IMPACTS: 

- Robins already designated as ALC for Joint STARS 
-- Collocation with ALC reduces JSTARS unique support requirements 

- Closure would delay IOC of JSTARS program, currently scheduled for FY 9712 3 
-- Will increase response time as well as sustainrnent capability e 

- Closure would severely impact JSTARS crewmember initial qualification, 
mission ready rates, and continuation training due to required MILCON at new 
location 

- No alternate location in the State of Georgia to relocate ANG B-1s currently 4 
programmed to move to Robins 

-- Virtually any other beddown would involve significant MILCON 
-- McComell AFB is not available, no excess capacity 

- Relocation of Active Duty Air Refueling Wing will be necessary / 
-- Should remain in the Southeast due to a documented tanker shortage 

STATEMENT: The closure of Robins Air Force Base would have a lasting impact on 
the Initial Operational Capability (IOC) date of the JSTARS program. MILCON is 
already well underway to facilitate the projected IOC date of EY 9712. Any closure 
would severely impact JSTARS initial crewmember qualification, mission ready rates, 
and continuation training. In addition, Robins has already been designated as the ALC 
for JSTARS. This collocation significantly reduces JSTARS unique support 
requirements. The 19th Air Refueling Wing would also require relocation, preferably in 
the Southeast, due to the documented tanker shortage which exists within the region. 
Finally, any closure of Robins would require an alternate location for the inbound B-1 
ANG operation. There are no other locations within the State of Georgia available to 
support this mission, and the only other ANG B-1 unit at McConnell would be unable to 
accept the additional aircraft. 



TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES KC- 1 35s to March AFB 
- AWACS to Beale AFB 
- TACAMO to Base X 
- 3rd Combat Cornrn Group to Davis Monthan AFB 
- 38th EIW to Peterson 
- OC-ALC workload transfers to SA-ALC (72%), WR-ALC (1 4%), 
SM-ALC (13%), 00-ALC (1 %) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 
- Would require relocation of AFRES KC-135 unit, AWACS, and Navy 
TACAMO 

- Reduces AWACS training opportunities and disrupts entire training program 
- Increases depot costs -- AWACS and TACAMO depot support is at Tinker 
- Costs to locate either AWACS or TACAMO would be prohibitively expensive 
- Loss of joint economy of scale with Navy E-6 TACAMO program 
- Movement of contracted flight training and blue suit mission training, including 

simulators, would effectively stand down initial training program and parts of 
continuation training program 

-- Results in reduced manning and reduced operational capability 
- Extended length sorties will be required to reach training orbits 
- Loss of depot cannibalization opportunities, loss of support in back shops, and 
no early pr paration for phase inspections 

- BRAC@'d8Sth EIG redirect would require review 

9f- 
STATEMENT: The closure of Tinker Air Force Base would have a significant impact 
on the capability of both the Air Force's AWACS and the Navy's E-6 TACAMO 
operations. Both rely on extensive support from their collocated ALC, in addition to their 
specialized maintenance facilities. Any required move of either unit would involve the 
relocation of contracted flight training and blue suit simulator training, effectively 
standing down initial training and important parts of their continuation training. Since 
training areas for both aircraft are in the south central US, any movement out of the 
region will drive increased O&M costs due to the extended length of training sorties 
required. In addition, it is operationally necessary for the AWACS to be based in the 
Central US to allow the unit to deploy either east or west in an equally rapid fashion. 
Finally, the AFRES KC-1 35 unit at Tinker would also require relocation, again to a 
metropolitan area suitable for recruiting. 
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I 
I 
, 

' I I 
I 



McCleIlan AFB 

1 m N z r d e a r h a i ~ y  W down - M a 1  r 
! 

a Depot Moves 
mF-711 -HiU 
.A-10 - Hill 

. . rKG22G -Tinker , 

N F-15 - Robins 
sC31- Hit1 

( j  j . !  

1 I ;  

I 
I 
i 

I I 

I 

I ~DeputWIaves 
I ' 
1 I 

I s m - ~ & f m - W l -  K i i  

I UydrauEcs - Tinker 
I I f;Llght C~mf rd  lnstnTmenS - Tinker 
I 

I 

1 I 

1 

a F-117 Mgt - Tinker 
&F-22Mgt-Rcthins 
~ r D e t 4 2 ~ g t - ~ i d ~ ~ ~  



' I 

I I 

x 6 1 6  - McC$dan 
1 

r w  -==CPJ~=-- i 
-sPt-%'w=4=mw I 

rlandingEeatNVhedsEhks-Tc 

al~WPcimeSTAYtP~Pfima=iortr~riag)e 

I 

I 
1 

Hill ME3 I - I 
I 

EF OT M o v s  I 
~Armamerrt - Robins I 
rPfrotoRecon-Robins 
a T - n d w  - K d t y  
rF-6  Mgt -K&y 

' u Nlaven'ck M k d e  M g t  - Robins 
I 

i 

I I 

i 
I ' I 

I 
1 8  - 

I /  

I 
I 

i 

I 
I 
I 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORC i I 
HEADOL'ARTEPS Ale F C R t E  MATERIEL COMMAhrC I 

W R I C . H t . P n ~ E R M %  AIR FORCE ~ 4 5 E  Onlo I 

I 
I I 

M E ~ O R A N D L T F ; ~  FOR OC-ALC/CC 
I 1 00-.4 LCICC 

I 

I 
S A -ALC/CC 

I 

I 
I S M-ALCICC 
I WR - ALc/cc 

I 
I 

I FROM: HQ AFMUXP 
I 
I ' 4375 ~ ( i d i a w  Road. Suite 6 

' Wrigh't-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5006 
I I 

1 SUB~ECT: B h  d Closure Commission Regional Hearings 
I 

I 
I ~ ; G  MAY 1993 -; 

I 

2. Asisoon as rife gcr the list of specific base visir dares. 1-11 forwacd a copy to 
, convnissiollers \libit your installation, please beu  in mind that the official Air 

remaks depot dorr.nsizinq through consolidarion and realignment rather than 
I 

; responding to Commiss~oncr questions or sratcnlelits, don't say or do anyihindthat is llor ill direct 
I support of the offieid Air Force position. - - -  4 < 

I 

Erigadier General, USAF I 
Director of Plans 

I 

I .~imc.hrnent: Closure Commission ~ c h d u l r .  I : I 
I 

I i 
I : I  

; CC: HQ A F M C ~ G  
! I 

I I 

: I 
I I *  
, I /  

. 1 . 1  

I I I 
1 I ! 

1 I 

I 
I 

I '  8 

I 



I ' I I 
1' THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURr AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION I 

1 / 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUWK 14- 

ARLIN~Y'OH, VA 22208 I I : 
I 709-BP8-QSM 

ALAN J. DUCDN, enrt huh T 
I 

1 I 

C O W  WI~.IONILR*I I 
A L  CORNLLU 
RULCCA COX I i 

I 

RUICYUW 1 

I 

I ; 
WA?FIINC;TONL DC, May 15, 199s -- The D 
announces Ifs h e  o f 5  regiod bmhqs to 
Re&maI A*$ is ro reccivo testimony ftom 
r ~ 0 n j t o a d d 3 5 b a s e s t a t h e l i s t o ~  

I ~orhoertia;odyat~'onsl~&scsohstatovrii lba-ablockoftimr- wbishto "i p & o n s m ~ ~ o m ~ i n t h a t m e  ~ m m a ~ ~ d v e r a ~ i s ~ i s b y b y t b e  
~ ~ ~ ~ o t ~ ~ l u ~ b a r o f ~ i n n a l l a t i b ~ 1 9 a n d c b e d i r r a m i l i r a r y a a d &  ~pn~mrql:l~~lin~ 
csrch w e .  1 

I I I 1 
I 

Today's 8nn- &des the bPtcg timeg and the dies the heariqks win bk held 
I 1 I 

~echmajorba~m&i.iIistr&avisitbyarimoneComndssiom. B*viritsprnv&m ' 

oppbrtrrnitVfor Cornmindonas to view a base d b d y  and to b e d g a t e  first-hadd many ofthe isma 1 
relaied to that;base. Specific base visit dats will be a m ~ ~ c x d  SGVR I 

I 



. . 1 

H m  'is the iist of$hich insullationr id1 under which n p i d  hearbp: 
I 

I 
I I 

I 

I 

I i 1 May 25, +oation: Srm Francim) I 

Rcgjod hating regarding thc following ~ o n s :  I I 

1,: 
~ ~ r v i s o 4  of Shipbuilding, Convemon, and Repair 
Enpimering Fidd Actitity, Weet 
~cClcIlanI MB 
Oakland Army Base 
Fket and indusirid Supply Caller 
NAWC Point Mugu 
Naval Warfare Assessment Detachment 
fiill AFB 
Public Works Center 

: ~ a y  3 i (~ocati~n: a i ~ o )  
I 

I , I ~Lgional hearing iregardin8 the fullowing iosrallatim: I 

Grand F o h  AFB 
ldimcapa'lis-St. Paul IAP Air Rescm Station 
CMcago O'Hm IAP Air Rtservc Station 
Y u u n g s t & n - ~ ~  MPT Air Rescrvc Station 
Otnesat h&tcheIl ZAP Air Reserve Station 

I 1 June 3 ~ocnrion: ~ o s t t ~ n )  
I 

I FCeg.ionai heah;  regarding the following instaiiations: 
I 

I 
San Fnncisoo, CA 

I 

sm I3nm0, 

Corona, CA I ' I 

ogdC,,, VI. 1 , i I c 

I 
I Juno 9 (Location: Atlanta) 

1 Regional h d g  regarding the follouiq i m a d l a t ; ~ ~ ~ ~ :  
I 

' I 

GUAM 

1 < I 

, ~ o b ~ h a a h a  Atmy Depot 1 Toby&ip~ PA 
1 

I PortsmouthNsvaiShipyard / ~ m o u f d . ~ ~  : 

Space and Strategic Defense Command 
NAS ~ t l h t a  
Robins h 
Colurntnis Am 
Homestead AFB 

1 1  

I 

Laterktrlny ~ r m y  ~ t p t  . ,,, 
I Fort ~olabinl 

I Niagm F d a  IAP Air Reserve Station 

H M ~ I A ~  
1 A$Iauk~h 

~mnorr-&, GA i 
CbiumbnslMS 1 
Fiorida ~ i b ,  FL' , 

I I 
I 

L C Z ~ ~ ~ ~ ;  PA r , 
Baltimore, 1.m 
Niagara, Nk 

I 

I ! I V ~ , A ~ B  
I I Tmktr AFB 
I / KeUy 

I chrsweum 

I ; 1 I I 



I - 
I 

I 
C Ths schcddo of y c h  regional h-ng fallows: 

I 

, SCHEDFE FOR RECIPNAL HEARING 
S A N  FRANCISCO, CALIPORIYIA 

I 

opcluq~b~ 
California 135 minutes 
h i d '  
California I 45 minutes 
break 
California I 80 minutes 
break 
PubUc c o h n t :  CYlifvmia 
h-cak I 

Utah 75 iIlinms 
w 
Guam I 2.5 minutes 
w 
Public commant: Utah, Ouam 

9:00J9:60 am. 
9:10;9:35 am. 
9:35?9:40 am. 
9;40-1Q:05 xm. 1 
1 O:O$-IO:~O -m.; 
I0:10-10:35 am,/ 
10:35-10:40 sm.: 

I 10:Jo-1 l io5 iyL, 

' 11:05-1l,i10 m. 
11:lO-11:50 a ~ a  

I 1 1 50-12:00 p.m., 
12:oo- 1 :oo p.m. 

1 1 :007 195 p.m, , 
1:05-191 p.m. 

I I 

Opening rimarks 
Illinois 25 minutes 
break 
W i s c o ~ I  25 minutes 
bra& 
l~rimcmrn 25 minutes 
w 1  
Ohio 25 minutes 
breab 8 

Public c o w :  LWnois. W~soonsin, Minnesota, Ohio 
bmlc I 
N O ~ D & ~  60 minutes 
brcak 
Public ccnuncnt: Narth Drckoh 

more 

... --. 



. - 
&. * - S C R E D ~  FO.011 REGIONAL FEARING 

F.CU$TON, MASSACHUSETTS 
I 
I June 3,1995 
I 

8:3&8:40 an. ./' 

8:4d-9:40 8m: ! M h e  60 minutes 
9;40-9:45 am: ' bruk 

I 945-10:05 a.m. 1 Public cummt: M2im 
5-10:15 a!m! brcak 

I' 5-12:00 pd P-yl\anja 105 minuzcs 
1 2 : b  12:05 P;)n! bredr 

I 12:b5- 12.30 #.d. Ncw York 25 minutes 
12:X-12:35 pd.  trrcak 
12::5-1:09 pk.1 hrblic comma:  Pmrwylvanla. New York 

' I 
, ' S-DEE FOR REGIONAL HEARING 

I 
I I ATfrANTA,GA 

I 

I P . O ~ P : ~ Q  a.m. 1 
I 

! 
10:55-1120 am. 

! 1 1:io-3 1:25 anl 
.- 

' 

1 :46-1 :SO p a .  
I:91-2:15 p.m. ( 
2: 1;s-220 p,m, 
2:qO-2.46 p.m. I 

I 

Optniag manarks 
Gtorgia 100 minutes 
break 
Alabama 25 minutes 
break 
Public commant: Georgia, Alabama 
break 
M~ssissippi 45 minutes 
brcak 
Rorida 25 m i n m  
bteak 
Public cammatt: Mississippi, Fio=ida 

I ' 
9:OO-9: 10 am. I 

I 9;10-11:35 almi 
I 1 1 ~ 3 5 - 1 1 : ~  $+ 

1 1 :4&12-04 pm. 
12;04-130 pal. 

I 1:0&3:00~sL~ 
3:We3:M p.m. 
3:~5*3:25 p.m. 

Tcxas ' . 145 minuta 
brcak 
Pabfic unnmtnc Texas 
tmak 
O W m a  120 minu- 
bra& - 
WC cumuient: Oklahoma 

I SUPPLG~~F~TAL INFORMATION: Plmse call the ~mhission to d. d$s. ha, 
locations prior to s*cn~ in*rid&s necduqg rpsisi should c o r n  k c  cdmmissim hma 

c&- went to &tntr f5i- m+-uxalr. 
'I I ' I  



S~m?ra?zc MILCW; keawrencnls to. Merna:lve 2 %w as w o n  1 exoepl 
auurne FIEF-1 11 wowload IS pmsed oa.  MILCON cs essent~ally the same: however. LTC 
F.:_3wr deleled the cold proof cons:rualDn (11 C.52M) at HB. 

Source. AFRES. AFMC21. AFICEP. AFLGMM. and AFlCEH Inputs 

GAINING BASE: ROBINS 
Unit Descnpl~on Cost (SM) 

None 0 
Subtolal 0 

GAINING BASE: TINKER 
Unit Description Cos: (SM) 

New N C  Malnlenanrr Dock ALC 0.305 
Hydraulics Reconbg 0.968 , -. 

ALC 
ALC OL Faul~ttes 
ALC instnrrnents O:S~ /a K 
ALC NewlRenovate Adrnln Space 3.33 

Subtotal 20.528 

J 
GAINING BASE: OFFUT 
Unit Description 
AFiAC Renovate Faciltties 
AFTAC Airman Domrtory 

Sublotal 

Cost (SM) 
4.4 
1.68 
6.08 

GAINING BASE: HILL 
Unit Description Cost (SM) 

366 Story Tower 1.5 q . ALC 
ALC 40030 s! High Bay 6.2 / 

Renovate Bldg 1 W c  0.67 &LC 
ALC Renovale Bldg 5h' 1.53 

&ns!me, Tes: P~acorm C.325 XLC 
Tower Sup?ons C.251 

c ) tk: K ~ n ~ v a r e  el? 2f j . . .- C. 
tans::~? Tes: Celis C.2 

-.c X-: 
XLZ i e w v z ~ e  3:~; 1 i 
.. - t.ew.'Eensvatr Ac.;l:r. 5 3 2 ~ ~  /(J 
m-u 

5;>:3:a ?L c=: --.--- 
- /' 

GL;!:;!;; SASE: f.iS==z- - 
i 1 - i  -.,.. Eb~s=n=us;. -0s: :st.!: 

?" . C 

, ,,,i 8--- ~E~;JHT 2 C-:535 -. . - 
c .  ,-.-.-4 m-, . . 
---.'.S 

-. 8 z 

GAINIr;G EASE: TSAVIS 
Unk Destnp:ion Cost (St:) . -- 
.C' IS 
4 " .  ! 5sm:ion. l.LI 

: Se:~rt Fecillt~ar 22.5L 1 1 
I SuS:a:ai 

24.51 

GAINING BASE: SASE X 
Uni: Descr~p:~on Cost (SL?) 

N ~ n e  0 
suSlo:81 0 

Fac~ f~ l~es  To:;!: S7.527 
t.!=' Tc-': .L 0 

-h- 

GRAND I u I kl:  S 57.52 fb'i 



i Purpsse: Summarize l.fliC3hl Regu~rements lor 0p::on 1. Close Kelly. Canton AFSES C- 
I5s. AN; F-16s. and AI*. a: Lackland. NOTE: Does not reflect S2781d for 2085 new UFH 
/units a: Lackland. 

1 
/source: AFRES. ANG. AFI4C21, AF/CEP, and AF/CC +H Inputs 

GAINING BASE: L A C K L A N D  
Unit Description Cost (SM) 
AIA Utilities 2.5 
AIA Other lnfrasrrucrure (fences, etc) 0.5 

Subtotal 3 

GAINING BASE: HILL 
Unit Desc;iption 
ALC Cold Storage - 

Subtotal 

Cost (SM) 

GAINING BASE: TINKER 
Unit Description Cost (SM) 
ALC 3ldg 214 GTE Tes: Facility 0.6L7 
ALC FueVAir Facility 1.048 
ALC Bldg 33C2 Fuel Tesi 1.632 
ALC Bldg 37C3 Fuel Test - 
ALC C-5 sesai: r - - ; l ' a '  C,,II:IE.S 3 - 52.7 i : 
A: - - 4 nenoveie En,-:n~ - E S ~  Sei:s , ' .  " E.-  
A - - ~  i<ev;iiens\.~re .L,s,~in S?,=,-e 15.:: 4' (9 

c =  I,(=,-; L! :-: "" 7;:- 

J 
- 2 . - r  q 0 J 
2 L'z:3-3; . h -  . C -  

I ", . ,c: 

G 5 k N 3  TOTAL: S 104.54 1.1 



- . 

GAINING BASE: TINKER 
Unit Description Cost (SIJ) 

TTB Hangar 12.58 J 
Add'l New MI:.CON for Admin 8.81 0 ALC 
Add'l 90 MFH Units 11.74 @ / 

Subtotal 33.1 3 

GAINING BASE: HILL 
Cost (SM) Unit Description 

ALC Add'l New MILCON for Admin 10.71 
Subtotal 10.71 

0 
/ 

Facilities Total: 32.1 
Mr31 Total 1 1.74 

GRANDTOTAL: $ 43.84 fJI 

--. .. . . . - 
/ a : s  :.!1153r\' snez; i3en;i;ies t-15 233!:13;1~ !..',1123t\: iesuI9n~ ;:Y"g E 2 ~ 1 !  C.3SurE szena:.c. i nEs5 -- 
jc2ss ~ r e  .:..33!Tj\lE 13 a~ ones rs-;lese: in 3~ indivi3ua! c:>su:e C3zn.k NnS. T ~ E  :TE 52?;2: - 
.-'I=. pi -- 
, ,,-. , , f: L.2s!,p, ~;sf 3 : 3 ; 7 j ~ &  $1 LTz ?i::ne:, LGfd!.'.. r nE re;nainin; Ws:s were cal:ul2te, 2: 

1 s:z: 

,A61'1 r;ew rJILCz:i to: Admin a; Tinrter - .4l;err,atve 1 refiez?s a CsSt of Sia.67lX i:: titi: 
jE:E?3?. 2-16 Altem&i\l~ 2 re fie::^ D ~ 3 s :  j! St.33fd. 3~ cim5ine: to:zl cc-:ren:ly refin=:E i: RS : 

IC.:~ fi!=s is ( E T P . ~ M ) ;  howeve: IrilCE? i??nuiiec z 1JILC5?! Sil! c! E32.01 M i0: h e  dual c!sss:E ! 

is=enanc. As E resuk an additional SE.611.4 nus; be enlered in;a the additive file. 

Il.52'1 90 t.!" u:i;s at Tinker - Ahema$ve . ;el 3e.s a c& of Si2.13h: f0: 03 M% iiri:5 2: ?:I;'.ET. 
i.&:*n== . '---.. ,,. 1 3 ~  '?e= E tJILC3N Sill of S23 .S i id  for 723 M = e  units under t~ dua! ciosure scer.r.--:. As 
je rest:.. 29 aaditia~r.: S;; .74hI, fa: ajciitiond 14'6 uni!s mzst be entereo in10 the aaditjve Tile. 

Add1[ NEW r,IILCON for Admin at Hill - Alternative 2 refiecs a cost of S0.5114 for fiis catesog'. 
/..=/CE= identifled 2 IdlLC3N bill cf S20.2td io: t3e dlral c'asure scenario. As a resu::, an ac:;ti3nal 

/$i0.71U rigst be entered into the additi*:~ file. 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

MAY 9 1995 

The Honorable Allan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1 700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Following our appearance before the 95 Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission a month ago, we asked our staff for additional analysis of depot closure and 
consolidation data fiom all four commissiork for the three Military Departments so that we could 
better understand various views raised about depot closure costs and savings. Discussions with 
the Army, Navy, and Joint Depot Maintenance Activity Group suggested the most appropriate 
means to gather this information was to use Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) data 
submitted to OSD and to the commissions. We have done that. Our analysis of the data sustains 
our original determination that realigning and downsizing is the most cost effective means to 
achieve depot savings and efficiencies rather than attempting a complete depot base closure. 
This approach may be unique to the Air Force because our depots and the associated base 
populations are significantly larger than those in the other Services. 

The question fiom Commission staff and others is: Why do Air Force depot closure costs 
seem so much higher? To answer this we have compared 10 Army and Navy closure and 
realignment actions with Air Force depot alternatives to include McClellan and Kelly 
(recognizing that these two were not actually on our list to the Commission, but are considered 
here for comparative purposes). We have found fiorfi the data that base population is a very 
strong indicator of the one-time cost to close. Not necessarily a surprising result, but when all 
DoD depot actions are plotted together (Chart 1) it tells an instructive story. Air Force costs are 
in line with other DoD COBRA estimates, when allowing for the significantly larger base 
populations we are dealing with. For example, excluding Air Force depots, other Military 
Departments report average one-time closure costs per depot of $145M, based on an average 
population per depot of 4,290 people. If a decision were made to close either Kelly or 
McClellan, or both, the average costs would be $578M or almost four times higher than the 
average experience elsewhere. This is not suprising when you consider that the average 
population at these Air Force depots is nearly three and a half times greater than that found at 
Army and Navy depots. In the case of McClellan, costs also appear higher than the overall DoD 
trend line because of the additional costs associated with moving certain unique facilities such 
as the Air Force Technology Application Center, the Coast Guard, and classified activities, and 
the shutdown of a neutron radiation facility. 



We also looked at the other side of the equation, i.e., savings, and found that Air Force 
savings are well in line with all other DoD activities as shown in Chart 2 (enclosed). What the 
data show is the level of steady state annual savings is principally explained by how many 
positions are actually eliminated from employment rolls. The more people that are actually taken 
out of end strength the larger the steady state savings. The Air Force did not recommend to the 
Secretary of Defense a complete depot installation closure, in large part because of the relatively 
high one-time costs to close an Air Force depot compared to what could be saved. Chart 3 
compares the ratio of annual steady state savings to one-time costs. All three military 
departments show relatively similar annual steady state savings per depot, but the Air Force 
installations reflect a significantly higher one-time cost to close. 

For the Air Force it is more cost effective to realign and downsize; allowing each of our 
five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) to develop their own areas of comparative advantage. Our 
review of the Air Force data compared to the larger DoD experience over all four closure 
commissions, fiuther supports the view that for the Air Force a one or two depot base closure 
recommendation does not make good economic sense. 

Another consideration for us is total budgetary cost. We currently have $1,047M 
budgeted for the next six years to cover the total cost of FY95 commission closures and 
realignment. Should a depot be added it is very likely that our currently budgeted costs would 
nearly double. Within the context of our future funding needs, and the high priority the Secretary 
of Defense and the President have placed on future modernization needs, it would be a serious 
funding problem for the Air Force. We took great care in building our closure package to ensure 
that what we were planning was fiscally prudent, and we believe our depot recommendations 
meet that objective. 

We welcome the opportunity for our base closure experts to meet with your staff to cover 
this analysis in whatever level of detail would be helpful. 

Sincerely, 
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CHART 2 I 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS SM 

Long Beach 
Red River . 

Alameda 
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Positions Eliminated 

Mean Positions Eliminated: Gobal 1254, AF 1342, Army 1472, Navy 1135 



CHART 3 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS 

AVERAGE PER BASE 
RATIO OF 

BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY STEADY STATE 
4 

POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS SAVINGS TO 
ONE TIME COST 

AIR FORCE ' 

Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle 
Includes Shipyards--Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots-Alameda, Pensacola, Norfolk 

3 - Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included 
here for purpose of comparison only) 



Activity 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Toelle Army Depot 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
McClellan AFB 
Kelly AFB 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Army & Navy Average 

CHART 4 
BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST $M 

Base 

Population 
3,O 17 
3,024 
3,076 
3,110 
3,606 
3,891 
2,97 1 
5,430 
7,236 
7.541 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan & Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: 1-time costs from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 





CHART 6 
DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION 

, 

YR COM ACTIVITY 
91 Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
93 Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
93 Charleston Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
95 Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
95 Red River Army Depot 
95 Letterkenny Army Depot 
95 Kelly AFB 
95 McClellan AFB 
93 Toelle Army Depot 
93 Newark AFS 
88 Lexington Army Depot 
88 Navajo Depot Activity 
93 Savanna Army Depot Activity 
95 Seneca Army Depot 
95 Sierra Army Depot 
91, Sacramento Army Depot 
95 Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

STATUS I i l 
Complete Closure I I 

Complete Closure 1 j 
Complete Closure Ji 1 1  
Close Depot Only I 

Complete Closure I j 
8 

Close Depot Only / i 
Complete Closure I 

Close Depot 
Realign 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Close Depot I 

Privatization in Place - Cost & Savings not comparable 
Close Depot COBRA data not available I 

I 

Close Ammo Storage - Not included . I 

Close Ammo Storage - Not included 1 

Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Supply Depot - Not included 
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included 



USAF Depots 

Historical Information 

Air Logistics Ce - nter (Formerly Air Materiel Area) 

1. Ogden ALC, Hill AFB, UT 

2. Oklahoma City ALC, Tinker AFB, OK 

3. Sacremento ALC, McClellan AFB, CA 

4. San Antonio ALC, Kelly AFB, TX 

5. Warner Robins ALC, Robins AFB, GA 

6. Middletown AMA, Olmsted AFB, PA 

7. Mobile AMA, Brookley AFB, AL 

8. Rome AMA, Griffiss AFB, NY 

9. San Bernardino AMA, Norton AFB, CA 

Activated - Deactivated 

1939 - 

1941 - 

1936 - 

1918 - 

1941 - 

1925 - 1967 

1939 - 1969 

1941 - 1967 

1942 - 1966 



DBCRC Joint Cross Service Group Evaluation of AF ALCs 
Maximum Potential Capacity (000,000 hrs) 

1 
Tier Rating 57.29 

Base Depot , 1 

San ~ n t o n l o  15.22 

I- 
-- 

--- - -- 

I I Sacramen 

Goal = 30.7 

Narner Robins 1 

Iklahoma City b -1 1 fin - / 



Downsize All 5 Air Force ALCs 
COBRA Analyses 

Positions 
Eliminated 

Positions 
Realigned 

Depot 
Tiering 

I 
I 
II 
II 
Ill 

ALC 
Hill AFB (00-ALC) 
Warner Robins (WR-ALC) 
McClellan AFB (SM-ALC) 
Tinker AFB (OC-ALC) 
Kelly AFB (SA-ALC) 

TOTAL 

One-Time 
Cost ($K) 

41,917 
29,387 
41,680 
39,704 
30,332 

183,020 

Net 
MilCon 

($K) 
18,590 

190 
19,070 
11,640 
9,980 

59,470 

Net 
Personnel 

(SKI 
0 

-60,265 
0 

-1 59,943 
-86,231 

-306,439 

Net 
Overhead 

(SKI 
4,639 
3,086 
4,394 
1,798 

762 
14,679 

Net Moving 
(SKI 

8,200 
10,633 
5,325 

14,486 
6,681 

45,325 

Net Other 
($K) 

13,370 
5,449 

15,255 
8,909 
5,333 

48,316 

Annual 
Savings 

($K) 
-426 

17,312 
-253 

46,715 
25,610 
88,958 

Positions 
Eliminated 

0 
376 

0 
999 
463 

1,838 

Positions 
Realigned 

0 
118 

0 
133 

0 
251 



DBCRC 
Downsize All 5 Air Force ALCs 

COBRA Results 

Depot 
Tiering 

I 
I 
II 
II 
Ill 

ALC 
Hill AFB (00-ALC) 
Warner Robins (WR-ALC) 
McClellan AFB (SM-ALC) 
Tinker AFB (OC-ALC) 
Kelly AFB (SAALC) 

- - -  

TOTAL 

Net 
Personnel 

($K) 
0 

-60,265 
0 

-1 59,943 
-86,231 

-306,439 

Positions 
Eliminated 

0 
376 

0 
999 
463 

1,838 

Positions 
Realigned 

0 
118 

0 
133 

0 
251 





Topics for Discussion on 17 March 1 
Structure of Air Logistics Centers 

Describe structure of ALCs 
List major organizational components of each ALC 

0 Provide numbers of personnel for each ALC (authorizations FY 88-95 and projections 95-01) 
Provide numbers of personnel for each ALC installation, each ALC, and each ALC major 
organizational component (actual on-board as of 1 October 1994) 
Provide numbers of personnel for each major organization within each ALC (authorizations 
FY 88-95) 
Provide numbers of supervisors and numbers of "hands-on" personnel for each ALC and for 
each major organizational component of each ALC 
Describe relationship of maintenance function to other functions within ALC 
List other functions collocated with the ALCs (i.e. DISA Megacenters) 

Personnel 
Why are personnel eliminated numbers based on efficiency factor rather than specific workload 
data utilized by the Navy and Army? 
What was the basis for the 15% factor for eliminating positions through consolidation of like 
workload? 
Why were positions eliminated on the Air Force depot closure scenarios based on a 6% efficiency 
factor? 
What was the basis for the % of positions moved vs. eliminated as a result of a closure action? 

Cost to Realign vs Close 
One time cost to close vs. one time cost to realign 
Cost of annual maintenance of 5 Depots vs. 3 
Cost of modernizing 5 depots vs. 3 

Reengineering benefit factor 
How was the 15 % "industrial reengineering benefit factor " considered when sizing the ALCs 
Why was core reduced 15 % 

Why does capacity now equal the core workload 

ALC space 
What percentage of the ALC activity square footage will be mothballed o r  demolished and why 
What is the basis I support for $24 million in demolition costs 
What is the remaining useable square footage of each ALC? 
What is the basis for the $44 million cost for renovation of shop space? 
Why is the Air Force only now identifying1 validating specific buildings for demolition and/ o r  
mothballing? 

Why weren't the numbers based on requirements certified by local Commanders? 

Installation tiering vs. depot activity tiering 
which was given to Joint Cross Sewice Group and why 

Workload movements 
Describe the workload transfers in terms of hours, by commodity, to and from each ALC Topics for 



Further Topics for Discussion on 17 March 

Please discuss in general terms the environmental condition of each of the Air Logistics Center 
installations 

Provide costs for compliance and clean-up (information should be available from data calls - 
which we do not for ALCs yet) 
Did the Air Force consider environmental costs during the BRAC process? 



Air Force Air Logistics Centers 
An I Overview 

Mr. Ron Orr 
Associate Director of Maintenan e C 

Directorate of Maintenance + DCS Logistics 







ALC Location Missior 
Example: Robins AFB 

LOGISTICS MISSIONS 
H Weapon System & Commodity Management 

H F-15, C-130, C-141, SOF Aircraft, Avionics, 
H Supply Management 
H Depot Maintenance 
H Distribution 3 L&- 

OPERATIONAL MISSIONS 
H 5th Combat Communications Group 

H 19th Air Refueling Wing 
H 9th Space Warning Squadron 

a SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 
H DLA, DFAS, DlSA 

BASE HOST ACTIVITIES 
H Civil Engineering, Security, MWR, Base Supply 



Installation Population 
Robins AFB 

I 6253 1' I. 731 Maintenance L) 
Total Manpower 

Product Manageme 

Air b e  W e :  2311 
78 Air Base Wing 522 
78 CEG 553 
78 OSS 55 
78 Med Gp 463 

Non AF Tenants: 171 1 
Dist Depot (DLA) 75 1 I 

DISA 318 
DFAS 138 1 

78 Sup Gp 718 I 

For Illustration Purposes Only- Not Certified BRAC data 

AF Tenants: 3187 
5th Cmbt Comm Gp 
19th Air Rfl Wing 
AFRES (Various) 







F-15 Directorate 
Focused on Total Weapon System Support 

d Upon FY 9514 Personnel Numbers - Not BRAC Certified Data 



Avionic 
Focused Full-S 

:s Directorate 
pectrum Support of the Commodi 

I Upon FY 9514 Personn el  Numbers - Not BRAC Certified Data 





Main tenance Objecti ves 
Common to Both services 

I 

rn Provide critical logistics support to the 
arfighter 

rn Preserve readiness 

nsure s under corn bat conditions 

I rn Eliminate excess infrastructure 

Improve depot maintenance processes to boost I productivitv 

ptimize 

I 

maintenanc rformance 



trategie 

Miinimal . i 
SELFSUFFICIENCY 







Air Force & Navy Aviation De 

I 

FY 99 FY 99 FY 99 F$ 99 
Capacity CORE Capacity CORE 

- I 
Source: BRAC 95 Data Call 



Direct Labor Hours 
(Thousands) 



I 

Summary 
I 

Air Logistics Centers: 

One of the primary function,$t 5 Air Force 
bases 

Share those bases with significant 
operational forces, non-AF tenants and base 
infrastructure support 

rn Collocate system management, engineering 
and maintenance functions 

Provide support to Air Forc el warfighting 
elements keyed to the Air Force mission 



DON NlCKLES 
OKLAHCMA 

COMMITTEES 

FINANCE 

WASHIINGTON. DC 20510 

ENERGY A N D  NATURA! 
FIESOURCES 

BUDGET 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

RULES AND AUMINISTHATION 

March 27, 1995 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

As you work through issues pertaining to depot maintenance, 
I thought the Depot Operations Indicators Report prepared by the 
Department of Defense would be of use to you in your analysi~ of 
the depots. Therefore, I have enclosed the Air Force section of 
the latest copy of this report for your review. 

For each depot an introductory page provides supplementary 
data and an executive summary. The supplemental data includes: 
depot name, depot location, major workload, personnel levels and 
current year budget. 

The following pages for each depot reflect a graphic 
portrayal of all the indicatcrs for that depot with analyses, 
when appropriate. The fourth page shows that data, the formula 
for each indicator and the goal for that indicator. 

I hope you find t h i s  r e p o r t  u s e f u l  in y o u r  analysfc of A i r  
Force Air Logistics Centers. 

1820 LIBERTY -0WER 
100 NORTH BROADWAY 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102 
(405) 231-4941 

3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
409 SOUTH BOSTON 
TULSA, OK 74103-4007 
19181 581-7651 

hon Nickles 
U.S. Senator 

NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
601 D AVENUE. SUITE 201 
LAWTON. OK 73501 
1405) 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
P O k ' A  CITY. OK 74604 
(405, 767-1270 
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FOREWORD 

This repon presents joint Service and DLA organic maintenance depot performance data 
reflected in the Depot Maintenance Operarional Indicators System (DMOIS!. It is the result of an 
evolutionary process of develop~ng and ennancing depot performance inaicator data. 

The latest stage in this process began in early 1992, when the Joint Policy Coordinating 
Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) direaed the Joint Performance Measurement Group 
(JPMG) t~ develop indicators relating to the Theory of Constraints. At that time, there was a view 
among the Services that the existing Periormance Measurement System Report had achieved 
commonality, but lacked amparabilrty. As a result, the JPCG-DM direaed the JPMG to look at 
other measures. The JPMG rewewed several sources for measuremenrs including Competitive 
Edges, the Theory of Constraints, and the measures required by the Chief Financial Officers Act. 
The DMOIS R e p n  is the resutt of the effor! to revise the CMPMS. The JPMG is also developing 
additional indicators for quality and invernory. 

The joint effon lo identify and repon cepot pericrmance data was first begun in response 
to a 1990 tasking by the Defense Depot Maintenance Counc:i (DDMC). The DDMC commissioned 
a Performance Measurement Task Force whose repon of 26 November 1990 recommended 
establishment of a Depot Maintenance Performance Measurcmenr System (DMPMS). 
Subsequently, the JPCG-DM establishes the Joint Performance Measurement Group (JPMG) to 
implement and maintain the DMPMS. 

The DMOlS reports are pubiishec semi-annually. The data presented covers two fiscal 
years by quarter, current fiscal year ana pas fiscal year. Since the first submission of the fiscal 
year is a mid-year submission (1st anc 2 3  quarters), ihere are six quarters of data discfayed. 
The !as1 submission for the fiscal year (3:: and 4th quarters) will dis~iay eight quaners of data. 

The JPMG will mntinue to review azc ennance the DMOlS to ensure that its indicators 
provide significant rnanagemenr iniormzi~cn. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page Ncmber 

FOREWORD . . . .  

TABLE OF CONTENTS iii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

INTRODUCTION 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

ARMYDEPOTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 

AnnistonArmy Depot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 
Corpus Christi Army Depot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LeaerkennyArmy Depot 15 
Red RiverArmy Depot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19 
TobyhannaArmy Depot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 

NAVAL AVIATION DEPOTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 

Naval Aviation C e ~ o t  Caerry Poim . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
Naval Aviation D e ~ t  Jac~sonviile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33 
Naval Aviation Depot North island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 

NAVAL SHIPYARDS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 
Pearl Habor Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  51 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 
Puget Sound Navz! Shipyard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  59 

AIR FORCE AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS AND SPECIALIZED CENTERS . . . . . . . .  63 

Aerospace Guida~ce ane Metrolcgy Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  E5 
Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  69 

. Ogden Air Logisiics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7? 
.- . 

Oklahoma Gity Air Lsgisics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8: 
San Antonio A r  Logistics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85 
Warner-Robins Air Logisiics Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  89 

MARINE CORPS DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  93 

Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Bamcw . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S.9 

DEFEYSE LOGISTICS AGENCY DEPOTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  103 

iii 



Page Number 

APPENDICES 

A . Llst of Reporttng Service Depots . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  109 

B . ServlcelDLA Points of Contact for DMOlS Reporting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  111 

C . Glossary of Terms and Acronyms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  113 



1.1 Description of the Key Areas and Their Indicators 

The Depot Maintenance Operations lndicators System (DMOIS) .?eport is comprises of three 
key areas: Theory of Constraints, Timeliness, and Financ:al. Each key area has one or more 
indicators that are described below. The formulas employed by each Service and DLA in 
csmputing the indicators are documented in the DMOlS Handbook. 

1.1.1 Theory of Constraints Indicators 

The Theory of Constraints (TOC) represents a philosophy of global system improvement 
designed to assist organizations in achieving their goals The TOC indicators are: 

a. Throuohput. Throughput is defined as  the rate at which the system generates money 
through sales. The formula ilsed to determine Througnput is revenue minus direct material. 
Revenue is defined as  the realized resutt fmm the sale of a product or service. Direct'material is 
defined as  the material specifically required for the performance of depot maintenance a s  specified 
by a work authorization cocumern. Througnput and Operating Expense are displayed on the same 
chart. 

b. Coeratina Ex~ense. Operating Excense is definea as  all the money the system spends 
in turning inventory into Throughput. The formula used to determine Operating Expe;lse is total 
actual cast minus direct material. Total actual mst is defined as  amounts determined on ths basis 
of costs incurred a s  distinguished from forecasted costs. O~erating Expense and Throughput are 
displayed on the same chart. 

c. Caoital Investment E!fecrveness. Capital Invesiment Effectiveness is the ratio of 
througnput to long term inventory. Long term inventory is aefined as the total deDreciated value 
of all caprtal assets (equiprnenr. kuiiaings, scmare) ,  exclueing lano and fixea assets not in use, 
owned Sy the depot maintenance acivity. 

1 .I .2 Timeliness 

Timeliness Indicators provide information regarding a depot's ability to complete the 
wonload in the agreed upon time. The timeliness indicators are: 

a. Schedule Indicator. The Schedule lndicator is a ratio of the units ccmpleted on time to 
the urirs scheduled. Schedule is defined as the most current schedule for completion of planned 
or programmed work. Cor;,plerion is defined as the date when a produc! is ~hysicaily c3ml;leted. 
On t i r e  is oaiined as  ccmoleting the wornload at the time promised. The Scnecule Indicator is 
-e;zne.: cniy bv NAVAI?. 4ir Fcrce and DLA. 



b. Process Davs. P:ccess Days IS calculated as  an average for varying commodities. The 
formula used to caicuiate Frccess Gays (except by NAVSEA) is the nurnber of days (date 
completed minus aate incacea) diviaea by the number of items. The formula used by NAVSEA 
to compute Process Days is scheduled flow days divided by actual flow days. 

1 .I .3 Financial Indicators 

Financial indicators provide information a b o ~ t  a depot's ability to manage to its budget. The 
financial indicators are: 

a. Net O~eratina Results. Net Operating Results are calculated and displayed as two 
separate indexes, cumulative budgeted and cumulative actual. The cumulative budgeted is a ratio 
of the cumulative budgeted revenue to the cumulative budgeted cost. The wmulative actual is a 
ratio of the cumulative actual reventie to the cumulative actual cost. 

b. Labor Hour Cost. Labor Hour Cost is a ratio of budgeted labor hour cost to actuzl labor 
hour cost. Budgeted labor hour cost is calculated as  the total budgeted cost divided by the 
budgeted total direct labor hours. Actual labor hour cost is calculated as the total -scnial cost 
divided by the actual total direct labor hours. 

2.1 Stmcture of the Report 

This report portrays data for eacn Service, or Service Activrty Group, and D L 4  The depots 
are presented alphabetically within each Service and DLA grouping. m e  report presents the 
Service and DLA data in the following order: 

Army 
Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) 
Naval Sea Systems Command ( N A V S S )  Shipyards 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 
Defense Log~stics Agency. 

The operations indicators for eacn depot are in the following order for each reporting depot: 

Throughput & Operating Expense 
Capital Investment Effectiveness 
Schedule Indicator 
Process Days 
Net Operating Results 
Labor Hour Cost 



2.2 Data Portrayal 

i l r  ePcz ceool, an ~mroduccry ;zCe provlaes sucplementaiy dara ana an executive 
summary. The supplementary aata Incuaes: depot name, aepot locat~on, major workload. 
personnel levels, hnd current year buc~et. The following two pages for eacn aepot reflccf r 
graphic portrayal of all the ~ndicalors for that d e w  w l h  analyses. wnen appropnale. The tourth 
page shows the data, the formula for each inalcaor. a d  the goal for that indicator. 

The data presented covers two fiscal years by quaner, current fiscal year and past fiscal 
year. Since the first submission of the fiscal year is a mid year submission (lsl and 2nd quarten), 
there are six cuarters of dsla displayw. The :as. suomission for the fiscal year (3rd and 4th 
quarters) will d~splay eight quarters of data. 

3.1 Repontng Activities 

The depot maintenance acmities thzt wiil repcn to !he DMOlS are noted in Appendix A of 
this rewrt. Depc!~ that the Defense ease Ciasure cna Kra~ignment Commission have voted to 
c!ose ;re not recuired to report. 

4.1 Point- of Contact 

Any inquiries regarding data presented in this report should be referred to the respectbe 
Service O r  DL4 representative to the JFMG. These inaiviauals zre identified in Appendix 6. 

5.1 Glossary 

A glossary of scrcnyms used in :IS rescn is provided in Aopendk C. 
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AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 
NEWARK AFB, OH 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Minuteman Ill MGS Peacekeeper MGCS 8-1 8 INU F-15 IMU F-16 INU 

F-117 IMU KC-1 35 INU PADS IMU DMINS IMU TMDE 

Carousel IMU SPN-GEANS IMU ESGN IMU Displacement Gym 

DEPOT MAWTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

Civiiii: 828 
Military: 5 

CURRENT YEAR INOUSiRlAL FUND BUDGET ($): 

$81,600,000 

Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 3rd and 4th quarter operations 
indicators were adversely affected by higher than anticipated Reparable 
Support Division (RSD) material costs and a planned IT94 budgeted loss of 
$7.5 million. Our Direct Product Labor Hours (DPAHJ were also less than 
budgeted due to decreased customer requirements in the following workloads: 
LN-39, Carousel, CN1375,7901A, PADS, and software deveiopment 
These three factors have reduced our revenue, increarzc! tow cost, affmed 
our schedule indicator and increased our labor hou. casts. 



AEROSPACE GUIDANCE.AND METROLOGY CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATlNG EXPENSE 

r 
2¶ - 

10 - 
W3 am 3193 r0 IBr at% 31% 4% 

Q F - L E r p r r  

A decrease in 3rd 8 4th quaner customer requirements. causing reduced revenue, coupled with increased material 
and RSD charges has resulted In decreased throughput and an inaease in our operating expenses. 

An increase of $20 million in funded/unfunded equipment has increased our long term inventory value. This 
increase was driven by the pumas8 of 11 Automatic Depot IneM Navigation Test Stations (ADINTS) in support of 
the 8-1 6. F-16, and Advanced Cruise Missiie (ACM) workloads. The mdubion in throughput and this increase in 
long term inventory value has resutted in a demase in our capital investmom effectiveness. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
COAL IndaSbuId Cmamdy 1- 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 

om r 

GOAL. I n d a S h a d d E p d  I 

a l -  

au 

a1 

rn 

The main driver for our 3rd quaner schedule indicator was a result of a kte start of our new Ring Laser Gyro 
workload. The 4th quarter schedule indicator was caused by the lack of parts used in the repair of our Camusel 
module workload. 

- 
- 
- 



AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

AGMC use3 7 wo- as Padng Berm' (3 IMWINU, 2 Gym, 1 Velocity Meter and the Mhuteman Ill Mlssile 
Guidance Set). Two of our padng worttloads, 7901 Gyro and Carousel IMU, had significant@ longer turn around 
the& These two workloads produced units with longer than average time awaitlng parts. These units coupled with 
reduced receipts inaeased our ovenfl process Qylr indicator. 

NET OPERATlNG RESULTS 
GOAL. k n d  NORIBudgad NOR h d d  qnd 1M) 

LC9 
lm 
M 

The R 9 4  2nd quarter aaual costs were higher as a result of an erroneous RSD charge of $1.3 million for 20 Fuel 
Saver computers. This emr  was c o r n e d  in the 3rd quarter, causing our cumulative actual cost to be artifldally 
higher in the 2nd quarter and lower in the 3rd quarter. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
GOAL %LclbmHocoCac t lnhrshoJd~nc inurr lyb~aor~~lm.  

us 
u - 

u 

RWced customer requirements in the following workloads have caused a decrease in our total d i m  labor hours: 
LN-39. Cmusel, CN 1375 Gym, 7901A Gym. PADS and software development These 6 workloads account for 
107 ,;cl;;and produdicn hours that were budgeted but did not geneme. 



AEROSPACE GL'IDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

C,a,cer = . G :  Year 9: - - -- ZJ - - -  ; $3 94 - >& ;.EL 4 54 - - -  . - .  - ,. 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
i.E\E\lZ-XXEC !.IAziUAL = F W O U G X P L T  

TUThi L S S T . 2 X  W T c F  - OPERATISG EXPE'iSE 
SevenuerS) 20.300.000 19.800.000 32.200.200 10.000.000 19.336.000 18.381 . K O  18.735 000 16.244.000 1 
Totar Cost ISi  19.466.000 7 7.929.COO 37 2 5 5  900 C 054.000 ' 17.122.000 20.675.000 18.859.000 21.789.000 
Direct Matena~s r$) 3,957,000 4 575.000 5 333 200 2,365.000 1 7.888.000 ' 1 ,196 000 3.564 COO 7,447,000 I 

16.343.000 1 15.225,000 1 26.867 000 - 7 515 000)! 1 1 618,0001i 7 185.00315,151.000'1 8,797,~001 

- 15.509.000 13.354 000 25 922.200 - 5.563.000 ' 9.234,000 9,479 CC': 1 ~ ,27500 (3~ ,342 ,000  11 

CAPtTAL lNVE!3ME?JT EFFECTIVENESS 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 

FFiOCESS DAYS 
3ATt: 1DL- - 3 A ; E  C3.WLTEil- PRO(LSS DAYS 

, Cornmnens Process Davs 57895 33.37' 2.2: 0 31.1091 51.01C 53.915 54.557 48.266 I --- Number of Items 007 224 zz 966 7 ,CS  C L E  1 004 645 I 

NET OPE.3ATlNG RESULTS 
,C,?.i AL-~AL ?.E\.T3lEtL.X A n ' A L  C 2 S T  i 

C,?f BL2- -CIPIZZC'-?II B L n ; i ? D  CCST=hOR m E X  
Cdrr auac Revenue rS) 20.678.000 45  381.CCS 70 655 C00 CS.2:7 COO 19.569.000 40 7'7s X t  6'  .423.000 81,754.003- 
Cdm 3uac Cast ( 5 )  29 091 COO * 372 CCC E E  SE2 3C0 - G ?  -'7 CSO '8 432.900 60 457 X 2  E 4  916 X 0 1  89.283.000 
Budqetod NOR INDEX 1 C3 , n- 4 L C2 U2 ; % I  . r 
L - :>.95 11 - 0.92 
, Cam A a a ~  Revenue IS) 20.339.000 13.C59.CCC 72.28E CCO 82.272.CO0 19.506.000 57.287.X3 56.622.000 I 72.866.000 
Cdm A m a  Cost 1s) 19 466 COO :' 395 C03 52 655 CC0 77 ' 04  000 17 '22.000 2-72: 3 0 G  55 655.530 78,445.000 1 

i 04 . n- ' A 4  -- V I  + 25 ' 06 ' . I4  -- : 30 0.93 I' 

NOR INDEX 
-- - - C2 - - . :3 . gc 07 . - c  -- 2 :< 06 101  

LABOR HOUR COST 
(canurn TCTM . 4 c : h i  cs,rLmmn+ ACNAL TOTU 3w, I 

(CLMLUTIVE TDTAL EL= CU~X,CL%UT~VE B L Z E T E Z  XYiAL D M  - L S O R  HC LX X-7 n2M 
T o w  Buaaetea Cost 1s) 20.091.000 44.372.000 69.C82.300 45 7'7.230 18.422.COO 40.42; XC 64.91 E f O C  89.283.000 1 
Gucaema 'star DLH 279,802 573.612 873 542 ','65.012 247,125 505.f" 765 'j6 ' : ,019,722 

[Bud ~ b o r  Hour Cost $7' .80 #I 577.36 579.37 90 .44  5 1 6 . 4  $75.59 9 4 r C .  $57371 
=ACIU~I 2 Cost IS; 
Actual Total DLh 268 532 527 976 -., -- TEE. G g d  95,: 205.779 422 "' - -. 62E 270 81 1,575 

,Actual Labor Hour Cost $72 49 270 E5 252 1-E 31.2; 93.21 939 4 .  S90.18 
- 

$96.65 
L a o r ~ o u r  Cost INDEX - 3 .  w - - -  -, -- . .-  a 91 • 29 I c i 06 - 1 1C 

,5-- - -- 



AEROSPACE MAlNT AND REGENERATION CENTER 
" 4 1 1 1  
dfi v ~S-:V~GPJT-AN AF?,  Ai  

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Precare NC for long/snon term storage, ieDreserve AfC in storage and malntaln 
AIC in siorage. Withdraw NC :rom s;o:aGe and preDare them for flyaway. Remove 
Far; anc assern~lies from siored airc:a2 ma cDver overlana delivenes. Deliver A/C 
to msseums ana transDon of AiC to g~cnerytbomo~ng ranges. EPA clean-UD on 
s'atlc cis~lay NC and n;rscellaneous s m : a  projecrs. Also elirnlnanon slte for 
B-52's uncer terms of Szaregrc Arms R e a m o n  Treary. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

Civiiian: 576 
Military: 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUDGET ($): 

AMARC IS a service organizaaon fia? siovlces for siorage, regeneranon ana 
drs~csai of arcra;: anc relarea aerossce iisms as well as selectec 
non-aero-space, out-slzeu anc soecuizea items. Enccrnpassing 2.600 acres, 
AMARC czrrently has more can 4,SSO urc:a in sorage with an accursrbon value 
of nealy S1 5.98. Related aerosDace item in srorage 1r1c:ude proauczon tooling, 
englnes, cyrons, pylon lcaa acacrers 2r.c s:*a,.ne comtsnenrs. In P 9 4 ,  AMARC 
recelvea 735 arcraft vauea ai S4B. In zc:::on, nealy 3,COO line ~tems of tooling 
were aocer to n e  Inventory. in P(%. Ah'lAiiC ierurnec :97 arclac and 28,612 
Far;., anc ccmDonenrs vaiuec a; SS94M. :̂ JI?CI an oce.rzring Duager of S49M, this 
ecia:es rc a rerurn of S20 rn ccscs zrc services for every collar seenr. A M A R C  
elirz~narec 279L of the 350 8-52 m a w  tx?,Tcers In accorcance W I ~  ?he Strareglc 
Ar;;,s Fiec,,-aon Treary ana canages cver ; 04,000 l~rie irerns of arcr4n proaucaon 
t o 3 l r n ~ ,  1nc:uarng equlpmenr ::om Ine B-', C-i4; anc A - I  0 proauczlon Ilnes. 

PericP-arcs of the lncimtors was af~cec:  Sy a reauiremenr to meer a 
programmec loss of S7.7M fc; F{94, a cr;ange rn 3 e  nenoc of deprec!anon 
0ccd:Rng ~n ~ l e  2nd anc 3rc C:r of 6 E S C .  z e  cornDleoon or ne F-i06 Full Scais 
Aena Targer Prcgram, consz-~clon :z :wary fac:lites involved in the process-in 
acavlry anc non-materlaiizauon oi tke jer erglne ~nterme~are malnrenance (JEIM) 
wor~~oaa. 



AEROSPACE MAlNT AND REGENE3ATION CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
G O d :  GE Sisllid Irzearc Slower or Dccrearc Fasrcr r i m  T h ~ o u ~ r q u t .  or Dcrrcacc when Througnpur ir CONI~U 

5 3 .  

O ' IA3 Z93 3d3 M3 1m 219r 3 B  494 
I 

I h m y n w  O p r r v r n l -  

Heaaquaners requirement mandating a S7.7M loss for FY94 ana a reaucJon in revenue generatec !rorn existing 
projecl workloaas causea expenses to be greater than througnput 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
WU: lndn Siauid Conunudy Inrrcarc 

Downw~rd movement resulted from audit finding leaaing to adjustments in depreciation accaunts and inventory 
build-up in preparation for the F-4 drone program. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
tax: Indrr Sirodd Equoi 1 

I ' 

h m s h  P I D ( P I ~ ~  

OUT: 1st half FY94 downturn due to end of F106 program & increase In pans and manhour reauirements from 
earlrer pnorrty demancs. 2nd haif upturn aue  to enc  of F106 program ana improvement In W O K ~ O ~ ~  preplann~ng 
aarvlty. OUT: FY9.4 trend ~rcpacted by large numDer of F16s needing det. cord removal. Small upturn result of A/C 
u n a e r p n g  rr,inlmum preservation in cer ceslanarea reaulrements. RECLAMATION: P r o c e a ~ r e s  used to estaalish 
d e l ~ v e r j  da te  uneer 29% Increase in cemand for prlorcty removal items red 



AEROSPACE MAlNT AND REGENEaATION CENTE3 

PROCESS DAYS 
GOL: Procus D m s  Sirovld snow Conruruu R z u n o n  

NET OPERATING RESULTS 
W L  A d  rVORIBudqYcd NOR s h o d  cqwucqwu 1.00 

3 r 1 

Experience wrth prior dmne programs contributed to AMARC'S zbiiity !o more a~urarely foreas: drone pmgram 
casts. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
W.U: Tht L o r  Hour Cos l n d u  vanid C O ~ L C I U .  be a: or aeiow 1 .GO. 

: J 
I 

Donor aircraft were identified to supply paslcmponents fcr drone program aircraft. thereoy reogci~g RSD costs to 
the csstome:. Better resource utilization among AMi..?C's precesses lowered costs. 



AEROSPACE MAINT AND REGENERATION CENTE2 

THROUGHPUT & OPEiZATlNG EXPENSE 
iE\R-LZ.DIREC hM-EzI.+u = T i C L ' G H P L T  

TOTAL MST-DIRECT \MiEXLAL = O P E R A 3 G  = 3 S E  
iievenuo (a) 8.065.290 8 .n i .277 17.392.903 12076.475 11 . I  86.653 7.756.327 7,251,886 8.128.640 1 
Total Con (s) 7.304.171 9 122.474 16.613.E40 111.578.1 :S 10.E42.390 9.578.398 9.764.927 110,927,247 I 
D~recr Matenars f$) 2,707 077 2.?07,650 2,705,750 I 2.847,; E6 5::E 763 1,17C,951 . % c w  1 ,967,852 1 

!Throuuhput (S) 5,358.213 i 6.663.627'114.597 15&1 9,229,309 8 049.876 1 6,531,376 6.7i2,44All 6,160./8811 
I Ooemtlnu Expense (S) 4537.094 I 7,Ci4 76441 3.81 8,090 11 8.720.949 8.403 447 ' 9 , ~ 5 , ~ [ - 1  

CAPITAL INVESTMENf EFFECTlVENESS 
T H R O U G H P U T I L O N ~  IWEYTORY 

Thm~gn~tn  (S! 5.358.213 6,663,627 '14,597,153 I 9.229,3(;9 8.049.i76 6.561.376 6,712,442 1 6,160,788 1 
Lonmem lnvemory (S; - 4  069.828 22.428.755 22.225.538 112.1 14 825 11 379.02e 13.51 1.534 13.989.677 114.520,569 1 

'INDEX 0.38 I 3.30 1 0.66 1 0.76 3 iB 1 0 49 0.48 11 0.421 

SCHEDULE INDICA'TOR 

PROCESS DAYS 
TOTAL PXOCESS DAYS %-L?vfER OF ITEMS = 4\=+GE P4-S DAYS 

I I 
I 

NET GPE.'LATING RESYLTS 
,:cL?.i ACLXL RRZI~X'CLX A ~ C ~ L  COST; I 

tCUX BLDGEED RE%EVZZCuW BLDGETEC C3STl=hOR b?)M 
Cdm BLCC Revenue fS) 7 672.000 (1 6.863.000 26.295.000 '35.7C2.C23 10.050.000 19.860.000 30.523.000 141,355,000 1 
C U ~  ~ U C G  cost ($1 5 712 COO 17 423 000 "r 10 000 35.0'7 C52 1' 509 OCO 23 4.65 000 35.632.030 48,145,000 ' 
Budqeted NOR INDEX 0 68 0.97 1 1.0: y 22 3 97 0.85 0.86 I 0.86 1 1  

Cdrn A m a h  sevenue r Si  a 065.290 16.E6.567 34 2 9  473 46.305 345 1: ,866 653 16.942.550 26.1 94 672 3,323,512 1 

Cdm Amar C o s  fS) 7 304 77' 16 425 585 33 CCO 425 40 616 5L3 1C 862 SCO 20.420 768 30.185.715141.675.866 I 

[Actual NOR INDEX i 10 03 I 1 0 4 1  ; c4 - C9 0 93 0 ~71 0.82 1 
NOR INDEX i 25 G6 cc I a C2 25 ' '0 . C .  

"- , 3.06 11 

LABOR HOUR COST 
(CLMLUTIVE TOTAL ACTLAL C C O S T I C L . U ~ X  A n ' A L  7CT.U. DU1", I 



OGDEN AIR LOGlSTlCS CENTEI'I 
I L L  AF2. LT  

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

FiRF4 P h a ~ f o m ,  F-16 Fghbng Falcon, LGM-30 Minu:eman Miss~le, 
LGM-118A Peacekeeper Missile. GBU-I 5 bser  Guced BomD. 
SirnularcrvTraining Devtces. AGM-65 Mavencx Missile, Cruse Missiles, Lanaing 
Gear, Wheels & Brakes, Air Mun~nons, Ex~losives, Phc:an~cs, Aircrart Instrurenrs, 
anc Aircziit Guns. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE P E R S O N N E L  LEVEL: 

C U R R E N T  YEAR INDUSTRIAL F U N P  B U D G E T  ($1: 

-ere are at least four itercs o; Inreres; $a; have ?ac a signiiicant imcacf 
cn t7e performance of these irciczirors. Dcnric :r,e '5: Ct- tP93. D M R D  904 
became erfecnve, wn~ch reauirffi me coss cr Recaracle Su~oon Division (RSD) 
marenal be aaaed to the daia syslems fizt rack orocccon ccsn and revenue. 
R S D  matenal is used to rewr a7 item *at belofigs - ro an organmnon cther 
:?an the depot (sucn as Air Corr.sat Commancl. , r,e c3:s assoc:ateC wid7 ;?IS 
ma:ena! are !hen considerea ~n me pro:ir :7c !CSS asDec? of ceDof Derformance, 
wnicti -aKes ;%se CoSiS more acc.;:a:e men ccrs~cecng :Re 'ozl cos; of doing 
cusiness. When Vie cata SYS;ETS were ieorccrmmea :o accress FiSD malerial. 
:-,e svs:ems cia nar conseier,::~ recocnlze ne  ccsz , n  :ye ceoit anc crecit 
accounnng formar. tvlost of LYese pro~iems nave 3een resolves: here 2-e a few, 
nowever, wnlcn aie Delng oe&i.a~tfi cn a case oy czse Gas&. Tne secona Ite.9 
Was a cnsnge in the act3unonp p;acear;res callec 'Revenue Recognition.' Ir r e  
wr some of me casrs ana mcs of me revenues were countea in the aata sysrem 
3nce 3 e  ena Droaucr was csr;,crerea. Uncer revenue rxognicon, cosis ana 
revemes are csunrea as ~e c:zcuc; Roves ;rrcLcn :Ye LWIP cyase. This new 
Frocecure Decane efteczve c:nq me 3:c C:' FC3, a: wnich m e  costs an0 
revenues accGmularea to caie for tnose items in n e  WIP were acaed to me s y s ~ r  
11 a "Iurnp sumM entry. This ~ u s e a  the c:sz ;o oe amiicaily nign for tne Qtr. Born 
of these items will have a snor, :em imoac: on cese DeGormance measures. The 
:?I& item is ~f l~~:DaIed  worklom aid no; narerlailze zs glanned.  four^, 
rarenals for the F/A-18 workload were not avarlale in a :zely manner causing 
:'le sc~eaule and flowcays ;nc:ca:ors for a!rc:a? ":c st;c:v E' c ,  cesiracle trenC 



OGDEN AIR LOGiSTlCS CENTER 

THROUGHFLIT & OPERATING EXPENSE 

At the beg~nning of N 9 3 ,  data system proDlem resulted from the imlementation of DMRD 904. The data system 
was prevenred fmm recognlzlng all of the as is  =a revenues acumula:ea dunng the Qtr. The 1-0 increase in 
total cost and revenue aunng 3rd Gtr N o 3  was cue to the cnange in revenue recognrtion. T has w e n  lower than 
OE since 4th Qtr -93 because worWoad has not matenlizea at the anricipated rare. In the 4th Qir FY94, T was 
down becase fewar hours were soid than in the prevlous quarter. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
G9A.L: : r i a  3 h s d  Csnruauailv incrcacc 

3 

The inceotlon of DMRD 904 resuttea In data swem omolems that =used the system to show coss and sales to be 
lower thm they actually were dunng 1st Ctr N93. The acsuntlng prccsaure change ln revenue remgndlon (msts 
and sales) has caused throug~put tc be afldicizllv nlgn In 3rd a r  N 9 3 .  The trend from 4th Qtr -93 through 4th 
Qtr FY94 rs rh6 result of a "wall to wail' rnvenrcrj c: czccal eauipmenr as well as signlitcant ac3usimnts to the GO17 
Systerr: to c o m a  Drogrammlng prco!etrs. 

SCHEDLLE INDICATOR 
h".;L: iucz 3iz3uid t',-uai i 

1.1 % 

I 

A l l n L l  - ~ p m c n n H k r l i a  

Components drcppea during 4:h Otr N93 ,  1 st Cfr FY94 ana 4th Qtr FY94 due to canyover of wornload. Second 
Qtr FY94 data improved once these assefs began :o proauce. This is an annual cycfe due to the manner in wnich 
workload is induced. Aircraft drop~ed dunng 3rc ana 4th Q:; 9 9 4  aue to non-availibility of kit compcnents and 
other airc=f! marena! spec::ically relatea to the F:A-7 E woritlcaa. F-16 atrc:afl were on tine 1009: fcr all of -94, 
ana C-13C alrc:afi were on time 9646 :or all of FY94. 



OGDEN AIR LOGlSTlCS CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 
W.C: Procrcr D q s  3 h w d  snow C ~ n r r u '  deaknon 

: 3 

-- H u l r L .  -- 
The cornpcnent data reoresents the average numoer of process days per rtem of the 20 unlace srock numbered 
items mated. Changes to the s a q l e  populaon may be require0 to maKe this rnarcaor as meanrngful as posstble. 
The Incri3aslng rrena In atrcm flowaays cunng 2r,a C:r ihrcugn 4th Q3 FYW 1s aue to an inc:eue of modrflcatlon 
worn pamages, conirac: workloac. an0 parWmarena; prcolems assmatea wdh the FIA-1 8 arrcra. 

NFT OPERATING RESULTS 
GOAL Acnu'  rVORJBudpllcd h'OR h u i d  d 1 .LO 

The downward movement in NOR from 1s: O!r N 9 3  to 2nd Qtr N 9 4  was aue to womload not matenaliz~ng at the 
expected level. In 4th Olr -94 a loss ocxlrea in arrcran due to ovemeaa ana GBA costs being spread across a 
smaller workload base. Produnon hours In a1rczi2 were 12% !XIOW target. Additional losses occurred in 
deprec~atlon, RSD marenal ana lamr. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
G U L  Ti.2 b r  s o w  Cos: ..w smvid am~?urrb oc a or buow 1.09. 

LHC cc?iinues 1s be aDove 1.0 to: sevem reasons. Large creaits in RSD rnat6naI were recognlted in FY93, but the 
o%sedlng aebi?s were recorned in N94. There was little history wnen the RSD targets were be~ng aevelopsd which 
hi,,z - .Ec ,:. '. ,-f;e!rr; acarar!. Other reasons for the trend in FY94 were: operational TDY csctinudd to be 

higr2, .+--  ,..a,, .-.. .=, y L i ~ ~  L CLS to unciannea FMS TDY, incr~ased mi~sife 1ranspoRat1on by tnck ra:;er :r,t;, by aircraft, a 
c n a n p  In <7.5a8.d S:C.-ZS~ snes, arlc excess manpower. 



OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT b OPERATING EXPENSE 
?..E\al'E-CIRUC? MATERIAL - THROLCHPL? 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
L \ r n  C 3 W  0% mm YMDLZED 

j krcran Scheaulea 86 I 84 I 74 1 66 I 55 55 78 1 74 1 
' Arcran Carnaeteo e6 j 4  -A 66 54 65 74 1 62 1 

I I N D U ~  1001  39 - -  7 001 - ' 0 0 1  3 58 -- 0 951 - 
, brnwnents Scneaulea 20.845 20.650 ' 9  567 23.524 22.432 19.922 i8.678 1 17.177 1 
I Cornmnenrs Cjm~letea 181531 79523 '5 203 ' 9  2921 ; 7 8 7 3  17 655 18 24.3 15 665 I 
, - INDU- 0 87 1 0 55 1 2 92 0 82 3 8 0  C 90 c 3 7  0.91 1 

I Mlssl~es Scneaurea 70 a 26 I A 1 29 541 39 52 1 43 

M~ssties Cornoletea 36 I 36 LI S9 54 39 52 1 43 1 

IUEX - 0 5 1 '  c31 * 50 ' 0 0 '  i w  1 o o ~ i  1 oo j  ' 001 

PROCESS DAYS 
TOTAL PROCESS C A Y S . ~ I W U  OF lTE+iS - Ak'ERAtE PROCESS DAYS 

I Arcran Prnczss Davs 6 837 5.955 6 223 4 620 6.050 1 5.018 6 997 I 6.286 1 

I Nurn~er of Items 86 j4  -1 66 55 65 78 1 64 1 
lAVG PROCESS DAYS 79 50 1 32 SO 32.20 70.001 110001 77 23‘ 88.42 I1 98.22 ' 
Misv~es Process ~)avs  2.62 1 .;&6 2.224 2.582 2.737 I 3.01 9 2.742 1 2.08 /- 

I Nummr of Items 36 I 26 I d l  39 1 54 3: I 52 I 43 

!AVC PROCESS DAYS I 72.51 1 a 50 I 5 68 66.21 ' 50.69 1 7 7 4 1 1  52.73 11 48.53 1 

Csrnmnents r'rocass ~)avs 3.656 1 .&2 4.81 1 503 

Nurnwr ot !terns 112 E6 20 1 28 1 
52 56 ..-, -- 

AVG PROCESS DAYS a t e  24 05 I 17.96 11 

YET CPE3ATING RESULTS 

LABOR HOUR COST 
(amurn TOTAL ACNL ~ S T , C L ! U T I V E  ACNAL TOTAL DLH) I 

'CLXLUTM TOTAL B L !  COSTCL%L\Tl% B L D G E E D  rCITAL DLHl - IABOR HOLR COST X U  
T o m  Buaaetea Cost (S) I 901 75215 2031380GO l 31 1556000 1 420453000 101 466000 20604700C 3728GSa;OG I 41 71 16000 1 
euaaeteu Total DLH 
7 

1703164, 3354717 5532074 6735238 1393723 2824704 43260001 57863501 
,=Labor Hour &st I S52.95 ;I $60.55 i 561.92 962 4 3  I $72.80 ,i $--7 
^^--.LL-..-314991000 1 42214400C 
Actual Total ELL( 1604374 322C679 4765S86 62965861 1397286 2834764 417a001  5491000 

3 6 . 2 '  f62 -2. 562 ;: S 4  ii 574 75 574 55 575.47 ' 76.88 1 . ..A . n.  . e. ? C6 - - u w 
4 1 0 7 ,  



OKLAHOhfA CITY AIR LOGiSTlCS CENTER 
TlNKE.? AFE, CK 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

Bornoers (8-52 ana 8 - I ) ,  tankers (KG:35), ana other s ~ e c ; d  purpose arcraft, 
(CiEC-135, E-9, and E-6), rnlsvle ana aircraft engines, alrcrail, englne. and 
excrangeaore compixerz (arrcrait saucural conwnens, engine accessones, 
pneucraulics;hyarau~~csipnemancs, oxygewsas gene..-,r:ng eaulpmenr, engine 
ano flignt insuurnenrs, unlaue aworucs ana soitware). 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

C U R R E M  YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUDGET (S): 

0klat;orna City ALC has succwfully ceirverec aneac of sc:eaule or on-irme 
all arcraft. engines, ana excnangemles for mire anc !3tim cgarrer of F Y g .  
Tiirougnput has increasea S36.6M ourc,c R 9 4 .  i?;e CSD~E lnvestmenr lnaex 
connnued to lrnprove ~n N94 for a toa: inc:ezse of 65% wit:; a reaumon 
~n Inventory value of $40.5M. The ove-ail Oenc ~n Process Days connnues rn a 
cosinve clreczon W I ~  a ad cecrease O i  58 cays for a,rc:afi. engines, arLc 
excRmgeaDles in :ye fourn cuaner or V94. A a z a  Laor Hcur Cosr n a s  
csnccuec :o 3e lower rn Euccetw G a r  kozr Ccs; :or the zas; e!G-: caners 
by an averace C i  S i  2.00. 

ir;:ovanons :a IrrDrove C,'KC-735 insz=:an crocesses, aggressive r x s  
---7:-0-er:, b - ana eswlsrnenr ci C;K2-; 35 w o r ~  center s;r.xzurar :em!r ;earn 
zac a 30siiiv~ eriecr on Ti.irougnp.& Scr,eoulrng, ano Pvccess Days inclcarors. - 

I Re W O ~ K  center team.cc.nonsed of h ~ g n i v  tralnec s : T ' J ~ ~ z !  reDair rnecnanlcs; has 
~ X C K : : M  z!rcra;: s;-LC.,-z1 -cm -,ar p:ocessss Trie ;ear;; IS ac:va;ea wnen 3 e  
airczz has comolereo r,e ri;:,?;af reElr 2 :cc t s  anc 1.5, :Cler: zovea to tbe t a s K  
t e 3 ,  area to acccmolisn ioencfie~ reoars. T ~ e e  gooal IS :o nee! customer 
sc~esules, recgce CSS~, 210 lrnplove orocuczon flow. 



OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
WtU. Of S h o d  Itwearc j i o w u  or Dccruuc Fasur than Througnpur, or Derrurw w h n  Throupirpu; is Connonr 

: y o  
36Q - 
UO i- 
la !- 

:I30 i 
="a + 

11° t lm 

60 *t--- 

N94 Operating Expense exceeds Througnput due to Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) wnich included the return 
of N92 prot i .  Increased mning to cevelop a multi-shlled work force has mutted in an Operating Expense 
increase of only 1.2% and will resun in cast avolaance for the future. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
WU: lnan Siwdc! co- lncruru 

03 1 

The Index csntinues to irrprove in FY94 for a total increase of 65?L from N93. Long Term Inventory shows a 
positive trend wrth a decrease of S40.5M from N93 ro FY94. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
GOAL. Indrr Sirouid Ejvar' 1 

Am: New inspection processes, speclany repair teams, and improved pans availability are showing positive resuns 
for all arrc,ratt. Eng: lncreasea empnasls on 'just in time' scheduling of manpower, equipment, ana facilities has 
improved scheduling funclon. Excn: Produeion percentage increase can be attributed to a tezm affon identrtying 
manp3wer, capacity, pans, ana ccilars, earlier in tke repair process. 



OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTlCS CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

-- -- - b = ~ ~ r = = =  

Ac!t: The oosdwe trend dunng FY93 and FY94 IS dnven by lrnprovea rnsmction ano recar Crcces-Jes. The 
penurbauon In N94  IS resultant al E-3 and GI 35 cornsion ccnrmr aria strucural reoar precess cnanges. Eng: 
rrnproved training, management emonass, ano crocess imorovernenr have res~lted In cecreasec flow cays on all 
engines. Excn: The cecrease an be anmuteu to a precess Immvement wnicl'l allows fcr a 'j~s: in time' 
inductran of assets to r e  ovemaul snop. 

NET OPERATING RESULTS 
WAL AC- NOR'BU~LLLD iW.4 m u  rn 1.m 

lm, 
:Ln - 
M I- 

UIZ + 

Budgerea Operaring resucs fcr N 9 c  reilec; a SEO.SM lcss anven ay Program Buqet Decisions (PE3s: w n h  
direcred the return of prcfrts for N 9 2 .  Aaual loss was reoucea tc 529.5M by cost reauaion inrtiauves. The axl 
reducion initiat~es resuriec in the acual NOR lncex exceeclng :Re aucgeled NOR lnaex ay i .,C?'o. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
W.4.L Tka b o r  i iow C J ~  indu m u d  a r r r ~ n m ~ v  be a: or ociow 1.00. 

1 

C~iifig the past eight quaners aaual labor hour cost averaged $;2.CO less than the budgered laac- ?our c s t  The 
t21al laoor hour css; fcr 4/93 ana Lf94 is S91.E and Si06.20, r3s~ec;vely. Thrs tncludes marenal, whrcn IS ~ u c h  
I ~gher a: an bncjlne repair csnter. Without material, tha !aoor z3ur  ~ 3 s :  for 4/94 IS $55.4 



CKUHOMA CITY AJR LSGlSTlCS CENTEZ 

THROUGHPUT & OPEFATING EXPENSE 
;:\E\tx.Jm ' .L";TL<~ ; 7-accc:-L::Y - . ,..G C2ST.CIRECZ S U = .  = CPEXATLUG LVEUSE 

iievenue I S ;  ' 1 7.502.GOO ,178.627.163 223.208.662 153.293.905 14-,566.860 '1 76.515.491 189.718.187 1196,948,197 
-c*a ccs; :Si . " ..C" :.~,L.CCO ::: ,352.144 222.252.253 752.:47.e19 :E< .G ;  .::6 1 7 7 . 3 :  .fZ3 191 .C28.734 206.942.939 ' 

Clrec: M a t ~ s  15) 23,395,981 45.5 1:  ,515 :5.000.527 -7,.942.834 6J.253.756 05.743.413 92,C04.387! 80.929.679 1 

-5) *c3.C06.019,1 S3.1 : 5.547 11 5e.206.335 - 75.348.071 t3.203.CE4 11 90.779.078 27.7;3.800111 16,018,518 / 
; Operaunq Expense ($1 39.S56.019, 85.e41.533 108.25?.666 39.204.985 rlC0.137.22C,~ 92.1 ;~.820'~~9.024,347;1126,013.250j 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTlVWESS 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
~ \ m  ~~.MPLEIED ov rnctyrn S C H E D L ~ ~  

I k~ S ~ W C U I ~ C  16 2 5 24 23 25 25 19 1 23 1 - - Arcran Qrnaeoea 7 1 27 - 22 :4 be - 7 ' 9  23 ' -- 
i l ~ t E X ~  

- 
2 69 0 31 : 2 2  ' CO . -53 ? 52 ' 00'- - ? -  - -- 

Eia~nes Scwuiec Leo ::O --" --6 ;2 1 '2.4 .S6 179, 164 I - 
I Enc~nes Corncietea 240 ,'3 1 -a- - A E  ZZO * 24 -04 179 I 1691 
:INDEX 

l_________--pP 

' $0 ; 56 29 . 20 ' 30 2 96 1 3 0 1  1 00 1 

I Excrianaeanles kleauiec i E  354 2 265 2' ECO - -3 6 74: 22 2 4  2 .620  22.1 29 1 22.795 
1 Excianqeaa~es Comc~etec 26,393 :' 363 27 3CO - 7  s t 6  2' ;33  Z2.254 21.729 1 22,795 I - * -  iINDEX 0 98 1 3 06 C $8 9 9% J -20 3 9 1  0.98 I! 1 00'1 

PROCESS DAYS 
T U T d  ?Q-S 3 A b Z  \lWF.?. OF iT34-5 - A Y E i U C E  PQO(15S DAYS 

1 A r m  Rocass Davs 2 5 1 i  A 156 - --. I ;  i 2 ~2 312 2 720 
* - -- 3.689 1 - -. 3.356 1 

Number or Items ' 6  - - - CJ 25 2 4 19 8 23 -- -- - - -- IAVG PROCESS DAYS -6356 .  - - ;a A -- 26 25 22 65 E5 '55 CO 1 194 16d - - - -  145.91 
t 7a  nes ~fccass 3avs 5 362 - -:u - r L- Z 522 5.G46 3,792 3.702 - A - .  - J I -  ^ . - c  

N u m ~ e r  or Items 5 2 JO 3 0 30 28 52 ' 41 1 M -- 
W G  PROCESS DAYS 57 25 C6 25 . L C  ,... 47 104 17 93 M I ~  97 34 92.491 84.14 1 

ucnanaean~es Proass  Zavs 246 i c g  '55 1281 1175  
Nurnmr or lrens - n '3 ' 0  10 i 0 
AVC PROCESS DAYS 1.: 22 2: 53 . - 2 :+ .- ' 2.80 . a  79 - - 

NET OPERATING RESULTS 
C-If AC;& iiE\Z\-LEICICX A C , ' t U  C Y  ,' 

rb3! S.-?GFEZl F.E\"L\llC-3t BL-3.7- C r , = \ O R  & 3 L Y  
Cum Suaa %venue IS.) : d6.201 .GOO c35E.;:-E.200 5 ! E . 3 8 . 3 C O  7 . .  5.:65.CCO : :5.238.C00 386.77.1000 606.292.000 1828.635.C2& 
Cdrr Succ (2s: ,S; 'L2.7CC.900 322.365.CC0 $ 7  -6C.CCC SSS.3:E.CCO lE9 42.ZGO 475.568.000 F51.:1^4.000 1889.566.OCC 

:Buaoeted NOR INDEX i .OA ' .04 ' .OC 1.04 . 0 .02 '  C.93 0.93 1i 0.93 i 
Cum A c Y a  Fievenue  IS^ ' ? 7.522.000 256.125.163 4E5.3CE.225 642.525.930 lc:.556.613 ;324.086.L51 513.804.538 1710.752.735 
Cum Amar Cost IS\ "3.252.SOO 245.225.:J5 462.45-.242 ECZ.ZC5.361 :64 .L01.3:6 342.252.20 533.280.985 i740.223.924 

;Actua! NOR !NDEX ' .03 i .34 . . 24 - .22 3.93 : 5.05 0.96 11 0.96 1; 

NOR INDEX 2.59 . .?D . a 2.SE ;.57 . 4 ~  1.03 J 1 .C3 : . -. . *- 

LABOR HOUR C3ST 
,CXLUX'.;'.T T",Th; A C A L  C34?T.C-XLTiAmZ AC 'AL  E T M  CLYJ i 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 
McCLEFLAN AFil, CA 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

F-1 1 : , F-15, A-1 0 , KC-1 35. Communicanons-Eiecnonics, Space 
Sysiems, Ground Power Generators 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

Civilian: 5386 
Military: 21 3 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FUND BUDGET (3): 

Exterm fac:ors, of wnlch we have limlrea czntrcl, afiecxg ail cenrers, lniluencea 
Throug~put and lncreasea Ooeraung Exsense. To c3m~ens ie  ror these and 
omer cnvers, all Directorates met in Marcn 94 to laenrlfy ~deas ana areas mat 
coula rGauce targeted losses. Througn me targerea $20M to reauce loss was not 
met, vaned effons resulted in a S5M loss savings. Laoor Hour Costs were 
negatively affectw due to worKloaas noi generanng. The sieaay trend of Increase 
in Ca~iral Investment Effecnveness was a result of h e  turn in ci excess and 
outaaiec ~ n d u s r n d  olant eauiDment. Toea g8iventory w a s  recucea by S30M since 
0::c~er 7993. This trend is exsecea :o ccntinue.  TI^ regat:ve venc in Net 
O~eraiirg Results rs cue to KC-; 35 s n c x a r  proclems ma  learnlng czrves 
assoc:ziea wim KC-735 PDM.  Process Days I~crciiior reaction was aue 10 
urDiancft reoar work on the KC-! 35s cunng the auarterj That these arcraft were 
or~ginaly scneaulea io procuce (3rd Qv R93 to 3rc Ctr N94), ana an increase for 
the auaners that they are a~!usied to (4th Qr N%). The A-7 0s. F-15s. ana 
F-17 ' s  were on or mead of scEeaule. Tne Sc~ecure Inalca:or cownwara oirecaon 
was cze :3 manDower snoriges 'sc:irty czns'Jan:s, anc c~:g?ing fuel leaw. 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
GOAL: OE Si.su2 increase j;o,cr or Jccrrssr FG+u~ I& i i r o u q i p ~ ~ ,  or D e c r e a e  w N n  T ~ O U P ~ S Y I  LC COLW 

:80 - I 

--w ~ E r p m r s  

Thougn final operating exoenses were Srearly recucea througn cost cming initiatives, Throucnput was still 
exweoed This was due to reaucea revenue E!es wnlcn were es~abiisned to retum past year pr0itZDle operating 
resutts. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
WAL: !r& 9k9uid C o r u w ' i y  lncrursr 

The caprtal equipment inventory has decreases by 11 0 line items since 1 Oct 93. This was driven by efforts ?:, turn 
in excess and outdared inaustnal olam wulornent. The total inventory value was reduced by S o h 4  sinca 1 X! 
93. Adcitionaily, the Caonal Purc3ases Prcgrarn ailocarlon nas been reauced in FY95, signrfhn;ly affecing the 
aquisRion of acditional caortal aculpnent rterrs. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
rdAL.: f n d u  S h o d  E d  1 

1, I 

h v m d  Gun- 

Five KC-135s ana one A-1 0 mlssea thefr Aman  and Mlsslie Maintenance, Produalon Comoressior, Esport 
(AMPEP) dates. Manoower shortages, fac;lrty c3nstrarnts and outgolng fuel leaks were pnma;y causes o! the 
cownwam direc ,?n of The lndlcator in A:> C:r NS.: Ir;,o;err.entar~on of Prccjrarnmed D ~ D o ~  Ma.~:erance Standard 
System (PDMSS), moalt~car~cn cf fac:l~!;es, a r c  fuel orocess revlew ara being act~molished to rea~ca these 
proo,errs. 



SACRAMENTO AIR LOGISTICS CENTE3 

PROCESS DAYS 

Average process days increased in 4th Qtr N 9 4  due 10 proauc:on of 1 C iong flow arcraft. 8 F-i ! 1 s excwaed 260 
flow days 8 two KC-735s exceeded 250 flow days. Malor unolannea reoar worn on KGl25s (wing allat31 fittlng 
replacemem) causea reaucJcn of P:cces Cays Inalcaior ccnng the Qtrs ;nat these c!rcratt were i int scneauled to 
produce (L93 to a), an Increase fcr the Otn that they we ac!ustea to (4194). Tne KC-; 35 Increases were 
approved SY the SPD. 

NET OPERATlNG RESULTS 
W L  A c w  NOR'Buagw S O R  s n o v a  d 1 00 

l 3 ;  
l 2  r 

There we crnlnuea ~nefficlenc;as as a resur; ;! 91cner ikafi ~uceeted Ific!rect costs and lower than projecrea y~eids. 
Higher than the Buqeted fieoarable Suopc:. Ervtsron (RSD) rnatenal costs assoc:ated wrth PDM of F-15s and 
F- i  11s wem contr,o~2on. KG:% stUdcural ;::niers anc ::e learnlng csve assocrated wrth KC-735 PDM were 
major tnfluences In Lye loss oosdlon. 

The acrua itbor mst  Index exceeds the 1% cnena due stncly to bucoeted versus acual total DLH. Total acual 
CLH w a  7 i  SK below ttuage:. The 71 EK van2:te In GLH a~recly csusea the actual laDor hour csst rafe IC 38 

substanr~ally hrgner than ong~nall;, r,:o!dcled. F70jeaed total DLH was not met due to workloaas not genecaing, 
~nef'ic~ency, 27,a C V E T ~  amnlticus cr=;ectlcn. ;;:a acut !  versLs D ~ O J ~ C ~ E ~  cest vazance was o:-dy $1.2:~4 c;r 3.89'0 



LOGISTICS 

Tt-iROUGHPUT & 0PE.WTING EXPENSE 
* -. - -- v =\IT-2-3ZC S l 4 Z . " U  = THRGLGIBL? 

CAPITAL INVES7MENl EFFECTlVWESS 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
L\1S C3.m-rn Oh ml-m S O L W  

i krcran Scheauled 42 52 34 34 27 27 ' 31 1 30 1 
Camuemd 29 38 23 2 0 27 21 30 I 24 1 

INDEX--- 0 69 3.73 - 2 6 4  5 ?8 ' 30 9 78 0.97 0.80 11 
Csrnwnenrs Scneautea 25.148 24.706 24 254  25.290 -. ,-.,41 c 22.689 I 24.684 1 21.263 I 
hrnwnena Qmoetea - 25 266 Z3 889 2? 598 24.756 12.514 ;3 3 4  23.446 23.420 1 
INDEX - - 0 97 3.97 2 97 0 98 ; 3 9 6  3 58 ' p 

PROCESS DAYS 
TOTAi PROCLSS 2 A Y S  % I W  OF E Y S  = A M i U C E  PROaS DAYS 

k m a n  Process Bavs 3.375 3.C-31 4.055 I 5,330 1 
1 Nummr or Items 27 24 1 32 1 28 1 
'mG PROCESS DAYS z.8 CC - G ' I 4  CG ' 25.00 ' 53.79 ' 126.72 : 190.36 11 . --  

2 ,  t 3  ' c- ZC 

NET 0PE.WTING FiESULTS 
C-34 AC7LhL .RE\'LIZZCb34 A C L M  Pus;? : 

C-?A BLT- RE\E\LZC-X B L m  CCST,=NOR -?D&Y 
Cdm Buca Fievenue 15) 7 3 1  2.754 1E7.: '6.25; 2X.742.257 41 2.940.267 103.616.33 '21 9.C75.38 346.74C.338 :470.503.338 
Cum auca C a s t  1s) 70 670.157 161.27s A06.255.283.~06 ;55.aA7.406 109.552.1Z 222e.Oi6.179 358.62- 179 *m 
BuaseteaNORINDU(----- -- . .n . . "  '.:E ' .30 ' .22 0 . 9  C.C6 r 0.97 0.95 *I 
Cun A c l ~ u  Sevenue &S) 77.912.754 81e7.1 16.257 '389.5lE.569.50A.915.366~ 97,751.519 i212.719.005 122C.240.941 1447,278,746 I 
Cum A a a  Cast 6 1  72.670.158 16i .27L.407 332.232.954 500.929.855 , 1  la.925.052 '249.574 l t 7  '2-4,617,796 1491.043.872 1 

GI NOR INDEX -- -- 
1 . I0  ' .: 6 . . .  ' .01 3 . S  2 . 5 5 ;  0.86 'I 0.91 ,I . .- 

-- -- -- 
NC 3 INDEX ' .3C '.:3 , I 3.C5 3 . 3  - 0.91 : 0.96 .i . .- n ;.- -- - - . *a  : 

LABOR HOUR COST 
(CLXLUm'E T D T A  A C T &  C2Sr/CL?.fLUlNE A C T M  'i0T.U DLH) / 

'C.?*n.U'M TUTU EL- C^cSiEbWLUTIVE BLDCETED TOTAL D M  - =OR HOLT CCST 3DEX 
TOW ~ U C O ~ D ~  &st f ~ j  7C670157 161274406 296280406 t 405847406 109P?f 179 I 228018179 35Ef 1'7179 I 495397179 I 

Euccetea Total DLH 1694134 3415386 5040557 6659180 1579848 I 3281620 I 4547550 1 6589975 I 

'Bur b o o r  Hour Cost 3; 7. 3 7  22 -- , a  S O  05 S69 52 S6548- 392.54; 5/5.17'1 
Total Attuill C Q S ~  7G670158 161274407 332212954 50093985, 114925052 249574147 3746177961 491043872, 

I Actual Total DLH 1467067 30571 01 4592007 5 106839 14 15762 2927025 4844446 1 5873794 1 

.Actual L a w r  Hour Cost 3 8  ' 7  3.34.15 j7i.3a ----xEm -5.27 - ' - m m i ,  --- - 
'Laoor Hou- C o n  INDEX , , 5  3 . L (  . -q . 7: - - . ?C "" ' 25 1.07 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGlSTiCS CENTER -. KELLY AFS. TX 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

C-5 Cargo Aircraft. TF39 Engine (C-5 Aircraft). F100 Engine (F-15 8 F-16 
Aircwii), T56 Eng~ne (C-: 30 Arrczit) ana related excnangemles. G l s  tumlne 
englnes, seconaary power sysiems, aux~liary power units, s'mers a a  related 
exrnangeaoles. Manual ana aurornaoc :est ecuipment excnangeaaes, fuel 
accessones ana nuc:ear csrnmnents. 

DEPOT hlAlNTENANCE PERSONNEL L N E L :  

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL FU1.3 BUDGET ($): 

Both :?e cepo: manre-arce ZE~IX-E~ Eve! ~ C C  c-nent year lncusniv funa bucget 
nurnoers aDove nave inc:e%ea since 2 e  Is; si;bnlssicn cf this reoon. 90m 
incresses are me result o i  increasea worKoao ar this center. SA-ALC has Deen 
insmrnental in artafning local mmuiac2nr;g wornroac t o m  f i e  Navy aeoot at 
Pensacola as well as TZ5 er.crr.i .vorK:cac 2:- Alarneca. SA-ALC aisc 
zccuirea T-38 ana F-5 seamox ,ATI:KIOZC i : c ,~  r e  Naw. Ail cf rhese eftom are 
LC ,! ~e result of base clcssres acc z,Sii;i G: ;c~soi:catio~s oi :ike wor~loacs ro 

E ~ r ' e v e  Dcb: ecano-:es c i  s z . 2  r: 3:cc~'c:ci: as weri as i G  c; eC:L'Ce :he cast ci 
es-~~i :sn ing anorner G:cZriC :f;i;r s3i~:ce. 

In acc:aon To f i e  accve. SA-ALC .vzs i ,~st~ 'mec-aJ In r e  eariy carz.e'jon of a 
rncu l i :~oon ?c :Re l a c e  aiic:a;r ;an: Ymger. Tnrs early czmDienon alowea 
SA-ALC :3 remlnate a coEnac: :3 Can: C-5 a;czR a1 a cannacofs facliify. This 
rescliw In Dool collar arc ?;ow czv savrrss :c :-e casiomer. 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPEFlATlNG EXPENSE 
GG'U; OE S b u i d  lncruzrc jiowtr or Decrurrr F a r r r  rrsn Tbougirpur. or Decruuc w k n  Tkroupiyur it Consum 

:so 

; ' , m ~ n p r r  -, ~ i r p e p v  

A 3rd Otr FY94 reversal of crean returns accumulated over a penod of time and resulted in a higher than normal 
c i ~  marenal expense. This causea an lnflatea reccecn to Througnpur for that Qme penoa. 

CAPITAL INVESTtJlENT EFFECTIVENESS 
GOAL: 1- S.+ud Comua& IIWUUL 

- 
as i- 

1 
a7 - 

I 

aA I- 

,/' \\ 

- / 
'\\ - J 

01 1 
493 293 593 +93 LW ;A4 3W 4 4 4  

The fluauarion in the 3rd and 4 h  Otr FY94 time penoc IS due 10 a 3ra Ctr FY94 recapture of improper credit returns 
cou~led with historically h~gher revenue in the 4th Ctr. 

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
. - MAL: ir4er ihouid i w '  i .- 

I 

- k -  - w h  

The feOuC!ion to Schedule Ccnformance fcr en~ines s caused by the eany completion of five F100 engines. The 
englnes were p:oauced in 3rd Otr FY93, bur the close-our prolee: direa~ve verifying a schedule change is not 
available. 



SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

PROCESS DAYS 

A v r n d  - E u P =  - 8 - h  

Tine engine reponed for this measure has cfianged. SA-ALC prev~ously reponed on the TF39 englne. This engine 
is n3 longer proauced as a %nole up' encrne, but 1s rcrally unaer rr,e nuo levels of rnalntenance conceot. We have 
revlsed the input to reflect F1 GO-PW-22CE cvernaul. 

NET OPERATING RESULTS 
COAL A d  IVORIBU~~W NOR  mui id emuall .DO 

I 

The relative stability of thls inaicator is the result cf iccreasea managernenr ernohasis on rnalnmning cost to budget 
tolerances. 

LABOR HOUR COST 
GOAL: ik h - o r  How Cc7s inau h v i d  consuwub be or or buow 1.m. 

l f i  

Increased empnasls on forecasr~n~ costs :zs conrnbuted to the low mlatrve vanance in thls rr.alcator. 



SAN ANTONIO A l i i  LCGiSTICS ZE!dTE.? 

CAPfTAL INVESTMENT EFFECTlVENESS 

SCHEDULE INCICATOR 

PRCCCS C A Y S  
Tc ? q m S  3AVS.%X3IBL? CF 3 5  - A ~ E - ~ C E  ? ? C m S  DAYS 

A r c . .  Process Davs : ,452 :.?CJ . ; 5 . :  . .&L- - e n  :.31 1 . ,--,. . dI 2 i ,005 1.1191 
!Nurncer or Items 5 - - .. w - - -  -,. 5 '  - .. -nn ;- 

-- 5 I 
' I A V G  PROC€SS D A Y S  - ZI.0.C ..-, "- :-G.:c : z . : o  :~2.-y 1 - - - . - -  : 5' .30 i: 223.80 . = - -  . .-: ---- 
, t7c1nes rrocess Davs .-J i ' ,524 ..t,r : ,47S --. ,.- , : ,:c7 - -- -. .. c5 I 

, d 

0, 
Number or ltems - - - L - 7 G  ^ c - - . 

b - '9 " -- 0 > 

~ ~ ' R O C E S S  D A Y S  53.QO : 76.OC 5E.OC 5 1 .OO 53.00 1- 

. --.- 
53.30 n ----.. 

I 
=oea~~es i;roces dav! 2 . ~ ~ 5  : ,461 -. . U; 22.37C t .209 :5.45: 12 7:: .L - 

7 n . i 11.446 I Nurn~er cr lrerns - - - - '5 21C '74 '5' -" ? .-.- -- 2f 5 
32,;- - -  -- 229 1 

A V G  PROCESS DAYS 5 . :  - -.i: - - 3Z.5; .. i; ZE. --.-- Z L . .  : - 5 0 . 5 7 T ;  

NET C?E.UTING 2ESULTS 
CZI ~Z7.c .i.EiL\LZtkX .ALCFLU C C S ,  

LABOR HOUR COST 
(c~m-y\rnT ~ T A L  AC;M c.s-i-,rLx;Llm'E ACLAL ~ T X  ~ L K I  : 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGiSTlCS CENTEfl 
FiOGli\JS AFZ. EA 

MAJOR WORKLOAD ACCOMPLISHED: 

F-15, (2-130 & C-i41, various missiles, Elecvonrc Warfare Systems w,a Avionics 
Systems, Vehrcles & Special Operations Forces iS2rFj airc:a?l. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVEL: 

Civilian: 6142 
Military: 80 

CURRENT YEAR INDUSTRIAL F U N X U D G E T  ($): 

13 acition to the major worKloac prewously aesc::cec, L?e WR-ALC Team manages 
aDpffixinately 190.000 items f iat  rznge from ggncery eculczent i O  aerospace 
cclmmtcav equipment. incluaing G l o m  Posinon~cg Systems. WR-ALC is the only 
organic source for the F-15 Multi-Stage Improvement Program moaiiicarion 
wnich avenges a~provirnarely 64 process cays cver ana a x e  me typical PDM 
aircraft. The F-15 proauczon ei-fon Rere mnrnues ;o snow a rwuGon in process 
cays. Aircraft process cays in r e  C-i 2; -.fez sr,cqlvec an 1nc:ease ~n Qtr FY94 
cue tc a pans supportaDility prozlem ior the lower wlnc panel ::3lacEcent on one 
Farocular aircran. This as we11 as rnsice faality ccnslranrs causec ce.ays in the 
PDM area as well. Ceceasrng unprqrarnmea C- ;  2; alrc:a;r rnpurs wiil also n e l ~  
to concen:rare resources In cntical areas. Accit~cnai worK DacKage reau1rement.s 
aaaec -: 2,: cstomers causec tne C-130 proc2c:on area ro Increase its process 
days. Tnare are improvement initiauves in C-I30 ~roauc:on, like me purcnase of 
a wlrlng anaryzer to check flowaays. The aevasExg f low wnlcn occarrw at the 
beglnnicg of ifle 4th Qtr zrovloea an ocpornrnlry of service to sunounaing 
ccmmunrties: however, 11 naa an aaverse Impac, cn ooerxons. This can De seen 
in the area of Operanng Expense wnlcn exceeaea Tnroagnput. Wr-ALC would 
have exoeriencea a higner Throughour for am CZ :f nor for tne flooa wnich brougnt 
acour a S6.3M loss of revenue. Even so, Throu~csu: nas managea to increase 
sligntty for 3rd to 4th Qtr. This resultea In a poslnve effect on CaplyA Investment 
E?xriveness. NOR remans move rhe :r;aex oecalise of ena-of-yezr 
~ c .  ,siments to IaDor rnarer~al. Dejp~te all turmo~~ oi ihe floca and t t ?  cnalienge of 
ct.,vnslzing. Team 9oo1ns is canrinuicg ;o s m e  fc: c 3 n 3 n ~ c ~ s  IrnprsveTent. 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPEAATlNG EXPENSE 

-- --oP-=uirpar 

$13M in unallocated direa rnarenal expenses were captures as prcauaion ovemead in 4th CZr FY94. This 
ovemix8d both Throughput and Operating Expnses oy this mcunt  Additionally, S12M in expenses were 
captured in the lasl quaner (versus thmugnctn the fin1 3 cumen],  further ovemaing 4th Qtr N94 Operang 
f3pens.s. Major drivers wen labor aasierauon laaor (IsM), hazardous waste disposal ($1 3 4 ) .  
eq~lipment/maintenance ($.6M), HQ 8 DFAS costs ($2.2h!), and bacnomr cancellation (S.3M). 

Long term inventory continues a steaay aec!ine due to increased focus on capacrty utilization. Throughput has 
increased over 3rd Qtr FY93 because of acceleralea end-of-year sales. 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT EFFECTlVENESS 
w.-u. lnau S k u  CaNULYOLhr l n u ~ l l ~  

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 
WAL: I h  Shodd Eq-uai I 

I I 

w 
O3 --\ - 
QI - 

a75 - 
a7 - 
0.65 - 
O d m  293 3 ~ 3  w im Z A ~  3 H  494 

0 .65 ,  

0.6 

0 3  

03 

441 

cu 

03s 

-- -GaV-- 

As with process days, pans supportability problems wrth the GI41 wing panel replacement have resuned in aircraft 
not making their scheduled completion dates. Facility constraints are also a major factor paninrlarty when panel 
replacements are unscheduled. GI30 had one late aircraf: in 3rd Qtr FY94. This aircraft was the rlnt to receive a 
PDM in conjunaion wrth :3e S w ~ a l  Operauons Forces Irn~rovement ana Nign: Vision lrnag~ng Syslem. F-15s 
were at 9336 for 3rd Qtr N 9 4  and 10096 for :he 4th Ctr. 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

/-\ 
/ '\ -- 

293 3m 493 m. a 294 3A1 rAl 



WARNEil ROBINS AIR LCGiSTiCS CENTE3 

PROCESS DAYS 
GOAL: Process 3 a s  Sffiai;  ;raw C o r . ~ a  17u;;izon 

SD 

- -.c_.slommn 

C-130 flow days increased due to aaditional worn reauimmen:~ acaea lo the a:rc4atl by the cus:omer alter the 
arcraft was put in work G i 4 1  flow cays inc,.easea in 4th C: FY94 cze to c: s anrai: which s p n r  153 days in 
storage awaiting pans fcr lower wing panel reoiacament. C-; 21 flow cays would be 18 less, excluding thic. aircraft. 
F-15 flow aays (PDM. PDM/MSIP, Act)  remained cans:ar,t :hrougnou: :Cle year. 

NFT OPERATING RESULTS 
GOAL. Accvni NOR'Budpcrco .VOR m u i d  m' 1 CO 

L;r ( 
I 

NOR is a o v e  the 1.0 ~ o a l  due to erfons to reauce overneac ss t s  wn:cn were S i  1.5M less than planne; for ctn Qtr 
FY94. This is the result of l o w e m  expenses In ~niities  IS^ . i  \4.1\, ceDrec;:atlon (S.Z.OM), and JLSC (S6.OM). 

LABOR HOUR COST 
GOAL. T.44 h o r  i j o w  C J ~  1tue.x s r 9 u  c3muaq D' a or ouow I .K 

1.: 

?Jormal trend is for end-of-year cast to be higher due to ena-of-yea: tczsuntlng aa]us*nents in labor and 
matpnar. Aajustm~its ?~ically include posting aGual expenses vet,us eslimafea exDenses anc capmnng any 
u-L I?CC.~C excerses 3efore the end c! the year. 



WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTlCS CENTER 

THROUGHPUT & OPERATING EXPENSE 
~ L ~ ~ z - ~ ~ z z T  :UW - T ~ C L ' C W L T  

SCHEDULE INDICATOR 

PROCESS DAYS 
TUTU ?RO(IESS 3A!'S,?iiTEZt OF TEMS - A b Z U C E  P R O C S  DAYS 

I A-7 P ~ c e s s  Davs I 
hrt # * M I  -? 1tD-c ." ' w e  " I  I , w I , , a  - 
AVG PROCESS DAYS - '46 03 '6 2C L - &  ' 3 '  30 '27.00 ' 5 6  CO I l66.OOl1 175.00li 

. -- -'I 
C s m m n e n ~  -c+ i3av+ 

- , 
- -- - .-.. " 

AVG PROCESS DAYS - - 24.00 1 '2.00 I 1 7.00 2 1 7.00 1 

NET OPE.-TlNG RESULTS 
C..X A C L M  X\E\TE,CJl ASu'AL MSI: 

LABOR HOUR COST 
( U W i J V E  TOTAL ACn'AL C3ST,CL?dLZA'ITVE A C N A L  TOTAL DLH) / 

f F - ? A U ~ - T C X U  EL= CO-TCcULUTNE BLZGFIED TOTAL DLH, - LABOR HOL? C3ST &DM 
1 'CU S u c c e m a  &st ($! 120386000 I 245015000 1 36970700C 8 494646000 1291 86000 300894000 I 45 1623000 1 605258000 1 
E~ccetea To:al DLH IT76000 3610000 55 ' COO0 7402000 1867000 3853000 5887000 1 7888000 I 
Bua 4mr Hour Cast -- 567 ;a ' $6: 87 '  S67 l o  566 83 S69.19 $78.09 11 s i 6 .72 l r  $76.f5;1 
,7021 Acruar Cost (Si 1042960001 211405000 357757000 526573000 129196000 277418Xl01- 
2--;1 Torar 2LY 
a -  - - 1832000 3737000 5555200 759500C l844000 3854CCC 5713000 7533000 
A ~ t u a l  Labor Hour Cost -- - $56 93 56.57 SG2 25 $64 35 570 G6 571 9E 572 S6 I 577 45 I 

i r i w r  Hour Cast INDEX 0 a4 2 @3 2 5.i . n *  U- . u -\. : 52 



I TITLE 111--DEPOT-LEVEL 

5 SAVCE WORKLOAD, 

6 (a) E u 3 n s ~ r r o s  OF RLU.-Section '2466 of rirle 

7 lo! United .States Code, is smcndcd- 

8 (1) by seiking out subsections (a) ,  (c), ( d ) ,  hnd 

9 (e): uad 

10 (2) b~ $biking out "(b) P R Q ~ I T I O E ;  ns >Lcv~ 

11 t t 
A O Z A ~ S T  BY END ST~SOTN.--  . 

12 (b) C O N F O ~ ~  . U ~ ~ - D B ~ N T S . - ( ~ )  The hesmng 
' 13 02 mcb Kction b amended t o  read as f o l l m :  

14 "$a*. Civilian employsea involved 14 depot-level 

15 mainteaancc and rrpair of materiel: pro- 

i6 hibItlon on manlgttnent by end 

17 strength". 

18 (2) The item relating to  such 9cetion in rbe table of 

19 dtionr at the be- of chapter 146 of such title is 



1 SEC. 302. PRESLRI'.\TION OF CORE !LU.\'I'ES.i.\.CE ASD RE. 

3 ( a )  IS C;ESrn.u..-( 1 ( ' l lapt r~ '  146 c ~ f  :itlr 1 fl. :.:er. 
-. 

4 cd States (.otlc. is a m ~ n d e d  b!. ~cldul i  ar :he cud ; he  f i l l -  

6 '4 2472. core maintenance and repair capability: 

7 preservation 

8 "(a) N ~ ~ e w ~ r y  ~ Y J K  CUM ~WSTES~LVCE b- 

9 PAIR CLP.IBILIT~ES.--IK is essentd for the nationid de- 

10 fense that h e  Deyartrneut of Defense prpsere ~1 o r ~ i c  

11 auintsnance' and rep& crpabiliv (including personnel, 

13 d f t y  r*quhzxwnta established by the Cnairnaa of t h e  

14 Jofnt Wet5 of Staff for thr gatema md cqoipcrunt re 

15 q u i d  for conttngrwy plans approtud bp tho C- 

16 of rbe Joint Cbiefk ot' StaE under section l 6 3 ( c ) ( 3 )  of 

- ....-- 

19 WJUR CAPABLLITI~.-The k r e C t a q  of Defense s M  

21 partment of Defense tkat s r e  necesam to present the 

22 d n t c n r p c e  snd repair capability described in subscctioa 

23 (A). The .%rr tq  may identif?. for such p q o s e  o* 

24 those tictitities o f ' t l ~  Department of Defense hat cu.e UW- 

25 e a a q  to  ensure a ready md controlled source of teclmical 

26 mmpetcnce for tLht purwse. T h e  Secretan. may not iden- 



4 ma!' not contract for the j)rl.fin.n~nnce by u~n-Co\~ol*ru~leut  I 
6 re- nntler s~rhsecdor?. (b) mder  :he prc~c!r~li~r*es and re- 

7 quirements of OCdce of 3LRnsgemtnr and Budget C'Lc~lu. I 
8 A-76 or aqt* mcctssor adnurrii*ati~,e regulation or policy I 
9 unless the Secretmy of Defense dctennines (under r e p l a -  

y 

I 1  t tmname oi at activity is no lonpr  req~ired for a o t i o d  

13 "[d) C o ~ n u c r r ~ c  FOR -QI~~UYCE UF NOH- 

14 C o ~ l r  ~ + ~ c ~ o N s . - - Z ~  the case of aqc. m a k ~ n a n c t  or 

I5 rrpir icfiriv (inclu&g the making of mqjor modibcra 

16 ti- and apmdar) that is not identided by the & c r e w  

17 under sukctioa (b), Ssereurn. concerned shall pro- 

18 rih for the pcrfonnnnce nf tbst imitiv by an entity in 

I9 the pritate sector, aeiected t luough at use of cornptitivt 

M proctdtlrrr, unless the S e c w  detet*lninaf h t  &e per- 

21 formanet o t  that utility b~ a Government entit\- is nec- 

23 ( 2 )  The table of sections th beeking of tuck 

24 chapter ic amended by a d h g  nt tlre end the folloiring 
-r U L * .  b K b b 4 .  



5 latiotu tri+h h e  poiicj- ~ x ~ ~ i c l e d  in section 2472 t c l l  of tide 

6 10, Crrittci States Code. as added 1~ sub.sectiou (a) .  

8 W O ~ O ~  BY PRIVATE SECTOR WHENEVER 

. 10 (a) &l~~ lREhfE~~ . -%t ion  2469 of tide 10, t'nittd 

I I !3ateg Code, is amended to mad ks faUm: 

12 'ISiBa. Depot-level maintenance and repair activi- 

13 tier: uae of private rector 

I 4 "(a) IN G ~ m u . - T h e  k e t q  of Defense PbJl 

15 (mept as pmidsd h mbecticm (b)) prmide for the per- 

'1 6 f o w e  by pI-ir-ate sector entities of all depot-lewd rnrin- 
.C 
/ 

17 ten- and LU depot-lvcl rep& work of the Department 

19 "(b) EscEP~oY.--'~'%~ Stwetar\? may protide for 
20 L)YI prformarrce of a p&<icula. depot*Ietael mainreoance 

21 \votklod, or a pvticular depot-letvel repair ~~ororl;Joad, by . 
rs u cuu*.r u r  L/CIJCU'L&II~UL U L  U(?LFaS? 11- 

23 "(1) no respon~ive bids tor lwrformauce of that 

24 workload a r e  receil-ed h m  responsiblr offerors: or 



-- 

.I _-  - . -L . - l - i l  I - .? 

L , . *  u 4  J J / Y ~  LI: .la U ~ U L L ~ S ~ ~ U ~  MSL' R t r l l ) ~ . k t > 5  

F: 3l.r KASICH KASICH (~14 
I !  L 

100 
I 

1 '  ? %Ctvti~?; m&l:@~ a ([etrr .njl inti t jn rll; 

7 ., su bscctinll (a  j innst be ~ ~ o i i . r t l  for tItilc 11i1l~ic1d.i 

8- 3 workh~rtl for I-PIISOL~S of natjoml seclu-jrr-.", 

4 (b) CLERIC& . ~ ~ I E . \ ~ J ~ ~ S T . - T L ~  itein ,.r];ltil;u 1. 

5 -6" 2469 h tile tahlr of sections at  t ] l e  b+aghlilrr ,, 
6 chapter 146 of such title is amended lead as foUujir 

'*UP. hor-lrvl  mintrmncc a d  rrlab wh+**nn. u r  d ,,"atr 



. +. - '. - 
Eighth, t h e  br 1 1  consolidates d ~ c p l l c a t i v e  rnk 1 ~ t a r y  and industry G ~ I  ntcnancc'  

and repair Q e w o t s .  The bill prohlblts t h e  Defense Department f r o m  p e - - 4 0 y m i n G  
d e p o t  ar.0 z n t e r m e d ~ a t e  l e v e l  r r ,a lncen&nce  and r c p a ~ r  w o r t . ,  ~ t n l e s s  i n d u s t r y  I 5 

u ~ w i  l l ~ n c  to p e r f o r m  t h e  work. Tnerefora  e : : l s t l n g  r e p a l r  d e p o t s  mLtstr be e ~ r h e r  
pr-1 v.3tl:sCI ~f S i ~ c i t  down.  

M r .  s t  l ~ r g e  5 a v i n g . i  car! be real 1:sd f r ~ , n  t n z  c r j m p r e h e n s i v e  reCorms I 
a m  prorJoc,:np. I anti c l p a t e  t h s t  m y  apprsach w i  ! I t -ed~rc? a c q c l -  4: t :on marlagsrrter~t 

peraanne; b v  as ~~~-tcrg a 3  25 to 30 p e r r s n t  Lnruugh rfductaon rn d u a l  i c a t i v ~  
hthdqu3rter -5  st.3Cf s. T h e  D e f  ensa Scl cnce Board T a s k  Farce gn D ~ f e n s e  Acqul  si t 1 cn 
R e f o r r n  ; " a ~ o - ' a d  :TI , ; ~ t l y  2997 t h a t  a t - o r r l p r z h e r l s i v ~  rzfur4n a l o n g  t h a  l ~ n e s  I at% 
g r c l p Z s i n g  ~ ~ ~ u 1 . d  Save B 20 billion per- y e a - ,  T h e  Houss E u d q e t  C a m r n i t t e e  has 
lncludfd 5 Z . 5  hiliion i n  its t~1 ,c igoc r~d l -kc t ior t  propil.5a1, and t h e  C o n g r e s s i o n 3 1  
B ~ : i ; g e t  3 f + ; . z e  c ~ 1 ~ . 3 d r v h t i ~ ~ l y  e ~ t i m e , t e S  tree Savings iit a b o u t  S 1.7 billion p?r 

141 C ~ n g  Ssc S 2808 ,  *S4&:.-9 

y e a r .  
I I 
I 

In .;ccmns.--y, +_ha-G 1s b o t h  a need and a r ~  oopportunity f o r  r c i s r r n ~ r t g  Defense 
atzquisi  tian. Eut, M r .  President, I m u s t  p c , i m t  out ;hat S ~ i r a a ~ c c ~ a c l  es ar+  
int: i i -rcvl ly u r l a b l e  Lo r e i a r m  t ? ~ t m s e l v e s .  T h e  ? l r r l e  r l j s  .zcl:2 Fcr ,tc tc;, . n a i . z  5 s ; ; : ~ .  
v e r y  t-1.3r'5 snd G i f + : ~ c c :  t C I S C J S ~ ~ ~ I E  : ~ h i c ? .  r , ~ , l e  f ~ r - r , = ; ~ ~ r g  r r f i a c t  zn r n s  f ~.!+_tlf C? 

3f 7Crr- C C ; - ~ ~ I ~ ? Y -  :--h~r,;!:!~ . ? 8 u ~ t  nreu35t aocrci,: t jy t f ? ~ s s  04 L ~ ~ . '  , . ,n~j a,-* ~-J-,,--~;~E,-J 

S C O U ~  ~~.ln:dl:-.- d s = : - o ? ~  554 L = a T - -  .=r W L  thl r, +-Od?\ i  ' 5  S ~ ! d g ~ t  t~ rgs t r s .~  T . ~ s .  

?tars s l : r~g  r 7 Q  abjection, t h e  ir1at5<ial w a s  ardsrsd t 3  D E  pt- i t - fed  in t h e  

i c t s r d  , as + G I  lows: ! 

5 .  64& Sre i t e r t a c t e d  b v  t h e  Senate land H O L I ~ ~  a f  !?spres~n:at i ~ P S  ~f % V I E  Uci tsd 
. t a t e s  Sf A m e r : r a  i n  Csngress asssmtj led, 

SECT i O N  1 . ?.i!C)RT T 1 T L E .  I 
T h i s ,  A L C  mav{ be  cl ted a r  t h e  'Department cif 3 ~ i e n s s  s c q ~ ~ i s i  ? i o n  YrnaQerr~ent 

e fa rm  A c t  z+ 1345" .  

14 1 C ~ n g  ~ e c  / S 48i)a, * S ~ B ~ : J ?  

SEC. 2 .  TGPLE QF CONTENTS. 
I 

The table o f  con ten ts  f o r  t h l s  C c t  i s  as follows: 

Sec. 1 -  Short  t i t l e .  



(1;  b y  ~ t r l ~ i ~ g  S L L ~ S ~ C ~ I O C I S  ( a ) ,  (*I;, i d ; ,  srld .e?; ;nd I 
{bl Cu~; iq ; l~ i i t l  r,-j A i ; , e I - . d ~ ~ e n t s  . - ( 1  ; The heacl nq of such sect Lon i s arnw-tdcj tG 

r 2 3 d  35 + 0 1 1 ~ w 5 ;  1 
' ' lG2306. C :  k ' i  i i an 2mplc1yee5 : nvol  v e d  in depot-!svel m a 1  ntsnancs arid repair 
113aterl el : p r a 3 i  br t~ on on tnanagemsnt t*.v end s t r e n g r h .  * .  

-. ( 2 )  the i t ~ m  r g l a : i n g  ta s u c h  racti ian i n  the t a b t o  04 c c - c t i o n s  a t  the 
b ~ j i n , - , i ! - : ~  sf chaf i ts r -  14s 04 suck t i i l i e  i f .  a~nendsd to roac a s  f ~ l  lows: 

. . O n .  A + = & .  ';i vi 1 i AP. ~ i n p !  O ~ S C S  : nv~l! '  VJG 1 n cepot -1 eve1 m a i  ntsrtance iind 
r+palr'  of matsrlsl: ~ r o h l b l t l o n  on rnar,&gsment b\/ end s t ren ;~ th .  ' - 

5 E . z .  2 .  FF.ZSE;'./c;T! aN CF CORE MAINTENANCE A N l j  ii'EFkTR CAP&BIL I T Y .  I 
( a )  I n  Gener -a i  . - !  1 )  C h a ~ t e r  14.5 ~f 5 -  t ! S  115, L;nrCEa S t a t e s  Code, i 5 arnenaz: 

b y  adding  at tns znc rr:s followrns n e w  sectio~: 
1 I 

-. C c r e  maintenance and  r e p a i r  capaai l i ty: PreSer*vatiah i A 2 4 "  

' ' ta)  NeC2551ty f o r  C ~ r e  Maintenance and R e p a i r  Capabil ltrsr .-1t 1s 
essential f o r  rhe nstional de+ense t h a t  t h e  Department o f  D e f  ens2 p r e s e r ~ e & =  p 
srganic :rrsr:~tert.3nca and repair capabrlll t'/ ( ~ n c l u d i r r ~  personnel, equl pment t h  
f aci 1 1 ~ . 1 2 5 )  t 3  m 3 e t  readiness and sustalnstll l t y  requirements astab1 i s h s f b  Co 
.Zhair,?,sn o.6 thi? Jorr t t  C h i e f s  04 Sta f -F  f ~ r  t h e  sys tems  and equipment r e q + d ? r  
contlngsncy p l a n s  a p p v c v e d  b y  t h t z  Chairman 0' t he  J t i n t  Shlefs a+ S ~ ~ F J '  
section 1 5 = ( 3 )  i 7 )  0)' t h i s  t i t l e .  

ihS 
i b  I d ~ n t l  + ; c a t i o n  of C o r e  Msint icnancc  aftd Repai r  Caojbil i ,lties of 

Sec re ta r y  OF Deiense shall i dent 1 + y Chose m a 1  c : t enanca  ar,a rcpai  cc air,,=, and 
the Department of GeSense t h a t  37s  nccesssry t& ~ r e s e r v s  t h e  qlalfi I e n t 1 f y  +Or 
r e p a l  r capabi  1 1 ty. c s s c r ~  b ~ d  rn subs~?rti G ~ I  t a  1 .  T h e  Szcre tary  ,iiay 



f . :. 

m a y  not c u n t r a c t  +or  c n e  
enance a c t i v ~  t y  l d e n t ~  f l e d  b y  

and r Q w 1 r c m e n t s  of 
successor a d m ~  ni strati w e  
d e t e r l n i n e s  (under 

regul i ons p,-escr l  bed b y  the ~ e c r s t a r l i l  t h a t  Governmertt p e r f  orrnsnce of the  
e C t i v i  ty i s  nc) 1 onyer required f o r  n a t l u n a l  defense reasons. C *S482Q3 

. . cd)  C c j n t r j . 2  t ing r o c  ~ e r ~ o r m a n c e !  a+ Nan-Care F ~ t n c t  i c;ns . - I r !  t h z  car;? o f  anv 
malntefiancc of :'spaif a c t i v f  t y  i i n c l ~ l d t n q  the m a k l n q  of m e j o r  ,nodl f ; c s t i D r 1 s  snd 
c,,3gr.+~os) k t 3 a t  i 51 l?Gt r d e r ~ t l  fled by t h e  S e c r e t ~ r y  c~ndcr subsect ion ( b )  , t h e  
S e c r ~ t a r y  ccincernad st-1~11 ? r o v l d s  fop  t h s  performance of t h a t  a t - r i d i t . v  by an 
e r . t t i  t.1 i n  :lye !IfLvS.tC s E r t @ r ,  5 e l e c t E d  through t h e  use 04 c o r r ~ p e t i t ~ ~ e  
g r o c o d ~ ~ r e s ,  u9-11 ess t t ~ e  S e c r e t a r y  determines t h a t  the performsnce of t h a t  
a c t :  v l  t y  Dy 6 Gcvsrnritent e n t i c y  is necessary  t o  malntair, the d e f  ~ n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  
h45e." .  I 

( 2 ;  Tne t ~ t . 1 2  o f  s e c t i ~ n s  a t  t h e  beqlnnrng of  s u c n  c h a p t e r  is amended b y  
adainq a t  the snd the f o l  lowrnq n e w  itsm: 

,- -472. C o r e  nlaintcnsnce and r e p a i r  cwpabil i t y :  p r e s e r v a t i o n .  ". I 
i C !  Fcavl s l o n  o+ Rogula t i crns  . -The1 Secrzrary of  DeCense shall Feui se the 

e : : i s t i n g  t e p i r t l n e n t  CIS Def ensje r e g u l a t i o r t s  1 ~ e 1 ; t i n q  ta depot 1 eve1 ~ n e l n t e r ~ a n c e  
+rtd fel:,jir activi t ~ e s  i n  w d e r  to B ~ S L ~ T ~  the c t n . = - ~ s t e r ~ c y  of  those r e g u l c i t ~ ~ n s  
w i  trl  Crle ?olicy provided irr S E C ~ I G I - ,  ' ; 4 7 Z ( d )  c r f  t l t l e  I(:) ,  un-red S t a t e s  Code, as 
adclrd b y  subse . z t roc  < a )  - 

I 
SEC. 7C17. 7Ei:cCiRKANCE CF ~ E P C ~ T - L E ~ ' E L  M A 1  ~ T E N A N C E  L~ORKLGAD FY PSI V A T E  S E C T 0 6  

+JHENEVEF F'ZSS i %LE. 

' ' 35p;t --: E V E :  , T t d ?  T r t % f i d T t t Z e  and r e p s  :r ac=i * i  t: es: ~ , s e  m i  pr:vate 
secccr 

, . (a) In General .-The Secretary o i  DsSsnse sn;l! iz::capt is p r o v r d e d  1 7  

s ~ ~ b s e c t r o n  ( b ) )  p r o v l d e  f o r  t h e  persf;crmance b y  p r i v a t e  sec tor  entitiss af 611 

141 Cong R ~ C  S 4808, -S48'..:1 

d e p o t  -.I eve1 
Defense. 

and a1 1 r e p a i r  w o r k  

, (0) E x c e p t i o n  .-The S e c r e t a r y  Aay provide f o r  t h e  p e r + c r m a n c e  oC a 
particular d e p o t - l  evel mainkenance r o r k l o a d ,  o r  a p a r t )  C U L B C  depot-level repalr 
workload, b y  an entity o f  t he  D e p a r t m e n t  04 D e f s n s e  i f -  

, 
* ( 1 )  no respons ive  b i d s  for performance o f  that worL:load are r e c e l  vsd + r ~ m  

responsible o + i e r o r s :  or 

- % A /  - - 
" ( 2 )  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  makes a d e t ~ r r n r n a t r o n  t h a t  subsection ( a )  m u s t  be waived 

4 t r  that p a r t ~ c ~ t l a r  c~orC:load f a r  reasons o i  n a t i o n a l  security.". 

(a) Clerrc+l n m e n a m t r n t  . - T h e  item r e l a t i n g  to s e c t ~ o n  l a 6 9  i n  t h e  t a b l e  0 4  
5ectioos at t h e  beginning o f  chapter 1 4 6  of  such ti = I =  is amended t o  read  as 
Zollows: 

' '2469. Depot-l eve1 malntcnance and r ~ ~ ~ i r  a c t i v i t f  ~ S J  U H d  rQt - 4' 

i-1-8 . A 7 . T,.. 1 8 .>:?=a 17 I WOaj  h O  : T I T -.!!-3-d& 



- .  

Aerospace Industries f i s soc ia t ion ,  A m e r i c a n  Defense Preparedness Assoc~atlon, 
\merican Electronics Assoc la t lon ,  Contract S e r v ~ c e s  G s s o c i a t r o n ,  E l e c t r o n i c  

131 Cong R e c  3 4808, *S4820 

I n d ~ t s t r i  es Association, Natianal ~ecuri ty Industriel Assac1 ation, Shipbui 1 Jet-.; 

2onnc11 o f  A m e r i c a ,  U.S. Charrtber ~f C o m m e r c e ,  

March 29, 1995. 

Senator WI  11 l a m  V .  R o t h ,  J r .  , 

U.S. Senate, Washrngton, DC. D z a r  Senator R a t h :  As, the assoc~ations 
represer, t  1 ng t t I e  hundreds o f  t h o u s a n d s  of 4 m e r  ican w a r k r r  s employed i n t h e  
a e r a s o a c ~ ,  e l e c t r o n z c s ,  s h l p b u i  l c i l n g  and services i n d u s t r i  es, w e  offer GLit- 

s t f  onq suppc r t  f o r  the  depc l t  I T ~ ~ L  n t e n a n c e  p r o v l  sl ons 1 ncl ~tded  in your procctre,r,;.r,t 
r e f o r m  legislatfon. We u r g e  p r o m p t  actlan on these  p r o v l s r o n s  in oraer t o  
sch leve  t h e r r  enactrnect in t h ~ s  session of Congress. 

T h e  e l e m s n t s  of your propcsa? ti~at' repeal the S 5 m i  11 ion thresh01 d i ~ r  t h s  

s h i 4 t  o f  a e ~ o t  w ~ t - k l o a u  to t r , ~  p r i v a t e  sectat- and t h e  r e p e a l  of  the so-cal;ccl 
60/40 r u l e  w i  1 1  el i minate m a n a g e m e n t  r e s t r  i c t i  ons lo f i g  apposed by t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  
~i Defense a s  ~ e l i  a s  t h e  p r i v a t e  sector. The el ifii1-~&ti5n of  : h ~ s e  :-estr7-+..- . - - - drls 
ss called ;cir by your bi 11 w i  1: 3rfor.d t h e  qovernrr,ertt crt~~ch greater f le:.:i bi i r t y  
:ca cbtsir; the , ~ , ~ ; i s t  c ~ s t  e f f r c t i v ~  JS? ;f zverv d s i  ; a r  s p e n t  on JeCense lciai . ; t i is  
supoor:. 

13: Conq hec S 4808, +s413~(1 

Similarly, w e  are g r e a t l y  encouraqed b y  t h e  p r o v l  s r o n s  of your l eg is1  a t i u n  
that address t h e  i s s u e  ot: qokernment I "c0 te"  cornpetenc~ce,. We support t h e  
L a n g ~ ~ a g ~  that czl1.s + o r  t h e  per formancs of t h e  oreponderance of t h l s  w o r i ' l o a d  c y  
prlvGte s e c t c r  enti ti es se lected an t h e  basis of ccmpeti t i w s  procedures  l n  
accordsn ie  w l  t h  yocur narraw de.f  i nl tion of 'core' ' government competency.  

Tt:2 d e p c t  1 ~ 1 ~ 1 n t e n a n c e  po l  i c y  a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  your l s g i s l a t i o r ~  wi 1 l per-rnr; t n=  
d e v e l ~ p m e n t  of a logistics suppor t  proqram for =he Ztst century .  Your 
leg~slaticn ~n t h i s  reqat-3 is in t he  n a t ~ o n a l  l n t ~ r e s t  Grid in t h e  i n t e r e s t  sf 
t h e  p r i v a t e  sec to r  . i n d u s t r i a l  base. We applaud your depot polrcy ~ n l t l a t i v e ,  and 
o f f e r  t o  work closely w i t h  you in t he  weeks a h ~ a d  t o  act-ilzve r t s  tlmely 
enactment. 

T h e  F ' r e s l d e n t s  o f  A I A ,  I1DF'A, A E F ; ,  : C S R ,  EIQ, NSTF, SCA, and the U. S- C h ~ m b p r  
of Com~nsrce. 



MILITARY BASE CLOSURE BULLETIN SEPTEMBER 1994 

1995 BUDGET ENACTED FOR CLEANUP ACTIVITIES AT CLOSING MILITARY BASES 

Congress has passed and President Clinton has signed the appropriations bill that will control the 
military construction activities administered by the Department of Defense (DOD), which includes funding 
for activities at closing and realigning military bases, for the 1995 fiscal year. In the Military Construction 
Appropriations Act, 1995 (P.L. 103-307), Congress appropriated $87.6 million to continue closure activities 
at bases scheduled for closure in 1988, $265.7 million to continue closure activities at bases scheduled for 
closure in 1991, and $2.3 billion to continue closure activities at bases scheduled for closure in 1993. Of 
those amounts, $66.8 million of the money appropriated for 1988 bases, $138.7 million of the money 
appropriated for 1991 bases, and $302.7 million of the money appropriated for 1993 bases is available for 
environmental restoration activities only. Congress, as of the last week of September, was nearing 
completion of the 1995 appropriations bill for the DOD, which includes the funding for environmental 
restoration and compliance activities at active military installations, and the 1995 authorization bill for 
DOD. 
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CONGRESS CONTINUES WORK ON CERCLA REAUTHORIZATION 

Congress continues to work toward reauthorizing the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) before the October adjournment. In the Senate, the 
Committee on Finance is expected to mark up S. 1834, the Superfund Reform Act of 1994, on 
September 28, 1994. The Finance Committee has jurisdiction of the titles reauthorizing the Superfund tax 
and creating the Environmental Insurance Resolution Trust Fund, a trust fund for resolving environmental 
claims against insurance companies. Floor debate is expected to occur shortly after the Finance Committee 
completes its markup. In the House of Representatives, the Committee on Rules is expected to issue the 
rule governing debate on H.R. 4916 during the week of September 26, 1994. Debate on the floor and a 
vote on the bill is expected shortly after the rule is completed. Following floor action in both the Senate 
and House, a conference committee will need to work out any differences between the Senate and House 
versions of the bill and both chambers will need to vote on the compromise bill. Congress is currently 
scheduled to recess around Friday, October 7, 1994. 

NAAG PUBLISHES MONOGRAPH ON THE JURISDICTION OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT AND STATES AT CLOSING MILITARY BASES 

The National Association of Attorneys General (NAAG) has published a monograph on the 
jurisdiction of the federal government, including the Department of Defense (DOD) and US.  
Environmental Protection Agency, and the states at closing military bases under the various federal 
environmental statutes. The monograph was written by Thomas H. Edwards, an Assistant Attorney General 
in the Office of the Attorney General of Texas. Mr. Edwards has extensive experience working with DOD 
on closing military bases, including Bergstrom Air Force Base in Austin, Texas, Chase Field Naval Station 
in Beeville, Texas, and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort Worth, Texas. The monograph is available for 
$1 5.00 from NAAG at (202) 434-8030. 

Printed on paper containing 50% recycled paper. 
Copyright 1994 by the National Association of Attorneys General. (No copyright claimed for government works.) 

MILITARY BASE CLOSURE BULLETIN is published 10 times per year by the Environment Project of the National Association of Attorneys General, 
444 North Capitol Street, Suite 339, Washington, D.C. 20001. MBCB is edited by Brian J. Zwit, Environment Counsel. Subscription rate: $75.00 per 
year. For subscription services, call (202) 434-8030. For general inquiries, call NAAG Director of Information Services, (202) 434-8022. 

The publication of MBCB is funded, in part, by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency under cooperative agreement number CR-818514-03-0. 
The contents of this bulletin do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency nor of the National 
Association of Attorneys General, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitc~te endorsement or recommendation for use. 

COURT RULES LONG-TERM LEASES AT PEASE AIR FORCE BASE VIOLATE 
CERCLA PROHIBITION ON TRANSFER OF CONTAMINATED PROPERTY 

The U.S. District Court for the District of New Hampshire on August 29, 1994, held in 
CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION V. DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, No. C-92-156-L, that the U.S. Air 
Force violated 5 120(h)(3) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) by transferring contaminated property by long-term lease to the Pease Development 
Authority (PDA) at Pease Air Force Base. The Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) and City of 
Newington, one of two cities adjacent to Pease Air Force Base, had alleged that the Air Force had not 
conformed its activities to the state implementation plan under the Clean Air Act (CAA), that the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the reuse of the base was inadequate, and that the transfer of 
parcels by long-term lease violated the prohibition in CERCLA on the transfer of contaminated property. 
The court dismissed some of the CAA claims, ruled for the Air Force on other CAA claims, ordered the 
Air Force to compile a supplemental EIS and, despite finding that the leases violated the law, declined to 
void the long-term leases. 

Pease Air Force Base is located within the limits of the Town of Newington and Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire. The base is located on approximately 4,300 acres and consists of a runway, fuel storage and 
fueling areas, a dormitory, family housing, a hospital, two schools, administrative buildings, and a golf 
course. The base was closed on March 31, 1991. The base was scheduled for closure during the first 
round of base closures in 1988. To accelerate the economic reuse of the base, portions of the base were 
leased under long-term agreements by PDA. 

As to the long-term leases, CLF alleged that the Air Force sought to circumvent the requirement 
of 5 120(h)(3) of CERCLA by transferring different parcels of land to PDA by long-term lease rather than 
by deed. Section 120(h)(3) requires that the deed the United States gives to the new owner of property 
on "which any hazardous substances was stored for one year or more, known to have been released, or 
disposed of," contain a covenant warranting that "all remedial action necessary to protect human health and 
the environment with respect to any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before the 
date of [the] transfer." CLF contended that by implication the requirements of 5 120(h)(3) apply to 
transfers by long-term lease. The Air Force claimed that long-term leases were used instead of deeds to 
conform to the requirements of CERCLA as the warranty requirements of 5 120(h)(3) do not apply to 
leases. 

The court held that "Section 1200(3) was violated by the transfer of contaminated parcels via long 
term deed [sic] without an approved remedial design." The court declined to void the lease but, instead, 
ordered the Air Force to prepare a supplemental EIS that includes a discussion of the current environmental 
restoration activities at the base and "delineate[sIN a remedy. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL 



NO. 315-93 
(703) 695-0192 (media) 
(703) 697-3 189 (copies) 

IMMEDIATE RELESE July 9, 1993 (703) 697-5737 (public/imdustry) 

Base Traznrritian Office Opens, Coordinatots Naraed 

The Dcfcnw Dcpamnent today named the transition coordinatm assigned to wodr 
with individual communidcs to help speed rhc rum over of closed military bases and announced 
thc crcarion of a Basc Closure Transition Office to support thc work of tho coardinatm. 

"Tlesc coordinatrns and thc ncw Pentagon Baw Transidon Office clearly dernonstraf~ 
the Clinton AdminktraLion's cmmimcnt to mmng through rcd tape and helping afftcuxl 
cornmunines achicve total economic &velopmen~" S-tary of Dcknse Lcs Aspin said 

The creation of the DoD Base Transition Office and thc appoinnnent of txansition 
coor-rs arc clcmcnrs of a five-part pmgram ~nounccd  by the Resident on July 2 to 
speed the economic xovery  of communities affected by bas closure and nalignmcnt d o n s .  
The other four pans of rhc Resident's s m g y  include a jobs-centad propmy disposal plan 
rhat puts local ezonomic mdcvelopment fnsr a fasr-track cleanup plan for bases that removes 
n d c s s  &lays wkile protecting human health and the environmen$ pracdurrs m provide easy 
aurss  to uansidon and redevelopment help for warkers and mmmunirics; and Larger economic 
development pltMing grants to b a c  closure communities from rhc Dcpamnent*s Offin of 
Emcomic Adjusmcnr 

Transition coordinators will be rz& in all aspccn of he bare closure and rralignmcnt 
processes and will serve in thcir communities for at 1-1 18 monrhs. Initial aricntarion 
training was complcred on July 7; expanded training for pcrmanenr coordinators will be 
completed in Augusr Tmxition coordinators will rcpon to John Shannon, Acting Scmtary 
of the Army and Special Asdsrrnt to the S c m m y  of Defense for Basc Transirion. Shmmn, 
in rum, reparts to Un& Sscrrtary of Defense for Acquisition John Dcutch. who has ovuall 
responsibility for DoD's implcmcntadon of the Presi&nt's five-pan prognm. 

The functions of the m i t i o n  cwrdinarors will be to: 

Scrvc as full-time. on-site advocates to cornrnonidcs and installations affect& by 
closurcsmalignmcnts, and to cut through rcd capc and blrrcaucraric thickets; 
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THE DEPUTY S E C R E T A R Y  OF D E F E N S E  

W A s n l N a r o H ,  D.C. r o ~ o l  

2 4  Junr 1 9 9 3  

HSHORAh'DUH FOR THE SECRXTUIES OF THE MILITARY D E ~ A ~ T M E N T s  
CKAIRU!Y OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER S E C E T U I E S  OF DEFGNSE 
D I m C T O R ,  RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETMIES OF DEFENSE 
G E N S W  COUNSEL 
ZNSPSCTOR GENEFUL 
DIRSCTOR,  OPSFATIONAL TGST AND EVALUATION 
COK?TROLLER 
ASSISTAVTS TO T H S  SECFETA,,Y OF DEFENSE 
D I E C T O R  OF ADHINISTRATIOU A N D  YJSNAGEMENT 
DIRSCTORA OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUSJECT: Executive Agent for Base Closure  T r a n s i t i o n  
t 

I have asked Zohn Shannon, the Acting Secretary of the Arz 
to serve as Execut ive  A g e n t  0f the De?artment of Defense (DoD) 
fa: Base Closure TransitLon Cootdlnation and Special A s s i s c a n t  
t h e  Secretary o f  D e i e n s s .  I instruct you to offer him e v e r y  
ccopetation. A c h a r t e r  d e f i n i n g  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  Agentts mission 
orgenization, resourcas, authority, responsibilities, and coor: 
nation with State, local, DoD, and other Federal dctivitias wf. 
be issued b July 15,  1993. T h e  Executive Agentr$. c h b r t e r  and 
a u ~ h o r i t y  w f 11 ex?i:e o n  Sove*er  1, 1993 unless otherv isa  
exteaclod.  

The Undez Secretary o f  De fense  ( X c ~ i ~ ! t i o n )  will issue 
a ? e ~ i f i c  ~ ~ s ~ ~ c c c ! o ~ s .  



Use thdr mining and expertise in all aspects of rhc closure pmcess-cspecially in the 
arcas of environmental cieanup and p p a t y  disposal-and to hclp communities movc to 
a cidkm-basai economy; 

Wa-k with the base commander, fcdcral and state agmdes to keep environrnentd 
ckanup on a fan track. to push for the priority tnxtmcnr of parcels of land that have 
rhc potential for rapid redcvclopment and job c d o n ;  and 

Wark with thc mil imy department and rhc community to idenrify reuse needs md to 
nt that h c  nctds are a c c o m m ~  wbcrcvcr possible, in DoD's closurt plans. 

The transidon coordinators also will work with thc Officc of Economic Adjusmcnr to 
help anrmunirics idcnrify sourccs of fcdcral assisma. 

A fist of thc nansition coordinators and their phonc numbers is attached. 



OSD WETRANSmON OF RCE: WETRANSmON COORDINATOR LlST 

INSTALLATI0 N NAME PHONE 

L. 

ALABAMA 
NAVSTA MOBILE 

AW<ANSAS 
EAKER AFB 

ARIZONA 
WlllVUllS AFB 

CALIFORNIA . 
PRESlDlC OF SFRLAMLLTON AAF 
m O R D  
SAC- ARMY DEPOr 
NAVRASE SAN FRANCISCO 
NAVSfA LONG BEACH 
NTC SAN DLEGO 
MCAS EL TOR-N 
GK>RGEAFB 
MATHER AFB 
NORTON AFB 
CASTLE AFB 
MARCHAFB 

COtORADO 

U' 
WEBLO ARMY DEPCrr 

L O W  AFB 
HORlDA 

M - C O ~ D O  
NrcSCECLrmo 
W D l U  AFB 
HOI1-AFa 

GUAM 
NAS AGANA. GUAM 

HAWAII 
NAS W E R S  POW 

EUNOIS 
NASaBJvlEW 
CHANUlEAFB . - 
O W E  AFRS 

NDIANA 
JEFERsmPROW\X;-D 
FORTBENl-wwsw 
Gmssa4AW 

KEmvcxY 
tWNmONAFmTYDEPcn- 

LOUISLANA 
X L A N D  AFB 

CDR JONATHAN P. MUlR 

MR ARNOLDT. ROSS1 
MRJCHNSNAPP 
DR. RffiEFl L STABf3 
CDR ALFRED R M N S  
LT ALEX MICLAT 
LCW R O B D T T C M O  
COLJM RlTUilE 
MR BILL COLLINS 
MR. ROY A MURRAY, JR 
MS. PATTl WARREN 
MR. JACK KOPlZ 
LT COL STEPHEN P. CLARK 

MR. RONALD J. CONNELL 
LT COL LAWRENCE M. BEACH 

CAPT HARRY L S M m  
MRFXCHARDDONOGHUE 
MR NYLE E BOLSER 
MR JOHN F. FETN3ACKER 

CDfl CHRIS S W A N  

CDR JOHN W. V A U H  
.MR. VlRLON J. SUI7-S 
M R  FFtANKLYN E. SENFT 

MR BOa HUDSON 
LTC MICHAEL J. DEBOW 
COC DANIEL W. GWDARD 

MR. FLOYD C. HER8EFT 



O S D  W E W S I T K ) N  OFFICE: BASETRANSlTlON COORDINATOR UST 

NAME PHONE 
\- - 

MASSActiusRTS 
ARMY MATEFUAL TECH LAB 
FORT DEVENS 

MARYLAND 
FORTMEAD€ 

MABE 
LORING AFB 

LIPCHK;AN 

W U m A F l 3  
KJ. SAWYER Am 

FASSOUW 
R-URAFE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
PEASE AFB 

NEWJERSEY 
FORT h4aWOWH 
NAU'C T R m  

NEWMaaCO 
FORT WNGJiTE ARMY DEPOT 

W Y O R K  
AVSTA NEW YORK 

-L - e n  AFB 
GRIRG AFB 
PLATTSaURGH AFB 

OHIO 
NEU'ARK AFEI 
G W A F S  - 
UU4TUlA ARMY DEPOT 

PENNSYLVANIA 
NAVBASE P W E L P H I A  
w w -  
DPSC, PHILADELPHlA 

RHODE BLAND 
CBC D A V l m t  

S O ~ C A R O L E I A  
NAVBASE CI-LWETON 

BEN3-l AFB 
TBWESSEE 

NAS M 5 P H S  
TMAS 

NAS DALLAS 
' 3 sGsmOMAW 

L/ 
;ARSWELL AFi3 

LTC JAMES T. NAUGHTON 
MR ROBERT R. t v W 2 W 3 3  

MR. W I W  GRANT 

MAI EDWARD J. SWEENEY 

MR. MICHAEL T. JONES 
COL RAYMOND A N J W A N N  

MR RICHARD A 33NES 

MR. DAVlD DXON 
MR. THOMAS H. BOGlA 

MR. MALCOLM WAlDEN 

1CORAMYCX)X 
MR RK;HARD E MCQUISTDN, J R  
LT COLTHOMAS E. C U F H  
LT COC ARTHUR M. PACKARD 

MR. WILLIAM L P I I S  
M R  DAN M. D O W I D E  

- 
MR. LEO T. TOMASSll 

CAPT C. A TZOMES 
MR RICHARD H. WILUMS, JR 

CDR RUSSELL t NOBtE 

CDR J. D. M C A D W  
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OSD BASETRANSmON OFFICE: BASE- COORDINATOR L E T  

ecSTAlIAT10N NAME PHONE 

14 UTAH 
TOOELE ARMY OEPOT MR CHARLES S FUR- 80 1-833-221 1 

v m m  
CAMERON STATION CaGEOFK;EElCKE 703-274-6506 
HDL- DR JOHN C. VJGRAM 703-490-21 13 
VlNT HILL FARAG STATION MS. JO ANN A SMITH 703-349-6364 

WASI-UNGTON 
NAVSTA SAND POINT CAPT PAUL H. BONTROP 206-526-3073 



O F F  I C E  O F  T r i E  S E C R E T A X Y  C F  3 E F E \ S E  

W A S H I N G T O N ,  P . C .  2 C 3 0 1  

23 Jcne 1993 

M E H O M D U M  F O R  THE SECRETARIES OF THE MXLiTARY DEPARTMSXTS 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (ACQUISITION) 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

(ENVXROSMENTAL SECURITY) 
ASSISTLYT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

(ECONOMIC SECURITY)  
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PERSO~TEL 

LYD READIHESS) 
GESFRAL COUNSEL 
COMYTROLLER 
ASSZSTLUT TO TH6 SECRSTARY OF DEFENSE 

(LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS) 
ASSISTANT TO THE SECRSTARY OF DEFENSE 

(TUBLIC A F F A I R S )  
D I R S C T O R  OF A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  AND MANAGEMENT 
DI?.ECTOR, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

I 

SUBJECT: s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  Executive Agen t  for Base Closure 
Traneition 

On J u n e  2 4 ,  1 9 9 3 ,  Deputy  Secretary of Defenee Perry 
designated me as t h e  fxec~tive Agent of the Department of 
Defense for Base Closure Transition Coordination and Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (enclosure 1 ) .  In 
this role, I will be wcrking with each of you to establish 
an effective Trn~sition Coordinator a t  each major realigning 
and closing base. The Iransiiion Coordinators will be the 
Department's full-time omt;cfsmen in the areas of community 
outreach, environmental cleanup, Federal assistance pro- 
g r a m s ,  planning qrants, and ~roperty disposal. I will 
ensure t h a t  these  individuals are f u l l y  trained to war+ with  
the local commcnitles t o  facilitate base transition bnd 
reuse. 

I have identified a nunbet of s?ecific areas where I 
need and request your support i n  executing my d u t i e s  as 
Executive Agent. These azebs of support include: staffing 
of the proposed organization c t  enclosure 2; identifying 
individuals to serve locally as  base trensition coordi- 
nators; identifying technical experts to advise me and my 
staff on specific issues; training of the Transition 
CoordLnatora; identifying exisking guidance documents that 
would be useful for Transition Coordinators; and p a r t i c i p a -  
t i n g  in an ~ x e c c t i v e  ~~ent/Coordinator confazenca. M y  
specific need8 in eech of these azees ere more fully defined 
in subsequent p a r a g r a p h s ,  



My current plan is to s t a f f  a small office with most 
personnel detailed from the Military Departments and other 
DoD organizations. The capabilities of this office would be 
further enhanced by the identification of "technical 
experte" throughout the DoD in the areas of community 
outreach, environmental cleanup, ~eclerhl assistance 
programs, planning grants, lesal considerations, economic 
development and reinvestment, and property disposal. The 
initial focus of this office will be to identify and train 
Traneition Coordinators at the base level to serve a8 the 
~ e p a r t r n e n t ' s  primary link with the affected connunitiss. 

The following sssistance is needed: 

4 - Prwram Managers: Each Military De?arkment and the 
Cefense Logistics ~ g e n c y : ( D ~ ~ )  should d e t a i l  an 06-level 
individual t o  a s s i a t  me from June 29 through November 1 ,  
1993. The Program Managers will ba my primary d a y - t o - d t y  
liaison at the Military Department level and link to the 
base level Transition Coordinator. The Program Managerg 
will seek support from other Federal agencies a8 necessary. 
The Frogran Kanagera rill formulate recormended actions for 
me to f a c i l i t a t e  b a s e  reuse. 

- Transition Coordinators: Each Military Departnient 
and DLA were previously asked to nominate a candidate 
Transition Coordinator at each closing base from the 1988 
through the 1993 rounds. l imes  along with resumes are  to be 
provided to my office by July 1 ,  1993, Candidates should 
p!an to m e e t  w i t h  me on July 7, 1953, a t  a location to be 
determined in the Kashington, DC, area, Coordinators will 
receive orientation training at that tine with additional 
detailed training to follow. The Transition Coordinators 
w i l l  be t h e  single points of contact for transition and 
economic reinvestment matters and will be the cornmunitfeat 
onbudsnen t3 provide ready access to decision rnakera. The 
Transition Coordinators w i l l  have to become conversant i n  a 
number cf Defense  and Federel assistance 2rograms and will 
be e x ? e c t e d  to   peak frequently for the Ce?artment in the 
public arena.  ~dditionally, the Coordinators will be 
reqgired to work in coordination with the base commandern 
and be knowledgeeble of the status of closure and 
reali~nnent actione. 



- Technical Support: Each addressee should identify 
by July 6, 1993, the names w i t h  address,  telephone and 
facsimile numbers of technical expert8 in the functional 
areas identified in paragraph three above. These 
individuals will be "on-call" for brief periods to as~ist in 
the detailed training of the Transition Coordinators. T h i a  
process will occur during July-September 1993, The 
technical experta will be expected to brief t h e  Transition 
Coordinators on current policy and procedures in their 
functional areas as part of the Transition Coordinator 
training. Additionally, the technical experta will work 
with my P r o g r a n  Managers to provide answers and formulzite 
solutions to Tranbition Coordinator issues on a day-to-day 
basis. 

- Training Support1 I musk structure a f a s t - t r a c k  
training program to train Transition Coordinators. Each 
Military Department and the Office o f  Economic Adjustment 
should detail an 05-level person to me from June 29 to 
September 30, 1993. personnel detailed should be knowledge- 
able in designing a program of instruction for the 
Transition Coordinators, These individuals will execute t h e  
progrca of instruction with contract assistance, In this 
regard, I am requesting that a11 addressees advise me of any 
existing contractual arrangecents that could be exercised to 
support this requirement, Existing publications, pamphlets, 
and training documents crected by your organization should 
be forwerCed to my office by July 1 ,  1993, to serve as 
source infornation and reference for the development of the 
treining progran of instruction, T h e  Training Support T e m  
will also identify and s c h e d u l e  tho appropriate subject 
matter technical experts to participate in the training of 
the Transiticn Coordinators. 

- ~dministrative Support: Request  that the Navy take 
the initial lead to Cevelop a legi~lctive a f f a i r s  plan and 
the Air Force undertake the develcpnent of a public cffaLrs 
plan. These plans should be fully coordinated with your 
oSD counterp~rts by Wednesday, 30 June 1993, prior to the 
1 July IS93 ~ubmission of B U C  Conmission recomcndctions 
to the President. 

Each Military Department, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (~ereonnel znd Readiness), Coaptrollez, Legislative 
Affairs (LA), i?ubli~ Affairs (PA), and DLX should identify 
individuals w h o m  I can call upon as  necessary fot support: 



-- Legislative Affairs: Military Department., 
L A ,  and DLA - July 29 

-- Public Affairs: Military ~epartmenta, LA, 
and DLA - July 29 

-- Financial Management: Comptroller - July 6 
- - Personnel Management: Military Departments, 

Assistant Secretary of Defezse (Personnel and R e a d i n e s s ) ,  
and DLA - July 6 

-- Administrative Support: Military Departments 
and DLA - July 6 

I realize that these requests represent a significant 
resource commiteent on your p a r t .  However,  considering the 
miasion that I have been given and the time frame for 
accomplishment I need your full support. If  t h e r e  a r e  areas 
that concern you, I an available to meet and discuss those 
concerns. My point of contact for receiving this 
information is Nr. Michael W ,  Oven, S A I L E ,  room 2E614, the 
Pentagon, Washington, DC, 20310-0110, 

Thank you foz your support. /j? 

E n c l o s u r e s  

Spe i a l  Assistant to the 
S cretary of Defense P 
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THE SECRETARY OF T P I ~  I N T F S ~ I ~ F )  

WASHINGTON 

I-iunorablc William J. Pcrry 
Sccrctary of Dcfcnsc 
Waqhingron, D.C. 20301 - 1000 

Dcar Mr. Secretary: 

Thc Department of the Interior (Depatiment) has conducted a review of the niilitary baxs  
scheduled fur clasure pursuu1t lo tlre Base Realiglul~ent and Closurc Act. The federal screeniug 
process conducted by the bureaus within the Department of the Interior, has identified various 
bases which nlppon the mission of the Department in its role to manage and protect imponanr 
public resources. I n  this role. the Department of the Interior is providilig two dis~inct functions: 
( I )  acquiring important nationally significanl natural resources and real property for the use ar~d 
benefit of federally recognized Indian tribes, which will coutiuue to be protcctcd for thc public 
good by the Department and (2) acquiring park and recreation properties for Statcs snd local 
govcrnlrnts as a part of the National Park Scrvicc Fcdcral Lands-to-Parks Program. 

Thus, 1 am fonvarding two lists of propcrtics which the Dcpartmerlt hopes to have tratlsfcrred lo 
thc jurisdiction of thc appropriate Interior bureau, subject to the National Environmental Policy 
Act. Enclosure A is a list of Depannient of Defense military base properties which possess 
acreage which would be retained by an Interior bureau for the purpose of long-term proicctiur~ 
of their natural assets. If parcels at these excess properties are msferred to this Department by 
the Department of Defense, thcsr parcels would be managed by an lnterior bureau charged wit11 
prutc~ting environnlrnt asscts and historical resources. Also included in this lrst arc parcels 
which would be held in trust by lnrcrior and the Bureau of' Indian Aff;-lire for reinvestment i n  
cconomic development and t r ib~l  programs hy local Indian tribes. Each of these properties plays 
i\ kcy role in fulfilling the comnlitmcnts of thc Clinton Administration for ecosystem and rcsource 
managcmcnt and community economic development and sufficiency. 

Second. working with local communities and the Department of Defense, we have alsu idrntified 
various base closure properties which would now be excess to Defense necds arrd are likely to 
be identified as surplus to Federal needs. These prope~ties arc appropriate for transtcr through 
rhc Federal 1-ands-To-Parks Program to Sratcs and local governments for thc cstablishrnelit and 
cxpanslon of public parks and recreation areas under provisiorls of the long-standing Federal 
surplus property program. Enclosure B describes the requests that thc National Park Service has 
rcccivcd from local governments. 

I t  is our understanding that specific proposals have been submitted to the local reuse committee - 
responsible for completing redevelopment plans at each of these facilities. Thus, these two lists 
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Page 2 
Letter to William I. Perry 

represent a comprehensive listing of the efforts and progress that 11avc already been made to 
date by our respective staffs. 

I would like to take this opportunity to extend my personal appreciation for the cooperation 
and assistance that has been provided by Defense officials in moving each of these projects 
forward. I further ncknowledge their efforts to understand the complexities of my role as 
Trustee for natural resources and Indian tribes and their members. 

We look forward to  the opportunity to describe in greater detail how specific parcels at these 
facilities c.ould be re-deplaycd for park and recreation purposes. In the meantime, any 
questions from your staff should be dirccted to Allcn McReynolds, Offiw of the Secretary, at 
(202) 208-63 18. 

Thank you for your attention and support for these valuable progratns. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures { 2 



Attachment A 
Military Base Closure Inintive 

DO1 Ecosystem Management Initiative 

BASE LOCA TION 

Army 

Ft Devens 
MCAS El Torro 
Harry Diamond Lab 
Hamilton Air Field 
Jefferson Proving Ground 
Ft. Ord 
Presidio of San Francisco 
Pueblo Ordnance Dcpot 
Urnat~lla Army Depot 
"Ft. Wingate 

Air Force 

Massachusetts 
California 
Virginia 
Nuvato, CA 
Indiana 
Montercy, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
Colorado 
Oregon 
New Mexico 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Buroau of Indian Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
nureau of Land Mgt. 
National Park Service 
Bureau of  Land Mgt. 
Bureau of Land Mgt. 
Bureau of Land Mgt. 

Ellsworth AFB 
Homestead AFR 
Griftis AFB 
Loring AFB 

South Dakota 
1 Iarnestead, FL 
Rome, New York 
Caribou, Mainc 

Lowry AFB 
March AFB 

Colorado 
California 

Myrtle Beach AFB South Carolina 
M~nuteman ICl3M Sites Soutlr Dakota 
Norton AFB California 
Plottsburg AFB New York 
K. I .  Sawyer AFB Minnesota 

Navy 

N A S  Alarneda California 
Naval Air Station, Rarbers Point Hawaii 

Floyd Bennett Field 
Fon Wadsworth 
NAS Cecil Field 
NS Charleston 
NCBC Davisville 

New York 
New York 
Florida 
South Carolina 
Rhode Island 

National Park S e r v ~ c t  
National Park Servlcc 
Bureau of Indian Affa~rs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of lndian Affairs 
Bureau of  Indian Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Indinn Affairs 
Bureau of Ind~an  Affairs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Park Service 
National Park Service 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Indian Att'mrs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
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Mare Island Naval Shrpyard 
NAS Memphis 
NAS, Midway Island 
NS Mobrle 
NCRC Ncwport 
NTC Orlando 
*Saltan Sea Naval Test Base 

NS, Pugel Sound (Sand Point) 
Naval Sec Gp. Skaggs Island 
Radio Transm~ ssion Facility 
+Yerba Buena Island 

California 
Tennessee 
Pacific Lslands 
Alabama 
Rhode Island 
Florida 
California 

Washington 
Cal~fornia 
Vlrg~nia 
California 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau o f  Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of  Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Mgt. 
Fish and Wildl~fe Service 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Bureau of  Indian Affairs 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bureau of Land Mgt. 

'Withdrawal property scheduled to be relinqurshed to BLM for return to public domain. 



Attachment 6 
Military Base Closure Initiative 

DOVNPS Federal Lands-to-Parks PI-oyrrm 

SER V7C.h' BASE LOCA TION CClMMUNrrY 

Army 

Army Material -1'echnology Lab 
AL Army Ammunition Dopot 

Cameron Station 
Coosa River Annex 
Defense Mapping Agency, Nike 
Ft. Benjamin Harrison 
Ft Devens 
Ft. Ord 

Ft. Shcrtdm 
Indiana Army Ammunition Plant 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot 

Tacony Warehouse 
Vint Hill Farms 

Air  Force 

Castle AFB 

Chanute AFB 
Eaker AFB 

Homestead AFR 
Loring AFB 

Lo wry AFB 

MacDill AFB 
March AFB 

Watertown. MA 
Talladega County. A L  

Cameron Station, VA 
Talledega County. AL 
Herndon, VA 
Indiana 
Sudbury/Hudson, MA 
Monterey, C A  

Illinois 
Charlestown, IN 
Lexington, KY 

Philadelphia, PA 
Warrenton, VA 

California 

Rantoul. Illinois 
I3lytheville. Arkansas 

Homestend. FL 
Maine 

Colorado 

Tampa, FL 
California 

Watertown, MA 
AL Dept. of Conservation 
and Nntural Resources 

City of Alexandria, VA 
State of Alabama 
Faifnx County. VA 
State of Indiana 
Sudbury and Hudson. MA 
Monterey County, CA 
Montcrey Pen. Reg. Park 
Monterey County Parks 
City o f  Monterey 
City of Marina 
7th Dist. Agricultural Assoc. 
State of CA. Parks and Rec. 
City of  Sand City 
Lake County Forest Preserve 
State of Ind~ana 
Lexington-Fayette County 
State of KY Fish and Game 
PA Fish and Boat Comm 
Warrcnton Historic Assoc. 

City of Merced 
C~ty  of Atwatcr 
Villagc of Rontoul 
Dl ythevillc-Gasnell Regional 

Airport Authority 
Dade Co. Dept. o f  Aviation 
Loring Development Auth. 
Town of Caribou 
City and County of Dcnver 
City of Aurora 
City of Tampa 
City of Moreno Valley 
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Mather AFB Sacramento, CA 

Myrtle Beach AFB Myrtle Beach, SC 
Norton AFB California 

Grlssom AFB 
Plattsburg AFB 
Williams AFB 

New York 
Plattsburg, NY 
Arizona 

Navy 

Brooklyn Naval Station New York 
Cape St George Flor~dn 

Glenvicw Naval Air Station Naperville, IL 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard Caliibrnla 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro California 
Marine Corps Air Station. Tustin Callfornla 
Naval Base/Naval Hospital Philadelphia, P A  
Naval ShipyardIStation Charleston, SC 

Naval Air Station, Alameda California 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field 
Naval Air Station, Dallas 
Naval Civil Engineering Lab 
Naval Radio Trar. Facility 
Naval Reserve Center, Pittsfield 
Naval Reserve Station, Staunton 
Naval Station, Treasure Island 
Oakland Naval Hospital, Oakland 

Jacksonville, FL 
Texas 
Port Huenerne, CA 
Suffolk, V A  
Massachuetts 
Staunton, VA 
Sm Francisco, CA 
California 

Sm Diego Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Sand Point Naval Station Seattle. WA 

Cordova Recreation and 
Park District 

Cow ty of Sacramen to 
State o f  South Carolina 
City of Highland 
City of  San Bernardino 

Clry of Plattsburg 
City of Mesa 

City of Brooklyn 
Apalachicola National 

Estuarine Reserve 
Forest Preserve District of 

Cook County 
Vallejo Recreation District 
Orange County 
Orange County 
City of Philadelphia 
City of Nonh Charleston 
Charleston County Parks 
City of Alameda 
East Bey Regional Park Dist 
State of Florida 
City of  Duncanville 
City of  Port Hucncme 
City o f  Suffolk 
City of Pittsfield 
City of Staunton 
City of San Francisco 
City of Oakland 
East Bay Regional Park Dist 
City of San Dicgo 
City o f  Seattle 
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New university . ;. . - 
Program 

PRESIDENT SIGNS BASE 
CLOSURE & ECONOMIC 
ADJUSTMENT LAW 
CHANGES 

P resident Cl~nton has made it official; he has slgneri ~ n t o  law numer- 
ous changes in boch the base closure and econo~nic readjustment 
processes that had been pssed by Congress In ~ t s  final hours before 

adjournment. The new measures arc conta~ned in the 1994 Defense Aucho- 
rization :kt. Wlth one notable exception - in the areas of relaced property 
on a closed facility - all the changes are hlghly rrspnnslve to the needs of 
base closure c o r n r n ~ ~ n ~ t ~ e s  

The changes seek to irnplemenr most of President Clinton's plan 
announced on July 2: "Revitdizing Base Closure Communities," and most of 
the changes draw upon the initiatives of Senacor   avid Pryor's T z k  Force 
The final version decided in a House-Senate conference rrfltlcts ncarly all of 
h e  major initiatives and changes advocated in NAIP's original Twelve Poi~.lt 
Program announced last year. 

NAID BOARD MEETS 

N iUD's B o d  of D~recton met over three days from November 14-16 
to discuss erpanded services to the members, lmplemencation of 
the Labor Department grant, a 1993 legislative agenda, the organiza- 

rion's budget and finaici31 ststus, an expanded rolt: lur committees and corn- 
mictee chainuen in Lhe 1994 annual conference and various other matters. 

I t  is the Board's intention thar much of the organization5 work h s  year 
take place rhrough the committee structure. Not only will the committees 
directly deal with many oi the issues facing the base reuse and redevelop- 
ment community but they will also set much of the agenda for thc a~lrlual 
meeting and will supply both seminars and s p k e r s  for the annual event. 
Dunng the meeting. d~t :  Boanl mec with all commircre cha~rmcn in order co 
structure agendas and goids for cach for the corning year. Also, the Board 
vuted to create three new comrmttees: Communications. A~rports, and Base 
Housing Reuse. 

During the meeting, the Board tentatively approved a nesv five-poinc 
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President's Letter 

n M a l f  of W ' s  Boad of 
Directors, I would l ike tu 
wish 311 of you Happy - - ,  

Holid.ar;. 
1 am pleased co report that ou r  

November Board of Chrecmrs meeting 
in Washington, D C was very produc- 
tive. The Board decided to cxpand our 
services to indude a variery of e d u a -  
t ional c0urse.s alld cornettee activi- 
ties that address the needs oi comrnu- 
nities regarding base closure issues. 
Other expanded services approved by 
the Board include an extensive 
resowce library located at our N N D  
headquarters in Alexandria, VA, in- 
depth m t e m w s  wth  evperts regard- 
ing base reuse problems and solu- 
tions, additional meetings throughout 
the year LO target specific issues, and a 
coktant  presence in the Washington 
area to monitor changes in process, 
policy and legislation 

During our meeting, everyone 
agreed h t  cornnlunity participation 
on all NATD commitrees is crucial in 
finding solutions to the beneficial 
economic reuse of s closed military 

base. Please read tht: section in ch~s  
newsletter devoted to cornmittcc 
activities to see Lf you would like ro 
become an asrive participant 

A special dunks ro everyone who 
gave us assistance on the Pryor 
Amendments. I t  is this  k ind of 
involvcmcnt that really makes a dif- 
ference in addressing the needs of 
every community. 

Gil Meyer Is Leaving 
Congratularions are in order for 

newly promoted Brigadicr Gcncral 
Gil Meyer. All of us at NAID feel 3 
great deal u l  pride in Gil, but we 
know he will be very difficult ro 
replace a s  Direcror of Transition 
Coordinators. As we all know, atti- 
tude determines actions. Gil's atri- 
rude on day one as Director of Transi- 
tion Coordinators was one of positive 
enthusiasm and determination that 
galvanized this new program. Gil set 
h e  cone for the success of the whole 
Transition coordinator program The 
program is off to a grmt start with all 
of us working together to make 
lemonade out of lemons. I personally 

to thank yo4 Ga for d of your 
ntpporr and wsh you che very best. 

NAID Dues Structure Changing 
As you know, NAID u a s  given a 

grant th~s  year as "seed money" to 
tstahlish a Washington office and to 
expand our operations and services. 
(Scc p. 8) A provision of this grant 
requirts that NAID develop 3 plan to 
becctme self-sufficient wirhii~ three 
years. lo  do thls and be able to offer 
a full array of services to our mein- 
bers, rccogniz lng  that  our  only  
source of illcome is through dues, 

our Board of Directors has voted to 
change our dues smcture  as follows. 

In d ~ e  past, dues were based on a 
January EO January calendar year. 
Now dues will be effective for the 
full I2 monrhs from the month [hey 
are paid. If you hnvc qucscions about 
our new dues policy please contact 
NATD headquartem. 

j n n r  English 

1 .  NAIDNEWS I 
I f  YOU i ~ v r  news to share w ~ t h  
the membership, fax 

, Bob U'agman, Editor 
- (301) 565-0444 

- 
Commun~rlcs 
Federal Gnvcrnmcnr 
Small Companies 
Mcdlum Companies 
Large Companies 

F~rsr 
M e m b n h l p  

84dO 00 
8150.00 
5500 00 
6750.00 

$1.200.00 

Number of 
Ernploytcs 

N A 
N A 
<10 

10-50 
Over 50 

Each 
Additional 

$200.00 
8 )  50 00 
$2 50.00 
1400.00 
$750.00 
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NAID Developing 
University Program 

N fill ,  [he Bast: Transition Offlce iBT0)  ~ n d  The 
k r s e  Wxhmgton Ulliversir y are jointly work- 
ing to de~relop a hroad-based senlinar curricu- 

l a  b t  &recrIy addresses bast: clostlre issues. The pur- 

pou h e  courses is to meec rhe specific informational 
needs of the base rcdeveloprnent community, especially 
those communitie.~ faiing redevelopment for the first 
cirnc 

k envisioned, these semj nars will last anywhere frurr~ 
a & ~ y  to three days, and will be caught on the George 
Washington campus in Washington, D.C., ar other locca- 

aromd the country, as well ns In Charleston, South 
Carolina in cvnjunction with rht: XAID annual confer- 
cnce in August. 

Members of the NAID Road  met with u~~iversity ofli- 
cLals and representatives of the RTO during the Novem- 
ber Bod of Directors mcrting. The Board apprsved, in 
principal, the plan LO d e v t l ~ p  the seminar program, and 
h e  Board instructed NAID scaff to continue rrieering with 
GW ro finalize plans. 

The initial course lineup is still in the early formarive 
stages. But among the kinds of sermnar-cnursvs being d ~ s -  
cussed are; 

Dcvcluping Plans For Community Redcvelupmtnt 
and Reuse 
r Developing Effective Cornmunicy and Media S~rare-  

g ~ e s  

Effective L a i n g  Strategies 

W Negotiation and Mediation Tactics for tIandling the. 
Federal Land Transfer Process 

W Locating and Utilizing thc Resources of tlie Pl.tblic 
and Private Sectors 

Sandy Christirpllcr o l  NAID's Washington staff has 
been meeting with teprrsrntacivzs of the University to 
develop  he curriculum. "l.he planning is still it1 the pre- 
lirninax-y stages," she says. .'and 1 really need to hear from 
[he mrm hcrrhip quickly with suggest ions ahnu t addi- 
riond possible seminar topics and suggestions for possl- 
ble Seminar leader; and course reachers. It is anticipated 
'hat most of rhe faculty fcbr these senunars will be drawn 
['om SAID'S rnernbershlp and from [he base closorr: and 
realypment community. 

Sandy can he reached at NAIU hexdquarters. 

DoD Reuse Officials 
( Meet The Press 

T he two Pentagon off~c~als In charge of base closcre 
and reuse held ,I news brieiing on December 1 to 

discuss thc irnplcmcntacion of Pres~denc Cllncon's 
Fivt: Part Prugram lor speeding the base converslcn 
prr'~t:ss, and the i m p l ~ c x ~ o n s  of the changes it1 tht. 
process approved by Congress thls v ~ 3 r  31, pa1 t of the 
Defense Auchor1z~t1~7n Act 

Bob Bayer, Deputy  Asslstanc serretnry for EconomS 
Rcinvestmenr and Base Realignmtnr 2nd C~CJ;I-I~C A d  
Mark F Wagner. who as Special Assistant to the Ass~ranr 
S~cretary for E c o ~ ~ o i ~ ~ l c  Secunty has been aLc111g as sp'- 
cia1 assistant for Base iiansltion and dirpctor of :he,I3ase 
Transltlon Office both praised the amendments vote_? by 
Congress and s a d  that the ncw Law gives the Pentagon the 
mpetus to rapidly incresc rht pace of base conversion, 

and to vlew IsSurs from the perspective o l  cl~e aifccc,cd 
cornmunit i t s  

"This is a new way of do~ng  buslness for Dr:)D." Wagner 
said. "WE are putting the needs of the community first 
and rile ncw law gives us the means of sharply accelerat- 
i tlg che process." 

Amc~ng clle p a n t s  srressed by  Bayer was that Don's 
Ottirr of Economc Adjustment now hiis the authority to 
makc larger grants, and to make them fascer. "S~nceJuly 2 
wc have approved 25 grants rocaling $7.3 mdllon." Bayer 
said, "and we have othcrs still in the p ~ ~ e l i n e  We bclicve 
~f we can get plann~ng rnuney inro [he hand3 crl cumrnuni- 

tles more quickly we c a n  grearly s p ~ r d  up the entire 
process " 

Eoth Bayer and Wagner stressed thf. new authoricy 
given the Pentanon to make bclntv-fair-marlier transtars 
h r  economic de;eluprnent. 'If a plan can and will create 
jobs," Baycr raid. " ~ v t -  will make properties available on as 
attractive a basis as possible." 

Bayer called attention to the provision of the newly 
:igned Law that will allow for the transfer of personal 
pruperty for economic redcvclopment. He admitted that 
the broad ~xceprions for transfers of property ro other 
military bases and to othcr ledcral programs h o l k  the 
potetltial chat bases could br all bur stripped. bu: said 
that hls office is atready discussing ways tu prevent r h ~ s  
from happening. 

"We are going to watch chis very carefully" Gayer aid.  
"We are placing a very high pr~ority on how property dis- 
posal relates co the needs and the uses ol the community" 
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Congress Votes Changes 
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Hrrt: w: a summary uf the major new provisions affecr- 
ing local-state economic adiustmcnc and community 
reuse of dosed b u e s  

Real Property Transfer Authority: Subject to r e p -  
lacions ro be lssued by the Secretar>! POL', may now trans- 

fcr rcal property and personal property to localstate entl- 
ties for economic redevelopment purposes .  The 
transferred properry can be tramlerrrd "for considerat~on 
at or below the estimated fair nvarket value" or 'witl-~uut 
considerat ionn 

The DoD regulations for transfers under Section 2903 
must recognize such criteria as the economic. impact of 
h e  closure, rhc culntnul-~ity's financial condition, and the 
prospects for base redevelopment. Basc transfers in rurd 
Iccations with substantial adverse impact would be wirh- 
our consideration The Se.cretary must maintam a perma- 
nent record justifying each transfer below fair market 
value 

DoD can recuup a portion of the net sales proceeds in 
excess of the amounc paid by the community. DoD and 
the Nat innal Economic Council have already di.wussed 
"profit-sharingn criteria. Subject to the final regulations 
this new Section 2903 WLU permit base rcusc agencies to 
negotiate with private stctor clients fur the purchase of 
specific facilities without the need for rtporcs being pro- 
vided to the Congress - as now called for in the 1949 
Property Act (Section 2Y013j 

r Rclatcd Persona1 Property: The final bill directs 
the affected military department to provide an inventory 
of equipment within six-months of the approved closure 
action and then prohibits the remc>val of equipmenr 
needed for the Iwal base reuse plan (Section 2902). The 
find language here is considerably broader that ~ v e  in the 
basr. closurt comi~lunity nught have hoped, and, in fact, iS 
broadly i~~ tc rp re ted  by the military departmrrlts. could 
lead to the gutting of the lntcntion nf the Pryor Xnlei~d- 
menr to make 35 much equipment wnilable to the local 
community as po~sihI e. 

With DoD suppilrt, the original Fryor Amendment 
a d u d c d  unly. (a) equiprucnc fur a I - c ioca t~n~  unlt, and (h) 
nliliranly uniqur tquipmenc As passed, [he ncw law also 
permits the shipment of equlpmenr required fur "the i~ptr- 
ation of a unit, function, cornponcnt, weapon sysrem at 
another inscallation;" as \;rcll as equipment for "known 
requiremen[; of an authorized program of another Fcd- 
era1 agency." If broadly applied, these nvo changes could' 

allow for the nrholesale pillage of equipment at closed 
bases rather than recainlng much 0 1  t h ~ s  equipment in  
place to the benefit of the local cornrnunlty 

Expedited Screening & Simpl ificd McI<inncy Act 
Process: The rmlitary departmen1 musl complcre federal 
agency screening wthln SIX-months of the final approval 
of che base. closure package, unless the local redevelop- 
ment agcncy agrees to a delay. The new process would 
&u pernut concurrent McKinney Act screening for hous- 
ing for the homeless McKinnev Act prov~rlers would stdl 
have the Fnnrlt): penod (60 days to apply plus 90 days to 
perfect their app l i~~~t ions )  in advance of any local reuse 

After the 60-day plus 90-day periods, the current con- 
tinuous McKinney Act screening would be discontinued 
lor a onc-year period, under the terms of Section 2905, to 
permit the I(xul-state redevelopmcnr agency to compler r 
its base reuse plan. If rhe community does no1 co~rlplrts 
its plan w~rhin a one-year period, then the McKimley .4ct 
screening process would begin again on a quarterly bans 
The "nee-ds ol [he hornclcss in communities affected by 
the closurr" muit also be ensured for all transfers u11di.r 
Section 2903. (:Section 2904) 

Leases at Less T h a n  Fair Market Value: Intrr~m- 
use leases ar less than fair market value are authorized so 
long as they "facilitate State or local econormc adjustment 
efforts." (Srction 2906) 

Contracting For Cart & Custody Serviccsr DUD 
may now contract with local governments for "police scr- 
vices, fire protection, sir-field operatinns, or ocher corn- 
inunity services by such local govcrnrnents at installa- 
tions to be closed." (Section 2907) 

Surplus Equipment Avuilublc to Commutiities: As 
a sense of the Congress. the Secretary of Defensr was 
asked to make surplus equipmenc available to nearby 
communities if the equipmenc assists local economic 
development efforts. (Section 2909). 

W Feasibility S t u d y  oft R e l a t i n g  DoD P l a n n i n g  
Assislrlnce Levels to F U . ~ U K  Base Closuw Savings: DoD 
rntrsr submit a feasibil~ty r~pc.x-1 by March 1,1994, on aUu- 
cating one-tenth of the cost savings frc;m c l o s ~ ~ r e s  or 
major realignments over a ten-year period Ibr Doc Com- 
murlicy Plannlng As;istancc under 10 USC 2391. 

a Public Bcr~cfit Corlveya,~~es for Ports: Section 203 
of thr 1949 Fedtrai Property ACL was amended to provide 
lor rhe public bcnef~c conveyance for port facilities to pub- 
11c agencies through the Srcretar): of Transpor~at1011 

I fylnnningAssistance jor "Cntastrophic or Multi- 
ple" Closures: The Congress authorized $69 million fix 
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DoD Commu~iity Planning Assistance, and then speciI'ied 
that not Icss than 25 percent nor mure than 50 percent 
must be allocated to commi1nltre.s w ~ r h  "catascrophic" 
(loss of 5 percent or more of the tntd clvilian jobs in [he 
community) or with multiple closure actions. 

Advanccd Spcnding of' EDA Public Works Funds: 
In 3 separaro appropriations action, the House-Sennte 
Confcrence on the Commcric Departnicllt spending did 
approve the Adminiscraticrn's request .allowing DoD funds 
transferred to FDA to be used in advancc of thp conlmu- 
riicy [alting title to the closcd base facilities. This will 
mean c11ar infrastructurc improvements (e.g., ncbv sewer 
lines, new road entrances) needed for civilian reuse can be 
staged prior t o  the community beginning til operate rht- 
base. 

I Environmental Indemnification: On this impor- 
rant subject. the new bill is silent. The original House hiU 
would have removed inderrlr~ification from DoD "rcsponse 
action contractors" and require them to assulnc responsi- 
bility for environmental clean-up. Yhe House language 
would also have left a great uncertainty as to the DoD 
environmental indemnification to communicles under thi  
lo93 Defense Authorization Act. The Senate provisions 
were mi.lch clearer, huc the Hnusr-Senate conferees could 
not agree on flnal language. and both provisions were 
dropped in Conferencc. This is 3 good solution for che 
impacted communiries 

Environmental Irrdem r~ification -Pctroleurn 
Products: The listing of substances lor which environ- 

mental indemnification is provided WLS expanded by Sec- 
tion 1002 to include a "hazardous substance, pollutant or 
contsminanc, or petroleum or petroleum derivative" 

I Misccllaneuus Mutters: The Secretary of Defense 
must name a transition coordinator within 15 days of the 
approval of closure of any installation. The ddinition of 
both "redc~~cloprnenc authority" and 'redrvelopmenr 
plan" have been broadened. As requested by Comrnissiou 
chairtnan Jim Courct-r the 1995 BRAC process has been 
lengthened by fifteen days, cerc ilied data must be supplied 
wth ln  seven days to bo~h the Commission and Congress 
and copies of r\ll data supplied tv cllr Commissiotl must be 
supplied to Can~rcss. Finzlly in [he 1995 B R A C  round, all 
rescimony co [he Commission must be under oarh. 

(Tlis summary was prep~red by the NAID Legislation 
Commircee: George ~chlossberg, John Lynch, Barry Stein- 
herg, Kay hliller and John ~ l l e n j  

Statement of NAID's Financial Condition 
National Association of InstaUatlon Dzvclopers 

Statement of Financial Condition 
As At  

Cktobcr 3 1.1993 

Assets 

Cash 
Furniture &Equipment 
R ~ n r  6z Other Deposits 

Liabilities & Fund Balance 

Pqroll Tmes payable 

Total Liab~lities 

Fund Ealancc 

Total Liabilities & Fund Balance 

National Association nt Insr3Uation Devrlopers 
Statement of Rcvcnues and Expenses 

For the Tcn Months Ended October 31,1993 

Revenues 
Dues & Annual Meeting Incorr~e S 149.139 
DOL Granc 4,762 
Intcrest &r Other income 1,791 

Total Revenue B 194,692 

Espcnses 

Administmtive Expenses B 65639 
Annual Meeting Expenses 
Newslerter 6x Other Expenses 

Excess of Revenues Over Expenses $ 39,293 

Tht: balance sheer and related staccment of inctzrnr o f  
NAID for che ten monrh period ending October 31,1993 arc 
based on the. cash receipts and disbursrn~cnts basis of 
accounting. While they have been prepared without a 
presently completed audit. it 1s he.lieved that they a re  
materially correct in amount as well as  in the manner the 
items have been clzssified and identified 



NAID Board Meets  
{Cor~t'J. f rurr~ y I )  

legislative program and a ten-point 
program for base  reuse policy 
implernentarion that will further 
benef i t  camrnunirics.  Last year 
eleven po~nts  of NAID's Twelve Poinr 
Program were implemented or  
placcd into law as a result of the 
interaction between NAID and key 
lnembers of the Senate, and because 
of increased levels of cooperation 
from within Don. The new program 
con ta ins  policy a n d  i e g ~ s l a t i v c  
changes that st ill rnusr be accom- 
plished in areas like DUD propcrry 
transfer 3t  less than fatr market 
value one-time homeless screening, 
and further darity in environmcn- 
ral indemnification. 

The draft  is still undergoing 
refinement. A draft will he puh- 
lished i n  a fu tu re  issue of' this  
newsletter and will bc circulated 
among the membership for its com- 
ments hefore i t  is finally adopted by 
the Board. 

In ano the r  ac t ion ,  the  Board 
approved the hllowing resolution: 

Where=, present Department of 
Defense policies arid practices limit 
interim facility l a s e s  at dosed mili- 
tary bases to one year; 

Whereas, many Department of 
Defense interim facility leases per- 
mit the Dcpartmtnt of Defense to 
terminate such leases after thircy 
days notice; 

Whereas, such l~mit ing Depart- 
ment of Uefcnse ~nter im lease pro- 
visions severely impede base clo- 
sure cornmunirr efforts to flnancr 
and operate certain major civil con- 
version and reuse pro~ects, thereby 
s~gn~ficnnt ly  h a m p e r ~ n ~  econolnic 
recovery from base closures; 

Now ~t is therelore resolved that, 

the Nationd ,4ssociat1on of Inscalla- 
tion Developers Board of Dlrcctors 
espresses Irs unanin~ous  support 
and urgent request for a Department 
of Defense change In policy to pPr- 

nlit long term leases sufficient to 
enable base dosure coau~~unities to 
finance captal ~ m p < u v r r n e l ~ ~ ~  ro the 
property,  and move forward on 
major base conversion and reuse 
projects 

The lasc day of the Board meettng 
was glven ovrr to srssions wlth Fen- 
tagon officials, members of Con- 
gress and key staffers both on the 
H1l.I and at [he Pentagon. Thc Board, 
Fxecutlve Dirrcror John Allen and 
staff members r r l ~ t  1115~ w ~ r h  new 
Deputy Assistant Secretary F n h  
Bayer. Finally, rneetlngs were held 
with key staffers both on the Hill 
and at the Pentagon whu at. likely 
to have an lmpac t on base ciosure 
and reuse issues. These meetings 
represented both get acquainted 
s e s s i o ~ ~ s  and the opportunity for 
NAID co beg~n a dialogue on lssues 
of importance to che base clusure 
and reuse comrnuni t y 

The November meeting repre- 
sented the first cirne Board members 
had visited our rltw htadquar ter~ 
offices and the facilities worked well 
for the meeting. The t3oard's reaction 
was uniformly positive. 
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Sandra Christopher 
Joins NAID Staff 

As Director uf Mr~nber Relations 
and Public Affairs, Sandra Lhnsto- 
pher acrs as NAID's information 
liaison both with thc membership 
and che outsldc cot-nlnunity. She 
reports ro NAID Executive Director, 
John Allen. 

Before cornlng to NAID, Sandy 
v a s  a rnedla and communlcy rela- 
tions corlsultant In Dallas, Texas, 
t~andling scrareg~c iommunlcarlu[\s 
over the cntlre range of cnmrr~unity, 
employee and medin rt-lations. She 
h s  advlsed major corporations on 
hanclllrrg selljitrve env~ronmentnl 
Issues including ~ncineration. w-xstc 
treatment and storage, tran.;porta- 
tlon, Superfund activiries, safety, 
public meetings, involvement urlth 
environmental activists, and SARA 
T~tle I11 

Before becoming a col~sulrant ,  
Sandy worked !or Texas Instru- 
ments tbr ten years as a media rela- 
[ions program manager and com- 
rnunications expert. She assisted 
management in developing strate- 
gles and programs on such issues as 
TI'S Integrated Waste I'reatrnent 
Facility, TI'S Drug-Free Policy, TI'S 
Minority Procurement prugram, 
and various other sens~tivr projccrs. 
During her career at TI, she repre- 
sented the company as corporate 
spokcsprson including during var- 
inus crisis situations. 

Whilt still ar TI, Ssndy advised 
other companies. governrnenr agen 
cles and military bases on how t u  

handle intern31 and external ctrm- 
municar ions,  a n d  conducted 
spokesptl-rson rraining on fi varirl.tjr 
of sensicivc issues ~ncludlng CUM- 

munlty and environn~ental commu- 
nications. 
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Bayer Named Depu tv 
Assistant Secretary 

Robert E. Bayer has taken over as 
rhe new Deputy Assisrant Secretary 
irl Defense for Econoalic Reinvest- 
luent and Base Rsalignll~rllt a n d  
Closure. 

In the job, Bayer will have the 
responsibility for ensunng the rapid 
redevelopment and creation of jobs 
in base closure communities, fast 
tracking clran-up of closed base-s, 
and easy access to transition and 
rtdcvtlopmcnt help for workcrs and 
communities who are affected by 
base closures. 

Bayer comes to rhr Penragon from 
the Senace Armed Services Cornmr- 
tee where he was a member of the 
staff in charge of the military con- 
struction authorization, qnd moni- 
toring the base closure process. In 
1988 he was the principal Senate 
staff drafter of thc BRAC law. He 
served in the U.S. Air Force from 
1963-1983, retiring wirh the rank of 
UC He flew in Nam. recciving 
the Distmguished Flying Cross with 
11 oak leaf clusters. 

HHS Rejects Homeless 
Plan For Norton 
Plans can now go forward to rede- 

velop Norton ~ i ;  Force Base, near 
Los Angcles, .as an inceruational air- 
port after the U.S. Department of 
Health mil  Human Services turned 
down the application of a homeless 
advocacjr organization who w n t e d  
to tu tn  [he entire 2,100-acre base 
into a txility to feed and houje sev- 
eral thousand homeless. and to pro- 

vide job training and employment 
opportunities for rhousands more 

Earlier h s  summer ci-le two-ycar- 
crld Western Eaglr Foundacion, 
which provides services to rhe 
homeless of R i - ~ e r s ~ d r  a n d  Sari 
Bernardino counties, made applica- 
tion to use the base as scnli-perma- 
rlerlt housing [or up t o  2,000 homc- 
less and  to provide job training 
programs and employment oppor- 
tunities for up to 45,000 persons 
through a commercial food process- 
ing tenant. 

HHS rejected the appl  cat ton, 
instead l imit ing the Foundation's 
use of the facilities of the closed 
base to flve vacant warehouses 
which will be used to house 3 food 
bank and for storage 

A spokesman for HHS refused to 
discuss why che Foundation's appli- 
cation was rejected beyond saying 
chat HHS looks to any group's fund- 
lng and experience to determine 
whether it  is likely an applicant will 
be able to accomplish what they 
propose 

Swen Larsen, president of the San 
Bernardino International Airport 
Authority says his organization *is 

exnemely pleased and relieved that 
our plans have bccn LcSt intact and 
thut we can now move forward." 

Philadelphia Gives Up 
On Shipyard Bailout 

A special commission appo~nted 
by Philadelphia Mayor Ed Rendell 
has concluded rhar the federal gov- 
srnment will not come a l o n ~  and 
wrnrhow bail out the ~ h i l a d d ~ h i a  

Naval S h i p ~ r d  before ~ t s  scheduled 
1996 closing dare and rhe only way 
rhe Yard's 5.300 jobs can be saved is 
for [he ricy to 9 2  1111 ~ i \ t  sceking pri- 
vate investment to privati7e the 
iaciliry. 

Redevelopment efforts Inr the 
shlpyard havc lagged as city fathers 
and unlors reprcsalclng [he worken 
have wa~ted for the results of a law 
swt now ln the Supreme Courr chd- 
lcnging thc closing or for the federal 
governmerlr w rcconsidcr and either 
leave h e  Eu-d open or glve i t  enough 
contractual buslness to suscain ic for 
some clme. 

The twenty-eight member com- 
mission, made up of polirtcians, 
businessmen. labor l tadcrs,  and 
memhers of Congress, now says the 
city must gec on with trylng to pri- 
vatize and redevelop the site More- 
over, unions representing workers 
are in agreement that retraining 
efforts must begin well in advance 
of the September, 1995 date set to 
lapff ~ ~ i i s t i n g  workcrs. 

The report conclucie; "solutions 
other than those that, rely solely on 
continued long term federal support 
or  local subsidles must he devel- 
oped" Uses identified in the report 
include a smaller, private shipyard 
employing about 1,000 workers, a 
i~arional marine research center. 
manufacturing plants, warehouses 
and offices. 

The Navy phns  to keep 500 acres 
ot the facility and to relinquish 300 
acres. The commission hopes those 
facilities w ~ l l  be sold or given to the 
city at nornlnal cost. In addition. 1-a5t 

year Congress passed a $50 milliotl 
conversion fund to underwnce plan- 
ning for the facility's close. 



I r  is rhc Board of D~rector's plan 
that In 1334 much of tile p lann~ng  
and dellvery nf services from N.4IU 
will be carried our rhrough the com- 
m i r t ~ e  ~tructurc. The Board bt-l~rve 
this e r n p h a s ~ s  or1 the conlluittee 
zrruciure wrll rnsurr thar members 
wirh speclfic shared interescs wlll 
be brought together for the  beneftt 
of the organizxion as a wholc. 

A; noted in the last issue of the 
Newslerret; in the NAID Directory, 
prior ro [he November Board of 
Directors Metring seven commit tees 
\ve.re established and operating; 
1994 Conference, Legislarive. By- 
Laws, Economc Dcv~lopment, Envi- 
ronment al. Defense Conversion and 
Shipyard. A t  the Board meeting, 
three additional committtes were 
established Communicacions, Air- 
ports and Bass Hn~~sing Reuse. 

I t  is vital for the functioning nf 
the organiwtion t h ~ t  3s many mcm- 
hers ns possible join those comnlic- 
rccs whose subject lnarter is of inrer- 
tlsr to them. If  you wlfl call Sandy 
Christupher ac NALD headquarters 
she will facilitate the process. 

Each month, full details of com- 
mittee activity will be reported in 
the Cornrnitccrc News secrton of thr 
Ntwsletter. 

Economic 
Development 
Commit tee 

Economic Development is among 
the ncwer committees established 
by the Board at [he annual confer- 
ence As wirh any fledgling volun- 
teer organization this committee is 
s t i l l  seeking i t s  "sea legs" and  

Committee News 
dependlng on iTlgorous member par- 
tlclpatlon to support our still devel- 
opt ng agenda. Proposed prilgriirns 
ior chr year i ndudr  the following, In 
no order of prlorit~r: 

1) NAiD News - M1e will prepare 
articlcrs for [he newslcttrr of zpecial 
interest to the rnzmbcrship Special 
rmphasls will be placed or1 artldes 
with a "how [(I" f o c i ~ .  

2) Charleston Conference - Key 
concerns of impacted cornmunltles 
~ n d  o f  [he U.S. Departmcrlr of 
Defense are job replacement and 
growth Therefore, economc devel- 
uptnent wll be given annual confer- 
ence program slots  WE w11l be 
working, srarting aimosc irr~rnedl- 
acely on pleparlng themacic nut- 
I~nes. 

3) Awards Program - During the 
past cwelve years NAID's awards 
program has recognized outstand- 
ing achievements of military base 
conversion comrmcrres and of devel- 
opers. Key criierla have included 
economic growth, organizational 
processes, and the quality of pub- 
lished maten.ds. Wt: wiU be widely 
soIicicing normnarions for this year's 
Awards Program. 

4) Technical Assistance - We 
will m ~ r c h  up members with eco- 
nomic dcvcloprnent experirnccs 
with newly des~gnated communities 
w h c h  apecc  to convert [hex bases 
to domest~c uses. These experiences 
can then be shared on a formal or 
infonnal bas~s. 

David C. Slater 
Hammer, Siler George Associarrs 

(301) 763-5200 
(301) 565-4184 Fax 

Commit tee 
Becaust. of the ul~lquc nal~lrp of 

~h t :  shlpv3.rd c c ~ r l v ~ r s ~ o n  problem, 
we havp c.;ral?llshzd a s e p r ~ t e  com- 
rnltter to d s ~ i  spclclfically w t h  the 
issue Thc comm~ctze will acr as a 
local polnc fol citr :  affected coml~u-  
t~irres These communities will be 
rrprrsented by membership on the 
cornrnittee 

The basic question; "What Can Dc 
Done With a Shipyard?" w i l l  provide 
the backdrop for [he colnmittee's 
effort over the next year. Options 
will be addresses  a s  well a s  the 
process and procedures for conver- 
sion. The synergistic iilteraction of 
the murnbers prondses to shed new 
lighc on a wry d~fficult issue, partic- 
ularly at the present clrne. 

Ma1 M~cKinnin (RADM Ret) 
(703) 370-7333 

(703) 370-7363 Fax 

A Special Word of 
Thanks to OEA 1 

NALD's Opportunlty co exp-dnd 
s e ~ c e s  for our membershp and 
to establish a Washington staff 
and office has been a d i rec t  
result of OEA fundng. Through 
3 long process. OEA was sup- 
portive of NAID and provided 
thc funds ro the ~ e ~ a r t m e n t ' o f  
Labor to disperse under a jobs 
creation program. This 1s yet: 
a n o t h e r  example where our  
member communi t~es  receive 
valuable help and assistance 
from OEA. 





HQ AFBDA/DR 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 2300 
Arlington, VA 22209-2802 

Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209-2802 

APR 2 ." 1993 

Dear Mr. Courter 

In response to your letter of March 30, 1993, with questions to be 

completed for the record following my testimony of the previous day, I am 

providing the attached replies. Thank you for the opportunity to contribute 

to your reviews and studies. 

Sincerely 

z x x b J f ~ ~ ~  DAVID hl. CANNAN 

Colonel, USAF 

Attachment 
As stated 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

QUESTION #1: 

For the 1988 and 1991 closures, how have expected costs and savings 
compared to actual experience? Which types of costs and savings had the 
largest deviations? What lessons learned in 1988 and 1991 were used to 
improve the projections given to the Commission this year? 

ANSWER: 

Costs: "Expected Costs" in the context of this question are interpreted 
to mean costs reported to the Commission based upon COBRA (cost 
estimating model) projections. The Air Force has not tracked differences 
between these original projections and actual experience except in the case of 
Military Construction (MILCON). The COBRA projections for each base 
were established as ceilings by Congress. Where there are significant 
deviations from these projections, an  explanation is required in each 
succeeding President's Budget Justification Book (J-Book). In all other 
appropriations, actual experience has been applied to funding levels without 
the more specific reporting requirements discussed above. 

Savings: Savings reflected in the J-Books are orignal estimates from 
COB&\. They are included for display only. Because they accrue to other 
Air Force accounts, there is no method to capture the actual savings as they 
occur. 

Generally, with regard to deviations, the MILCON appropriation has 
tracked closely to the COBRA estimates. Operations and Maintenance 
estimates have varied more, but the largest deiriations have been in the 
environmental costs. Since these were not projected by the COBRA models, 
there is no baseline for comparison. 

There have been improvements made in estimating costs. The preface 
in the User's Manual for COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions), V4.02, 
January 1993, summarizes the major improvements in COBRA V4.00 and 
beyond. 



QUESTION #2: 

If a closing base is transferred to another Service, does the receiving 
Service pay the original Service owner for the property? If this is done, 
doesn't the payment requirement reduce the incentive for effective reuse by 
DOD of some excellent bases? 

The base closure statutes permit no-cost transfers between the 
military departments. On the other hand, they also direct the Service 
secretaries t o  give priority consideration t o  another department which is 
willing to pay fair market value for the property. Therefore, both scenarios 
are possible, and both have been considered. 

In practice, the Department of Defense discourages the transfer of 
property between the Services unless the transfer has been fully studied and 
is included either as  part of the Department's recommendations to the closure 
commission or as a result of an independent commission recommendation. 
Such a policy has been adopted to generate the maximum savings from the 
closure by preventing base operating costs from simply migrating from one 
part of the budget to another. However, since it  is understood that some cost- 
effective transfers could be identified subsequent to the initial closure study 
process, reasonable transfers a t  no cost are permitted. For example, Navy 
military family housing units a t  Moffett Field, CA, are being transferred to 
Onizuka AFB at no cost to  satisfy a standing valid requirement, thereby 
saving taxpayers' dollars in the process. 

QUESTION #3: 

Will the Air Force's recommendations regarding O'Hare, IL, 
Rickenbacker, OH, and Springfield, OH, pose any unique disposal problems? 
Please elaborate. 

ANSWER: 

While we have found each closure base to be understandably unique, 
we anticipate no more unusual challenges with these three bases than with 
any of the others. 



QUESTION #4: 

From your perspective, what is the potential for increased or decreased 
costs due to acceleration of environmental restoration a t  bases selected for 
closure? 

ANSWER: 

From our experience, we have found that the costs for cleanup are 
increasing, but not as a direct result of acceleration brought on by the 
closures. What we are finding is that a program designed to meet a ten year 
goal (Year 2000 completion date) has been accelerated to coincide with the 
more aggressive closure dates. These dates can be up to five years earlier 
than previously planned. Therefore, out-year requirements for cleanup are 
being brought forward, increasing previous estimates in the more current 
budget years. In addition, the site characterization phase of the cleanup 
process is nearing completion, and history has taught us that as the study 
phase matures, the accuracy of the data increases. Simply put, "the more you 
look, the more you find." As the cleanup investigations progress, we are 
finding that there is more to cleanup than we had previously expected. 

Contributing to the increased requirements identification has been 
direction from the leadership of the Air Force to move beyond the study phase 
into the actual remediation phase. There has been a predisposition in the 
regulatory world to proceed very slowly gathering as much information as 
possible before making a decision. This has been very expensive and time 
consuming. While additional study may reduce the risk of achieving less 
than a perfect solution, it  delays progress. Furthermore, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is taking a much closer look a t  the 
closing bases. Some are expected to be named to the National Priorities List 
(NPL) as  a result of the most recent contaminated site rescoring exercise. As 
they become NPL (Superfund) bases, costs will increase simply due to  the 
rigorous procedural "process." 

\mile we have long believed that the additional study provided little 
value added, there was no incentive for change outside DOD prior to the 
beginning of the base closure process. With base closure, we now have an 
opportunity to improve the process because a chorus of economic development 
voices has been added to those of the Services' all calling for process 
improvements. Base closures gives us the leverage to press for more rapid 
decision making based on the best data available a t  the time. Our strategy 
would have us getting started and making "midcourse corrections" based on 
field input, rather than waiting a t  the starting line for an "exact heading." 
We believe all this can be accon~plished with minimum risk to public health, 
the environment, or the treasury, and the EPA and many of the states are 
now agreeing with us. 



Although environmental costs a t  closure bases have been increasing, 
there is still great potential, beyond the process improvements mentioned 
above, for lowering these costs. However, to achieve such savings, it  will take 
a change in philosophy. To date much emphasis has been given to the need 
to transfer property by deed in accordance with the provisions of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation, and Liabilities 
Act (CERCLA), which requires the owning Federal agency with contaminated 
property to covenant that all remedial actions have been taken prior to 
undertaking the transaction. CERCLA never envisioned the base closure 
process. While Congress attempted to clarify some of the more imprecise 
provisions by passing CERCLA amendments in the Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act, emphasis remains on accelerated 
cleanup a t  all cost. Realistically, however, the nation cannot afford the costs 
associated with an  unconstrained cleanup program which does not reflect an  
urgency of risk. We must focus on the achievable, and that is "smarter" 
cleanup rather than "faster" cleanup. Smarter cleanup can be achieved 
within the constraints of current law in three ways. 

The first is through realistic standards. The whole objective of the 
installation restoration program is to protect human health and the 
environment by remediating contaminated sites. Standards which 
responsibly reflect risk reduction rather than unrealistic, yet technologically 
achievable standards should be adopted. The most obvious example of the 
problem is a state ground water standard which requires costly cleanups well 
beyond the national safe drinking water standard just because the technology 
is available. Water from a treatment system could be sold as safe, potable 
water, yet it  cannot be discharged or re-injected back into the ground. In 
addition to establishing standards that are realistic, these standards should 
also reflect proposed land uses rather than the most conservative standard. 
~ l n  air base that is to be used as a civilian airport should have its flightline 
cleaned up to an appropriate industrial standard that is properly protective 
of human health and the environment rather than to  the more costly and 
unnecessary residential standard. 

The second element of "smarter" cleanups is through innovative 
approaches to disposal. DOD's goal is to reduce its operating expenses by 
eliminating force structure and excess infrastructure though closures. The 
communities' goal is to reduce the economic impact of the closures by reusing 
the property rapidly and attracting job-producing ventures. Moving the 
property into the hands of the community as  quickly as possible is the 
mutual objective. Since CERCLA did not foresee and therefore hampers that 
process, we have found that interim leases of property (which include 
institutional controls, permit cleanup to continue, and offer no risk to human 
health and the environment) provide a stop-gap solution. We have even 
found a way to use a long-term lease as a means of providing the property 
interest needed t o  convince a developer or banker to invest in base property 
undergoing cleanup. While they are effective, these leases remain only as 



interim solutions until such as time as remedial actions are in place and 
deeds can be passed in accordance with CERCLA. I t  should be noted that  the 
steps to put such leases into place have been made much more cumbersome 
by some well-intentioned, yet misguided Congressional action, yet we 
continue to pursue this route as a means of achieving the mutual objective. 

The third way to achieve smarter cleanups can be traced from the 
successes we have had with leasing. Since we have achieved productive 
civilian reuse of the property while cleanup actions are underway, the door is 
now open to pursue new and emerging technologies which might take a little 
longer to complete but which can provide much more cost-effective cleanups. 
Many technologies which permit ;leanup in place (in sitv) rather than relying 
on more costly removal techniques are now being fielded. Rather than 
pressing for acceleration in cleanups, we should be examining all properties 
to determine the most appropriate balance of risk, technology, reuse, and 
budget. The Air Force does this through its use of a Management Action - 
Plan for each installation. We see this "road map to cleanup" as the only 
reasonable strategy for completing the task. 

In pursuing environmental cleanup strategies, we must avoid being 
sidetracked by emotional arguments that  do not consider all the alternatives. 
As I've shown, there are alternatives even without legislative changes, which 
could simplify the process even further. It is now time to take advantage of 
them and include among the cleanup objectives a third beneficiary to human 
health and the environment, which are already being safeguarded: 
the American taxpaver. - 

QUESTION #5: 

How does your Service address McEiinney Act homeless requirements 
in base disposal decisions? 

We fully con~ply lvith the screening requirements of the Mcknney Act. 
We report entire bases a t  least 12 months prior to the date of closure. Bases 
are reported as "excess on or about the date of closure" to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). We report base property by "like- 
use groups" (i.e., ofice, residential, airport-related, etc.). This reduces the 
total number of checklists that we must provide and that HUD must review. 

HUD determines the suitability of the property based upon the 
checklists provided and lists the property in the Federal Register as  either 
"suitable and available" or "unsuitable." Homeless assistance providers have 
60 days, after publication in the Federal Register, to make an expression of 
interest to the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). As part of 



the Air Force's commitment to work with the community on reuse, we request 
that all interested providers contact the local reuse organization and inform 
them of their interest. After expression of interest and receipt of an 
application the provider has an additional 90 days to process and return the 
application to HHS for its review. When an application is determined by 
HHS "to be approvable", they notify us and request that either the property 
be leased by the Air Force to the provider or be assigned to HHS for leasing 
or conveyance. 

We have received copies of a great number of letters expressing 
interest in base closure property. However, a relatively small number of 
persons expressing interest make applications and even fewer of those are 
approved. So far, all of those applications determined "to be approvable" by 
HHS, two parcels a t  George AFB and two at  Mather AFB, have or will result 
in property being transferred to the providers. 

QUESTION #6: 

Contractor firms claim that they are being negatively affected by 
unquantifiable, uninsurable, long-term liabilities associated with 
environmental cleanup. What guidance did you receive from DOD in terms 
of allocating liabilities between the services and contractor firms? 

While we have heard similar claims, we have yet to see a reluctance on 
the part of contractors to bid on work we have advertised. To my knowledge 
there is no authority for DOD to indemnify a contractor in t h s  way, nor am I 
aware of any specific guidance from DOD addressing the issue. 

QUESTION #7: 

How does your Senrice determine base reuse options, and how is the 
final reuse option selected? 

ANSWER: 

Of course, our role is to dispose of the property, while it  is up to the 
future owners to reuse it. Nevertheless, our disposal decisions can directly 
impact reuse, and we have correspondingly developed a process which takes 
both into account. 

Base reuse options come to us through two primary means. One is 
through the Federal disposal process which calls for property screenings 
among the various DOD, Federal, State and local agencies in a systematic 



manner. Agencies and service providers voicing an interest in property are 
considered equally with proposals coming from the second source: the local 
community reuse plan. 

The base closure statutes require us t o  consult with the governors and 
heads of those local governments affected before taking any final disposal 
actions. We meet this requirement by working with the legally constituted 
reuse authority assigned to plan for transition of the base to civilian control. 
Through a very deliberate process we offer to use the communities' reuse 
plans, usually funded with grant funds from DOD's Office of Economic 
Adjustment, as the proposed actions in our Disposal and Reuse 
Environmental Impact Statements. We also consider all other reasonable 
alternatives in preparation of the document. We analyze the various disposal 
alternatives in the Air Force's disposal plan for each base and attempt to 
balance the needs of the Government t o  generate revenues from the disposals 
t o  offset our implementation costs with the needs of the communities to 
develop viable economies in the wake of our departure. 

The final disposal decisions are reached after weighing the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives and after determining the best 
uses for the property given our goal of balancing Federal versus community 
needs. Each decision is published and available for public review in a formal 
Record of Decision which documents our rationale and reasoning. 



BENS is a national, non-partisan association of business leaders working to improve 
national security by promoting better management of defense dollars, advocating measures 
to make the economy stronger and more competitive, and finding practical ways to prevent 

the use of weapons of mass destruction. 

For further information contact Keith Cunningham at (202) 296-2 125 
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Preface 

Business Executives for National Security (BENS) has worked toward the 
closure of unneeded military bases since its foundation in 1982. We are proud to 
have helped develop, promote, and implement the base closure and realignment 
commission concept. Now, BENS is focusing its efforts on assisting those 
communities that have been, or will be, affected by the loss of a local military 
facility. 

The loss of a neighboring military base will initially appear to be 
economically devastating to a community. After all, the prospect of replacing 
thousands of well paying jobs may appear to be almost impossible to communities 
already struggling through difficult economic times. But are those fears based 
upon reality? Do communities face immident disaster if the local base shuts 
down? 

One year ago, BENS set out to discover the answer. BENS conducted a 
year-long comprehensive study of those communities affected by the 1991 round 
of closures in order to document their activities, verify the strategies for recovery, 
gauge their successes, and analyze their problems. Our findinss are very 
encouraging. Successful redevelopment of bases is more difficult than in past 
decades, but by following the BENS "Ten Commandments of Base Reuse" 
communities can recover. 

Unfortunately, BENS also found that redevelopment takes too long. 
People who lose their jobs this year can not afford to wait five years for 
redevelopment. Many of these delays, caused by government red tape and 
regulations, are not only unneccessary but also avoidable. Our suggestions for 
creating a "One-Stop-Shop" at the Pentagon and eliminating specific legislative 
conflicts can shorten the timeline for replacing the jobs on former military bases. 

BENS would Like to thank Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) and the 
Base Realignment and Closing Commission (BRAC) for their advice and 
invaluable assistance. But most especially, we would like to thank all of the 
communities that participated in the study. Please look for future BENS updates 
of this study as the communities' efforts to redevelop closed military bases 
continue to mature. 

Tyrus W. Cobb 
President 
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Summary and Recommendations 

Why Close Military Bases? 

The end of the Cold War, a new administration, and a staggering budget 
deficit have combined to force dramatic changes upon America's military. 
Consider these force level indicators: 

Indicator 1990 1997 (proj.) % cut 

Army active divisions 18 10 -45% 

Navy Surface ships 545 340 -37% 

Air Force fighter wings 18 11 -39% 

So far, base closure has not kept pace with these reductions in personnel 
and equipment. Unless the base closure process continues, Department of 
Defense (DoD) will only have reduced its base infrastructure by 10 percent. 
Without additional closures, America could create an overpriced "hollow force," 

Local Reaction 

The reaction of neighboring communities to base closure is always 
negative. In California, a political coalition is attempting to make economic 
impact become a more important factor in the process of deciding on base 
closures. Citizens and politicians in and around Portsmouth, New Hampshire, 
have formed the nonprofit organization SoS (Save our Shipyard) to fight for their 
base. In South Carolina, politicians are threatening lawsuits if the Charleston 
Naval Ship yard closes. 

Of the 31 base closures recommended by DoD in 1991,29 were formally 
opposed by the local communities. The opposition was far from mere formality: 
four of those bases-Fort McClellan, Naval Training Center Orlando, Whidbey 
Island Naval Air Station, and Moody Air Force Base-were removed from the list 
after further review. These communities built a successful case for their base 
using the criteria established by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC) and presented their findings before the Commission. The least 
successful challenges involved suing DoD and pressuring local politicians. 

Eventually most communities accept closure and begin developing plans 
to replace lost jobs and business. Some communities do very well and others 
Struggle. 
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Lessons Learned for Communities: the Ten 
Commandments 

Based on the experiences of communities that have already dealt with base 
closures, BENS has developed a ten-step process that, if followed, will give other 
communities the best chance at successful challenge or redevelopment. 

1. Defend within the system. People who depend on a military base 
are frightened and upset when their base makes the "hit list." The 
community will unite to protect the base, but there is a right and a 
wrong way to challenge a base closure. The successful 
communities, like Amiston, Alabama, were able retain their base 
by building a case in public hearings before the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. Other communities that continue to 
fight outside the system, like Philadelphia, only delay 
redevelopment. 

2. Start reuse planning the moment the closure becomes final. 
Unless Congress passes a resolution blocking the entire list, the 
closures become law. At that point, continuing to challenge the 
closure is pointless and wasteful. For example, the local 
community vigorously opposed the closure of neighboring Fort 
Ord, California, but once closure was inevitable, it turned its 
enthusiasm and resources toward reuse. As a result, Fort Ord has 
already attracted interest as a California State University branch 
campus which could eventually support 20,000 students and more 
than 3,000 jobs. Many communities, like those surrounding 
Moffett Field NAS in California, begin reuse planning even earlier. 

3. Find regional consensus. Turf battles are a common obstacle to 
quick, effective reuse. Communities that move quickly to involve 
all of the affected groups at the local, regional, and state level in 
planning have a better chance of gaining support for their plans. 
For instance, by working together, the three neighboring 
communities surrounding Wurtsmith AFI3 in Michigan quickly 
obtained state and federal funds for reuse planning. 

4. Empower a local authority. Once consensus is reached, the 
surrounding communities should establish a set of achievable 
criteria by which successful redevelopment is defmed. Such lists 
should weigh issues such as number and quality of jobs, speed of 
recovery, type of industry, and quality of life. After the criteria is 
established, successful efforts, like the one redeveloping England 
AFB in Louisiana, empower a local authority to implement the 
criteria. 

5. Anticipate the unexpected. All communities reported that their 
efforts were delayed by unexpected problems and expenses. For 
instance, the Rickenbacker Port Authority did not anticipate the 
costs associated with bringing Rickenbacker Air Guard Base in 
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Ohio up to civilian airport standards. The result was a one-year 
delay in planning. 

6. Plan for the whole base. Many communities focused on one 
primary reuse at  the expense of other job-producing uses on the 
excess land. Austin, Texas, avoided this problem by assigning a 
Citizen's Task Force to develop plans exclusively for the 900 acres 
not used by the new municipal a.hprt. 

7. Develop both long-term and short-term strategies. To start 
replacing jobs as  soon as possible, successful communities develop 
short-term strategies that are compatible with a long-term vision. 
If they do not, problems may occur down the road. In Myrtle 
Beach, South Carolina, for example, short-term industrial 
development could preclude the long-term development of a two- 
runway airport. 

8. Develop achievable, not necessarily obvious, redevelopment 
plans. Communities around a closing air base often focus fmt  on 
trying to convert it  into a civilian airport, but that may not always 
be the best use of the facility. A realistic assessment of local 
demand and the cost of complying with civilian safety regulations 
can help communities avoid costly mistakes. For example, the 
Wurtsmith Economic Adjustment Commission, after conducting a 
regional assessment, discovered that another civilian airport would 
not be needed in northern Michigan. So instead it is planning to 
develop a retirement community on the base. 

9. Learn from the experiences of others. Two full rounds of base 
closure have occurred since 1988. By networking with the 
communities around bases closed in previous rounds, communities 
can learn successful strategies and avoid common mistakes without 
rivalries interfering. The Redevelopment Authority in the 
community near Grissom AFB in Indiana, for example, has been 
particularly successful in this kind of networking and has already 
volunteered to mentor future base closure communities. 

10. Lobby for assistance, not opposition. State and national 
politicians want to help communities affected by base closure. 
But, too often, their approach is to oppose closure and try to use 
their influence to save constituent jobs. The nonpolitical nature of 
the base closure process frustrates these efforts. Communities will 
usually do better by calling for redevelopment assistance, not 
opposition to closure. 

Recommendations for Congress and DoD 

Communities can give themselves the best chance of replacing lost jobs 
and business by following these ten steps, but Congress and DoD also have a role. 
By removing obstacles, Congress and DoD can improve community 
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redevelopment efforts. The following are some preliminary recommendations for 
improving the process: 

Streamline the base screening process. Base screening is  the 
process used to determine who will take over a closed base. 
Although federal decision-making is officially over in a timely 
manner, decisions regarding federal facilities, such as reserve 
enclaves and defense finance centers, can drag on for years. 
Shortening the process would allow communities to start planning 
earlier. 

Create a community reuse "one-stop shop." The Pentagon's 
Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) works effectively with 
base closure communities to create redevelopment plans, but it 
does not help them comply with the regulations of the many other 
federal offices and agencies involved. Dealing with endless red 
tape through several layers of federal agencies has been the most 
common source of frustration for communities trying to redevelop 
closed bases. Congress could alleviate this problem by enacting 
legislation that would expand OEA's mission and services to 
include all aspects of base closure and redevelopment. 
Specifically, OEA project managers would be directed to approach 
other offices in DoD and other federal agencies on behalf of the 
bases they represent to  gather information, assemble 
documentation, and provide technical assistance. In effect, they 
would become "case workers" on behalf of distressed 
communities. 

Eliminate legislative conflicts. In early October 1992, Congress 
passed two laws that differed regarding liability for environmental 
contamination on closing bases: the 1993 Defense Appropriations 
Act and the 1993 Defense Authorization Act. These differences 
have stalled military land transfers, jeopardizing community 
redevelopment unnecessarily. Congress should put base reuse 
back on track by striking all language regarding DoD liability from 
the Defense Appropriations Act. 

Maintain environmental clean-up as a top priority. Congress 
should not allow budget pressures to delay the clean-up of 
environmental contamination on all military facilities. 

Streamline the interim lease process. Interim leases allow 
private industry to start redeveloping a base before the actual 
closure date. They provide an important transition to a civilian 
economy. At present, the lease process is too bureaucratic to be 
effective, and lease applications typically take more than a year to 
process. 
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Introduction 
The 1988 and 1990 Base Closure Acts set up a new procedure for closing 

military bases, based on the findings of an independent commission, the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC). (For a description of its process, 
see appendix A.) Two rounds have been completed, and the third round began on 
March 12, 1993, when Secretary of Defense Les Aspin recommended the closure 
of 31 major military bases. That announcement spurred interest in the results of 
previous base closure rounds. Does base closure cause an economic disaster for 
local economies? Or can communities replace the lost jobs and save their 
economies? 

In a study of 97 bases that closed in the 1960s and 1970s, the Department 
of Defense @OD) proved that communities can recover from base closure and 
actually create more civilian jobs than they lost. However, much has changed 
since the 1970s. To determine if communities can still find successful ways to 
recover from base closure, BENS conducted a study of 24 military bases that were 
scheduled for closure or major realignment in the 1991 round: 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
Indiana 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, 
Texas 

Carswell Air Force Base, 
Texas 

Castle Air Force Base, 
California 

Fort Chaffee, 
Arkansas(rea1ignment) 

Chase Held Naval Air Station, 
Texas 

Fort Devens, 
Massachusetts 

Eaker Air Force Base, 
Arkansas 

England Air Force Base, 
Louisiana 

Grissom Air Force Base, 
Indiana 

Long Beach Naval Station, 
California 

Loring Air Force Base, 
Maine 

+ Lowry Air Force Base, 
Colorado 

+ MacDill Air Force Base, 
Florida (realignment) 

4 Moffett Field Naval Air Station, 
California 

+ Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, 
South Carolina 

+ Fort Ord, 
California 

+ Philadelphia Naval Station and 
Shipyard, Pennsylvania 

+ Puget Sound Naval Station, 
Washington 

+ Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, 
Missouri 

+ Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, 
Ohio 

+ Sacramento Army Depot, 
California 

+ Williams Air Force Base, 
Arizona 

+ Wurtsmith Air Force Base, 
Michigan 

This report presents the results of that study. It tracks events from the date 
the closures were announced in April 1991, to April 1993. 
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The BENS study supports DoD's earlier finding that communities can 

recover and flourish. However, BENS also found that i t  will be more difficult due a 
to changes in the economy, levels of government involvement, and regulations. I 
Although many governmental regulations protect and support communities, L 
unintended consequences can unnecessarily interrupt redevelopment. Given these J 
difficulties, communities must strive to avoid the mistakes made by communities I 
involved in the 1988 and 1991 rounds. I 

COMMUNITY REACTIONS 

Although each base has a different story, the base closure process does 
follow a general pattern. When the list first becomes public, almost every 
community initially opposes the closure of its neighboring military base. 
Eventually, most communities accept closure and begin developing plans to 
replace the lost jobs and business. Finally, all communities experience a mixed 
bag of successes and problems in their adjustment to the closures. 

Why Close Our Base? 

When DoD compiled its list for candidates for closure in 1991, it applied a 
variety of criteria. The three most significant reasons for closure--cited for 44  
percent of the bases studied-were landair constraints, inadequate or inferior 
facilities, or poor cost efficiency. Other sigdicant reasons for closure included 
excess capacity (41 percent) and poor location (25 percent). 

Typically, bases needed to score poorly in several categories to be 
recommended for closure. Carswell AFB (TX), for instance, suffered from poor 
location for operation of its bombers and tankers, encroachment from neighboring 
Fort Worth, and low closure costs. As a result, Carswell will close in September 
1993. 

Challenging Closure 
Most communities near bases selected for closure ny to prevent the 

closure at first. The BRAC process facilitates voicing community arguments and 
grievances through a series of public hearings and site visits. These hearings are 
far from mere formality: BRAC removed four bases from DoD's initial 1991 list. 

All of the communities in this study except Seattle (Puget Sound Naval 
Station) made such appeals to BRAC. Typically, they criticized DoD for 
inaccurate categorization, flawed analysis, and undervalued features. For 
example, the communities neighboring Myrtle Beach AFB (SC) and Williams 
AFl3 (AZ) argued that their excellent weather conditions were not considered. 
Another common strategy-and one still being pushed by communities in 
California and South Carolina-was to stress the economic impact of the closure 
on local communities. But this strategy almost always fails because economic 
impact ranks very low in BRAC's closure criteria. 
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Several communities made more unusual arguments. The communities 
around Grissom AFB, for example, argued that the base's location in central 
Indi'ma made it less vulnerable to surprise attack than coastal bases. In another 
unique defense, Indianapolis pointed to the negative effect the closure of Fort 
Benjamin Harrison would have on minority and handicapped employees. BRAC 
noted these concerns but still recommended closure of both facilities in its final 
report. 

Making a strong economic and intellectual case for a base's military value 
is the best way to preserve a military base slated for closure. In the 1991 round, 
the communities around Moody AFB (GA), Fort McClellan (AL), and Whidbey 
Island Naval Air Station (WA) were all able to prevent the closure of these bases 
by proving their military worth. The only community that avoided a closure 
without proving military worth was Orlando, which demonstrated that closing 
either the San Diego or Great Lakes Naval Training Center would be cheaper than 
closing the one at Orlando. 

REDEVELOPING CLOSED MILITARY BASES 

Once the decision to close a base becomes final, successful communities 
normally stop fighting and turn their energy toward base reuse. Since closing a 
base takes years, communities have sufficient time to reach consensus and 
develop a plan before all the jobs disappear. 

Most of the communities studied concentrated on one of three reuse 
options: maintaining federal ownership, developing a civilian airport, or 
attracting educational facilities. Other, less common reuses include developing 
the base into a park (Puget Sound Naval Station, WA), expanding a retirement 
community onto base property (Wurtsmith AFB, MI), and attracting small 
manufacturers (England AFB , LA). Unfortunately, other communities, such as 
Philadelphia (PA) and Long Beach (CA), have not developed any public plan for 
redeveloping their Naval facilities. 

The following table shows the various categories of redevelopment plans 
and how many of the 24 communities studied pursued them as either primary or 
secondary objectives. 

Redevelopment Category Primary Use Secondary Uses 

Federal Ownership/(DOD) 7/3 918 
Airport 6 5 
Educational Facility 3 
No Public Plan 2 
Industrial Development 2 
Retirement Community 1 
Parks and Recreation 1 
Housing 1 
Aviation Maintenance 1 
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Federal Ownership 

The most common redevelopment strategy, pursued as a primary reuse by 
24 percent of the communities studied, involved continued federal ownership. 
These communities sought to attract other federal agencies that would establish 
operations at the base. This might seem to be an excellent option for a closed 
base, but there can be dangerous consequences. Few communities can 
successfully lure a federal facility. Moreover, the prospect of continuing federal 
budget cuts makes the long-term viability of this option fragile. 

Only the community around Moffett Field Naval Air Station (CA) has 
successfully secured a federal facility for its base. In January 1993, NASA 
finalized plans to retain ownership of the entire base for the Ames Research 
Center that was already located on the base. As a result, the community expects 
to avoid job loss in the short run. 

Other communities pursuing federal facilities face more tenuous 
situations. For instance, the Fort Benjamin Harrison Reuse Committee (IN) is 
counting on receiving one of six Defense Finance and Accounting Centers. The 
committee has not even begun considering other options for the site should this 
effort fail. Also, the city of Philadelphia has attempted to maintain federal 
ownership by suing the government to keep its Naval shipyard open. That court 
challenge has hindered efforts to create civilian redevelopment plans for the yard. 
(For an analysis of Philadelphia's legal challenge, see appendix B.) 

Civilian Airport 

Developing a military air base into a civilian airport is the second most 
common reuse strategy. Of the 16 bases with active military airfields, community 
reuse plans call for 10 to be developed as civilian airports (though in many cases 
this is not the primary reuse envisioned), three to be developed as federally owned 
and operated airports, and only three not to be used as at all. 

Conversion of an air base into a civilian airport is a popular idea for 
several reasons. It would use existing infrastructure, have the potential to create a 
large number of high-quality jobs, and appear on the surface to be a simple and 
inexpensive option. However, a community will only realize these benefits if the 
airport is successful. As many of the communities studied have already 
discovered, developing an airport is neither cheap nor easy. 

Before deciding to pursue this option, communities should carefully 
consider other options, examine the costs of converting to civilian standards, and 
conduct a market analysis to determine community need. Communities that skip 
these steps risk costly delays, price overruns, and serious problems attracting 
business. The Rickenbacker Port Authority (OH), for instance, had its plans 
delayed for a year due to unexpected costs and safety regulations required for 
converting Rickenbacker Air Guard Base into a civilian airport. 

The analysis may show that an airport is not a viable option, allowing the 
community to develop more realistic goals. Oscoda (MI), for instance, following 
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::s market analysis, decided to develop Wurtsmith AFB into a retirement 
community instead of an airport. 

3Y 
P . 
jh Educational Facilities 

i 
I Three of the communities examined plan to develop educational facilities 

an h e  former bases. Military bases tend to have the large areas of land necessary 
for a major campus, and on-base housing can easily be converted into dormitories 
and staff housing. Educational facilities also produce high-skill and high-paying 
;obs. 

Many military training facilities were developed for educational use and 
:hus lend themselves to be converted into civilian educational centers. For 
instance, because Lowry AFB (CO) was a training base, the community is 
considering converting it into a college or university. 

I Bases in or near urban areas also make good candidates for educational 
facrlities because of the large potential market. One urban base-Williams A333 
! .=)--has successfully attracted interest from a major university. 

I OBSTACLES TO REDEVELOPMENT 

I Government bureaucracy and infighting present the largest impediments to 
quick, successful job replacement on closed military bases. Among the most 
comm.on stumbling blocks are environmental issues, the federal decision-making 
process, and jurisdictional battles. 

I Environmental Issues 

I All of the bases studied suffer from some degree of environmental 
contamination. Indeed, nine of them are included on the EPA's National Priority 
List (NPLbthe most serious and dangerous classification in the Superfund 
ranking system. 

I Regulations protecting the public from dangerous contaminants also 
require all clean-up to be completed before DoD can transfer ownership of the 
land. That means communities and businesses seeking to redevelop contaminated 
bases must operate under long-term leases (50-100 years) until all clean-up is 
completed. Parcelization-the process by which clean land is separated from 
contaminated land and leased for development-was made legal in 1992. 

I But leasing raises the problem of who is liable for contamination on the ' 
leased land. In 1992, Congress attempted to address this problem. The 1993 
Defense Authorization Bill made DoD responsible for all contamination it caused, 
but the 1993 Defense Appropriations Bill took it one step further by making DoD 
responsible for all contamination on DoD property. Ln effect, the law made DoD 
responsible for contamination caused by any business or community that leased 
land on a closed base. (For a more derailed descri~rion o f  environmental 
legislation getting base closure, see appendix C.) 

.. 
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DoD responded by refusing to grant leases under these circumstances. To 
get around this obstacle, communities like those redeveloping Chase Field NAS 
(TX) and England AFB (LA) have been required to sign waivers freeing DoD 
from liability for future contamination. Unfortunately, by waiving DoD's liability, 
comrnuni ties become responsible for inde-g the businesses. 

Federal Decision-making 

Once a base closure becomes final, other federal agencies get their fmt 
opportunity to assume ownership of the site. That decision making process is 
long and unfair and seriously impedes successful reuse. 

Over half of the communities studied face significant problems with the 
decision-making process. Because communities are eager to attract federal 
tenants, they often postpone other reuse planning until the decision-making 
process is completed. Unfortunately, decision-making often takes years. For 
example, decision-making of the bases selected for closure in the 1991 round has 
been underway for more than two years, and only one decision-for Moffett Field 
NAS (CA)-has been finalized. 

The decision-making process for the Defense Finance Accounting Service 
Centers has been particularly disruptive. In March of 1991, DoD began 
examining sites for consolidating existing centers into only six locations. Upon 
the announcement, the Fort Benjamin Harrison Reuse Committee (IN') suspended 
all reuse planning and entered a bidding war, along with 130 other communities, 
for one of the 4,000-job centers. Late in 1992, more than a year and half later, 
Fort Benjamin Harrison made the second list of 20 possible locations, but three 
days before the winners were to be announced, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
suspended the competition indefinitely and embargoed the list of winners. As a 
result, Fort Benjamin Harrison's reuse planning effort remains on hold. 

Local Jurisdictional Battles 
Military bases rarely reside in just one government jurisdiction. They 

often fall within the jurisdictions of several city, county, and even state 
governments. Unless communities start working together immediately, these 
ambiguities can lead to damaging turf battles among the interested governments. 
Such disputes delay planning and can cause problems in applying for federal aid. 

Many of the communities studied were aware of the jurisdictional 
problems of previous bases and moved quickly to reach regional and state 
consensus. By working pro-actively and creating regional development 
authorities, 15 of the bases in the study avoided the kinds of jurisdictional battles 
that continue to paralyze the reuse efforts for some bases, such as George AFB 
(CA), that were on BRAC's 1988 closure list. 
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f 
To 

I Federal Bureaucracy 

Endless red tape and the need to wade through several layers of federal "' 1 agencies represent the most common source of ii-urtmion for communities. L W ~ I  
officials in all 24 of the base areas examined cited problems and delays caused by 
bureaucratic red tape as a serious problem. 

irs t 
i is 

The DoD Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) (see appendix D) 
effectively works with communities to create redevelopment plans for bases, but 
its limited charter does not call for it to help communities comply with other 
federal regulations. For instance, the Beeville Redevelopment Council (TX) 
experienced siWcant delays in receiving interim leases and environmental data 
regarding Chase Field Naval Air Station. Government bureaucracy also crippled 
the efforts of the England Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority (LA). DoD 
acted on only one of its 17 interim lease applications dating as far back as June 
16, 1992. 

: I McKinney Housing for the Homeless Act 
Id 

The McKinney Act provides a preferential screening period for the 
nonprofit groups interested in providing homeless shelters on excess federal 
property. Once land has been declared excess by the federal government, 
homeless assistance groups have the first opportunity to receive parcels of the 
land, beginning 180 days before the facility closes, through proposals in the 
Federal Register. 

Since homeless assistance nonprofit groups can pre-empt the community 
planning process, DoD and development officials have raised the act as a potential 
obstacle to redevelopment. However, none of the 24 bases studied reported any 
such disruptions. For instance, nonprofits in Massachusetts have worked within 
the Fort Devens community planning process to create a plan that benefits all 
interests. 

f 
As  more bases, particularly those in urban areas, near the 180-day 

threshold, more McKinney Act proposals could surface. If homeless assistance 
providers refuse to work within the planning process, Congress may consider 
limiting or discontinuing their priority screening privileges. 

I 

I 
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Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 

BACKGROUND 

Location: Fort Chaffee is near the city of Fort 
Smith, Arkansas (population 76,600), approximately 
160 miles west of Little Rock. 

Realignment Date: Fort Chaffee is scheduled for a major realignment in 
September 1994. 

Mission: Fort Chaffee currently houses the Joint Readiness Training Center 
(JRTC) and serves primarily as a large-scale maneuver and training facility for 
both active and reserve units. 

The Pentagon estimates that the realignment will have a one-time cost of 
$303 million and will save $22.9 million annually. The base is expendable 
because it lacks the permanent facilities necessary to house the JRTC, and the 
costs of preparing it as the JRTC's permanent home would be prohibitively high. 

DoD will transfer all active units from Fort Chaffee to Fort Polk, 
Louisiana, but the resewe units will remain. 

Community Concerns: Concerned with the economic ramifications of the 
realignment, local authorities initially fought to keep the active units. They 
argued that Fort Chaffee's spacious grounds provide a better training center for the 
JRTC than those at Fort Polk. Moreover, base advocates claimed that the 
Pentagon overstated proposed construction and renovation costs. However, in its 
final report BRAC recommended realigning Fort Chaffee. 

Economic Impact: Although Fort Chaffee will not close entirely, the loss of its 
1,600 activeduty troops (average training complement) will have a severe impact 
on the community. It will cost the local economy $63.73 million annually in 
direct expenditures, and the indirect consequences could be even worse. The Fort 
Smith Chamber of Commerce calculated that the lost revenue will total more than 
$254 million annually. The high indirect costs result from the fact that the base 
lacks permanent on-base facilities and consequently all base personnel must live 
and make purchases in the surrounding communities. 

Without the active components on Fort Chaffee, local unemployment is 
expected to increase about four percentage points. Adjacent Franklin, Sebastian, 
and Crawford counties will be hit hardest, absorbing approximately 90 percent of 
the increase in unemployment. 

RE USE PLANS 

The Fort Smith Chamber of Commerce and the Fort Smith mayor's office 
are working with Fort Chaffee officials to develop a reuse plan. The Chamber of - 
Business Executives for National Security, Inc. Page 27 April 1993 



i 
Business Executives for National Secutity Special Report Case Studies 

Commerce contracted with Western Arkansas Planning and Development, Inc., to 
do an impact study that was completed in 1992. 

Although the realignment is less than two years away, the reuse effort is  
still in the formative stages, and no formal planning commission has been 
established. Consequently, Fort Smith has not developed a reuse strategy. 

Since the community may not receive any significant excess land, local 
officials are interested in increasing the reserve component's on-base presence. 
Specifically, the Chamber of Commerce hopes to fill the JRTC's void with the 
National Guard Bureau's Battle Training Center and a year-round reserve 
component training unit. 

SUCCESSES AND PROBLEMS 

Environmental Concerns: Although Fort Chaffee has 33 identified 
contamination sites, contamination has not been significant enough to place it on 
the EPA's National Priority List. Additionally, contamination will not be an issue 
for reuse until DoD decides how much land it will retain. 

Realignment Issues: When a base is closing, the community knows that it can 
rebuild the local economy by using the former base land, but when a base is  
realigned the opportunities are less clear. 

Joe Gay, vice president of the Fort Smith Chamber of Commerce, is 
concerned for the future of his community after the realignment. While DoD still 
controls the Fort ChafTee property, it has not scheduled any additional uses for the 
base, other than reserve training. Rumors circulate about Fort Chaffee's fate, but 
nothing is definite. 

The community is anxious to resolve Fort Chaffee's future. Reuse 
planning is practically impossible until the Army finalizes its intentions for the 
future of the base. 

OEA Concerns: The local community, headed by the city of Fort Smith, has 
applied for a grant from OEA, but has yet to receive money. Since just over 200 
soldiers are stationed permanently at Fort Chaffee, Fort Smith did not reach the 
minimum level of "direct" job loss necessary for assistance. The OEA formula 
did not account for the thousands of soldiers who cycle in and out of Fort Chaffee 
for training. 
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Chase Field Naval Air Station, 
Texas 

BACKGROUND 

Location: Chase Field Naval Air Station is five 
miles east of Beeville, Texas (population 13,500), 
and about 60 miles northwest of Corpus Christi. 

Closure Date: The 1,770-acre base closed February 1,1993. 

Mission: Chase Field was a training site for Naval aviators until September 1992, 
when all training operations ceased. It was targeted for closure because 
reductions in the canier and air wing force structure reduced the need for training 
capacity. Chase Field had deficiencies in infrastructure and was cheaper to close 
down than comparable facilities in Texas and Mississippi. 

The cost of closing Chase Field is estimated to be $47.7 million, with 
anticipated annual savings of $24.7 million. 

Community Concerns: Spokesmen for the local community argued that the base 
closing plan was based on inaccurate cost figures. They asserted that Chase Field 
was the most productive training base and that training should be consolidated in 
south Texas. They further argued that Chase's superior air space and the 
community's favorable zoning ordinances ensured long-term freedom from both 
air and ground encroachment. 

However, BRAC determined that the primary issues were military value 
and cost. Finding that other training bases would be more costly to close down, 
BRAC recommended full closure. 

Economic Impact: The impact on the economy of the small town of Beeville will 
be severe. The 1990 census counted 13,500 residents, but local sources report 
that 2,000 military and dependents and 1,500 civilian residents have already left 
the area. The base employed 1,000 military and 900 civilian personnel with an 
annual payroll of more than $60 million. The base constituted about 30 percent of 
the local economy. 

REUSE PLANS 

The Beeville Redevelopment Council, the organization supervising the 
reuse effort, has developed a variety of proposed reuses for the base. They 
include air cargo and aircraft maintenance operations. 

Meanwhile, Chase Field has been selected to be the location of a regional 
headquarters of the Texas State Prison System, a training academy for prison 
Personnel, a motor vehicle maintenance depot for the south Texas region, and a 
t 
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4,000-prisoner Inmate Processing Unit, which will evaluate the psychological and 
medical condition of prisoners before assigning them to a state prison. 

The prison facilities will create 1,200-2,000 jobs within 18 months. 
Unfortunately, due to the differences in wages, local officials expect to replace 
only about 75 percent of the pre-closure annual payroll. 

Bureaucratic problems associated with the reuse process at the federal 
level have caused severe delays for businesses interested in using Chase Field. 
Nevertheless, by the summer of 1993, these businesses will create an additional 
400 jobs. Beeville officials indicate that the total new jobs created by the reuse 
effort will come close to replacing the lost base payroll. 

SUCCESSES AND PROBLEMS 

Interim Lease: The Beeville Redevelopment Council has run into serious 
problems with the Navy and DoD bureaucracy, causing long delays in the 
recovery timetable. Brad Arvin, the Council's executive director, observed, 
"We've had no problems recruiting, but the Navy has stalled the job creation 
process. If the goal is quick economic recovery for the affected community, the 
present system has been pretty much been a disaster." 

The primary area of friction has been the Navy's refusal to grant interim 
leases because it is not clear who would be liable for any environmental damage 
caused during the time of the leases. Pentagon officials worry that DoD would be 
responsible for any damage while it still owns the land, even if the damage is 
done by an interim leasee. Even after Beeville waived its right to indemnification 
from the DoD, the Navy has been unwilling to grant interim leases. Brad Arvin 
commented: 'We've waived our rights, but still nothing happens." 

A prime example of the problems that have caused tension between 
Beeville and the Navy is the case of the fxst major tenant at Chase Field. The 
Redevelopment Council had a firm contract with an airline which planned to 
establish a maintenance facility there. Four 727 aircraft had already landed on the 
base and workers had been hired when the Navy blocked an interim lease 
agreement. The Navy's lack of cooperation does not stem from any conflict over 
the use of the field's facilities, because its training operations there ceased when 
its last plane left in September 1992, and since then it has only been moving out 
remaining personnel and equipment. "They haven't even been using the buildings 
we want," Mr. Arvin said. 

Environmental Concerns: Chase Field has some of the typical environmental 
problems associated with any S i e l d ,  such as landfills and underground storage 
tanks that need to be removed. But contamination should not pose a problem for 
the reuse efforts, other than the current impasse over the liability issue in regard to 
interim leases. 

Community Concerns: Local officials feel that the process for returning the base 
to civilian uses does not work. Mr. Arvin believes that the problem is that the 
process is not clearly regulated. "For every regulation that says one thing, there is 
another rule that offers an alternative interpretation; and the Navy does whatever 
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they want. The only solution is to establish a coherent, rational process. 
Otherwise this is the way things are going to be handled: on an ad hoc, base-by- 
base, slow and convoluted, patchwork process." 

Asked what advice he would give to other communities facing base 
closures, he said: "I11 be glad to share with them the experiences of Chase Field, 
but unless the system is fundamentally changed, they'll run into the same 
problems we have." 
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Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base, South Carolina 

BACKGROUND 

Location: Situated one half mile from the 
Atlantic Ocean, Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base is approximately 100 miles north of 
Charleston; South Carklina. 

Closure Date: The Air Force will close Myrtle Beach AFB on March 31, 1993. 

Mission: A base for close air support and anti-armor operations, Myrtle Beach 
has specialized in tactical fighters, specifically the A-10 Thunderbolt. The 
Pentagon is closing it because of poor local weather conditions, ground 
encroachment, and growth in civilian air traffic. The 345th Tactical Fighter Wing 
now based there will be deactivated, and its aircraft will be sent to units at other 
bases. 

According to DoD estimates, closing Myrtle Beach will cost $54.4 million 
and generate annual savings of approximately $30.2 million. 

Community Concerns: The local community opposed the closure, claiming that 
Myrtle Beach was incorrectly downgraded for ground encroachment and that the 
area's weather conditions do not interfere with mission requirements. Members of 
the community also argued that the proposed closure demonstrated the Air Force's 
shirking of its mandated mission to provide close air support for the Army. But in 
its 199 1 report, BRAC sided with the Air Force and recommended closure. 

Economic Impact: The local economy is based on tourism and, to a lesser 
degree, retirement communities. However, the base is an important part of the 
local economy. Employing 4,200 military and civilian personnel, it has been the 
county's largest single employer, and it has brought more than $92 million in 
annual payroll and $55 million in direct expenditures to the community annually. 

REUSE PLANS 

To plan for reuse, the South Carolina Defense Base Development 
Commission created the Myrtle Beach AFB Redevelopment Task Force, 
comprising representatives of local business organizations, community leaders, 
and residents. The Task Force hired an outside consultant group, Edaw, Inc., to 
develop a reuse plan that both the county and the city could accept. The 
Community Redevelopment Plan, completed in June 1992, provides short-term 
interim and long-term strategies for reuse. 

In developing the reuse plan, the Task Force frrst inventoried the base. It 
encompasses 3,790 acres, of which over 1,000 acres are developed with runways, 
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taxiways, aprons, and other features. Other features include housing, 
administrative, training, and medical facilities. 

In an unusual arrangement, US Air and American Airlines already operate 
commercial routes to and from the base. The Community Redevelopment Plan 
notes that, "The air operations facilities on-base are readily convertible to civilian 
aircraft maintenance and repair facilities. The majority of the training and 
administrative facilities, as well as some of the community support facilities- 
theater, dining halls, schools, child care, etc.-have primarily institutional value." 

In its plan, the Redevelopment Task Force balances competing ideas for 
base reuse. The long-term plan-2010 and beyond-calls for adding a second 
runway and the creation of the Myrtle Beach Jetport. The interim plan-from 
closure to the year 2010-will maximize use of existing facilities until airport 
expansion is required. The plans include the regional airport, an air museum, 
light industrial use, commercial and resort facilities, education facilities, a 
recreation area, and a small residential area. 

The Task Force recommended subdividing the land among the relevant 
federal agencies for sale to the public. Under this plan, the FAA would convey 
1,400 acres for the airport to Horry County; the Department of Education would 
transfer 140 acres to the Hony-Georgetown Technical College; the Department of 
the Interior would sell 120 acres to the city of Myrtle Beach for campground and 
recreational purposes; and the Air Force would sell the remaining 945 acres to an 
economic development group or a private developer. 

After the state-funded Task Force submitted its report, the city of Myrtle 
Beach created the Airbase Redevelopment Commission to implement the reuse 
plans. City officials favored the interim plan but expressed serious reservations 
about building a second runway, claiming there was presently little commercial 
need for a second runway. 

Two federal agencies have provided funding for the Myrtle Beach reuse 
effort: the Horry County Department of Auports received funding from the FAA 
for studying the development of a second runway, and the Redevelopment Task 
Force received an OEA grant in 1991. The Task Force has applied for a second 
grant to cover 1993 funding. The city government also provided money for reuse 
planning. 

SUCCESSES AND PROBLEMS 

Environmental Concerns: The EPA's review of the base reported some 
contamination, but it is not severe enough to hamper successful base reuse. The 
Redevelopment Task Force has made environmental protection a priority and will 
integrate preserved woodlands and wetlands throughout the developed area. 

Community Involvement: According to the Task Force, the community has been 
given ample opportunity to raise concerns and to participate in the base's 
redevelopment, but it has not received much community input to date. 
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Jurisdictional Issues: The biggest problem with the redevelopment planning of 
Myrtle Beach is the jurisdictional dispute between the city of Myrtle Beach and 
the Hony County Council. Referring to this turf battle, a Myrtle Beach council 
member said, "There is bound to be some bloodletting before it's over." 

Although the base is within city limits, the county has leased 170 acres of 
land on the base and has shared the base's single runway since 1975. The Horry 
County Department of Airports wants to retain most of the base for construction 
of a second runway. 

Arguing that the $427 million support costs of a full-fledged airport are 
excessive, city officials prefer a diversified reuse plan, using the existing single 
runway as one component. Until these issues are resolved, the city and the county 
will continue to "pull against each other" in the words of one Task Force official. 
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Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 

Location: Williams Air Force Base is in Mesa (pop. 
300,000), southeast of Chandler (pop. 90,533) in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Closure Date: Williams AFB is scheduled to close in 
September 1993. 

Mission: The base's primary mission is as a training site for future Air Force 
pilots. It is home to the 82nd Training Wing. Upon closure, the wing will be 
deactivated and its aircraft redistributed or retired. The Aircrew Training 
Research Facility, also located at Williams, will be transferred to Orlando, 
Florida. 

The primary reason for closure is air space encroachment. Williams ranks 
lowest in this category, having the bare minimum of air space considered safe for 
training sorties. The Pentagon and BRAC also cited the Air Force's excess 
training capacity and the poor conditions of William's facilities and infrastructure. 

The Pentagon expects to spend $26.7 million to close Williams and 
estimates a saving of $54.1 million annually. 

Community Concerns: Base advocates argued that Williams' facilities were 
rated inappropriately and that BRAC failed to take the area's excellent flying 
weather into account. They also argued that adjustments made to lessen 
encroachment should improve Williams' rating. 

In its recommendation for closure, BRAC recognized the communities' 
effort to increase maneuver space and the base's high rating in terms of flying 
weather, but it ruled that air encroachment was still sufficient reason for closure. 

Economic Impact: Of all of the bases scheduled in 1991 for closure, the 
Pentagon anticipates that Williams' closure will have the smallest economic 
impact on local communities. Nonetheless, Maricopa County will lose over 2,000 
jobs and more than $130 million in annual income. 

REUSE PLANS 

The Williams Economic Reuse Advisory Board-a nine-member coalition 
of state, regional, and local officials-has developed the initial plans for Williams' 
reuse. In its study of the region's economy, the board found demand for a private 
airport and higher education facilities. Specifically, the study projected an 
additional 36,000 college students and a 100-percent increase in air cargo traffic 
in the region by the end of the century. 
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Arizona State University (ASU) is exploring the idea of an "educational 
mall" on Williams property. Anchored by ASU, the facility would house a variety 
of learning institutions. At a planning meeting in November 1993, ASU officials 
met with 79 representatives from other interested schools to discuss this idea. 
They project that the educational mall would use 340 acres, attract 10,000 
students, and create 17,000 jobs over the next 20 years. 

The other major reuse option being discussed is a regional airport. 
Williams is one of two locations favored by the Governor's Regional Airport 
Advisory Committee. The airport would cost $500 million, require 20,000 acres, 
and become operational by the year 2000. Since Williams has only 4,127 acres, 
developing it as an airport would make the ASU's proposed educational mall 
impractical and require the state to purchase additional land. 

The Advisory Board has also developed a plan that would allow a smaller 
reliever airport and the educational mall to coexist. Although the land could be 
parceled to provide enough room for such an airport and an educational facility, 
neither ASU nor the Governor's Airport Advisory Committee approves of the 
plan. If the state locates an airport on Williams, local officials believe ASU will 
abandon any plans to establish a facility there. Also, a reliever airport would 
hamper efforts to develop a regional airport anywhe~  in Arizona by reducing the 
short-term demand. 

Arizona's governor accepted the Advisory Board's plan on September 28, 
1992, and, to implement it, created the Williams Redevelopment Partnership. The 
Partnership includes officials from four local cities, Maricopa County, ASU, and 
the Salt River Project. The state also established the Williams Economic 
Development Office to market Williams sites to prospective tenants and 
coordinate the land transfer process. 

Regardless of the eventual use of Williams property, substantial 
improvements will be required. Support for the Williams AFB Reuse Advisory 
Board's initial study came from OEA and the surrounding cities, ASU, the county, 
and the local electric company. Similarly, OEA continues to fund Williams' 
transition to civilian use, along with local businesses and community supporters. 

The Advisory Board has also received funding from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to develop a plan for an airport. Once the plan is 
completed and approved, the FAA may also provide funding to develop the 
airport. 

SUCCESSES AND PROBLEMS 

Environmentul Concerns: Williams is an NPL site because of soil, ground 
water, and asbestos contamination. The Air Force calculates that $155 million 
will be needed for complete decontamination of the base. 

Of the base's 14 contaminated sites, the Air Force plans to restore 12 
before the base closes. The two remaining sites-an abandoned land fill and a 
leaky fuel tank-will require longer term restoration. The Air Force does not 
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expect the contamination to interfere with the transfer and reuse of Williams, but 
clean-up delays and legal complications are common on NPL sites. 

Jurisdictional Issues: Although the city of Mesa annexed the base in 1985, 
practically every local, regional, and state government has participated in the 
reuse planning. The Advisory Board resolved disputes among the different 
groups by using the state as a conduit. Since OEA can only provide funds to one 
local source, it provided direct planning assistance to the governor's office. 

Despite their differences, Chandler and Mesa do not want the Air Force to 
grant ownership of Williams to the state. Local officials who favor a reuse plan 
that would promote the ASU educational mall and the reliever airport believe that 
the state is leaning toward the regional airport concept. 

State Legislation: Recently Arizona passed a large Omnibus Bill for Defense 
Restructuring containing language to facilitate reuse of Williams. The bill 
provides tax incentives over a five-year period to aviation and aerospace 
companies that locate on former Williams property. These incentives target in- 
state growth and out-of-state business attraction by prohibiting companies from 
transferring existing jobs and business to Williams from other in-state locations. 

Dave Guthrie, deputy director of the Arizona Department of Commerce 
and chairman of the Williams AFB Economic Reuse Advisory Board, explained, 
"This legislation will be instrumental in attracting businesses to Williams." He 
recommended that "other states should pursue similar legislation to facilitate reuse 
and create jobs." 
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Air Force Base Disposal Objectives 

Minimize disposal costs by securing reuse quickly 
- Reduce 0 & M costs 
- Realize profits from sales 

Accommodate the needs of the community 
- Coordinate reuse with community plans 
- Support interim leases 
- Consider no-cost transfers 

Expedite environmental restoration to facilitate property 
transfer 

Sources: Excerpted from former AFBDAIDR testimony to 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 3/29/93 
and AFBDA Fact Sheet 6R-1,3/1/93 

MITRE 



Community Planning Goals 

Begin reuse planning the moment closure becomes final 11 
e Form an effective reuse organization; empower a local 

authority 
e Ensure public participation and develop regional 

consensus 
Conceive a reuse plan that is: I 
- Comprehensive (covers entire base) 
- Diverse 
- Practical and achievable 

e Work closely with Air Force and other Federal agencies; 
lobby for assistance, not opposition 

Source: Excerpted from Base Closure and Reuse: 24 Case 
Studies, Business Executives for National Security, 
April 1993 

MITRE 





OSD Disposal Goals and Objectives 
(Concluded) 

Coordinate cleanup and reuse efforts 

Improve and accelerate environmental cleanup I I 

i 
Cease operations more quickly, in conjunction with local 
community plans, and make base facilities available for 
early reuse 

e Connect cleanup to the planned reuse 
@ Resolve indemnification of future recipients of DoD 

property 
0 Consider the tradeoffs between DoD needs and local 

community needs 

1 
1 

Source: Excerpted from Under Secretary of Defense Memorandum on 
Strategy for Economic Transition and Base Closure, 3 June 1993 

MITRE 
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TO: COL DAVE CANNAN, DIRECTOR, AIR FORCE BASE DISPOSAL AGENCY 

FROM: FRANK CIRILLO, AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUBJ: MEMORANDUM OF MEETING, MARCH 8, 1993 

Thank you for agreeing to brief our staff on the ~ i r  Force 
process for base disposal resulting from either the 1988 Department 
of Defense Base Realignment and Closure or the 1991 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment process. As we discussed, the meeting has 
been set up in the Commission's conference room at 2:00 PM on March 
8. Our address is 1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 in Rosslyn. 
The audience will be primarily the  omm mission staff. I have also 
invited representation from the ~ i r  Force closure office. 

As we discussed, the briefing should cover the general flow 
process from approval to actual disposal of all property on a 
particular installation. Please discuss actions to date, 
especially those related to bases already closed or are scheduled 
to be closed this calendar year. We are particularly interested in 
hearing the impact of recent ttParcelingll and M~ndemnificationN 
statutes as well as the process of transfer of funds between the 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account and the Base Closure 
Account. 

Thank you again for agreeing to the briefing. Through this we 
will be able to better understand what happens after a base is put 
on the Closure list which often comes up during base visits and 
meetings with the communities. Please let us know who else besides 
yourself will attend the session so that we may better accommodate 
you. Also let me know if you need audiovisual support other than 
an overhead projector. If you have any questions please call me or 
Ms. Jennifer Atkin at (703) 696-0504. 

Sincerely, 

FRANCIS A. CIRILLO, JR. P.E. 
AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 
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Community Planning Goals 

Form an effective reuse organization; empower a local 
authority 

Begin reuse planning the moment closure becomes final 

Ensure public participation and develop regional 
consensus 

1 

Conceive a reuse plan that is: 19 
- Comprehensive (covers entire base) 
- Diverse 
- Practical and achievable 

Work closely with Air Force and other Federal agencies; 
lobby for assistance, not opposition 

Source: Excerpted from Base Closure and Reuse: 24 Case 
Studies, Business Executives for National Security, 
April 1993 

MITRE 





OSD Disposal Goals and Objectives 

Maximize economic development and reinvestment after 
base closure by promoting timely, productive cleanup and 
reuse of closing bases 

Work with States, local communities and citizen groups to 
achieve a balance between the need to ensure the 
protection of human health and the environment and the 
need to minimize the impact on the community by 
facilitating the timely reuse of the installations 

Source: Excerpted from Under Secretary of Defense Memorandum on 
Strategy for Economic Transition and Base Closure, 3 June 1993 

MITRE 



OSD Disposal Goals and Objectives 
(Concluded) 

Cease operations more quickly, in conjunction with local f 
community plans, and make base facilities available for 
early reuse 
Improve and accelerate environmental cleanup 
Connect cleanup to the planned reuse 
Resolve indemnification of future recipients of DoD 

Coordinate cleanup and reuse efforts 

property 
Consider the tradeoffs between DoD needs and local 
community needs 

i 

Source: Excerpted from Under Secretary of Defense Memorandum on 
Strategy for Economic Transition and Base Closure, 3 June 1993 

MITRE 





















BASE 
CLOSURE 

Secretary of Defense 

Office of Base Closure Division 
Economic Adiustment 

THE PARTICIPANTS 

Secretary of the Air Force 

SecAF 

Assistant Secretary for Manpower, 
Install & Environment 

Policy 
............................................... SAFIMI 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Installations 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Environment, Safely & Occ Health 

Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Plans and Operations 

I-GF-n 
- Base Closure Exec Group i - 

........... 

Division 
AFEOOR ................................................ .: 

Base Disposal Agency 
(Execution Agent) 

The Civil Engineer 

I Air Force Center for Fi Environmental Excellence 
(Execution Agent) 

MAJCOMS and Bases 
(Execution Agents) 

OSMR 24 J n  DJ 





BASE 
CLOSURE 

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY FOR EXECUTION 

MAJCOM 
- Closure/Realignment Execution 

-- Receiver MILCON 

-- Receiver EIAP 

-- Environ Compliance before Closure 

-- Interim Use Concurrence 

-- Personal Property Disposition 
-- Facility Phase-down 

AFBDA 

- Disposal Execution 
-- Liaison with Communities 

-- Disposal/Reuse EIAP 

-- Interim Lease Management 

-- Environ Clean up 
-- Environ Compliance after Closure 

-- Caretaker Services 



BASE 
CLOSURE 

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS 

l Integrates management of EIAP, cleanup, disposal, and 
oversight of base-level installation protection and 
maintenance under Program Managers (PMs) 

PMs accountable to Director 
Optimizes accountability and span of control 

Self-sufficient with professional staffs to support PMs 
be Legal, Real and Personal Property, Environmental 

Cleanup, Resource Management, Facility Maintenance Mgt, 
External Affairs, Civilian Personnel, Information Sys 

l Supported by execution agents to avoid duplication - Uses GSA for disposal services - Uses AFCEE and RCOs for EIAP and IRP 
Uses HSC/PK for caretaker contracting 







BASE 
CLOSURE 

Contracting 

AFBDA Operating Location Staff 
(Minimum) 

Total Staff: 5 Core  
3 Environmental 

HSC/PK Contracting Off ice Site Manager (GM-13) 

Administration 

Secretary (GS-6) 

I Facilities I I Environmental ] I Disposal' ] 
- -. -- - - .- -- -. 

Admin Contr Officer (GS-12) QAE (GS-12) Envr Coord (GM- 13) Real Prop Officer (GS-11) 

Envr Engineer (GS-12) 

Tech Info Specialist (GS-9) 

' Supported by GSA Disposal Spgcialis! 



AS 01. August 5 .  IW3 
HQ AIR FORCE BASE DISPOSAL AGENCY 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREEl. SUITE 2300 

ARLINGION. VA 22209-2802 
FAX NRS: (703) 696-8828(FM/IM/U))/8833/8864 

DSN: 226-8828/8833/8W 
COMMERCIAL: (703) 696-XXXX 

DSN: 226-XXXX 
Confcrence Room: (703) 696-5579 ................................ ................................ 
DIRECTOR (DR) - 
Alan K. Olsen 

SOUTHWEST DIVISION (SW) 
Ray Hatch. Program Manager 5540 

Della Show -Secretary 554 1 

Gene Aefsky (Real Estafe) 5542 

Michael Ruzila (Real Estate) 5544 

Felix Amerasinghe (Environmental) 5543 

Secretary to Director 

Joan S. domish 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR (DDR) 
Vacant 

*retarv to D ~ D W  Director 

Val liernan 

Spec. Assist. - Real Prow (RP) 
Gil Sailer 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROG. [EV) 
Teny Yonkers. Chiel 5552 

Patricia Briggs -Secretary 5553 

Mymo Forrester 5554 

Copt Bob McGhin 5560 

Maj Charles Groovec 5567 

Copt Timothy Caretti 5565 

&ec. Assist. - Pers.Proo. (LG1 
Helen Commodore 

Spec. Assist. - Ext. Affairs. (EX) 
Joyce Frank 

aec. Asst. - Public Affairs (PA) 
Vacant 

LEGAL DlVlSlON (LD) 
Doug Bour. Chid Counsel 

Cortyn Peny - Secretary 

Vicky Mclntyre - Pornlegal 

Peggy Lilly - (Ofc Automation) 

Chire Biunno (Asst. Chf. Counsel) 

Ray Bourgeois (Asst. Chf. Counsel) 

Allan Curlee (Asst. Chf. Counsel) 

Brent Evans (Asst. Chf. Counsel) 

Dominic Fnnzi (Assf. Chf. Counsel) 

Paula Risenhoover (Asst. Chf. Cnsl) 

CENTRAL DlVlSlON (CE) 
Teresa Pohlman. Program Manager 

Karen Souls (Secretary) 

Richard Jenkins (Real Fstate) 

Michoel Lorson (Environmental) 

MIDWEST DlVlSlON (MW) 
Tom Kempder. Program Manoger 

Annette Diion-Taylor - Secretary 

Michael Cmmer (Real Estate) 

Patricia Wodfrey (Real Estate) 

Al Loftin (Environmental) 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (FMJ 
Lany Charles. Chief 

Jan Davidson 

Donna Brown 

EXECUTIVE SERVICES (ES) 
J. A. Anderson. Chief 

Russell Betz- Secretary 

NORTHEAST DlVlSlON (NE) 
John J. Corradetti. Program Manage1 5574 

5575 

DSN 852-3303 

5576 

Alice Spurgeon - Secretary 

Gory Kuwabaro (Pease AFB. NH) 

Hank Cowman (Environmental) 

6ev Aument (Suspenses) 

Carolyn Davis (Ofc Aulomaiion) 

Kina Forrest (O(c Automation) 

Bonnie Horns (Records Mgmt) 5509 

Jamie Jackson (Pubs/Regs) 5510 

Vickie Richardson (Ofc Automation) 5508 

Bev Robertson (Adrnin Ofcr) 5507 

Loaistics (ESL] 
Mike Ban 5513 

NORTHWEST DlVlSlON ( N W  
John Corr. Program Manager 

Nette Lee - Secretary 

Joe Weikert (Red Estate) 

Naim Qazi (Environmental) 

SOUTHEAST DlVlSlON (SE) 
Pat McCullough, Pmgmm Manager 

Val Lee - Secretary 

Chips Johnson (Real Esiaie) 

Mary Bridgewater (Environmenfal) 

SOUTHERN PACIFIC (SP) 
John E.B. Smith. Program Monager 

Personnel (ESP) 
Ginny Potter 

Data Svstems (ESS] 
Tom King. Chief 551 5 

Nancy Frank (Systems Admin) 5516 

Michael Yeargin 5517 

Tan Cahow - Secretary 

Dorothy Jursch (Real Estate) 

Vacant (Real Estute) 

Clarence Kinq. Chief ( H Q A F E D A J P ~ )  DStJ: 240-4065 

Linda Touw~lle - Secretcry FAX: 240-41 18 

Leonard Qouglio DeCarto Ciccel (Environmental) 

Bob Butler (Environmental) Ronald Trepanicr 







Military Construction Program 

Base Reallignment & Closure 

I Round I 

Round ll 

I Round Ill 

FY90 - FY93 16 Bases 

FY92 - FY94 37 Bases 

FY94 - FY96 19 Bases 

93-576ICEC Founders l2 



ELL 





AFSC 55XWSXXXX 
(32EW3EX.X) 
FY91 TOTAL 

52,677 

, OFFICER OFFICER 

OFF: ENL 
1: 12.2 

FY97 TOTAL 
40,648 (-23%) 

OFF: ENL 
1: 14.9 

ALL DATA INCLUDE EOD 81 DISASTER PREP 

93473lCEO Founders 22 





The Air Force Center 
for 

Environmental Excellence 

Briefings 

* Please refer to f hi m*- . 
when responding 42 I o 



AGENDA 

Visit by: Mr.. Courter, Mr. Behrmann, Mr. Borden 

Thursday, 15 October 1992 

11:Ol am Mr. Courter & Mr. Behrmann arrive SA 
airport NW 1167. They will pick-up 
a rental car and proceed to the 
Emily Morgan Hotel (705 E Houston) 
to check-in, then meet Mr. Cole at 
Pesos cafe (3758 E Southcross) for 
lunch. 

Mr. Borden arrives SA airport USAir 
1812. Will be met by Capt 
Briesmaster and escorted directly to 
Pesos cafe. 

12:30-1:30 pm Lunch at Pesos cafe. 

1:45-3:45 pm Briefing by Lt Col Baumgartel (ESE) 
on the role/function of the EIS on 
the base closure process. 

3:55-4:45 pm Briefing by Mr. Tony Zugay (ESB) on 
the application of new remedial 
technologies in accelerating the 
clean-up process at closure bases. 

4:55 pm Mr. Courter and associates depart 
for hotel. 

7:00 pm Mr. Courter and associates meet Mr. 
Cole at Nacho Mama's ( 2 4 0 5 9  Old 

i 
Fredericksburg, Road) for dinner. - i 

5 

Friday, 16 October 1992 

Mr. Courter and party travel from 
hotel to SA airport for departure. 







1 D 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 D 1 1 1  

Contract Support 
(HSDtPKV) 

I 

Construction 
Management 

(CM) 
Col Morris (2331) 

,' I 

I 

Executive Svcs 
CCE - Capl Bartine (2152) 
Sec - Ms Salvatierra (2162) - 

I 
1 

Design Group 

I 

- 
I L 

- 

L 1 

Medical Space Planning & 
Engineering - Architecture 

(CMM) 
I I (CMA) d D G P )  (DGA) 

Mr Perritt (4195) Mr Potter (3032) Mr Bak~nas (3334) Mr Ritenour (3485) - h - - L 

Regional Compliance Offices 
Atlanta (CCR-A) Mr Sims (404)331-6771 
Dallas (CCR-D) Mr Lopez (214)767-4653 
San Francisco (CCR-S) Mr Lammi (41 5)705-1689 

, 

I . 1 

Reserve Environmental 
Compliance 

(CMR) 
I I 

Mr Campbell (3067) 
(CME) 

Mr Tschoepe (3074) - - 

AFCEE 
CC - Mr Cole (2162) 
CT - Cot Jones (2141) - 

DSN: 240-(xxxx) 

Commercial: [512]536- (xxxx)  

- 

F A X :  [512]536-9004 (Bldg 11 60) 

- 3 4 9 8  (Bldg 1155)  

- 9 0 2 6  (Bldg 6 2 4 )  

& 
SF', 

Air Force Certter 
for 

EIZ vironnze~ztal Excellerz ce 



lr Force Center for Environmental Excellent 
Environmental Services 

0 Serve as tech transfer focal point Manage environmental contracts 
= IDIvalidate RBD requirements - SOW planning / reviews - Build, obtain funds and manage - D,O processing1 tracking 

demo projects - New acquisitions I planning 
= Maintain technical libraries Cost performance - Allocate SETA I MITRE resources 

0 Manage Award Fee programs 
0 Provide program control 

Provide special tech capabilities Manageldatabase systems/tools - Human health risks - IRPlMS 
= Evaluate extent of contamination - PMPC 
= Explain technology designs - RACER 

Manage lab QAIQC programs Manage development of ES software 
Integrate ADP systems & support 

Provide tecl lni l~l ~ ~ f v i c e s  (PP/Compl) Produce Reuse and Disposal Cleanup closure bases Cleanup non-closure bases - USTs - Asbestos ElSs - Air, Water, Soil 
0. Manage cleanup processes Manage cleanup processes - Hazardous material - Waste Perform NEPA analyses for Pedorm cradle-to-grave mgmt Perform cradle-to-grave mgmt 

special AF programs 
Crossfeed solutions Serve as Contracting Serve as Contracting 

- Marketlpromote 'bestntechnologies Officer's representative Officer's representative 

Developlmaintain AF ECAMP protocols Execute demonstration Execute demonstration 
technologies technologies 
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BRAC I and I1 Disposal and Reuse EIS 
BRAC I Bsrre$ 

I I 
I I 

I 
I 

D - &8fi RWW Plrh - Df8fiEIS . 

BRAC 11 Baaea , 

- 
A - w d  



LOCAL COMMUNITY 

~ LAND USE AND AESTHETICS 
,' 

TRANSPORTATION 

UTILITIES 



LOCAL COMMUNITY 

DESCRIBES LOCAL SETTING, LAND USE AND 
AESTHETICS, TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY 
SYSTEMS AND THE POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES AS A RESULTS OF THE PROPOSED 
ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS 
'WASTE MANAGEMENT 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/ WASTE MANAGEMENT 

lNSTALLATlON RESTORATION PROGRAM (IRP) 

1 STORAGE, TANKS 

ASBESTOS 

I PESTICIDE USAGE 

RQLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs) 
': 
i .. 

WEDICAL/BIOHAZARDOUS WASTE 

I 



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/ WASTE 

(30VERNED BY SPECIFIC LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS 

0 EIS ADDRESSES THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF EXISTING 
CONTAMINATED SITES ON THE VARIOUS REUSE OPTIONS 
AND THE P~TENTIAL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
CAUSED BY HAZARDOUS MATERIALSIWASTE MANAGEMENT 
PRCtCTICES ASSOCIATED WlTH THE VARIOUS REUSE 
OPTIONS 

THEdF IS COMMITTED TO THE REMEDIATION OF ALL 
CONTAMIN'ATION AT THE BASE DUE TO PAST AF ACTIVITIES 

0. DELAYS OR RESTRICTIONS IN DISPOSAL/REUSE OF 
PROPERTY MAY OCCUR DUE TO THE EXTENT OF 
CONTAMINATION 

0. WlTH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
OR ALTERNATIVES AND DISPOSAL OF PARCELS, 
MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 
IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROPERTY RECIPIENT 

I 



THE AF IS COMMITTED TO CONTINUING IRP 
ACTIVITIES UNDER THE DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORAT~N PROGRAM (DERA) AND 
COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, 
COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) 

COORDINATED BY AFBDA'S OPERATING LOCATION 

DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF SOME BASE PROPERTY 
MAY BEIDELAYED OR LIMITED BY THE EXTENT 
AND T W E  9 F  CONTAMINATION AND BY CURRENT 
AND FUTURE IRP PROGRAM 



STORAGE TANKS 

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS NOT SUPPORTING 
REUSE ACTIVITIES WlLL BE CLOSED IN 
CONFORMANCE WITH APPROPRIATE FEDERAL, 
STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS 

ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE TANKS NOT USED 
IN SUPPORT OF REUSE ACTIVITIES WlLL BE 
PURGED OF FUMES TO PRECLUDE FIRE HAZARDS 

UNDERGROUND AND ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE 
TANKS REQUIRED BY NEW OWNER/OPERATORS 
ARE SUBJECT TO ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, 
STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS 

@ OIL WATER SEPARATORS WlLL BE PUMPED AND 
CLEANED OF ANY CONTAMINANTS 



ASBESTOS 

CURRENT AF POLICY: MANAGE OR REMOVE ASBESTOS 
CONTAINING MATERIALS (ACM) PER REGULATORY 
REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO FACILITY DEMOLITION 

*a OCCURS WHEN THERE IS A POTENTI& FOR 
ASBESTOS FIBER RELEASE THAT WOULD AFFECT 
THE ENVIRONMENT OR HUMAN HEALTH 

BEYOND PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH, 
ANALYSIS WlLL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE ' 
THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF REMOVING VERSUS 
DEVALUING THE PROPERTY PRIOR TO REUSE 

ma ACM WlLL BE REMOVED IF A BUILDING IS 
USED OR INTENDED TO BE USED AS A SCHOOL 
OR CHILDCARE FACILITY 

R CONTRACT FOR COMPLETION 



PESTICIDES 

* 

ALL PEST MANAGEMENT ACTlVlT ES ARE SUBJECT 
TO THE FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDE, AND 
RODENTICIDE ACT (FIFRA) AND STZT E GUIDELINES 
AND WILL BE COMPLIED WITH 



POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS A 

(PCBs) 
rJ F.. 
4. ,; 
. I  I 

ALL PCBs CONTAINED IN AF OWNED EQUIPMENT 
WILL BE REMOVED PRIOR TO BASE'CLOSURE 

PCB TRANSFORMERS OWNED AND OPERATED BY 
LOCAL AREA UTILITIES MAY CONTINUE TO 
OPERATE ON BASE PROPERTY IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH APPLICABLE STATE AND FEDERAL ' 

REGULATIONS 



I RADON I 

AF POLICY .REQUI. .,, ..... 
AF RADON ASSESSMENT. 
(RAMP) 

REs 1MPLEMENTt";TION OF THE 
AND MITLGATION PROGRAM 

/' 

RADON SURVEYS HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED AT MOST 
AF INSTALLATIONS - ANY SURVEY SAMPLES RESULXING IN LEVELS 

BELOW EPA's RECOMMENDED biiITIGATION LEVEL 
REQUIRE NO FOLLOW UP ASSESSMENT. 

IF ABOVE THE MITIGATION LEVEL, EPA 







NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

l NATURAL RESOURCES ANALYZED IN DISPOSAL 
AND REUSE EIS 

SOILS AND GEOLOGY 

WATER RESOURGES 

AIR QUALITY 

NOISE 

I BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4 am CULTURAL RESOURCES 



SOILS AND GEOLOGY 

THE POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED 
ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES ON SOILS AND 

. GEOLOGY AS WELL AS THE POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS OF FARMLAND TO OTHER USES 
ARE ANALYZED BASED ON 

A REVIEW OF PUBLISHED LITERATURE 

CONSULTATION WITH THE US SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 



WATER RESOURCES 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON BOTH SURFACE AND 
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES AS A RESULTOF 
THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
ARE EVALUATED IN THE EIS 



AIR QUALITY 

ANALYSIS FOR POINT SOURCE AND INDIRECT 
SOURCE EMISSIONS DURING THE OPERATIONS 
PHASE CONSISTS OF QUANTIFYING EMISSIONS 
AND EVALUATING HOW THE EMISSIONS AFFECT 
MAINTENANCE OF NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR 
QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS) AND STATE 
AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

PRECLOSURE REFERENCE IS USED AS THE BASELIN 
COMPARATIVE PURPOSES 



I NOISE I 

NOISE ANALYSIS ESTIMATES THE EXTENT .AND. ' 
MAGNITUDE OF NOISE LEVELS ON THE ~ ~ C A L  
HUMAN POPULATION GENERATED it Y THE ' 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATrVES 

PRECLOSURE CONTOURS ARE U ~ E  3 FOR 
COMPARISON OF CONTOURS PRO&-ICED BY 
THE PROPOSED ACTION AND AUK: '1NATIVES 

NOISE MODELS INCLUDE 

ma INM 
NOISEMAP 

FAA LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES ARE 
USED TO DEFINE THE REGION OF INFLUENCE 



BIOLOGICAL RESOUFGES 

l AF INITIATES CONSULTATION WITH 

am US SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
/' 

0.a PRIME FARMLANDS 

am US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

amm THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SP~CEES 
am. WETLANDS 

CONDUCT BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS 

I l DESCRIBE FUTURE POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON 
I 
1 

I 



CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a CONSULT WITH LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL 1 CULTURAL RESOURCE AGENCIES :' .a 
, t i  . . 

a. LOCAL HISTORIC COMMISSION / 

0. STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ~ F F I C E R  (SHPO) 
0. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

NATIVE AMERICANS 

PERFORM SURVEYS AS NECESSARY # * 

NOMINATE HISTORIC STRUCTURES AND CULTUAAG . 3  . .  

RESOURCES . '0 . .  

DEVELOP MEMORANDUM OF AGREE AENTS W ~ T H  
SHPO, ADVISORY COUNCIL, AND AF - 



Air Force Center 
for 

Environmental Excellence 

Base Closure Restoration Division 

Presented by 

Mr. Tony Zugay 

Base Closure Restoration Division 



Find technologies Manage acqulsltlon of contracts 
Initiate Tech EvallTransfer Manage D.O. processing 
Execute technology seminars Manage Award Fee programs 
Malntdn technical ilbraries Manage project funds (61 6s) 

Manage and track Deliverables 
Manage SETAIMITRE t e ~ u r e e  
allocationlacqulsition ' 

Provide special tech capabilities Managelmaintain ES IM systemsRools . 
- Hunman healtli toxicology - IRPIMS 
- Risk kssessrnont - PMPC 
- Chemical Engr - WIN-ES 
- Chemists - RACER 

Manage Lab W Q C  prograrns * Manage development of ES software 
ADP systems integration & support 

Execute services (PPICompl) Perform environmental Execute ER program for Execute ER program for AF 
impact analyses for AF closure bases customers 

Provide technical eqiertise customers 
Establish comprehensive Establish comprehensive 

Clossfeed solutions EAlP In suppori of AFBDA ER contracting capabilities ER s:ontractlng capabilities 

Aqulre 81 expd  technilogy Reuse and Disposal EIS for Oadleto-grave mgmt OadQ-tograve mgmt 
Rounds I and Ii 

Markeffpromote 'best' technologies Contracting Officer's Cot .:,acting Officer's 
representative representative 

Access special technical capabilities 



BRA 
Projected Requirements 

$ Million 



Big Picture Scenario 

FTA (mixed solvents & fuels) P&T, capping, bioremediation, soil 

Spills, Wash Racks, Maintenance Most 
Work Areas (solvents & fuels) 

P&T, bioremediation, soil venting, removal, low thermal 
stripping, LTM 

Leaking Fuel Hydrant Systems I Most 1 P&T, bioremediation, soil venting, removal, LTM 

g 
LUST (fuels & solvents) I Most I P&T, bioremediation,'koil venting, removal, LTM % 

$ t 
8 I LF (mixed solid waste) I Some / Capping, bioremediation, soil venting, LTM :> t: 

Removal, bioremediation, soil venting, capping, LTM Waste Pits / Hard Fill Sites (mixed 
wastes) paint disposal, empty drums, 
empty cans, munitions, etc. 

Sludge Pits (leaded fuels, solvent Some Removal, capping, LTM L 

$ 
bottoms, heavy metals) i~ 

Some 



. 
1' Big Picture Scenario (Cont) : . %, A. 

: 1 

Radiation Burial Sites (excludes 
tube burial sites) 

Others, One of a Kind Sites 
a) waste lagoons 
b) special chemical processes 
c) very large AFMC disposal sites 
d) complex geologies 

Few Removal, capping, LTM 

Very Few Requires multiple technologics and full service RA 
contractor 



Contracting Capability 
Existing Proiected 

10 Delivery Order Contracts 
- Time and material 
- $50M ceiling (each contract) 
- $500M total capability 
- 5 year performance period 

1 Task Order Contract 
- Cost plus award fee 
- $50M total capability 
- 3 year performance period 

MITRE: $1 8~ 
. , SETA: $2.4M i6d 

' 0  4 Nationwide A/E  ontra tracts 
- $25M ceiling (each contract) 
- $100M total capability 
- 5 year perf period (basic + 4 opt yrs) 

8 Nationwide Specialty RA Contracts 

&!+@ 
Full Service RA Contracts 

- $50M to IOOM ceiling (each contract) 
- $1 8 total capability 8eeeCRN" 5$25. - 5 year p o r f o r m a n c e ~  w 

/ 6 Regional US-< so11 removal SB Contractor - -  . - $1OM to 25M ceilings 
- $1 00M total capability 
- 5 year performance period 

SETA (Systemd'Engineering Tech Assist) - SB 
- $35M SETA I - Program Tech Assistance 
- $25M SETA II - Operational Assistance 
- $60M total ceiling 
- 5 year p~rformance period 

PA--+ RD C~ntracts 
- $SOOM - $1 B 
- 5 year performance period 

- $200M total capability - T&M and Fixed price 
3 year performance period 

I 



Current IRP Con ractors 

Tetra Tech - wy E 

Earth Technology 
Law Environmental 
Jacobs Engineering 
ICF Kaiser 
NUS 
O'Brien & Gere 
Radian 
Engineering Science 





Current RA Contractors 

International Technology Corporation 
Hensel Phelps Co. 
Metcalf & Eddy 
Haliburton NUS Env. Corp. 

/' 

Ogden Environmental & Energy Svcs. 
E.A. Engineering, Science, & Technology, Inc. 
Roy F. Weston, Inc. 
Earth Technology Corp. 







Project Delivery Strategies 
PP Title II 

ROD 

. . . . . . . . . 
h 

Traditional Approach ru 
ROD 

r , . 

LTM 

Oversight 
I 

ROD 

Project Definition 

Definition 

M 

Project Resolution , AFCEE Approach 

Oversight T I  PP 

AFCEE Accelerated 
Approach 



TEAM 
CHIEFS 

Project Management 

Specific Base 
- All Hazardous Waste Sites . Cradle-To-Grave 
- Requirements Definition 
- Analysis /I 

- Statemenis Of Work 
- Cost Estimates 
- Project Schedules 
- Installation-Level Oversight 



Authority To Communica@ - I  

$ <  
' 4 , ';f. 

, . 

- program Management 

Project Management 

/' 



TECHNOLOGY REVIEW 

200 RAIRD PROJECTS EVALUATED - $433.4M FY 92-93 
57 BRAC I - $2046:d 
143 BRAC II - $2:9.4~ 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
PROCEED NO CHANGE ,f 7 
PROCEED NEW ESTIMATE 53 
PROCEED NEW TECHNOLOGY 37 
DEFER 23 
CANCEL 10 

POTENTIAL FY 92-93 PROGRAM REDUCTION $125.5 MILLION 
POTENTIAL SAVINGS - $34.2M 

BRIEFED TO SAFIMIQ 8 SEP 92 

m. 



AIR FORCE BASES CLOSED AND TO BE CLOSED AS OF 8 SEP 93 

BASE 

ROUND I; 

Chanute AFB 

George AFB 

Mather AFB 

Noaon AFJ3 

Pease AFB 

ROUND JJi 

Bergstrom AFB 

Carswell AFB 

Castle AFB 

Eaker AFB 

England AFB 

Grissom AFB 

Loring AFB 

Lowry AFB 

MacDill AFJ3 (part) 

Myrtle Beach AFB 

Richards-Gebaur AFB 

Rickenbacker ANGB 

Williams AFB 

Wurtsmith AFB 

ROUND nI; 

Homestead AFB 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 

O'Hare Int'l A p t  

Griffiss AFB 

March AFB 

Newark AFB 

Plattsburgh AFB 

Gentile AFS 

ORIG INTERIM CURR AFBDA CLOSURE EPA GS A AFBDA 
CMD CMD CMD OL DATE NPL REG OFF REG LOCATION: 

ATC AETC AFBDA*** B 30 Sep 93 5 CHI MW Rantoul, Illinois 

TAC ACC AFBDA C 15 Dec 92 Y 9 SF SP Victorville, California 

ATC AETC AETC D 30Sep 93 Y 9 SF NW Sacramento, California 

MAC AMC AMC E 31Mai94 Y 9 SF SP San Bemadino, California 

SAC SAC AFBDA A 31 Mar 91 Y 1 BOS NE Portsmouth, New Hampshire 

TAC 

SAC 

SAC 

SAC 

TAC 

SAC 

SAC 

ATC 

TAC 

TAC 

AFRES 

ANG 

ATC 

SAC 

TAC 

SAC 

AFRES 

SAC 

SAC 

A m  

AMC 

DLA 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

AMC 

ACC 

AETC 

ACC 

ACC 

AFRES 

ANG 

AETC 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

AFRES 

ACC 

AMC 

AFMC 

AMC 

DLA 

ACC 

ACC 

ACC 

AFBD A 

AFBDA 

AFBDA* 

ACC 

AETC 

ACC 

AFBDA 

AFRES 

ANG 

AETC 

AFBDA 

ACC 

ACC 

AFRES 

ACC 

AMC 

AFMC 

AMC 

DLA**** 

30 Sep 93 

30 Sep 93 

30 Sep 95 

15 Dec 92 

15 Dec 92 

30 Sep 94 

30 Sep 94 

30 Sep 94 

31 Mar 94 

31 Mar 93 

30 Sep 94 

R 30 Sep 94 

S 30Sep93 Y 

T 30 Jun  93 

31Mar94 Y 

30 Sep 95 

30 Sep 97 

30 Sep 95 Y 

31Mar96 Y 

30 Sep % 

30 Sep 95 Y 

'97 (est) 

FW SW 

FW SW 

SF NW 

FW S W 

FW S W 

CHI MW 

BOS NE 

FW CE 

ATL SE 

ATL SE 

FW CE 

CHI 

SF 

CHI 

ATL 

CHI 

CHI 

NY 

SF 

CHI 

NY 

CHI 

Austin, Texas 

Fort Worth, Texas 

Merced, California 

Blytheville, Arkansas 

Alexandria, Louisiana 

PerulBunker Hill, Indiana 

Limestone, Maine 

Denver, Colorado 

Tampa, Florida 

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 

Kansas CitylBelton/Grandview, 

Missouri 

Columbus~Lockboume, Ohio 

Tempe, Arizona 
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3 Think 1993 was tough. 
Junior, senior NCOs 
face a new round of 
ca reer-e nding cuts 
By Neff Hudson 
Times staff writer 

WASHINGTON - By the end of 1994, 
many Air Force people might look a t  1993 
as the good old days. 

The service thinned its ranks at  a slow, 
almost leisurely pace by giving early re- 
tirement or exit bonuses to about 5,500 
people. 

Another 1,589 officers with more than 
20 years of service were forced out by se- 
lective early retirement boards, but the 
service did not resort to any involuntary 
programs in the junior officer or enlisted 
ranks. 

And a round of base closures took a 
smaller-than-expected chunk from the Air 
Force's infrastructure, sparing thousands 
of blue-suit and civilian jobs for another 
two years. 

Far more catastrophic was 1992 when 
30,000 people lefl the service voluntarily 
and another 3.200 were forced out. 

~ n f o r t u n a & l ~ ,  the h tu re  could look a 
lot more like 1992 than 1993. 

Down to 400,000 
The Clinton administration is expected 

to submit a fiscal 1995 defense budget 
that would cut the Air Force to about 
400,000 active-duty members, officials 
said. 

The service, which currently has about 
445,000 people on active duty, already 
must drop to 425,700 by the end of fiscal 
1994. 

Although some losses will occur through 
attrition, the service could need as many 
as 2,500 officers and 20,000 enlisted mem- 

The incredible shrinking Air Force 
By 1995 the Air Force will have lost at least 200,000 weowle - a reduction 

I of roughly one-third - from its pre-drawdown level I 

possible," Boles said. "We're using almost 
all the programs that are available to us, 
and we're tweaking the grades, the years 
of service and the specialties as needed." 

But because of the size of the required 
cut, he fears the service will be forced to 
resort to involuntary means including se- 
lective early retirement boards. 

Enlisted boards? 
The boards have been regularly used 

since the beginning of the drawdown to 
trim the officer corps. But the boards 

and supervisors' evaluations. 
The Air Force then orders up to 30 per- 

cent of the candidates to retire. 
"They do a good job of completing a dif- 

ficult task," Boles said. "All of us would 
like to not be doing any selective early re- 
tirements because they are involuntary." 

Layoffs possible 
If the voluntary programs and forced 

retirements fail to generate enough losses, 
the Air Force could find itself with the 
same problem i t  faced in 1992 when 

bers to end their careers voluntarily by 
fiscal 199s. said ~ t .  Gen. Billy J. Boles, All of US would like to not be doing any selective 
the deputy chief of staff for personnel. 

Boles said the Air Force already has earlyretirements, because they ate involuntary. 
met its goals for the fiscal 1994 drawdown 
promam, which gives it a little extra time - Lt. Gen. Billy J, Boles 
to make the 199gcuts. 

Still, most of the people targeted to 
leave the service will need to apply for 

77 
separation in calendar 1994 making this 
another year of retirement parties, career have not been needed yet in the enlisted about 1,600 captains and first lieutenants 
counseling and high anxiety. ranks where the service has been able to were laid off by a reduction in force, or rif 

get enough volunteers to avoid hold in^ hnarrl 



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

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: June 15, 1994 

TIME: 10:OO a.m. 

MEETING WITR: Delegation from Okinawa 

PARTICIPANTS : 
Name/lTtZe/Phone Numbec 

Masahide Ota; Governor of Okinawa Prefecture, Japan 
Choko Takayama; Policy Adviser to the Governor 
Tatsuo Matayoshi; Director General, Executive Office of the Governor 
Seiich Otsuka; Councilor, Executive Office of the Governor 
Kanko Teruya; Director of Military Base Affairs Office, Executive Office 
of the Governor 

Susumu Miyagi; Associate Director Public Relations Division, Executive Office 
of the Governor 

Masayuki Oshiro; Associate Director Secretariate Division, Executive Office 
of the Governor 

Hiomasa Yoshikawa; Advisor Military Base Affairs Office, Executive Office 
of the Governor 

Tokushin Yamauchi; Mayor of Yomitan 
Koyu Nagahama; Section Chief, Base Conversion & Countermeasures Division 
Yomitan Village 

Akihito Nitta; Chief Photographer, Okinawa E i o  Center, Co. Ltd. 
Yuko Kuniyoshi; Staff, Okinawa E i o  Center, Co. Ltd. 
Genteru Nakamura; Executive Director Okinawa Tourist Service 
Masao Nakachi; Okinawa Coordinator in U.S. (Interpreter) 
Ryoukichi Higashioma; Principal, Engineering Concepts, Inc. (Interpreter) 



Jim Courter; Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Commission Stsff: 

Matt Behrma~;  Staff D i t o r  
Ben Borden; Director of R&A 
Ed Brown; Army Team Leader 
F'rank Cirillo; Aii Force Team Leader 
Bob Cook; Issues Team Leader 
Tom Houston; Director of Communications and Public Affairs 
Mary Woodward; Congressional Liaison 
Alex Yellin; Navy Team Leader 
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1 ive firing exercises over Prefectural h i W y  104 inconvenience 
local residents because the exercises block the highway. 
Oftentimes,stray bullets are found in residential areas. 
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other damages. 

The airspace and sea areas for the United States Forces trainings 
around Okina~a 
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Incessant test ffl iyl&s and other owrations threaten 
tte r~cidents i n  the nninhbrhood. 







ocument S eparator 





kinawa Todav 1 

1 

Located 
southwest of mainland 7 
Japan, Okinawa is 
close to China, South 
east Asia and the 
Pacific nations. 
Okinawa is thus 
favorably situated for 
foreign trade and 
sightseeing. 

-- 
nawa has I wered miraculously from the ruins of World War 11. 
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0 kinawa, Japan's south- 
westernmost prefecture, 
is composed of more than 

160 islands, of which 50 are inhab- 
ited, that are scattered over a wide 
sea area spanning 620 miles from 
east to west and 250 miles from north 
to south. The prefecture is located in 
close proximity to Southeast Asia and 
other Pacific nations: two and a half 
hours to Tokyo (approximately 960 
miles), one hour and 30 minutes to 
Shanghai, China (approximately 400 
miles), and one hour to Taiwan (ap- 
proximately 370 miles). 

The only Japanese prefecture lo- 
cated in the subtropical zone, Oki- 
nawa is blessed with picturesque 

sceneries of the blue seas and skies, 
and also plants and animals distinct 
from the rest of Japan. 

Ideally situated in Asia, Oki- 
nawa, once known as the Ryukyu 
Kingdom, entered into trade relations 
with China and the countries of 
Southeast Asia in the 13th century, 
establishing the Great Era of Over- 
seas Trade. During the many centu- 
ries of the Kingdom Period, a rich cul- 
ture was developed, giving birth to 
Okinawa's beautiful arts. Today, the 
Ryukyuan performing arts, dyed tex- 
tiles, lacquerware, and pottery, which 
enjoy worldwide fame, are important 
features of the unique Okinawan cul- 
ture. 

In recent years the rich, oceanic 
climate and unique culture have at- 
tracted many tourists to Okinawa, 
turning it into a burgeoning interna- 
tional resort area with 3.2 million 
tourists per year from mainland Ja- 
pan and other countries such as Tai- 
wan and Korea. 

In addition, the introduction of 
biotechnology suited to Okinawa's 
subtropical climate has led to a rapid 
rise in agricultural production. Oki- 
nawa ranks first in the nation in the 
cultivation and export of orchids, and 
second in the production of chrysan- 
themums. 

Shuri Castle was built in the fourteenth century during the 
Ryukyu Kingdom Period. It  was completely destroyed in the 
Battle of Okinawa in 1945, but rebuilt in 1992. 

3 



I World War II and Okinawa I 

"Typhoon of Steel" 
Sweeps over the Island 

E stablished as a strategic 
front-line base by the Japa- 
nese Forces during World 

War 11, Okinawa was the site of the 
sole land battle fought on Japanese 
soil, and also one of the  fiercest 
battles in the Pacific, from March 26 
to September 7, 1945. During the 
"Typhoon of Steel," as the Battle of 
Okinawa came to be called, hundreds 
of bombs were dropped and thou- 
sands of mortar shells fired at the is- 
land, turning Okinawa's once green 
lands into stretches of wasteland. 

In  the battle, approximately 
100,000 Okinawan citizens and about 
100,000 Japanese so1diei.s and 13,000 
American soldiers were killed, result- 
ing in a total loss of more than 
200,000 lives. Priceless, centuries- 
old cultural assets from the Kingdom landing ships make a run to a beachhead in Okin 

Holding a white flag, a little girl surrenders to 
U.S. soldiers. 

Period were destroyed i~ 
the battle as well: Shuri 
Castle, a designated Na- 
tional Treasure, was re- 
duced to rubble. 

During the battle, 
the American Forces, 
which occupied Oki- 
nawa, constructed many 
bases on Okinawan lands 
to stage an  invasion of 
mainland Japan.  The 
bases were built on lands 
which were important 
sources of livelihood for 
the Okinawan people-- 

towns, ports, and farmlands. 
In the Cold War era, the Ameri- 

can military bases in Okinawa played 
a vital role in America's strategies to 
contain communism in China, the So- 
viet Union, and other Asian coun- 
tries. During the Korean and Viet- 
nam Wars, the U.S. Forces used the 
island as a major staging area for the 
dispatch of troops and aircraft. Thus, 
the American military bases in  
Okinawa have long served as a stra- 
tegic linchpin in America's military 
policies in the Far East. 
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U 
nder the provisions of the 
San Francisco Peace Trea- 
ty of September 1951, 

Okinawa, a Japanese prefecture, was 
severed from the rest of the country 
and placed under 
the authority of the 
U.S. military. 

After a long 
struggle for rever- 
sion to Japan by the 
Okinawan people, 
and a n  agreement 
by both the  Japa- 
nese and U.S. Gov- 
ernments, Okinawa 
was reverted to 
Japanese rule in 
May 1972, ending 27 
years of American 
control. At the time 
of reversion to J a -  
pan, the  return of 
the vast lands occu- 
pied by the Ameri- 1 
can military bases - 
was the top priority 
of the Okinawan people. The huge 
U.S. military installations, however, 
remained long after Okinawa's re- 
turn to Japanese sovereignty. 

The Okinawan people then 
turned their expectations toward the 
20th anniversary of reversion for 
progress in the reduction and realign- 
ment of U.S. military installations. 
There was no noticeable progress, 
however, and the huge U.S. military 
bases continued to occupy Okinawan 

stacle to commercial flights. For in- ensuring well regulated services for 
stance, the air space allowed for com- the airport. 
mercial aircraft landings and take- In Okinawa, where prefectural 
offs at Naha Airport is restricted to a lands are limited, U.S. military sea 
radius of 5 miles and a latitude of zones also have been established, 

2,000 feet. Due causing a hindrance to Okinawa's 
to such limita- land development through reclama- 
tions, commer- tion of the sea. 
;ial aircraft are Thr--, the sea zones restricte? 

- 

Naha Airport, Gateway of 

forced to fly a t  - low altitudes o- 
ver densely pop& 

lated areas. 
Furthermore, in the case of 

Iheya Airport (tentative name), 
scheduled to be constructed soon, 
since the air  space overlaps the 
Iejima air space used for military ex- 
ercises, difficulties are expected in 

for U.S. military training pose a great 
obstacle to the expansion of the Free 
Trade Zone located a t  the Naha Mili- 
tary Port and the construction of 
roads along the coast of the 
Makiminato Service Area. Needless 
to say, the air space and sea zones 
used by the U.S. military immensely 
interfere with Okinawa's potential 
development. 

lands. Today, 22 yea& after Oki- 
nawa's reversion, although the  
prefecture comprises only 0.6% of / 

Restricted water areas at Naha Military 
Port and Makiminato Service Area 

Japan's territory, 75% of i l l  Ameri- I 
can military installations in the ex- i 
elusive use of the U.S. Forces in Ja- / 
pan are concentrated here, taking up 
20% of the land area of the main is- 
land of Okinawa. The large American 
bases are a hindrance to Okinawa's . N' 

commercial and industrial develop- 4 (. > 
ment. ,.-.' 

Moreover, air space established 1' 

over Okinawa for U.S. military flight 
training purposes causes great ob- 



-- - 

itarv Bases Cause Harm .I 

A 
tioned on 

pproximately 50,000 U.S. 
military personnel and 
their dependents are sta- 
Okinawa, a figure consis- 

tently maintained for 49 years since 
the end of the war. The military ser- 
vices deployed here represent all four 
of the U.S. armed services--Marines, 
Air Force, Army, and Navy. 

In addition, Kadena Air Base, 
the largest air base in the Far East, a 
live firing training range, and a 
paradrop training area are located on 
the main island of Okinawa, where 
approximately 1.1 million people live. 
The U.S. bases hinder the develop- 
ment of local communities that are so 
vital on such a densely populated is- 
land. Also, aircraft noise pollution, 
red silt erosion, and brush fires 
caused by live firing exercises have 
had serious negative effects on the 
Okinawa people's daily life. 

Residents living in the vicinity 
of Kadena Air Base and Marine 
Corps Air Station Futenma suffer 
from chronic aircraft noise pollution 
attributed to the daily flight exercises 
conducted by the U.S. military. Fur- 
thermore, a recent repeated occur- 
rence of accidents has caused alarm 
among the Okinawan people who fear 

that these mishaps are po- 
tentially disastrous. In an 
accident on April 4, 1994, an 
F-15 jet fighter crashed into 

I an ammunition storage area 
of Kadena Air Base, and only 
two days later on April 6, a 
CH-46E helicopter crashed 
on a runway a t  Marine Corps 
Air Station Futenma. 

MCAS, Futenma, in 
particular, is centrally lo- 
cated in the city of Ginowan. 
54 accidents, which include 
miss landings and crashes 
involving aircraft assigned to 
the base, have been recorded 
since Okinawa's reversion to 
Japan. In this regard, the 

r i i  Ginowan City Assembly has -.. . -*u -we.- ,..a ..-..mu. V. oashed and passed a bill for the removal 
burst into flames on a farmland on April of the base, claiming that the 
4, 1994. very presence of the base 

poses a threat to the people. 
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In the Camp Hansen training 
area in northern Okinawa, live firing 
exercises are carried out, closing 
down a vital prefectural highway. 
The diminutive training range, from 
where bullets stray off into adjacent 
civilian residential areas and schools, 
poses great danger. Contamination 
of head springs with red silt occurs; 
and brush fires ignited by shells fired 
incessantly into mountain sides de- 
stroy the natural environment. In ad- 
dition, the disposal of the countless 
unexploded shells, left a t  the training 
site after the departure of the U.S. 
military, is expected to take many 
years. 

At Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield, 
surrounded by civilian homes and 
farmlands, parachute drop training 
continues to be conducted despite 
strong protest from residents. At last 
count since the inception of the train- 
ing a t  the airfield, 29 incidents of 
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, the U.S. Military Bases. 

merican paracnutist is re- 
:d severely by local resi- 
i after landing on civilian 
!rty. 

parachutists dropping on private 
property outside the U.S. facility 
have been recorded. 

Although the Okinawan people 
ex~ected a decrease in U.S.-base re- 
lated damages after the island's re- 
version to Japan, no such reduction 
has occurred. In fact, accidents and 
injurious incidents related to U.S. 

bases for the past 22 years 
since the reversion have 
occurred endlessly, as re- 
vealed in the following 
data: 112 aircraft acci- 
dents, 126 brush fires. C 
and 11 homicide cases, in- 'I - - 'U' v volving Okinawan citi- IP 
zens killed a t  the hands of u.S. mill- -.Ye firing b-drcises destroy the 
tary personnel. natural environment in Okinawa. 

Schools and civilian houses are 
nearby. 

A CH-46E 
helicopter 
breaks into 
two after 
crashing on a 
runway at 
Marine Corps 
Air Station 
Futenma on 
April 6, 1994. 



1 Okinawa's Countermeasures 

T he Okinawan people's oppo- 
sition to the current Ameri- 
can base situation runs  

strong; and the American base-re- 
lated problems have often been 
brought up for debate in the Okinawa 
Prefectural Assembly and the local 
municipal governments. The Oki- 
nawa Prefectural Government has 

Petitions to Japanes 
also repeatedly made requests to the 
U.S. Forces in Okinawa, as well as 
both the Japanese and U.S. Govern- 
ments, to make every effort to pre- 
vent base-related accidents, which 
are potentially hazardous to human 
life and property. 

Two governors of Okinawa Pre- 
fecture have toured the United States 

on four separate occasions to appeal 
directly to key channels of the U.S. 
Government and members of Con- 
gress for the reduction and realign- 
ment of U.S. bases in Okinawa. In 
addition, through the American mass 
media, the Okinawa Prefectural Gov- 
ernment has  sought to bring the 
Okinawan people's plight induced by 

Governor Ota and mayors of local Okinawan municipalities meet with Rep. Neil 
Abercrombie of Hawaii. 

A full-page Washing- 
ton Post ad describes 
the current U.S. base 

I situation in Okinawa. 

Governor Ota answers questions from reporters at a press 
conference. 

" 
visit the U.S. and u - 

the resolution of Okinawa's 
U.S.=base related problems. 

said Serial , t;a:;niel 



and U,S,Governments 
the huge U.S. bases on the island to 
the attention of the American public. 

Since Governor Masahide Ota's 
tour of the U.S. last year, distin- 
guished and influential American 
government officials have come to 
visit Okinawa to inspect the U.S. 
bases and confer with mayors of local 
municipalities beset with many base- 
related problems: Senator Daniel K. 
Inouye, Chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Defense; Representative Dave 
McCurdy, Chairman of Military In- 
stallations and Facilities Subcommit- 
tee; Mr. James A. Courter, Chairman 
of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission; Representative Neil 
Abercrombie; and the  Honorable 
Walter F. Mondale, American Am- 
bassador to Japan. As the United 
States now proc&eds to reduce and re- Mr. James Courter, Chairman of the Base Closure & Realignment Com- 
align its bases in Europe and within m k ~ i ~ n ,  discusses U.S. babe-related PrObkms with Governor Ota. 
the country in accord with the 
Clinton Administration's policy of de- 
fense budget cuts, the Okinawan 
people hope that the same early con- 
sideration will be given for the reduc- 
tion of the U.S. bases in Okinawa. An 

On a map of 
Okinawa, 
Governor Ota 
points out U.S. 
base sites. 

opinion poll conducted by the media 
in May 1992, in commemoration of 
the 20th anniversary of Okinawa's re- 
version to Japan, shows that more 
than 80% of the Okinawan people de- 
sire the reduction and realignment of 
American bases in Okinawa. 

I 

I U.S. Government officials visit Okinawa. 

Rep. Dave McCurdy, Chairman of the Mili- 
tary Installations & Facilities Subcommittee 

Senator Daniel lnouye of Hawaii 



The 1994 U.S. Tour -I 
Expectations for the 50th Anniversar 

The 0kinawan people urgently seek the return of Naha Military Port, which has a great potential for industrial 
development. 

T he year 1995 marks the iary Airfield and the termination of and is adjacent to Naha Airport, the 
50th anniversary of the end parachute drop training conducted a t  area has great potential for industrial 
of the Battle of Okinawa. the facility, (3) the termination of live development. But, regrettably, be- 

For the past half century, the people firing exercises over Prefectural cause of military restrictions within 
of Okinawa have suffered from the gi- Highway 104. the port area, it cannot be used in 
gantic U.S. military presence in the conjunction with Naha Commercial 
island. To bring aboit as quickly as 
possible the Okinawan people's de- 
sire for the reduction and realign- 
ment of the U. S. bases, Governor 
Masahide Ota has decided to embark 
on a third tour of the United States 
this year. 

In commemoration of the mo- 
mentous anniversary of the end of the 
Battle of Okinawa, the Okinawa Pre- 
fectural Government, among many 
issues that need to be addressed, ear- 
nestly seeks the resolution of the fol- 
lowing three issues in particular: (1) 
the return of land area occupied by 
Naha Military Port, (2) the return of 
land area occupied by Yomitan Awil- 

The Three Issues: 
(1) Return of Land Area Occu- 
pied by Naha Military Port 

At the 15th Japan-U.S Security 
Consultative Committee held on 
January 1974, it was agreed that the 
land area occupied by the Naha Mili- 
tary Port would be returned on the 
condition that a suitable replacement 
site be found. Twenty years after the 
agreement, however, the land area 
has yet to be returned. 

Because the port area occupies a 
part of the Naha Commercial Port, 
Okinawa's gateway to the beyond, 

Port and Naha Airport to establish a 
more effective transportation net- 
work. 

To revitalize and to stimulate 
growth a t  the Free Trade Zone, in a 
section of the military port area, the 
Okinawa Prefectural Government is 
planning to expand the surrounding 
land area of the Free Trade Zone 
through reclamation of land from the 
sea. 
(2) Termination o f  Parachute 
Drop Training a t  Yomitan Auxil- 
iary Airfield and Return of Land 
Area Occupied by the Airfield 

176 parachute drop training ex- 
ercises have been conducted a t  



Yomitan Auxiliary Airport thus far. 
The airfield, centrally situated in 
Yomitan Village, is not only too small 
but too closely located to civilian 
residential areas, farmlands, and 
school. So, as many as 29 incidents of 
cargo or parachutists dropping be- 
yond the military facility have oc- 
curred. 

The residents of Yomitan have 
relentlessly protested against the 
parachute drop training exercises 
since the inception of the exercises. 
Incidents of parachutists landing be- 
yond the drop zone onto civilian prop- 
erty have often led to quarrels be- 
tween local residents and American 
parachutists at the point of intrusion. 
Since 1979, Yomitan Village has re- 
pent~dly petitinned h9th the Japa- 

nese and U.S. Governments to 
terminate the exercises and to re- A 
turn the land occupied by the U.S. 
military facility. At the site of the 
airfield, Yomitan Village has 
plans to construct a social facility 
for villagers and a center for the 
promotion of subtropical agricul- 
ture. 
(3) Termination of Live Firing 
Exercises over Prefectural 
Highway 104 

A number of Okinawa's 
popular resorts lies back-to-back 
to Camp Hansen, where live firing 
exercises, which require the shut- I 
down of Prefectural Highway 104, a 11 different times over a pen#-- -- -5  
vital road in the area, are conducted days, and 5,606 rounds of 155mm 
ceaselessly. Last year in 1993 alone, howitzers were fired into the nearby 
l i x l n  firing exercises were conducted Mount Onna. 

Repeated live firing exercises 
have changed the topography of the Mount 

Onna is 
denuded of 
greenery at 
the Camp 
Hansen 
training 
range 
where live 
firing 
exercises 
are con- 
ducted. 

target area: the greenery in the area 
has been destroyed and mountain 
surfaces have become pitifully bare. 

The municipal of 
Onna Village and Kin Township, as 
well as the Okinawa Prefectural As- 
sembly, have all adopted a unani- 
mous resolution requesting the ter- 
mination of the live firing exercises. 
And Okinawa Prefecture has repeat- 
edly requested both the Japanese and 
U.S. Governments and the U.S. 
Forces in Okinawa for an immediate 
cancellation of the exercises. The live 
firing exercises, however, continue to 
be conducted, arousing anxiety in the 
people of Okinawa. 

As the aforementioned 3 issues 
are of great importance to the Oki- 
nawa people, the Okinawa Prefec- 
tural Government and the local mu- 
nicipalities concerned strongly en- 
treat their early resolution. 

Okinawan people answer a 
questionnaire about the 
removal of Americen military 
bases. Eighty percent of the 
people desire either a partial or 
a complete removal of the 

\ military bases. 



Okinawa's New Pros~eritv 1 

Activation of Unique Industries on 11 
s ince Okinawa's reversion to Japan in 1972, 

the Japanese central government has en- 
acted regional development projects for 

Okinawa: the First and Second Promotion and Devel- 
opment Plans. With large investments from the central 
government under these plans, the construction of 
roads, schools, ports, and other infrastructures has pro- 
ceeded apace. However, because of the economic and 
social lag behind mainland Japan induced by the 27 
years of American military control of the island, 
Okinawa's per capita income is the lowest in the nation 
(71% of the national average) while the unemployment 
rate is the highest in all of Japan. 

In 1992 the central government enacted the Third 
Okinawa Promotion and Development Plan which aims 
to make Okinawa a unique region that will contribute 
to the nation's further economic and cultural develop- 
ment. The effective use of lands in Okinawa is crucial 
in achieving the goals of this plan, but the plan cannot 
be implemented as great areas of Okinawa's land are 
now occupied by the American military bases. There- 
fore, the Okinawan people earnestly seek the early re- 
duction and realignment of the U.S. bases. 

On the assumption that Okinawan lands will be 
returned by the U.S. military, the Okinawa Prefectural 
Government has drawn up a blueprint for the future 
use of these lands, entitled "The Basic Plan for the Site 
Utilization of the Lands Currently Used by the U.S. 
Military in Okinawa." For lands occupied by Naha 
Military Port, Futenma Air Station, Yomitan Auxiliary 
Airfield, Okuma Rest Center, and others, each munici- 
pality concerned is currently hard a t  work on plans for 
the successful reuse of these lands. 

In April 1994 Governor Ota and his delegation vis- 
ited the Philippines to inspect the former Subic Naval 
Base. The Philippine Government, confident and hope- 
ful about the base's future economic development, is 
planning to construct an international airport and a 
Free Trade Zone on the site. 

Okinawa Prefecture will work to create a thriving 
economy in the 21st century. This goal will be accom- 
plished through the return of lands now occupied by the 
U.S. Forces and the implementation of multiple devel- 
opment plans, which include urban development, up- 
grading of the transportation network, and promotion 
of waterfront projects. In addition, the Prefectural Gov- 
ernment aims to make Okinawa a resort area for tour- 
ists who wish to stay for long periods seeking health 
and recreation, and promote industries such as agricul- 
ture and fisheries in line with the prefecture's subtropi- 
cal climate and abundant marine resources. Finally, 
with its geographical and historical advantages, the 
Prefectural Government aspires, in particular, to trans- 
form Okinawa into Japan's southern gateway to inter- 
national exchange. 
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Cornerstone of Peace, a multinational monument honoring all 
who perished in the Battle of Okinawa, including 13,000 Ameri- 
can soldiers. I t  is schedule for completion in 1995. 



3. NAMES TO BE INSCRIBED 

The names of all those who died in the Battle of Olunawa (which officially 
lasted from March 26 - September 7, 1945), regardless of nationality, will be inscribed. 
However, the names of those Okinawans who died as a result of acts of war during the 
15 year war that began with the Manchurian Incident (1930) will also be inscribed. 
Examples are: death in an air raid, fatal accidents during evacuation, death from malaria 
or other disease during evacuation, war related death occumng w i t h  one year from 
September 7, 1945 (except for death related to atomic bomb radiation exposure). 

COMPILATION OF THE LIST OF NAMES TO BE INSCRIBED 

A. Okinawan casualties 
1. We are using the register of war casualties kept by the prefectural 

government's Department of Livelihood and Public Welfare and 
lists kept by local municipal offices. 

2. We are investigating and compiling a list of unidentified war 
casual ties. 

B. Casualties originally from other parts of Japan 
We are using registers offered by the 46 other Japanese prefectures. 

C. Foreign casualties 
1. We are using registers offered by the U.S. government. 
2. We are enlisting the cooperation of persons concerned in countries 

such as Korea and North Korea and will rely on data released by the 
Japanese Ministry of Health and Welfare. 

INSCRIPTION SCHEME 

A. Names will be inscribed in each individual's native language. 
B. Names will be inscribed according to country and, in the case of Japan, 

according to prefecture. 
C. Inscriptions will be horizontal and in gothic type. 

INSCRIPTION TIME FRAME 

Names will be inscribed during fiscal year 1994 (April 1,1994 - March 3 1, 
1995). Names brought to our attention thereafter will be inscribed accordingly. 



THE CORNERSTONE OF PEACE/Heiwa no Ishi-ji 

(A Monument Commemorating those Who Died in the Battle of Okinawa) 

1. OVERVIEW 

It is the duty of those of us alive today to pay condolence to those who lost their 
lives in the Battle of Okinawa. We must also teach the tragic lesson of war to future 
generations. 

In this light, the Okinawa Prefectural Government has decided to erect a 
monument inscribed with the names of each and every person who died in the battle 
and call it the 'Cornerstone of Peace." The main purpose of the monument is to 
transmit the message of everlasting world peace. 

The intended functions of the monument are outlined below: 

A. As a memorial for those who died in the battle and a prayer for peace, the 
monument is intended to : 

1. console the souls of the approximately 200,000 persons (including 
Japanese and American soldiers) who perished in the battle, and 

2. celebrate the peace we enjoy today and serve as a prayer for 
everlasting world peace. 

B. To transmit the lessons learned through the war experience: 
When Okinawa became the site of the only land battle fought on 
Japanese soil during WWII, many precious lives and invaluable cultural 
properties were lost. In order to prevent this type of tragic war 
experience from fading away, we must teach its lesson to future 
generations. 

C. As a place where one can learn about tranquility and peace: 
Not only will the monument serve as a register of the names of the war 
dead, but it will also be surrounded by sculpture of such artistic beauty 
that the area will become a sacred place where visitors can experience a 
sense of tranquility and the greatness of peace. It will also be a place 
where children can learn about the value of peace, in hopes that they 
grow up embracing peace. 

2. CONSTRUCTION SCHEME 

A. The Cornerstone of Peace will be an integral part of the Prefecture's large 
scale project, the " Okinawa Peace Memorial Grove. ' 

B. The Cornerstone of Peace will be linked in concept with the already existing 
Okinawa Peace Museum. 

C. The Cornerstone of Peace will be erected within the already existing 
Okinawa Peace Park, located in the Itoman area (the main island's southern 
tip). 

D. The design of the monument takes into account Okinawa's unique cultural 
and regional characteristics. 



I Okinawans, Japanese, and Ameri- 
cans who perished in the Battle of 
Okinawa. A dedication ceremony is 
scheduled for the summer of 1995 in 
commemoration of the start of the 
battle 50 years ago. It is our sincere 
hope that the memorial will contrib- 
ute to everlasting world peace and 
bring happiness to all mankind. 

In the upcoming 21st century, 
Okinawa Prefecture, fully recogniz- 
ing the uniqueness of i ts  own 
Okinawan culture, endeavors to cre- w ate a peaceful, prosperous, and dy- 
namic prefecture that  will make 

Sovernor of Okinawa Prefect1 great international contributions. As 
the southern gateway of Japan, and 

A strong historical tie exists as a prefecture with a long history of 
between Okinawa and the interchange with Asia-Pacific na- 
United States. Commodore tions, Okinawa hopes to known as the 

Matthew C. Perry stopped in Oki- "Bridge of Peace" --not as the "Key- 
nawa in 1853 en route to mainland stone of the Pacific" as it has been 
Japan and signed a treaty of per- called for many years--and contribute 
petual friendship with the Ryukyu to the peace and prosperity of the 
Kingdom, establishing amicable rela- Asia-Pacific region. 
tions between the United States and On the basis of the current base 
the people of the kingdom. situation in Okinawa, where the huge 

Imbued with an  enterprising U.S. military bases not only hinder 
spirit, many Okinawans have ven- Okinawa's economic development but 
tured beyond Okinawa to make their also give rise to potentially fatal acci- 
home in foreign lands, beginning with dents, we, the people of Okinawa, feel 
the first emigration to Hawaii in that the American people will under- 
1903. Today, many Okinawan- stand our entreaty for the reduction 
Americans live in San Francisco, Los and realignment of the U.S. bases. 
Angeles, New York, Washington, D. On the occasion of the 50th anniver- 
C., and other parts of the United sary of the end of World War I1 and 
States, playing important roles in the Battle of Okinawa, we ask that 
various fields and making contribu- concrete answers be found for 
tions as active citizens in the larger Okinawa's many base-related prob- 
American society. And, over the past lems. And we look forward to favor- 
49 years since the end of World War able responses from key officials of 
11, Okinawa and the United States the current administration, Ameri- 
have continued to nurture mutual co- can legislators, and the American 
operation and friendship through cul- people regarding the issue of the 
tural and humanitarian exchanges. American bases in Okinawa. 

The Okinawa Prefecture has In conclusion, we hope that the 
now embarked on the construction of American people, united in one, will 
the Okinawa Peace Memorial, called successfully meet the challenges of 
the "Cornerstone of Peace," a multi- change in the new post-Cold War 
national monument honoring all world order to build a renewed, vigor- 

ous America. 
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PETITION 

TO: 

On behalf of the 1.25 million citizens of Okinawa, I, as Governor of Okinawa Prefecture, 

hereby submit this petition for the reduction and realignment of the massive U.S. military 

bases in Okinawa. 

Okinawa, Japan's southernmost prefecture, is a chain of more than 160 islands and islets 

that lies east of China in the Pacific Ocean. The islands are blessed with sandy white beaches, 

rich blue seas, and a variety of subtropical trees and flowers. Okinawa also has a unique 

culture that boasts of many beautiful performing arts and traditional handicrafts. 

But in 1945 these beautiful islands became the site of one of the fiercest ground battles 

fought in the Pacific between American and Japanese forces. Caught in the fiery maelstrom, as 

many as 100,000 innocent Okinawan civilians perished. In addition, over 80,000 Japanese 

soldiers, 13,000 American servicemen, and an unknown number of Koreans and Taiwanese 

drafted into the Japanese forces were killed, resulting in a total loss of more than 200,000 

precious lives. Relentless American bombardments turned Okinawa's once green lands into 

stretches of wasteland, and priceless cultural assets preserved for centuries were reduced to 

ashes. Naha, the capital city of Okinawa, was almost totally destroyed. 

At the end of the war, under the provisions of the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 



September 1951, Okinawa was severed from the rest of the country and placed under the 

authority of the U.S. military. After a long struggle for reversion to Japan by the Olunawan 

people, and an agreement by both the Japanese and U.S. Governments, Okinawa was reverted 

to Japanese rule in May 1972, ending 27 years of American military control. At the time of 

reversion, the Okinawan people made an impassioned plea to both the Japanese and U.S. 

Governments to reduce Okinawa's gigantic U.S. military complex to the smaller level found in 

mainland Japan and remove nuclear weapons and nerve gas that had been stored in Olunawa. 

Today, 22 years after reversion to Japanese sovereignty, however, the U.S. military is still 

a predominant presence throughout the prefecture. Although Okinawa occupies as little as 

0.6% of Japan's territory and, at 547 people per square kilometer, is one of Japan's most 

densely populated prefectures, as much as 75% of all military installations in the exclusive use 

of U.S. Forces Japan are concentrated here. More specifically, U.S. bases occupy 20% of the 

main island of Okinawa, with a heavy concentration of U.S. bases occurring in the already 

densely populated and industrialized central regions. In addition, the U.S. military has 

exclusive rights over large areas of sea and air space in these crowded regions, which 

aggravates the existing tense situation. 

The U.S. bases currently occupy lands which, centered around a former airport, were 

seized originally by Japanese forces during World War I1 and subsequently taken over by U.S. 

occupation forces. These crucial but inaccessible lands occupied by the U.S. military consist 

mainly of fertile farmlands, relatively flat, erstwhile community areas, and areas ideal for 

housing and industrial expansion. The U.S. bases, thus, hinder Okinawa's potential 

development. 

The U.S. bases in Okinawa pose many dangers to life and property, Military aircraft 

maneuvers cause chronic noise pollution that is detrimental to the Okinawan people's mental 

health. Live firing exercises with 155mm howitzers, that necessitate the closure of a vital local 

highway, cause brush fires and destroy forests and mountains. During paradrop training 

exercises, conducted in a tiny airfield situated in the midst of civilian homes and farmlands, 

parachutists drop beyond the target zone onto civilian property. Needless to say, the U.S. base- 

related problems arouse fear and anxiety in the Okinawan people as well as disrupt their daily 



lives. 

The two successive crashes of an F-15 jet fighter and a CH-46E helicopter, which 

occurred on the U.S. bases in April of this year, have upset the Okinawan people, who fear that 

a misstep could lead to a major disaster in the communities where the U.S. bases are sited. The 

two aircraft crashes have brought off a strong backlash against the U.S. military presence in 

Okinawa. 

Inflaming Okinawa's troubled situation is the recent exposure of top secret documents, 

dating back to the reversion negotiations, that testify that the Japanese Government consented 

to the storage and passage of nuclear arms through Okinawa in times of emergency. The 

Okinawan people are greatly distressed at this revelation. 

At the time of Okinawa's reversion to Japan in 1972, the people of Okinawa held great 

expectations for a significant reduction and realignment of U.S. bases on their island, but to no 

avail. The Okinawan people then set their hopes for the 20th anniversary of Okinawa's 

reversion to Japan, but again no significant progress in the reduction and realignment of U.S. 

bases was made. 

An opinion poll conducted by the media in commemoration of the 20th anniversary of 

Okinawa's reversion to Japan shows that more than 80% of the Okinawan people desire the 

reduction and realignment of U.S. bases in Okinawa. However, in disregard of this strong 

desire, only 15% of the total 28,661 hectares occupied by U.S. bases has been returned to date. 

As the resolution of U.S. base-related problems is  the paramount issue of my 

administration, I have toured the United States on two occasions, in July 1991 and May 1993, 

to appeal to U.S. Government officials and key members of Congress for the reduction and 

realignment of U.S. bases in Okinawa and a solution to the multiple problems caused by the 

American military presence. However, since concrete steps have not been taken to solve 

Okinawa's base-related problems, I have decided to undertake a third tour of the United States 

to expedite the search for more effective answers. 



Since the reversion to Japan, the central government has enacted three Okinawa 

Promotion and Development Plans, under which the construction of infrastructures such as 

roads, port facilities, airports, and schools has proceeded rapidly. Although Okinawa possesses 

greater possibilities, the vast U.S. bases impede further industrial and regional development, 

thus contributing to the high unemployment rate and low per capita income in the prefecture. 

As the 21st century approaches, the prefecture aims to make full use of Okinawa's natural 

and geographical advantages to cultivate Okinawa into a unique region where tourism and the 

traditional arts may flourish. And as the southern gateway of Japan, Okinawa hopes to change 

into the "Bridge of Peaceu--from the "Keystone of the PacificM--and contribute to the peace and 

prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region. The achievement of these goals demands as much land 

for development as possible. As the inaccessibility of land caused by the massive U.S. bases 

obstructs the implementation of these goals, the timely reduction and realignment of U.S. bases 

in Okinawa is imperative. 

1995 is a milestone year for our prefecture for it marks the 50th anniversary of the end of 

World War I1 and the Battle of Okinawa. The people of Okinawa and I strongly desire more 

tangible solutions to Okinawa's base-related problems at that important turning point in our 

history. And in commemoration, I ask, in particular, for the resolution of the following three 

issues: (1) the return of land area used at Naha Port Facility, (2)the termination of 

parachute drop exercises at Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield and the return of land area used 

as the facility, (3) the termination of live firing exercises over Prefectural Highway 104. 

I ask for your understanding of the Okinawan predicament arising from the gigantic U.S. 

military presence on the island and the sentiment of the Okinawan people who have been 

forced to bear this heavy burden for many long years. 

As we approach the historic 50th anniversary of the end of the Pacific War, the prefecture 

also works to bring Okinawa's post-war era to a close by resolving some prevailing World War 

I1 problems: the collection of still scattered remains of the war dead and the disposal of 

remaining unexploded bombs. In addition, the prefectural government has initiated various 

projects, such as a prefectural tree planting campaign and the construction of an Okinawa 



peace memorial, to create a peaceful, dynamic, and prosperous Okinawa Prefecture in the 21st 

century 

The Okinawa peace memorial, called the "Cornerstone of Peace," is a multinational 

monument honoring all Okinawans, Japanese, and Americans who perished in the Battle of 

Okinawa. On the monument will be inscribed the names of all 240,000 war dead, including 

the names of the 13,000 American soldiers killed. As a symbol of peace erected on the land 

where the fiercest battle in the Pacific was fought, we hope the "Cornerstone of Peace" will 

help establish lasting world peace and bring happiness and joy to all mankind. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MASAHIDE OTA 

Governor 

Okinawa Prefecture 





B r i e f  i n  S u p p o r t  o f  P e t i t i o n  





OBJECTIVES SOUGHT 

1. In the effort to develop local industries, to ensure the stability of life in 
Okinawa, and in compliance with the Okinawan people's demands, the 
Okinawa Prefectural Government especially seeks the resolution of the 
following three issues by the year 1995, the 50th anniversary of the end of 
World War I1 and the Battle of Okinawa: 

(1) Return of Land Area Occupied by Naha Port Facility 
(2) Termination of Parachute Drop Training at Yomitan Auxiliary 

Airfield and Return of Land Area Occupied by the Airfield 

(3) Termination of Live Firing Exercises over Prefectural Highway 104 

2. Among the facilities and areas whose return has been agreed upon by the Japan- 
U.S. Joint Committee, and among the facilities and areas whose return has yet to be 
agreed but which are crucial to the development of local communities, the Okinawa 
Prefectural Government especially desires the earliest resolution of the following: 

(1) Return of Land Area Occupied by Marine Corps Air Station Futenma 
(2) Return of Land Area Occupied by Okuma Rest Center 
(3) Partial Return of Land Area Occupied by Camp Hansen 
(4) Partial Return of the Northern Section of Camp Kuwae 
(5) Return and/or Reduction of Restricted Sea Zones and Air Space 

3. Reduction of damages and adverse effects arising from U.S. military 
a.ctivities on surrounding communities and prevention of accidents as 
follows: 

(1) Reduction of Aircraft Noise Pollution in the Vicinity of Kadena Air Base and 
Marine Corps Air Station Futenma 

(2) Prevention of Base-related Accidents and Enforcement of Safety Measures 
(3) Enforcement of Environmental Protection Measures on U.S. Bases 

4. Enforcement of Education and Official Discipline for U.S. Personnel to 

Prevent Crimes against Okinawan Citizens 



1. The three major issues which the Okinawa Prefectural Government desires to be 

resolved by 1995, the 50th anniversary of the end of World War I1 and the Battle of 

Okinawa 

(1) Return of Land Area Occupied by Naha Port Facility (Naha City) 

At the meeting of the 15th Japan-U.S. Security Consultative Committee held in January 

1974, it was agreed that Naha Port Facility would be returned on the condition that it be 

relocated elsewhere. Although twenty years have elapsed since the agreement, the return has 

not been accomplished. The military facility occupies a portion of Naha Port, which is the 

gateway to the capital city, Naha, and is near Naha Airport, the main airport on the island. The 

port area as a whole holds great potential for effective promotion of industrial development. 

At present, the Free Trade Zone (FTZ) has been established in one section of the facility 

as a means of promoting trade and industrial development in Okinawa.. However, due to its 

limited space and irregular formation, it cannot be used in conjunction with Naha Commercial 

Port or Naha Airport. Limitations placed on its use create great obstacles to its effectiveness. 

In 1993 the number of ships entering the port on military-related matters was 16, or an 

average of one ship per month. Clearly, the facility's rate of utilization is very low. 

Naha City and Okinawa Prefecture have made repeated requests to the Japanese and U.S. 

Governments for the return of land area occupied by this facility. In order to reorganize the 

site of this facility for new urban development, Naha City is now drawing up a site utilization 

plan, which includes an international exchange zone equipped with passenger ship berths and 

commercial and business zones. 



(2) Termination of Parachute Drop Training at Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield and 

Return of Land Area Occupied by the Airfield (Yomitan Village) 

Yomitan Village has a population of approximately 33,000 and an area of 3,517 hectares. 

The U.S. military installations in this village not only occupy 47% of the village but they are 

scattered in a manner which fragments the entire village. Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield (190.6 

hectares) is open to residents at all times except when parachute drop exercises are conducted. 

It has virtually lost its role as an auxiliary airfield, and is now used only as a parachute drop 

exercises ground. 

Parachute drop exercises still take place continually. 29 incidents of parachutists landing 

on civilian property have occurred since the inception of the exercises in 1950. Such incidents 

have aroused local residents to rise up against the exercises. And occasionally disputes 

between American parachutists and Okinawan residents have taken place at the point of 

intrusion. 

As the parachute drop exercises at this diminutive airfield, surrounded by civilian homes 

and farmlands, pose great danger, Yomitan Village authorities have lodged repeated requests 

for the termination of the exercises and the return of the area occupied by the facility. Yomitan 

Village has formulated schemes for the appropriated uses of this airfield, and is planning the 

site for agricultural purposes, public service amenities, and roads. 

(3) Termination of Live Firing Exercises over Prefectural Highway 104 

The conduct of live firing exercises with 155mm howitzers, which target Mount Onna, 

requires the closure of Prefectural Highway 104, a vital local road which links the east coast to 

the west. In 1993 these exercises were conducted 11 different times over a period of 35 days; 

and the number of shells fired amounted to 5,606. 

As civilian homes, schools, and hospitals encircle the Camp Hansen artillery range, and as 

the fire arms used carry a range which far exceeds the training area, local residents are 



continually exposed to danger. Opposition to the exercises have grown, and local residents 

demand their immediate termination. 

Also, a number of Okinawa's popular resorts lies back-to-back to Camp Hansen. Should 

a shell stray off into these areas, it would not only court a disastrous tragedy but also have 

catastrophic repercussions on the Okinawa tourism industry. 

Repeated live firing exercises have changed the topography of the target area: the 

greenery in the area has been destroyed, and mountain surfaces have become pitifully bare. 

The recovery of the natural environment is expected to take many years, if it is possible at all. 

Today, when the preservation of the natural environment is an important worldwide issue, 

particular attention must be paid these harmful exercises. 

Of greater concern is the disposal of the countless unexploded shells that are anticipated 

to be left at the site after the departure of the U.S. military. The disposal of the unexploded 

bombs will be a major issue confronting the Prefectural Government in the future. 

Kin Township and Okinawa Prefecture have repeatedly requested both the Japanese and 

U.S. Governments and the U.S. Forces in Okinawa for an immediate termination of the live 

firing exercises. In order to ensure the safety of Okinawan citizens and to protect the natural 

environment, the Okinawa Prefectural Government earnestly seeks the termination of the live 

firing exercises. 

2. Facilities and areas whose return has been agreed upon, and facilities and areas 

whose return has yet to be agreed but which are crucial to the development of local 

communities 



(1) Return of Land Area Occupied by Marine Corps Air Station Futenma (Ginowan 

City) 

Ginowan City has a population of 79,000 and an area of 1,937 hectares. Located at the 

center of this city, however, is Marine Corps Air Station Futenma (481.5 hectares). The base 

severs the city's various infrastructures, resulting in a great hindrance to the establishment of a 

well-balanced, sound city. 

Additionally, noise levels during aircraft take-off and landing in the vicinity of this air 

station register 76.3 WECPNL*, considerably exceeding the environmental limit of 70 

WECPNL. The otherwise quiet residential and school areas nearby have been badly disrupted 

by this level of noise pollution. 

Moreover, 54 accidents involving U.S. military aircraft assigned to this base have 

occurred since Olunawa's reversion to Japan in 1972. In a recent accident, a CH-46 helicopter 

turned over and sustained serious structural damage on the runaway in October 1992. And, on 

April 6 of this year, yet another CH-46 helicopter crashed on the runway at the air station. 

Understandably, these accidents have caused deep and continuing anxiety in local civilian 

residents, who fear that one misstep in an accident could lead to a major disaster in their 

community. The residents protest the existence of this air station fraught with danger. 

Ginowan City, without fail, has lodged a protest at the occurrence of every accident. In 

April 1994, the City Assembly passed a resolution for the immediate return of land area 

occupied by the air station. In this confined area, the return of the base is vital for the city's 

efforts to implement a comprehensive development plan. The city has plans to use the air 

station site as a center for urban development. 

*WECPNL=Weighed Equivalent Continuous Perceived Noise Level, so-called "noise 

index," is a unit of measurement set by the International Civil 

Aviation Organization. 



(2)  Return of Land Area Occupied by Okuma Rest Center (Kunigami Village) 

The Okuma Rest Center (54.6 hectares), heretofore used as a recreational facility 

restricted to U.S. military personnel, civilian employees, and their dependents, is located on the 

west coast in northern Okinawa and is renowned for its scenic beauty with white sandy 

beaches and deep blue seas. 

One section adjacent to the Center, which has been returned by the U.S. military, has been 

developed as a private resort area. Bringing in 120,000 tourists in 1993, the resort is an 

attractive tourist spot for the burgeoning tourism industry in Kunigami Village. 

The primary industries in Kunigami Village include agriculture, forestry, and fishery. 

However, in recent years there has been a continuous outflow of local residents to other areas 

of Okinawa, resulting in the depopulation of Kunigami Village. And, to revitalize the area, the 

village has made plans for further resort development based on the site of the American 

facility. The village, thus, requests the early return of Okuma Rest Center. 

(3) Partial Return of Land Area Occupied by Camp Hansen (Kin Town) 

Camp Hansen extends through no less than four municipalities: Nago City, Kin Town, 

Ginoza Village, and Onna Village. It is a vast ground for U.S. military maneuvers, covering 

5,147 hectares, and occupying 60% of the land area of Kin Town. Not only is the town 

population of approximately 10,000 squeezed into the remaining areas, but this vast occupation 

of land by the U. S. military impedes the town's industrial development. 

To promote commercial development and increase employment opportunities, Kin Town 

has been actively encouraging resort enterprises in the area. But these endeavors have not 

been successful because lands available for development outside the U. S. base site are 

extremely limited. Regional promotion and development plans have run into severe 

difficulties. 



The one section of Camp Hansen requested for return (163 hectares) is indispensable for 

measures for revitalization of the town through promotion of industries and employment 

opportunities. The partial return site is crucial for the implementation of a post-restoration 

scheme, called the Igei Shiohara General Resort Development Plan. 

(4) Partial Return of the Northern Section of Camp Kuwae (Chatan Town) 

Chatan Town has a population of 23,000 and is located in the central part of the main 

island of Okinawa. Before the war, Chatan was noted for its rich, fertile farmland, but the U.S. 

military constructed bases on this land immediately following the war. Most of the level land, 

which comprised community regions and fertile agricultural regions, was requisitioned for 

military use. 

Thus, most of the townspeople were forced to farm and establish homes in the steep and 

narrow mountains after the war. The livelihood of the Okinawan people was disrupted, and the 

establishment of residential areas was obstructed. The increase in population thereafter has 

necessitated the conversion of more and more of the precious farmland for residential use, 

while the standard of living has decreased. 

The site of a former airport, returned some time ago, on Highway 58, an arterial road 

running along the west coast of the island, is an example of how lands returned by the U.S. 

military will be used. Nicknamed "Hamby Town," the site is now experiencing dramatic urban 

development. 

However, the vast U.S. military bases that still occupy 57% of the town are a great 

obstacle to balanced development and the promotion of vigorous urban development. 

Therefore, Chatan Township strongly requests the return of the U.S. military bases. 

The area of land requested for return at this time is 42 hectares of the northern section of 

Camp Kuwae. Chatan Town has devised a site utilization plan, called the Ihei Land 

Readjustment Plan, which calls for the construction of an administrative center at the site. 



(5 )  Return and/or Reduction of Restricted Sea Zones and Air Space 

Sea Zones 

Okinawa Prefecture, with a land area of 2,265 square kilometers, is the fourth smallest 

prefecture in Japan. And, because the vast U.S. military bases are located on such limited 

prefectural lands, the utilization of land and sea zones is greatly restricted. 

For such reasons, to promote regional development, the Prefectural Government and the 

municipalities concerned have been making efforts to effectively utilize the prefectural lands 

through the development of residential and industrial areas, the development of public facilities 

and agricultural lands, and the promotion of waterfront projects by reclaiming land from sea 
zones. However, with such limited land, sufficient development cannot be achieved. Thus, the 

return of land and sea zones used by the U.S. military is of utmost importance. 

U.S. military restrictions within Naha Port Facility, where the Free Trade Zone occupies a 

section, must be lifted for they create great obstacles to the effective use of the Free Trade 

Zone, as well as hinder plans for the construction of piers. Military restrictions must also be 

lifted at the Awase Communications Site for Okinawa City plans to expand the area through 

reclamation of land from the sea and construct a resort facility at the site. 

Air Space 

Okinawa is one of the most prominent tourist resorts in Japan, and in 1993 approximately 

3.19 million tourists visited the prefecture. Tourism is a significant local industry. 

As Okinawa is an island located far from mainland Japan, the establishment of an air 

traffic network for the transportation of tourists and the direct air delivery of agricultural 

products, such as subtropical flowers and vegetables, is an essential requirement for the 



promotion of industry. Thus, in addition to the main airport at Naha, the prefecture has plans 

to construct 11 more airports in Okinawa's remote islands. 

However, some air space over Okinawa is used for U.S. military training purposes, 

causing a great obstacle to commercial air routes. For example, the air space allowed for 

landing and take-off of commercial aircraft at Naha Airport is restricted to a radius of under 5 

surface miles (approximately 8 krn) and an altitude of 2,000 feet (600 m). When compared to 

air space normally allowed, commercial air space over Naha is reduced by 1 km in radius and 

1,000 feet in altitude. Due to such limitations, commercial airplanes have no choice but to fly 

at low altitudes, placing pilots under much pressure. 

Furthermore, in the case of Iheya Airport, scheduled to be constructed soon, since the air 

space overlaps the Iejima air space used for militray exercises, difficulties are expected in 

ensuring well regulated services for the airport. The problem of air space for exclusive U.S. 

military use will adversely affect not only domestic flights, but also international flights that 

are expected to increase in the future. 

Therefore, the Prefectural Government requests that the air space used for U.S. military 

training, which hinders Okinawa's development, be returned and/or reduced. 

3. Reduction of damages arising from U.S. military activities and prevention of 

base-related accidents 

(1) Reduction of Aircraft Noise Pollution in the Vicinity of Kadena 

Air Base and Marine Corps Air Station Futenma 

The negative impact of U.S. military activities on surrounding communities is wide and 

various, but the most serious is the chronic aircraft noise pollution arising from Kadena Air 

Base and MCAS Futenma. 



In the air space over Kadena Air Base, touch-and-go flights and flight maneuvers by U.S. 

military aircraft assigned to the base and carrier-based aircraft from other bases in the Far East 

are conducted regularly, and engine adjustments are continually carried out. These activities 

produce an intolerable amount of noise, which disrupts the daily lives of people residing near 

the base. 

During the four days of OR1 (Operation Readiness Inspection) exercises conducted this 

year from April 12 to 15, aircraft noise exceeding 70 decibels was counted 600 times. The 

duration of time marked extremely high in aircraft noise amounted to 6.85 hours. 

Also at MCAS Futenma, aircraft landings and take-offs during flight exercises produce 

high levels of noise, and helicopter flight maneuvers conducted in the air space over the base 

as well as over residential areas are especially noted for the intolerable amount of noise they 

produce. 

The noise level measured at the time of aircraft landing and take-off exceeds the average 

noise measurement value of 70 WECPNL, impacting residential areas and schools located near 

MCAS Futenma negatively. At a primary school adjacent to the base, aircraft noise above 70 

decibels occurs on the average of 76 times a day. 

Since noise pollution harms the residents both mentally and physically, the local 

municipalities request a ban on early morning and night flights, cancellation of engine 

adjustments, and termination of flight exercises in air space over residential areas. 

The issue of aircraft noise pollution has been brought up at Tripartite Liaison Commitee 

meetings composed of the representatives of the U.S. military, Government of Japan, and the 

Okinawa Prefectural Government. The committee, however, has not initiated any adequate 

countermeasures to comply with the desires of the Okinawan people. 



(2) Prevention of Base-Related Accidents and Enforcement of Safety Measures 

The huge U.S. military bases and the accidents that occur on these bases, such as aircraft 

crashes and bullets that stray off into civilian residential areas during live firing exercises, 

subject the Okinawan people residing in the vicinity of the bases to life filled with constant 

fear and anxiety. 

112 aircraft crashes have occurred in the last 22 years since reversion to Japan, including 

12 F-15 jet fighter crashes and 19 CH-46E helicopter crashes. Two successive crashes of an F- 

15C jet fighter and a CH-46E helicopter occurred in April of this year, with near disastrous 

effects on local residents. The Okinawan people are vehemently opposed to these U.S. 

military bases that are a source of great fear in their lives. (See attached chartl) 

With every occurrence of an accident, the Prefectural Government has insisted that U.S. 

military authorities reveal the cause of the accident, enforce safety measures, and prevent 

further accidents. But accidents continue to occur ceaselessly, while the causes of these 

accidents are never revealed. The Okinawan people are greatly angered that their requests 

have always gone unheeded. 

Live firing exercises with 155mm howitzers, rifles, and machine guns are conducted at 

the Camp Hansen training range. And incidents of bullets and shells straying off into adjacent 

civilian residential areas have occurred 10 times during the post-reversion period. 

Since Okinawa's reversion to Japan, 126 cases of brush fires have resulted in the 

destruction of a total of 1,122 hectares of land in the U.S. military facilities. 110 cases, or 

87%, of the brush fires have occurred at the Camp Hansen facility. 

Parachute drop exercises are conducted at both the Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield and the Ie 

Island Auxiliary Airfield. Incidents of paratroopers and cargo dropping beyond the target zone 

onto civilian property have been counted 29 times at the Yomitan Auxiliary Airfield, and 2 

times at the Ie Island Auxiliary Airfield. In 1965, such accidents resulted in the death of two 

persons, one of whom was a little girl crushed to death by a trailer that dropped wide off the 



target zone. 

Okinawan residents living in the vicinity of the airfields and under aircraft flight routes 

are always exposed to imminent danger. Thus, the Okinawan people ask that thorough 

inspection of aircraft be carried out, pilots be educated with regard to safety of local residents, 

and flights in the air space over residential and industrial areas be limited or terminated. 

In addition, supreme consideration for the safety of local residents must be given during 

maintenance, transportation, and utilization of military arsenals. 

(3) Enforcement of Environmental Protection Measures on the U.S. Bases 

Today, the preservation of the natural environment is an important worldwide issue, and 
the Okinawa Prefectural Government is particularly concerned over the issue of pollution on 

the U.S. bases. The Prefectural Government has thrice requested the U.S. military to enforce 

measures to prevent environmental pollution on the U.S. bases. 

However, red soil pollution and oil leakage at the U.S. bases continue to adversely affect 

areas surrounding the bases. In January 1992, it was revealed that PCB leakage had occurred 

twice, in 1986 and 1988, at Kadena Air Base. The U.S. military reported the removal of all 

PCB contaminated soil by June of the same year. However, it was discovered that PCB had 

been placed at 56 locations on 6 Marine Corps bases, where the PCB was left exposed to the 

elements. Obviously, the U.S. military's PCB disposal methods are inadequate. 

Also, red silt pollution in Okinawan waters damages the island's coral reefs, destroys the 

natural environment, and imposes great losses on the fishery and tourism industries. Military 

exercises and construction of facilities at the U.S. bases cause the red silt pollution. In May 

1993, red silt that had flowed down a river running through Camp Hansen polluted an area of 

sea at Kin Bay that extended for several hundred meters. Live firing exercises and repair work 

on roads at the ranges cause red silt to run off into the sea whenever heavy rains occur. 

During the post-reversion period, oil spillage has occurred 16 times at Kadena Air Base 



alone. Hija River, which supplies drinking water to the Okinawan people, runs next to Kadena 

Air Base, and a well, a source of underground water, is located within the base. So oil spillage 

at the base not only damages the natural environment but also harms the Okinawan people's 

health. 

Contamination of underground water and pollution of the environment by oils and other 

toxins are detected only after many years. Once contamination exceeds a certain point, 

recovery of the environment is almost impossible. In this regard, every effort must be made to 

enforce measures for protection of the natural environment on the U.S. bases. 

4. Enforcement of Education and Off~cial Discipline for U.S. Military Personnel 

On April 11, 1993, a U.S. military serviceman murdered an Okinawan citizen in Kin 

Township. In July of the same year, an American held in custody on charges of rape escaped 

from Torii Station in Yomitan Village to mainland Japan. These incidents have caused anger 

as well as fear in Okinawan residents living in the vicinity of U.S. bases. 

Since Okinawa's reversion to Japan, 11 homicide cases, in which Okinawan citizens were 

killed at the hands of U.S. military personnel, have been recorded. It is truly regrettable that 

the lives of Okinawan people have been taken by American servicemen. (See attached chart 2) 

In an effort to stop further crimes against Okinawan citizens, the Okinawa Prefectural 

Government has urged the U.S. forces to educate and discipline U.S. military personnel 

stationed in Okinawa. Many Olunawan people have misgivings over U.S. military authorities' 

control over their U.S. military personnel. Therefore, to prevent crimes and offenses by 

Americans, the people of Okinawa urge the strict enforcement of education and discipline of 

U.S. military personnel in Okinawa. 



Chart 1 

A Summary of U S  Military Aircraft Accidents after Reversion (May 1972-April 1994) 

Type of Aircraft 

Number of Accidents 

Type of Accident 

Number of 
Accidents 

Casualties 

Rotary Blade 

Total 

112 

112 

71 
3 

Type of Aircraft 

Number of Accidents 

Type of Accident 

Number of 
Accidents 

Casualties 

CH-46 

1 9 

emergency 
landing 

3 1 

dead 

26 

Fixed Wing 
F-15 

1 2 

crash 

18 

dead 

2 

subtotal 

54 

54 

58 
A 

CH-53 

14 

crash 

14 

missing 

20 

AH-1 J 

3 

structural damage 
while pulling 

2 

minor injury 

3 

UH-1 

9 

falling of 
objects 

6 

serious 
injury 

9 

H-3 

4 

low-altitude 
flight 

1 

F-4 

11 

lalling 

objects 

14 

missing 

5 

others 

5 

subtotal 

58 

58 

13 

KC-130 

7 

miss 
landing 

13 

serious 
injury 

4 

A-4E 

3 

mid-air 
contact 

1 

AV-8 

3 

emergency 
landing 

11 

minor 
injury 
2 

others 

22 

flame jet 
spray 

1 



Chart 2 

PoslmReversion Homicide Cases: Okinawan Citizens Murdered by US. Military Personnel 

S i te  of Cr ime 

Ginowan City 

Kin Town 

Okinawa City 

Nago Crty 

Kin Town 

Nago City 

Kin Town 

Kin Town 

Okinawa City 

Okinawa Clty 

Kin Town 

Date 

AUG 0211972 

SEP 2011972 

DEC 0111972 

OCT 2311974 

MAR 0811982 

JUL 3111982 

FEB 2311983 

JAN 1611 985 

JUN 1411991 

JUN 2011991 

Description of Crime 

Japanese woman killed by a service member 

Japanese male employee on base killed by a service 
member 

Japanese woman killed by a service member 

Japanese woman operationg a food and beverage stand 
killed by a service member 

Japanese man killed at a cemetary by a service member 

Japanese woman raped and murdered by a service 
member 

Japanese taxi driver killed on base by a service member 

Japanese man killed at home by a service man 

Japanese man killed in a park by two service members 

Businessman from India killed by a service member 

Japanese man killed at an entertainment district by a 
service member 




