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Number of Sites 
Total 
A. as PA SI RIIFS RD R A 

- -  - - 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARCHuntsville(PattonRd) 11 11 0  0  11 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Jasper 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
- - -  p p  

USARC Marion, AL 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Mobile (Wright) 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Opelika 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 , 0 0 0  

USARC OPP 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sheffield 5 5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Troy 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tuscaloosa 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tuskegee 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC York, AL 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 502 502 0 0 192 255 17 5 63 30 93 62 0 13 7 142 15 4 1-14 

I AIR FORCE 
I 
1 Abston AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
BirminghamM~cipalAirport 16 16 0  0  0  16 0  0  6  7 4 0  0  1 4 0  0  1  4 

Dannelly Field ANG 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Hall AGS 5  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Maxwell AFB 

(Conhnued) 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI RI/F S R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
-- - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Montgomery AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
, 
ij AIR FORCE TOTALS 59 4 1 1 5  0 0 4 4 1 5  0 6 28 8 0  0 8 1 4  0 5 1 3  4 

ALABAMA TOTALS 561 546 15 0 192 299 32 5 69 58 101 62 0 23 21 142 20 17 145 

ARMY 

Fort Greely 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Richardson 3 9 3 9 0 0 0 3 9 0 0 0  0 3 9 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

Fort Wainwright 50 5 0 0 0  1 8 1 3 2 8 0  3 2 5 0  3 . 1  3 2 r  

Gersde River Test Site 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

ARMY TOTALS 1 1 5 1 1 5  0 0 1 7 3 1 3 2 8  0 3 1 1  5 0 3 1 4  2 S 3 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
FLTSURSPTCMD DET 1 
Amchitka 1 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 1 0 )  

NAS Adak 

NAVARCLAB Barrow I 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 5  0 8 0 0  0 0 8  0 1 8 )  
-- - -  -- 

NOSCSpecialAreasAlaska 8 0 8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 4 0 0 7 

DEPARTIMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 117 108 9 0 0 79 33 4 30 0 38 32 0 0 0 88 1 4 89 

a. i 
AIR FORCE 

! Alaskan Dewline 49 4 9 0 0  1 4 9  0 0 1 1  4 9 0 0 3 3  0 0  0 0 0 0  

A Anvil Mountain 1 0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  
- - -  

Bear Creek RRS 9 9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 0  
, ." 
tQ Bethel RRS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 0 0  1 r  



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIPS R D R A 

7 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  ---- ---- --- --- 

i AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Big M o u n h  RRS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

Cnmpion AFS 

Canyon Creek 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Cape Lisburne AFS 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 6  0 6 0 0  0 0 6  0 0 6  

Cape Newenham AFS 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Cape Rornmzof AFS 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Chena River 1 O e l O O  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

CIcx AFB 15 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 3  1 5 0 0 1 0  5 5 0  5 5 0  

4 4 0 0 0  4 0 0 1  4 0 0 0  0 4 0  0 4 0  

Duncan Cand RRS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  
- - - - - - - - - 

Eiclson AFB 72 65 7  0  0  65 7 0  0  2 7 1 2  0  0  1 0 3 1  0  2 4 2  0  

Elmendorf AFB 58 52 6 0  0  5 2 6  0  1 2 1 3 3  0 0  0 5 8 0  2 2 0  
- - 

Fire Island 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

For1 Yukon AFS 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

Galena Airport 10 1 0 0 0  0  1 0 0  0  0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  

Gold King Creek Radio Relay 
She 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  1 1 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

Granite Mountain RRS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0  0 2 0  

Indian Mountain 
Research Site 

Kalakaret Creek RRS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

King Salmon AFS 1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Kulis ANG Base 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- 

II Mqhy IhrneAFS 
8 ' 8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 8  0 0 8  

Naknek Recreation Camps 3 3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  3 0 0  3 0 0  

(Continued) 

C-5 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RI/FS R D R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  ---- --- --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 1 
Nikolski Radio Relay Site 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Nome Tank Farm 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 1 0  

NorlhRiverRadioRelaySite 2 2 0  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Occan Cape Radio Relay Site 1 1 0  0  0  1  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  1 0  

1'1llar hiountain RRS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

Port Heiden Radio Relay Site 1 1 0  0  0  1 0  0 0  1  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  I 0  

Sl~crnya Am 3 4 3 4 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  7 0 0  7 0 0  

Sinugglers Cove Radio Relay 1 1 0  0  0  1 0  0  0  1  0  0 0  0  1 0  0  1  0  

Soldoma RRS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 . 1 0  0  

Spmevohn AFS 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1  

Tacalina AFS 13 13 0  0  0  13 0 0 1 1  0 1 3  0  0  0  0 1 3  0  0 1 3  

Tin City AFS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Unalakaleet RRS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

A I R  FORCE TOTALS 411 396 15 0 1 393 17 0  41 161 133 2  43 29 110 73 23 63 73 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY I 
DFSP Anchorage 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0  

DFSP Fairbanks 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  i 
DFSP Whittier 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

ALASKA TOTALS 648 624 24 0 2  551 63 32 74 167 217 39 43 32 111 170 26 75 170 1 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS - RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  ---- ---- --I 

I ARMY 

Fort Huachuca 6 2 6 2 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Navajo h y  Depot 4 7 4 7 0 0 0 4 7 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 1 0  

NG Buckeye 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Florence 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Papago Pmk Military 
Reservation 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

USARC Douglas 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Phoenix 13 13 0  0 1 3  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0, 0  0  0  0 ' 0  0  

USARC Phoenix 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O b  1 USARC Tucson 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Yuma Proving Ground 4 3 4 3 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

ARClY TOTALS 1 7 1 7 4 0 0 1 9 1 5 4 0 0 0  1 0 1 0  0 1 0  0 2 1  

I DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

MCAS YWM 18 1 8 0 0 0  1 8 0 0  1 0 1 7  0 0  0 0 1 7  0 0 1 7  

NOSC Sentinel I 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 19 19 0 0 0  1 8 0  1 1  0 1 7  0 0  0 0 1 7  0 0 1 7  

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 44, Tucson 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

N O  AFS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

Alcoa AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Davis Monthan AFB 5 2 5 2 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 2 2  5 6 0 0  4 1 0  3 1 0  
- - 

Luke AFB 

Sky HarborIAP (Phoenix ANG) 5 5 0 0  0  0  5 0  0 0  5 0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sltes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

TucsonIAP(ArimnaANG) 13 2  0  11 0  2 0  0  0  2  0  0  0  2  0  0  0  2  0  

CVi[[iams AFB 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 2  4 6 0 1  1 2 0  0 2 0  
- -  - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 134 121 2  11 9 114 7 0 30 32 18 0 1 9 4  0  3  7 1  

ARIZONA TOTALS 327 314 2  11 28 286 7 1  31 33 35 1 1  9 5  17 3 9 19 

ARMY 

AFRCNorihLittleRock(Pike) 8 8 0  0  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Fort Chaffee 3 4 3 4 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 . 0  0 0  

Pine Bluff Arsenal 66 6 6 0 0 0  5 8 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0  2 9 0 0  2 3 0  

USARC Arkadelphia 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

USARC Blytheville 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Camden 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Conway 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC El Dorado (02) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC El Dorado (Garrett) 5 5 0  0  5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Fayetteville 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCFortChaffee(1368) 1 1 0  0  1 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCFortChaffee(241) 1 1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
- 

USARCFortChaffee(2465) 3 3  0 0  3 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  - 
USARC Fort Chaffee (ECS 15) 13 13 0  0  13 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Fort Chaffee 
(NCO Academy) 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Smith 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Himison 9  9 0 0 8  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA St RIIFS R D R A - 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  - -  - . -  I-- 

- - - - - - - - 

ARMY (Continued) 

I USARC Hot Springs 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Jonesboro 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - 

USARCLittleRock(ASF19) 4 4 0  0  4 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Little Rock (Finkbeiner) 5 5 0  0  5  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Nashville, AR 1 ' 1 0 0 , l  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pine Bluff 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Russellville 1 I 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Texarkana 01 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USXRC Texarkma 02 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC West Memphis 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 2 1 7 2 1 7  0  0 1 1 6  92 0  1 0  31 0  0  0  29 0  0  23 0 0  

AIR FORCE 

Eakm Am 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ~  2 7 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Smith MAP 

Hot Springs Field 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Little Rock AFB 5 3 5 3 0 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 6 5 6 4 0 1 0 6 3 0 0 1 2 2 7 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARKANSAS TOTALS 282 281 0  1 1 1 6  155 0  1 1 53 7 0  0  29 0  0  23 0 0 

AFRC Concord ly *""' 
(Continued) 





Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS - R D R A 

C U F  C U F  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C ~  Srtes - - - - - - - - - - - 

H.F. Radio Receiver. 
Santcl Rosa 3  3 0 0 0  0 1 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY (Continued) 

AFRC Fresno 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Los Alamitos (ASF 28A) 5  5  0  0  5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Camp Roberts 3 8 3 8 0 0 0 3 8 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

East Fort Baker 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Cronkite 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Hunter Liggett 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0  0 0 2 1 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort I r ~ i n  3 6 3 6 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0  0 0 1 6 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  , 
Fort MxArthur 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 1 S O O O  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Ord 1 6 6 1 6 6 0 0 0 1 6 6 0 0 0  0 3 9 0  0 4 3  0 4 3  

-- - - - - 

Hamilton Army Air Field 1 7 1 7 0 0 0  0 0 1 7 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

NG Camp Elliott 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Chinese Camp 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

O d m d  Army Base 7 7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - 

I 

Prcsidio of Monterey 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1: r Prcsidio of San Francisco 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0  0 0 3 1 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
$1, 
t q'; 
$1 ,  RioVistaRESTrainingArea 2  2  0  0  0  2  0  0  0  0  0  2  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  
s i  

k i Riverbank 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  5 6 0 5  0 3 3  0 3 3  
-- - 

Sacramento AD 
I 

1 5 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0  0 8 1 0  1 3 3  1 1 5  

SAT COM 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Sierra Army Depot 35 3 5 0 0 0  3 5 0 0 1 6  0 1 1 8 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

USARC Bakersfield 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bell (AMSA 15) 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Conlinued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD I? A 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C  U F  - ---- ---- ---- --- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Camp PendIeton 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  I 
USARC Chico 

USARC Clovis 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC El Monte 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

- - - - -  

USARC Long Beach 5 S O 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 . 0 1  

USARC Los Angelcs 01 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O n  

USARC Los Angeles 02 4 4 0 0 4  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0-1 - 

USARC Modem 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- - - - - - - - 

USARC Mountain View 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC Norco 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pasadena, CA 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC San Bmardino 
(AMSA 19G) 9 9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC San Diego 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARCSanJose(AMSA12) 8 8 0  0  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
- 

USARC San Pablo 12 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O O O O O /  

USARC Santa Ana 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 * 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Santa Barbara 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Santa Rosa S  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Stanton (Garden Grove) 5 5  0  0  S  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
-- 

USARC Sunnyvale 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Upland 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 



Number of Sites 
Total 
#of PA SI RIFS AD -- R A 

Sit- C U  F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C 11 F C U F - - L  - -  - -  ---- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Vallejo 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

$ '  
USARC Van Nuys 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 619 619 0  0  193 403 3  22 16 6  28 88 5 1 11 12 1  9  14 

DEPARmfENT OF NAVY 

CBC Port Hueneme 2.3 23 0  0  0  17 6 , O  8  0  3 1 2  0  0  0 1 5  1 0 1 5  

DoD Housing Facility. fiovato 1  1 0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

FASOTRAGRUPACDET w w m e r  Springs 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 . 1  0 0 1  

MCAGCC 29 Palms 28 28 0  0  0  28 0  0  0  0 2 8  0  0  0  , 0 2 3  0  0 2 s  

MCAS El Toro 23 22 1 0  0  22 0  1 0  0 2 2  1 0  0  0 2 3  0 0 2 3  

MCAS Tustin 1 6 1 5 1 0 0  6 9 0 4  1 1 9 0  0 1 1 0  1 0 1 1  

MCB Camp Pencilelon 26 26 0  0  0 26 0 0  0  0 2 6  0  0  0  0 2 6  1 0 2 6  
---- -- 

MCLB Barstow 38 38 0  0  0  38 0 0 0  0 3 8  0  0  0  1 1 3 8  0 2 3 8  

MCMWTC Bridgeport 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  0 9 0 0  0 0 9  1 0 9  
- -- - - - - - 

MCRD San Diego 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

NAF El Centro 17 17 0  0  0  2 1 5  0 2  0  0 1 5  0  0  0 1 s  0  1 1 5  

NALF Crows Landing 7  7 0 0 0  2 4 0 2  0 0 4 0  0 0 4  1 0 4  

NALFSanClementeIsland 1 5 .  15 0  0  0 7  8 0  7 0  0  8 0  0  Cl 8 0 0  8 
a t !  i. 

' _( 

, : NAS Alarneda 20 20 0  0  0 20 0  0  0  0 2 0  0  0  0  0 2 0  0  0 2 0  

' NAS Lernoore 
1 . . . i  

. . I  , & NAS Miramar 
:.e 

16 1 0 6 0 0  1 0 0 6 3  0 6 7 0  0 0 1 3  1 0 1 3  

#fi NAS M o f i ~ t  Fidd 26 26 0  0  0 0 2 3  3 0  0  0 2 2  0 0  0 2 1  0  3 2 5  

~ I ~ N A S  M o B n  Field 
Outlying Ares 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS R 0 R A 

Sites C U  F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F  C U F  - - - -  ---- ---- -7- --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 1 
NAS North Island 1 2 1 2 0 0 0  7 5 0 1  0 6 5 0  0 0 1 1  0 4 1 1  

NAVFAC Big Sur 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

NAVFACCentervilleBeach 1 1  0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0  

NAVHOSP Long Beach 1 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NAVMEDCOMNWREG 
Oaklmd 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NAVPETOFF San Pedro 8 8 0 0 0  3 5 0 0  0 3 5 0  0 0 8  0 0  

NAVPETRES Tupman 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NAVPHIBASE Coronado 5  5 0 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 5 7 1  

NCS Stockton 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 1  0 5 0 0  0 0 5  0  

NESEC San Diego 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

MROP Pomona 3  3 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

MROP Sunnyvale 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 3  8 5 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0  

NOSC Morris Dam Facility 
Azusa 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

NOSC San Diego 9  9 0 0 0  5 4 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NPGS Monterey 2  2 0 0 0  1 1 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0  
- - - - - -  

NRTF Dixon 

NS Long Beach 7  7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 0 7 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NS Lon Beach Navy 
F d y  housing 

NS San Diego 12 8 4 0 0  1 7 4 1  0 0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 1  

NS TJ. Hunter's 
Point A m  2 6 2 5 1 0 0 2 5 0 1 2  0 2 3 0 0  0 0 2 2  8 3  

NS Treasure Island 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 1  0 2 0 4 0  0 0 2 4  0 0  

NSB San Diego 4  4 0 0 0  1 3 0 1  0 0 2 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NSC Oakland 17 8 9 0 0  7 1 9 4  0 0 8 0  0 0 8  

(Contin 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS fZD -- R A 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C  U F - - -  - -  - -  - - -  --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NSC Oakland, 
Alameda Annex 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

" NSC Oakland, Fuel Depot. 
Richmond 4  4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 0 4 0  0 0 4  0 0 4  

NSC San Diego 7  7 0 0 0  4 3 0 4  0 0 3 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  
- 

NSGA Skaggs Island 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NSY Long Besch 7 7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 0 7 0  0 0 0  1 0 0  

NSY Mare Island 30 2 7 0 3 0  2 6 1 3 1  0 2 3 3 0  0 0 1 8  0 3 1 5  
-- - - 

NTC San Diego 

1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  

W C  China Lake 45 45 0  0  0  45 0  0 2 8  0 1 7  0  0  0  0 1 6  0  1 1 6  

NWS Concord 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 7  7 1 6 0 0  0 7 1 6  0 0 2 3  

WIVS Seal Beach 68 68 0  0  0 1 8 2 7 2 3 ' 1 4  0  4 2 3  0  0  0 2 5  0  0 2 5  

NWS Seal Beach Corona DET 1 1 0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

NWS Seal Beach Fallbrook 
Annex 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  4 6 0 4  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

OLF Imperial Beach 5  5 0 0 0  1 4 0 1  0 0 4 0  0 0 4  0 0 4  

PMTC Point Mugu 1 8 1 8 0 0 0  9 9 0 3  0 6 9 0  0 0 1 5  0 0 1 5  

g ! !  Salton Sea Test Range 1 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ri! 
.$ , Singer Education Div.. 

Imperial Beach 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O D 0  0 0 0  

! ' SWNAVFACENGCOM 
San Diego - .  1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 1 9 0  0 0 0  

2 ,  ,- 
.a % WESTNAVFACENGCOM g! 1 San Bruno 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

PI 1 

' DEPAR-nlENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 690 657 30 3 12 440 178 50 109 16 301 191 0  0  8 468 16 18 484 

(Continued) 

C-14 
>ri I 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD R A 

-- - - - - - 

Sites C  U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  

AIR FORCE I 
AFP No. 19, San Diego 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 1  1 4 0 0  0 5 0  0 5  

AFP No. 42, Palmdale 2 7 2 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 2 4 3 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFP No. 70. Folsom 12 1 1 1 0 0  1 1 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Bede AFB 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 1  2 1 0 3  2 0 0  1 1 0  

Castle AFB 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0  6 1 5 0 4  6 0 0  6 0 0  

Costa Mesa AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Crescent City AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Edwards AFB 40 0 4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fresno ANG 4  4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 . 0 0  0  7 

George AFB 6 7 6 7 0 0 0 6 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  4 0 0  4  
-- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - 

Hayward MAP 5  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Los Angeles AFS 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 9 0 0 1 0 9 0  

March AFB 4 2 4 2 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 2 1 2 4 0 0  4 8 0  0 0 0  

Mather AFB 6 9 6 9 0 0 0 6 9 0 0 1 0 3 0 5 0 8  0 0 0  0 0 0  

McClellan AFB 177 157 20 0  0  157 20 0  9  0  144 0  2  0  144 0  0  134 

ML Disappointment 5  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Mt Laguna AFS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Mt. Marte (ANG) 1 0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Mr. Martell RRS 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

North Highlands AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Norton AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 1 1 9 3 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Onizuka AFS 5  5 0 0 0  5 0 0 5  0 4 1 0  0 0 0  O O (  

Ontario IAP 6 5 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Paso Robles AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

San Diego AGS 2  2 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  0  



Number of Siles 
~ . - 

Total 
# of PA SI RllFS - RD R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sltes - -  - -  - -  --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

San Francisco (WRCE) 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
r 

8,  ' San Pedro Hill AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Sepulveda AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Travis AFB 2 7 2 7 0 0 1 2 7 0 0 2  5 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Vandenberg AFB 4 9 4 9 0 0 0 4 9 0 0 2 1  3 1 0 1  2 1 0  2 0 1  
-- - - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 678 580 98 0 9 565 102 2 53 134237 1 18 37 158 0 23 159 1 

DDTC Tracy 32 32 0 0 0 32 0 0 1 8  2 1 2  0 0 2 1 1 1  2 1 1 1  

w DFSP Er~ero Bay 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

DFSP Norwalk 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

DFSP Ozol 

DFSP San Pedro 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

Sharpe Army Depot 38 38 0 0 0 3 8 0 0  0 1 3 7 0  1 0 2 3 5  2 0 3 5  

DEFEXSE LOGISTICS 
AGEXCY TOTALS 77 77 0 0 0 77 0 0 1 8  7 5 2  0 1 3 4 5 1  5 2 5 1  

CALIFORSIA TOTALS 2,064 1,933 128 3 214 1,485 283 74 196 163 618 280 24 41 IS1 531 45 1SS 550 

2, 
i. 

... 
u ARMY 
$4 
? AFRC Boulder 

- -- a: - 

1 AFRC Fort Carson 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
$%.a 

&j l.' Fi~imrnonsArmyMedCenter 25 25 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fort Canon 4 8 4 8 0 0 0 4 8 0 0 0  0 2 3 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Pueblo Depot Activiry 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RlFS RD R A 

C U F C L  E L F  CO C U C L F  sites C O F C L  - -  - 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
Rocky Mountain Arsenal 155 155 0  0  0  155 0  0  0  153 2  0  0 1153 0  1153 0  

USARC Aurora 01 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Aurora 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Commerce City 
(AMSA 22) 

USARC Denver 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARCFortCarson(ECS42) 9 9 0  0 9 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  C 

USARC Fort CoUins 
(AMSA 21G) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pueblo 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O " (  

ARMY TOTALS 302 302 0 0  39 263 0 0 0 153 25 0  0 1153 0 1 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
NAVPETRES Anvil 
Points Facility I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 

AIR FORCE I 
AFP P J U  44 4 4 0 0 0  4 4 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 7  1 2 6 8  1 2 6  

Buckley ANG 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 2 0  0 0  

Cheyenne Mountain I 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1  

Greely AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Low AFB 1 5 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 6  0 9 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Peterson 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 7  8 1 0 2  0 0 0  0 0  

Punkin Center AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0  

(Cr .. 



AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS Sil D -- R A 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - - -  - - -  - -  - . - -  -I- 

,- USAF Academy 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 3  3 8 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

tf; ' AIR FORCE TOTALS 97 93 4  0 2  92 4  0 16 58 18 2 10 23 9 10 12 7  12 

COLORADO TOTALS 400 396 4  0 42 355 4  0 16 211 43 2  10 21 162 10 13 160 12 

' Family Housing hlmchester. 
CT 25 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

i Family Housing Milford a 17 1  1 0  0  1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

Family Housing New Briuain, 
CT 57 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

FamilyHousingPortland.CT36 1 1 0  0  0  0  0  1 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0  0  0  0  

, Family Housing Shelton. CT 74 1 I 0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

F FamilyHousingWestport,CT73 1 1  0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
'I 

Strotford Army Engine Plant 9  9  0  0  0  9 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0 0 0  0 0  0  
L l  
;. US ARC Bridgeport 9 9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

k:" USARC Danbury 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
a 

1: : USARC East Windsor 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  8;: 
f i x  

f.' 
USARC Fairfield 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

.@.*; 
8%: USARC Hartford 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

WSARC Middleton 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

E- ,. USARC Milford 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC New Haven 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Waterbury 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 1 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

I ARMY (Continued) I 
I USARC Windsor Locks 

(AMSA 72G) 1 1 1 1 0 0 8  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  1 
ARMY TOTALS 7 8 7 8 0 0 6 2  9 0 9 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
NSB hJav London 13 13 0  0  0  13 0  0  0  0 1 3  0 0  0  0 1 1  1 0 1 1 1  

NUSC East Lyme 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  
- -- --- - -  - 

NUSC New London * 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0 1  
- - - - - - -  - - -  

NWIRP Bloomfield 6 6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 6 0  0 0 6  0 0 6  

DEPARThIENT OF 
21 21 0  0  1 1 4  6  0 0  0 1 3  6  0  0 ' 0 1 7  1  XAYY TOTALS 

I AIR FORCE i 
Bradley ANG 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

orange AGS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 . 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  
- -  - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

CONNECTICUTTOTALS 102 102 0  0  63 26 6  9 0  0  15 6  0 0  0  17 1 0 14 

ARMY 

NG New Castle 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  I 
-- - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - 

Nike Site, Rehoboth 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Dover 5 5 0 0 3  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Lewes 5  5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC New Castle 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  



Number of Sltes 
Total 
Y -c PA SI RIIFS R D R A  -- . .. - 
fP 0 1  

Sltes C  U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F  C U F - - -  - -  ---- --I- --- 

i. 
A R M Y  (Continued) 

1 ,  

$, ARMY TOTALS 2 3 2 3 0 0 1 8  2 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

r 

" DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 
NAVRES FAC Lewes 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

t 

DEPARTlMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

. 
AIR FORCE 

n I 

i DOVW A FB 56 5 6 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 2 5  2 2 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Greater Wilmington APT 
(DE ANG) 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 1  1 4 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

in. 
I ? *  AIR FORCE TOTALS 62 6 2 0 0  0  6 2 0  0 2 6  3 2 9  0 0 1 0  0  0  1 0  
, ?' 
I 

1;: , DELAWARE TOTALS 86 8 6 0 0 1 9  6 4 0 3 2 6  3 2 9  0  0 1 0  0 0  1 0  

,:I 

!% , 
:s ARMY 

Camp Simms 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

7 7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

3  3 0 0 0  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 1 1 1 0 0 0  8 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

NAvSECST~~ashin~rnnDc 2 2 o 0  1  0  0  1 o 0 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  1  0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI Rt/FS R D R A 

F C O  C U F  C U F  sltee C U L C L  C U F C L  C U -  - -  --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) I 
NS Anacostia 3 3 0 0 0  1 2 0 0  0 1 2 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Bolling AFB 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 6 6 0 0 0  5 1 0 0  2 4 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0 )  

DISTRICT OF WLUMBIA 
TOTALS 2 3 2 3 0 0 2 1 4 3 4 0  2 5 2 0  2 0 0  1 2 1  I 

ARMY 

AFRC Davtona Beach 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  
- 

ARRCOM Orlando Facility 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

Camp Blandin 

USARC Coral Gables 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC Fort Lauderdale 
m G E R )  7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Hollywood (AFA 48A) 4 4 0  0  3  0  0  1 0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCJacksonville(Phillips) 1 1 0 0  1 0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

USARC Kissirnrnee 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 "  

USARC Lakeland 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(Continur 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# o f  PA SI RllFS R D R A - -- - 

C U F C O  c U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sites - -  - -  - - - -  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Melbourne 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - -- - 

g .  ' USARCMiarni(AMSA47G) 4 4  0  0  3 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Milton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ocala 5 5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Orlando (ASF 49) 1 0 1 0 0 0 8  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Orlando 
(ECS McCoy Annex) 

USARC Orlando 
(Orange County) 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Palatka 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Panama City 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pensacola 3  3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Perry 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Port Charlotte 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 - 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC S t  Petersburg 
(AMSA 51M) 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

: r 

:;; > USARC S t  Petersburg 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
!,'< 
t -. , 
2 USARC Taft 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tallahassee 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - 

USARC Tampa 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
.. 2 

114: 
y>: 

USARC West Palm Beach 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  2 0 0  2 0 0  
Y - 6  ' # {  USARC West Palm Beach 
, I%$ i (Babcock) 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - 

ARMY (Continued) I 
USARC West Palm Beach 
(Gun Club) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

ARIMY TOTALS 1 4 2 1 4 2 0 0 1 2 8  5 0 6 0  0 0 0 0  2 0 0  2 0 C  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS Cecil Field 19 19 0 0  0 I2 0 0 0  1 1 8  0 0 0 0 1 4  0 0 1  

NAS Jackronville 4 7 4 7 0 0 0  0 4 7 0 0  0 0 1 7 0  0 0 8  1 2 i  
- - 

NAS Key West 1 4 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 2  1 7 3 0 . 0 0 5  1 0 .  

NAS PensacoIa 38 3 8 0 0 0  8 1  0 0  0 3 6 0 0 ' 2 0 2 5  2 0 2  

NAS Richmond 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 -  

NAS Whiting Field 2 4 2 4 0 0 1  2 0 1 2 3  0 1 5 4 0  1 0 1 3  1 

NCSC Panama City 9 9 0 0 0  9 0 0 1  0 0 8 0  0 0 6  0 0  

NRL UWS REF Det Orlando 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NS Mayport 16 16 0 0 2 10 0 0 0  0 1 1  3 0 0 0 1 0  1 0 I  

NSGA Homestead 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NSWC Det FL Lauderdale 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- 

NTC Orlando 

N'TTC Pensacola 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

W S C  Ft. Lauderdale 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NUSC West Palm Beach I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Cape Canaveral 2 2 ' 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 2 0  0 0  

Cross City AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 ‘  

Eglin AFB 40 1 3 9 0 0  1 3 9 0 0  1 3 9 0 0  1 0 0  0 

(Contin 1 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA Sl RIPS fi: D 

7- 
R A 

C I J F  C U F  C U F co C U F co C  U  F c o  ---- - sites - - - - 7 - - - - - - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Ft. Lonesome AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

p, 8 , Homestead AFB 2 8 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 0  8 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Hurlburt AFB 11 11 0 0 0  11 0  0  0  0 1 1  0  0  0  0 1 1  0  0 1 1  

Jacksonville ANG 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  8 2 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 8  0 0 8  

MacDill AFB 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0  2 0 0  2 0 0  

Patrick AFB 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

, Tyn&ll Am 29 2 9 0 0 0  2 8 0  0 1 6  1 2 5 0 0  0  1 8  0  1 8  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 212 173 39 0  2  166 41 0  16 20 88 0 0 4 3 27 3 2  27 

DFSP Lynn Haven 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

DFSP Tampa 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

FLORIDA TOTALS 540 501 39 0 141 250 95 8 25 22 181 35 0 9 3 113 11 4 113 

ARMY 
:4 2 

AFRC Waycross 
i5 ' 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O D 0  0 0 0  

", 1 Fort Benning 8 7 8 7 0 0 0 8 7 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  O l D 1  1 0 1  
, m ppp -- - -- - - 

Fort Gillem 5  5 0 0 0  1 0 4 0  1 0 0 0  O r 3 0  0 0 0  

' - 3 Fort Gordon 
<'-a, 3 

7 8 7 8 0 0 0 7 8 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- 0  

' Fort McPherson $14 9  9 0 0 0  0 0 9 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

$ 3  Fort Sstewm 
$ 

8 5 8 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 >. (Continued) 

C-24 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

C U F  C U F  Srtes CUF= CUFCO C L F E  --- - 

ARMY (Continued) 

Hunter ILS Middle Marker 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Athens 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Augusta 02 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  

USARC Columbus 
(Macon Road) I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  O O O (  

, 
USXRC CoIumbus 
(Midtown Dr.) 

USARC Dobbins AFB 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC Dublin 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 ~ 1  

USARC E a t  Point Atlanta 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Forest Park 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Fort Valley 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Macon 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Rome 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 361 361 0  0 8 6  176 0 1 4  0  1 2  0  0  0  0  1 1 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
M C U  Albany 12 12 0  0  0  1 2 0  0 . 0  0 1 1  1 0  0 0 1 2  0 0 1  

NSB Kings Bay 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0  0 0 1 6 0  0 0 0  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 28 28 0  0 0  28 0  0  0  0 1 1 1 7  0  0 0 1 2  0  



Number of Sites 
Total .. . PA SI RfffS I? D F? A n or . .. -- -- 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  - - -  - -  - -  . - -  - -  

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 6 Marietta 

f, ' ,, Dobbins AFB 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 2  1 4 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Hunter 2 2  0 2 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

L.B. Wilson AD 2  2 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - - - - -- 

Lewis B. Wilson 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

McCoUon AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  
> 

McKinnon AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

Moody AFB 

Robim AFB 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 7 1 1 3 0 0  7 4 0  4 4 0  

Savannah FTS ANG 4  2 2 0 0  4 0 0 2  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

S a v m a h  IAP ANG 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 0 7  0 0 7  
- -- 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 95 76 19 0 0 77 16 1 11 17 17 17 0  9 4  26 6  4  26 

GEORGLl TOTALS 484 465 19 0 86 281 16 15 11 IS 30 34 0 9  4  39 7  1  39 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 
I. 

I NAS Agma 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  
1. 
dl 
,.2 I 

NAVCAMSWESTPACGuam 11 11 0  0  6 5  0  0  3  0  2  0  0  0  0  2  0  0  2  
i$j d 

9: 
LV? 

NAVMAG Guam 5 5 0 0 2  3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

5 3 
NAVREGDENCEN Guam 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 1 1  

L '  

x+ 4 
t:: 

NAVSHIPREPFAC Guam 5  5 0 0 3  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  
L M ,  .- 
i. ..- NS Guam 1 7 1 7 0 0 1 2  5 0 0 0  0 3 2 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

0 1  0 0 1  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U  F C O  C U F  C U F  - ---- ---- ---- --- --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

PWC Guam 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  1 2 0 0  0 1 2  1 0 3  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 48 48 0  0 2 5  23 0  0  6 1 1 2  4  0  0 1 1 6  1 1 1 7  

AIR FORCE 

Andersen AFB 5 1 5 4 0 0 3 5 1 0 0 1 9  6 1 0 0 0  1 1 0  1 1 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 54 54 0  0  3 51 0  0 1 9  6 1 0  0  0 1 1  0 1 1  0 

G U ~  TOTALS 102 I02 0  0 2 8  71 0 0 2 5  7 2 2  4 ' 0  1 2 1 6  2 2 1 7  

ARMY - 
Diamond Head Crater 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

Fort Kamehameha 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

Fort Shaftcr 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

Kapalarna Mil Resmvarion 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

KiIaueaMilitaryReservarion 5 5 0  0  0 5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Nike Site 3 and 4 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0 0  

Pohakuloa Training Area 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O q  

Schofrld Barracks 1 9 1 9 0 0 0  0 1 8 0 0  0 3 1 5 0  1 0 2  0 1  

TriplerArmyMedicaICenter 4 4 0  0  0  4 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

WaiawaGulchStorageArea 1  1 0 0  0  1  0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 54 54 0 0 0 3 3 1 8  0 0 0 3 - 1 5  0  1 0  2  0 1 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

c U F C ~ C U F C O  C U  F C O  C U F  C U F  Srtes --- - - I  - -  ---- . - - ,  

-- - 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

I Hickam AFB 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

1 Hickam POL 12 12 0  0  0  1 2 0  0 0  0 1 2  0 0  0 0 1 2  0  1 1 1  
--- - - - -  - - 

Hilo COMM AGS 2  0 2 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

HQ PACAF (Hickun) I 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Johnston Island 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  2 0 0  2 0 0  

Kaala AFS 8  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 2  3 0 0 0  3 0 0  3 0 0  

1 , 
Kae& Pt Station 3 3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Kahdui AGS 

I Kokee AFS 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

Maui AFS 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Palehua Solar Obs 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Punammo AFS I 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Wheeler AFB 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 77 71 6 0 0 73 4  0  6 1919 4 0 6 0 2 2  6 1 2 1  

I HAWAII TOTALS 230 224 6 0 55 143 28 0 16 20 38 31 0 8 1 56 7 2 55 

- - -  

ARMY 

AFRC Idaho Falls 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - --  

Broken Kettle Training Area 1  1 0  0  0  1 0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  

NG ARC0 AEC Site 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- 

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RlFS R D R A 

C u F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C O  C  u F  C U  F Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

'f! ARMY (Continued) I 
! ?,i; 
,, 1 NG Hailey 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

r ,ti NG Idaho Falls 
1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

tii NG Kelly Canyon 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

' rZ NG Kirnana 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

' I  
NG Orchard Range 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I NG Sainr Anthony 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

... NG Twin Falls City 1 1 0 0 0  1 G O O  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 ' 0 0  

ii ' *~r- USARC Boise (AMSA 3) 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
'1 .  

USARC Cocur D'Alcne 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 . 0  0 0  
1 ,: :. 4 q" USARC Rexburg 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

y$: 
I f  

USARC Twin Falls 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARAIY TOTALS 5 0 5 0 0 0 3 8 1 2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
4 ' 3  

65 
I! i.6- . r AIR FORCE 1 

\ L; 
..f: 
i 'C Boise ANG 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 3  0 2 0 0  0 2 0  0 0 0  

. . Gowen Field, Boise ANG 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  2 0 4  2 0 4  

i i j ,  .- Mountain Home AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 4 2 2 0 0 0  4 1 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 3  4 1 7 0 0  2 2 4  2 0 4  

' IDAHO TOTALS 90 9 0 0 0 4 2  5 2 0 0 3  4 1 7 0 0  2 2 4  2 0 4  

ARMY 

AFRCJoliet(McDonough) 4 4 0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0  0  0  

AFRC Waukegan 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 ' '  



Number of Sites 
Tctal 
# of PA Sl RI/FS - R D R A 

I 
C U F CO C U F C& C - U  F sites C U F CO. - - - - - - - 

I ARMY (Continued) 

I Jolie! AAP 53 53 0  0 0  53 0  0 0  0 5 3  0  0  3 0 5 0  3 0 5 0  

I Maintenance Center. 
N. Riverside 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I Rock Island Arsenal 3 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Savanna Depot 
-Actirliry 

St. Louis Area Support 
Center I USARC Arlington Heights 6  6 0 0 3  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Aurora 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC BIoomington 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Canton. IL 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I US ARC Centralia 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Chicago 
(Brp  Mawr Ave.) 8 8 0 0 6  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Chicago (Gibson) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

I USARC Chicago (Kedzie Ave.) 1 1 0  0  1 0  0 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Chicago 
(O'Hare Field) 

I USARC Chicago (Pulaski) 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Danville 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I - 

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIjFS R D R A 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  c U F C 0  C U F  C U F  - - -  - -  ---- --- I-- 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
USARC E s t  St. Louis 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

-- - - -  - 

USARC Fairtield. IL 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Sheridan (82) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Sheridan 
(AMSA 47) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Sheridan 
(N. Shore) 

USARCGlenview(ASF26) 16 16 0 0  16 0  0  '0 0 0  0  0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  

USARC Harvey 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 "  

USARC Homewood 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Joliet (Railroad) 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kankakee 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Marion, IL 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCMaywood(AMSA46)l l  11 0  0  11 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0  0  0  

USARC Orland Park 
(AMSA 45) 2 1 2 1 0 0 2 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCPeoria(AMSA48) 11 11 0  0 1 0  0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCPeoria(Northmore) 6  6  0  0  6 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Peru 
(Veterans Memorial) 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Quiicy 5 5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCRockford(15thAve.) 2 2 0  0  1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 0 0  0  

USARC Rockford 
(Arthur Avenue) 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

U A R C  Rockford (First) 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 - 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  



Number of Sites 
1 Total 

I # of PA SI RllFS - R D RE, 

I C  U F C O  C U F C S  - Sites - - - - - - - C C  U F = * F  - -LF --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Springfield, IL 4  4 0 0 2  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Urbana 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wood River 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AR,MY TOTALS 475 475 0  0263 194 0  16 30 1 82 0 0 4  2  50 6  2 SO 

I DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Libenyville Nike Site 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 0 5  0 0 6  

NAS Glenview 9 9 0 0 8  0 9 0 0  0 0 9 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

NTC Grcat Lakcs 1 4 1 4 0 0 0  8 6 0 8  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 7  

DEPARTMEAT OF 
KA W TOTALS 30 30 0  0  0  IS15 0  8  0 7 1 1  0 0 0 1 5  0  0 1 s  

I AIR FORCE 

Capital ANG 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Chanute AFB 3 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 1 7 1 0 0 8  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Grearer Peoria ANG 6 6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

O'Hare Air Reserve 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 8  6 0 0 4  0 0 1  0 0 1  

O'Hare RTC 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Scott AFB 8  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  0 8 0  0 8 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 62 61 0 1 0  59 2  1 1 0  3212 0 1 3  0  8  1  . 0 8  1  

ILLIh'OIS TOTALS 567 566 0  . 1  263 268 . 17 17 48 33 101 14 13 4 10 66 6 10 69 

ARMY 

AFRC Bloomington 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Evansville 10 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D A A 
Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C O  C U  F C U F  - - -  ---- I - - -  7-- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
Crane Army Ammunition 
Activity 

Fort Benjamin Harrison 1 5 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Indiana AAP 2 5 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Jefferson Proving Ground 3 7 3 7 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Newport Army 
Ammunition Plant 

,NG AFRTA 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  

USARC Edinburg 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ft Benjamin Harrison 
(McCee) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARCFt.Wayne(Gillespic) 4 4 0  0  4 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Gary 5 S O 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Indianapolis 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Jeffersonville 1 8 1 8 0 0 1 4  0 0 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lafayette, IN 8 8 0 0 6  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lake Station 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC North Judson 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 )  
- pp - - -  - 

USARCPeru(GrissomAFB) 7 7 0  0  7 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Richmond 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC South Bend 
(AMSA 39) 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tene Haute 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 2 9 0 2 9 0  0  0 1 1 7 1 5 4  4  8 0  0  6 4 0 0  0  5  0  0  i 
(Continue q 



T-+al 
Number of Sltes 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C U F - _ -  - 7  ---- -I- - -  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAC Indianapolis 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NMCRC Gary 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

NWSC Crane 31 3 1 0 0 0  2 2 9  0 0  0 0 3 0 0  0 0 2 9  1 0 2 9  

DEPARTMEXT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 33 33 0 0  2  2 2 9  0 0  0  0 3 0  0 0 0 2 9  1 0 2 9  

AIR FORCE 

Fort H'ayne ANG 4  4 0 0 0  1 3 0 0  1 3 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Grissorn AFB 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 O I  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 2  

6  6 0 0 0  2 4 0 2  0 4 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 3 8 0 3  1 1 7 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 2  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Newhaven 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

DEFESSE LOGISTICS 
AGEXCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

INDIAlUA TOTALS 345 345 0  0  119 170 41 8 3 2 23 31 0 1 0 37 z o 36 

- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - 

ARMY 

AFRC Dubuque 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Waterloo 5 5 0 0 2  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Des Moines 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Arnes 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Cedar Rapids 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
r of PA SI RIPS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C  U F - 7 -  - -  I - - -  --- --- 

ARMY (Continued) I 
USARC Cherokee 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Creston 1 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Davenport 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Decorah 7 7 0 0 5  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Des Moines 
(63/64/139) 

USARC Des Moines 
(Bldg. 100) - 

USARC Fort Dodge 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 "  

USARC Garner, L4 6 6 0 0 5  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Iowa City 

O OW 
1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Middletown 

USARC Muscatine 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

usARc Ottumwa 2  2 0 0 2  o o o o  o o o o  o o o  o o o  O O O i  

USARC Pocahontas 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sac City 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sioux City 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Washington 
(AMSA 30) 

USARC Washington, IA 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  1 
ARMY TOTALS 178 178 0 0 120 52 0 6 0 0 43 0 0. 1 1 30 1  1 30 

AIR FORCE 

Des Moines ANG 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  0 4 0  0 4 n  

Fort Dodge 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0  O O ) ~ )  



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA St RlES RD R A - 

I 

I 
C U F L ' O  C i i F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - - 

I AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Sioux City ANG 3  3 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 8  8 0 0 0  4 4 0 0  4 4 0 0  0 5 0  0 4 0  
- - - - -- - 

IOWA TOTALS 186 186 0  0  120 56 4  6 0 4 47 0  0 1 6  30 1 5 30 

ARhlY 

A'FRC Hutchinson 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - - 

AFRC Topeka (Menninger) 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 ' 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

w Fort Leavenworth 5 6 5 6 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Riley 3 1 3 I 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0  0 2 2 8 0  1 0 0  4 1 0  

Kanss AAP 3 8 3 8 0 0 0 3 6 0 2 0  0 0 2 5 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Srnokey Hill 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Arkansas City 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Baxter Springs 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Dodge City 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC El Dora& 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Emporia 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Fort Riley (ECS 33) 11 11 0  0  11 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC FL Leavenworth 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC FL Riley (1968) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Garden City 1 1 ' 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Great Bend 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 
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Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS RD R A 

C U F  C U F  Sites C -L L C 2  C L C 2  C L F C O  - - - - - - 

ARMY (Continued) I 
USARC Hays 5  S O 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Independence 5 S O 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kansas City 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lawrence 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lenexa 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Manhattan 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Norton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0 0 0  

USARC Olathe (ASF 37) 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Osage City 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Osawatornie 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Parsons 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pinsburg 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sunflower 
Outdoor TRNG 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCTopeka(AMSA39) 10 10 0  0  10 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Wellington 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wichita (Wallace) 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wichita 02 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 279 279 0  0  121 155 0  3 0  0 13 53 0  1  0  0  4 1  0 

AIR FORCE I 
Forbes Field 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5  5 0 0 0  0 4 0  0 4 0  

McConneIl AFB 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 3  1 9 0 2  1 0 0  1 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 6 3 6 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 8  6 9 0 2  1 4 0  1 4  Y 
(Continued) 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI R!IFS - R D R A 

Sltes C U F CO C U F CO C U F CO C: U F C - - -  - -  - -  ---- U F  

I 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DIPEF Atchison 3 3 0 0 0  3 0 0 2  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 2  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

KANSAS TOTALS 318 318 0  0121 194 0  3 10 7 22 53 2 3  4 0  6  5 0  

i v 

AFRC Hopkinsvillc 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Lexington 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Campbell 3 6 3 6 0 0 0  1 3 4 1 0  0 1 3 5 0  0 1 3 5  0 1 3 5  

Fort Knox 1 9 9 1 9 9 0 0 0 1 9 9 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 

I 
NG Somerset 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bardstown 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Berea 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bowling Green 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

USARC Georgetown 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - 

USARC Hardinsburg 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lebanon 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  



Number of Slte~ I -- 
Total 

PA SI RI/FS AD R A # of 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  - - - -  ------ --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Louisville 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Louisville 
(Bowman Hanger 7) 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARCLouisville(Cent~ry) 2  2  0  0  2  0 0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Louisville (Major) 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Madisonville 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

p~ 

USARC Owensboro 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

USARC Paducah 01 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Paducah 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pikeville 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  "'I 
- - - - -  

ARiMY TOTALS 420 420 0  0  85 213 34 78 0  0  1 35 0  0  1 35 O 1 35 

NOS Louisville 6 6 0 0 0  3 3 0 3  0 0 3 0  0 0 2  0 1 2  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 6  6 0 0 0  3 3 0 3  0 0 3 0  0 0 2  0 1 2  

AIR FORCE I 
S tandiford Field 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

KENTUCKY TOTALS 427 427 0  0  85 226 38 78 3 0  2  38 0  0  1 37 0  2  37 

ARMY 

Fort Polk 2 2 2 2 - 0 0 8 1 2 0 0 6  0 4 4 0  0 0 6  0 0  



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA Sf RI/FS RD R A - 
Sites C U F CO C L' F CO C U F -- - - - -  - -  - -  C U F  C U F  

I ARMY (Continued) 
I 

LouiriaM AAP 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  1 0 6  1 0 6  

New Orleans Army Base 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  ( 3 0 0  0 0 0  

Pearson Ridge 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - 

USARC Alexandria, LA 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCBatonRouge(North) 1 1 0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  10 0  0  0  0  0  
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

USARC Baton Rouge (Roberts) 4  4  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

, USARC Baon Rouge (Saurnge) 6 6  0  0  6  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  D 0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Baton Rouge 03 I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 .  D O 0  0 ' 0 0  

USARC BogaIusa 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bossier City 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC FL Polk (8610) 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ft Polk (ECS 17) 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Hourna 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lafayene 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lake Charles 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 

USARC Monroe 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

USARC New Orleans 
(Canal Street) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  D O 0  , 0 0 0  

USARC New Orleans 
(Diamond) 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC New Orleans 05 
(Kenner) 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  D O 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Shreveport 02 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  ~ 0 0 0  0 0 0  
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Number of Sites 
Total 

PA SI RllFS R D R A # of 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  - I - -  --- --- 

ARMY (Continued) i 
USARC Slidell 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 107 107 0  0  81 23 0  1  6 0  11 4  0  1  0  12 1  0  12 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 1 
NAS New Orleans 1 2 1 2 0 0 4  3 4 0 0  0 0 8 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

NSA New Orleans 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

DEPARTMEXT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 1 4 1 4 0 0 4  5 4 0 0  0 2 8 0  0 0 . 7  0 0 7  

AIR FORCE 1 
Barksdale AFB 3 2 3 2 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 9  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 0  

England AFB 42 41 1 0 1 9  41 I 0 1 2  2 1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Hammond AGS 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- J a c k s 0 n B ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ 2 , - 9 _ , 2 . ~ - 0 ~ _ , S - - ~ O  - --- - - 2  - 0  ---,-.--. 0  0  0  2 0  . , , 0  . ,%, 0  2  0  0  2 
- - 

Ldce Charles AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

Slidell AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 8 0 7 5 5 0 2 1  7 3 5 0 2 1  3 1 2 0  0 1 2  0 0 3  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Baton Rouge 1  I 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

LOUISIANA TOTALS 202 197 5 0  106 102 9 1  27 3 15 14 0  1  1  21 

ARMY 1 
Bangor tAP 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS - RD R A 
Sltes C  U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  CO C U F C U F - - -  - L  - -  ----  --- 

1 ARMY (Continued) 

NC Riley-Bog Brook 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
----- 

USARC Auburn 1 4 1 4 0 0 1 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bangor 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- pp -- 

USARC Bridgton 

USARC Dexter 7 7 0 0 6  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Saco 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 s )  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I ARMY TOTALS 3 6 3 6 0 0 3 2  3 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

/CI DEPARTMENT 06 NAVY 

NAS Brunnvick 13 1 3 0 0 0  13 0  0  1 0 1 2  0  0  0 0 1 2  0 0 1 2  

NAVCOMMU Cutler 3 3 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 3 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

. * .. . 
NSGA Winter Harbor 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 - 0 . 0 0 0  

NSY Portsmouth 13 13 0  0  0  13 0  0  0  0 1 3  0 0  0 0 1 2  0 0 1 2  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Bangor ANG 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  

b r i n g  AFB 4 5 4 5 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 7  3 1 2 0 3  2 0 0  1 1 0  

South Portland 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 5 2 4 7 5 0 0 4 5 7 0 7  3 1 4 0 3  2 0 0  1 1 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Casco Bay 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 - 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

(Continued) 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS RD R A 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - - -  ---- --- --- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (Continued) 

DFSP Sexsport 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  1 0 1 0  1 0 1  1 0 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  1 1 1 0  1 0 2  1 0 2  

MAINE TOTALS 122 117 5 0  34 77 10 1 8 4  40 4  3 3 0  29 2 1 29 

ARMY 1 
Aberdzen Proving Ground 58 58 0  0  0  58 0  0  d 0  1 56 0  0  0  1 0  0  1  I 
Aberdeen PV GRD 
(Edgewood Area) 

Blossom Point Field 
Test Activity 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 4 2 6 0 0 2 2  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Detrick 4 5 4 . 5 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

Fort Ritchie 5  0 0 5 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - - 

Gaithersburg Res Facility 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 1 0 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Lauderick Creek 
Training Area 

NG N i e  Site. Phoenix 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

NG Nike Site, Wayland 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Nike Site 79, Foster 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Phoenix Mil. Res. 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  2 2 0  2 2 0  

USARC Annapolis 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCBdtimore(Jece1in) 4 4  0  0  4 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCBaltimore(Sheridan) 3 3 0  o 3 0  0  0 0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCBdtimore(Tuma) 3 3 0  0  3 0  o o 0  0  o 0  0 0 0  0  0  Ow 
(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Tota! 
# of PA SI RIIFS R D R A - 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F  C U F  - - -  ---- - -  --- - L  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Camp Springs 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Cumberland 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Curtis Bay (AMSA 83) 7 7 0  0  7 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARCCurtisBay(I3randt) 3 3 0  0  3 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Frederick (Flair) 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Gaithersburg 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greenspring 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Hagentown 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 . 0 0  

USARCHsgers town(ASFI11)S  5 0  0  5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Hagentown 
(Tagg-Zirkle) 

USARC Riverdale 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Rockviile 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Westminster 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARhlY TOTALS 368 363 0 5 87 260 0  10 4 28 10 60 22 3 4 9 3 4 9 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Bloodsworth Archipelago 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

CHESDIVNFEC 

DTRESCEN Annapolis 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0 0 0  

DTRESCEN Annapolis Bay 
Head Annex 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DTRESCEN Bethesda 8  8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 7 0  0 1 0  0 0 1  

NAF Washington 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NAS Patuxent River 31 31 0  0  0  31 0 0 1 9  0 1 2  0  0  2 1 1 0  3 0 1 1  

NAVCOMMU Chel tcnham 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 

C-45 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIPS RD R A 

sites c  U F C O  c  u F c o  c u F c o  c u F c u F - ---- ---- ---- --- --- If; Eb' 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NAVEODTECHCEN 
Indian Head 

NAVMEDCOM NATCAPREG 
Bethesda 6 6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 6 0  0 0 6  0 0 6 1  

NAVRECCEN Solomons 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NESEA St. Inigoes 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NOS Indian Head 3 0 2 9 1 0 2 1  5 1 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 2 1  0 0 3 1  

NRL Chesapeake 
Bay Detachment 

NRL Waldorf 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

NRL Washington 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NRL Washington. 
Pornonkey Test Range 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

; :$ 
' i t ,  NS Annapolis 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1 1  

* .. 
NSWC White Oak 

I .  

4 : ,. 
( I  NTC Bainbridge 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

i i.1 
NTIC Suitland 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  , . 

i ; ,  
! . A  
I -.  U.S. Naval Academy 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NAVY TOTALS 124 122 2 0  28 74 22 0  48 0 26 15 0 2  4 29 3  0  33 

Andrews AFB 16 16 0  0  0  1 6 0  0 0  16 0  0 0  0 1 6 0  0 1 6 0  

HQ AFSC, Andrews 8  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Martin Airport ANG 1 5 1 1 4 0 0 1 1 4 0 1  0 1 0 1 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  
- 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 39 35 4 0  0 35 4  0 1 1 6 1 8  1 0  0 1 6  1 0 1 6  1 

(Continuedj !::.id 
v 2  ,$; 
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Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RI/FS RD R A - 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C: U F C U F - - -  - -  - - -  ---- --- 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DNSC Curtis Bay 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEFEKSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 

MARYLAND TOTALS 532 521 6 5 115 370 26 10 53 44 54 77 22 5 24 39 6 20 43 

ARMY . 
AFRC Chicopee 8 ' 8 0 0 8 ' 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Auburn 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

iV Family Housing Hull. MA 36 1 1  0  0  1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0 0  0' 0  0  0  0  0  

Family Housing 
Nammt, MA 17 

FortDevenrlSudburyAnnex 68 68 0  0  0  11 15 40 0  0  13 55 0  0  0  65 1 1 66 

Natick R&D & ENGR Center 8 2 6 0  0  0  2 6 0 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  

NG Camp Edwards 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- 

US Army Marerials 
Technology Lab 

USARC Brockton (AMSA 66) 11 11 0  0  11 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  . 0  0  0  

- 

USARC Roslindale 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Taunton 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - - - - - - - - 

USARC Worcester 8  8 0 0 5  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  0 0 0 ,  

I ARMY TOTALS 210 204 6 0 66 34 32 77 0  1  34 97 0  0 0  111 1  1  109 

p (Continued) ' 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - , - , , 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAS South Weymouth 8  8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 8 0  0 0 8  0 0 :  

NIROP PittsfieId 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

NSY Boston 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

NVIRP Bedford 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 :  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 1 2 1 2 0 0 2  2 8 0 0  0 2 8 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1 (  

AIR FORCE , 

AFP No. 25, Everett 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  
- - - - - - - - - 

AFP No. 29, Lynn 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0  C 

Barnes ANG 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 0  0  

Hmscomb AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 7 3 0 0  7 0 0  7 0 C  

Otis A\'G 78 78 0 0  0 78 0  0  0  4 5 5  0 0  4  8 4 1  2 2 4 1  
-- - -- -- 

Wellcsly AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Westover AFB 1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 3  4 1 2 0 6  3 0 1  3 0 1  

Worcester AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 143 133 10 0 0 133 10 0  6  25 76 0 6  11 8  42 12 2 44 

R'IASSACHUSETTS 
TOTALS 365 349 16 0 68 169 50 77 6  26112  105 6  14 8 163 13 3  16; 

ARMY 

AFRC Saginaw 1 1 0 0 1 ' 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

. Custer RFI ' ,  1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Detroit Arsenal - 15 15 0  0 0  15 0 0  0 0  0 1 5 ' 0  0  0  0 0 ° C  

Keweenaw Field Station 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(Continued: 



I ARMY (Continued) 

1 

1 Lima Army Tank Center 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS - R D R A 
Sttes C U F CO C U F C L F C x  C1 U F C U - ---- --- 

NG Fort Custer 
Recreation Area 

Pontiac Storage Activity 7  7 0 0 0  7 0 0 0  0 0 7 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Tank-Automotive Command 
Activity 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ann Arbor 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bad Axe 5 5 0 0 2  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

\Y :LA:: &tle Creek 

I 
I USARC Bay City 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Detroit 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Flint 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
~ ~ 

I USARC Fraser 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 
I USARC Grand Rapids 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Inkster 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

i 
- - - - -  

USARC Jackson 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kalamazoo 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Lansin 
(AMSA 40. S&I) 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARCPontiac(Feathentone) 1 1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 '  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

w USARC Romulus 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Southfield 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continue4 



Number of Sites 1 . -  -~ - 

Total 
is o i  P.4 SI RIFS RD R A 

Sites C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  ---- e--- - -7  --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Traverse City 
(AMSA 34) 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

ARMY TOTALS 1 5 7 1 5 7 0 0 9 5  5 6 0 6 0  1 0 2 2 0  0  1 0  0  1 0  

AIR FORCE I 
Arksbults Annex 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

K.I. Sawyer 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 3  1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Phelps*Collins ANG 19 1 9 0 0 0  1 9 0 0 7  d l o a o  0 0 1 0  o o l o 1  

Selfridge ANG 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  0 9 0 0  0 0 9  0 0 9  

W.K.KellogRegionalAirport 6  6 0  0  0  6  0  0  0  0  6  0  0  0  Q 6  0  0  

Wurtsmith AFB 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 4  1 0 0 4  1 0 0  1 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 84 82 2  0  0  82 2 0 1 4  2 3 5  0  4 2 0 2 5  2  0 2 5  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY I 
DFSP Escanaba 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1 )  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1 1  

MICHIGAN TOTALS 242 240 2 0  95 139 2  6 14 3  36 22 4  2 1  26 2  1 26 ( 

ARMY 1 
AFRC Rochester 9  9 0 0 7  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  

AFRC S t  Cloud 

Twin Cities AAP 19 19 0 . _ 0 . 0 . _ 1 8 . 0  -1 0 .  0 1 9  0 ' 0  1 8  9  2 8  9 

USARC Brainerd 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 . 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Buffalo 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

(Continued) 1 



Number of Sites . - -. . . - . - . - . - - 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

Sites C U  F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C U F  - - -  ---- - - - -  --- 

I ARMY (Continued) 

U S I ~ R C  Cambridge 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Cannon Falls 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Duluth 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Faribault (Beebe) 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USriRC Fergus Falls 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USXRC Fort Snelling 
(AAlSA 22) 3 5 3 5 0 0 3 . 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I US ARC Le Sueur 2  2 0 0 1  9 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Mankaro 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

P USARC Marshall 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC New Prague 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
- -- - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - 

USARC Paynesville 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC So. International Falls 9 9 0  0  9 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC St. Joseph (AMSA 23) 10 10 0  0  9 0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Wabasha 1 0 1 0 0 0 8  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Walker 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Winona 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Worthington 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 1 7 8 1 7 8  0 0 1 5 1  18 0  9 0 0 1 9  0 0 1 8  9  2  8 9 

I DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

ASTROGRPDET Bravo 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NIROP Fridley 5  5 0 0 0  5 0 0 1  0 4 0 0  0 0 4  2 0 . 4  

- - . ~- (Continued) - .  
-- .- 
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Number of Sites 
. Total 

# of PA SI RIFS R D R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U  F C O  C U  F C U F - - -  - -  ---- --- --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 
NIROP St. Paul 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 8 8 0 0 1  7 0 0 1  0 4 0 0  0 0 4  2 0 4 1  

AIR FORCE 

Duluth IAP 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 U 3 0 4  1 5 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Minn. St. Paul IAP 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2  2 6 0 0  2 1 0  0 3 0  

, Minn. St. Paul ANG 1 0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 9 3 8 1 0 0 3 5 3 0 6  3 1 1 0 0  3 1 0  1 3 0  

Mm'AIESOTA TOTALS 225 224 1  0 152 60 3  9 7 3 34 0  0  4  9 13 5 11 -q 

ARMY 

AFRC Jackson 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - 

Mississippi AAP 4 6 4 6 0 0 0  0 0 4 6 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Camp McCain 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Brookhaven 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greenville. MS 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greenwood 
(AMSA 144) 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

LJsARC Gulfport (Hickey) 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - -  - 

USARC Hatriesburg 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O O (  

USARC Jackson (Scou) 11 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 . 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  1 
USARC Jackson (Terry Road) 1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Laurel - - 9  9 0 0 9 . 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lyon (Clarksdale) 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O C  

(Conlinued) 





Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RI/FS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - - -  -I-- ---- - -  --- 

ARMY (Continued) i 
USARC Meridian 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 - 0 0 1  

USARC Narchez 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pascagoula 02 3  3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Stykville 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tupelo 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Vicksburg 01 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Vicksburg 03 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Vicksburg 04 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  P O 0  

ARMY TOTALS 1 3 6 1 3 6 0 0 8 7  I 0 4 8 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

CBC Gulfport 9 9 0 0 1  8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 3  

NAS Meridian 4 4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 0 4 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NA W TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 1 
A.C. Thompson 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  0 2 4 0  0 0 5  0 0  

Allen 5  5 0 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Bay St Louis 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0  

Columbus AFB 2 7 2 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 4  2 0 0  

Gulfport NCBC 4  4 0 0 0  1 3 0 0  1 3 0 0  1 0 . 0  1 0  

Keesler AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0  0 0 1 1  4 0  

Key Field ANG 10 10 0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0  0 1 0  0  0  0  0  0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 75 75 0  0 0 5718 0 1 2  2320 5 4 3 0 1 6  5 2 1  

MISSISSIPPI TOTALS 224 224 0  0  88 66 22 48 12 23 28 9 4 3  0 19 5 



Numher of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

S & C L F  CO C U  F C& C U L C 2  C U .F- C L  

-- -- 

ARMY 

Camp Clark 

Fort Leonard Wood 5 1 5 1 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0  0 1 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Gateway AAP 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Lake Ciry AAP 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0  0 3 5 0 0  0 0 3 5  7 0 2  

NG Nike Site 30 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

St. Louis AAP 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

St. Louis Ordnance Plant 1 7 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0  0 0 ' 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Bethany 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O r  

USARC Cape Griardeau 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O I  

USARC Columbia 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Farmington 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Fort Leonard Wood 
1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Leonard Wood 
1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Hannibal 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCIndependence.MO 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

USARC Jefferson City 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kirksviile 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Kirksville 
1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Maryville 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Poplar Bluff 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i c h a r d s  Gebaur 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - . - . - - - 

USARC Rolla - 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 

' . ." 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD R A 

- ---- - 7  I-- 
C U F  C Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  U F 

ARMY (Continued) I 
USARC Springfield 1 6 1 6 0 0 1 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC S L  Charles I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

- - - - - - - - - - - -  - 

USARC S t .  Joseph 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC St Louis 03 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Washington 3 3 , 0 0 3  0 ' 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

\Veldon Spring 
Chemical Planl 

ARMY TOTALS 251 254 0  0111 115 0  0  0  0  35 5'0 0  0 1 35 7 

DEPARThIENT OF NAVY I 
NPRO St. Louis 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 - O (  

AIR FORCE I 
Jefferson Barracks 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O j  

Lambert Field (St. Louis) 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  O O l  

Richards Gebaur 7 7 0 0 0  7 0 0 1  6 0 0 2  0 1 0 . 0 0 ~  

RoseclansMemoridAirpon 4 4 0 0 0  4 0  0  0  4  0  0  0  0  0  4  0  0 

Whiteman AFB 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 0  5 7 0 0  0 1 0  0 1  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 3 3 1 2 0 0 2 8 4 0 1 1 1 ~ 9 0 2  0 2 4  0 1 ,  

MISSOURI TOTALS 288 286 2 0 112 143 4 0  11 15 47 50 2  0  3 39 7  2  3 

(Continuec 

1 



Number of Sites . - - . . . - -. - . - . . - - 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS NO -- R A 

- - -  -I-- --- C U F  C U F  S i t e s C U F C O  C U F C O C U F C ~  --- 

! ; ARMY 

. , Fort Missoula 2  2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
,i 
f I,. NG Limestone Hills 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Billings 
(AMSA 5-G) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Butte 

, .  USARC Great Falls 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

U S A R ~  Heleha 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Helena (ECS 6) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kalispell 8  8 0 0 6  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 4 8 4 8 0 0 4 3  1 0 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE 

Great Falls ANG 
(Montana ANG) 8 8 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 8 0  0 0 0  

Harve AFS, MT 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

Malms trom 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 2  1 0 0  1 0 0  
- ---- 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 2 8 0 8 1 1 8 0 2  2 8 0  1 1 0  

MONTANATOTALS 7 8 7 8 0 0 4 3 2 3 8 4 8 1 1 8 0 2  2 8 0  1 1 0  

$ 4 ;  

- 

NG Camp Ashland 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIES RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F  C  U F - _ - - -  -I- I - -  - -  --- 

ARMY (Continued) i 
NG Mead 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Stantnn 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Stapleton 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Columbus 2  2 0 0 1  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fairbury 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fremont 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Grand Island 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Hastings 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kexney 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lincoln 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  
- -- 

USARC McCook 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Meade (WET) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC North Platte 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 ' 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC North Platte 
(AMSA 36) 

USARC Omaha 
(Woolworth SL) 

USARC Syracuse 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

USARC Wymore 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

ARMY TOTALS 122 122 0 0 48 71 0 2 0 30 34 0 0 58 0 6 58 0 7 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NMCRC Omaha 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  



Number of Sites 
Total 

PA SI RItFS R D -- ti4 
# of 

C U F C O  C U F C ~ C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Slres - - - - - - - -.-- --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NRC Lincoln 2  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

DEPARTMEXT OF 
NA W TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Lincoln ANG 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  9 1 0 3  0 1 6 0  0 0 6  0 0 6  

Ofhtt Am 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1  3 1 8 0 0  0 3 0  0 3 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 4  3 1 9 6 0  0 3 6  0 3 6  

NEBRASKA TOTALS 156 156 0  0  49 101 3 2 4 33 53 S 0  55 3  14 5s '3 15 

I: . 
I ARMY . . 
;i AFRC L a  Vegas 1 1 1 1 0 0 9  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
9 .  

Hawthorne h y  
Ammunition Plant 

I. 

NG Indian Springs Range 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
'- 

NG Reno 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 9 1 9 1 0 0 9 8 0 0 2 0  0 1 1 4 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 4" 
YI . 6 .  I 
@? 4 NAS Fallon 27 2 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 6  0 2 1 0 0  0 0 2 1  0 0 2 1  I.; 1 
-' . DEPARTMENT OF 

NAVY TOTALS 27 2 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 6  0 2 1 0 0  0 0 2 1  0 0 2 1  

I AIR FORCE 

8 Nellis 5 9 5 9 0 0 1 5 9 0 0 2 2  9 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS R D R A 

Sites C U F C Z j L  F C C 2  C V F C z  C U F C - L F  --- - 

A I R  FORCE (Continued) 

Reno Cannon IAP 
(Nevada ANG) 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 71 71 0  0  1 6 0 1 1  0 2 2  1012 0  0  1 0  0  0  1 0  

NEVADA TOTALS 189 189 0  0  10 167 11 2 28 10 34 14 0  1  0  21 0  1 21 

ARMY 

Cold Regions Rescarch 
and Eng Lab 18 18 0 0  0  16 2  0  0  1 1 7  0  0  0  I 1  0  0'7 

NG Hopington West 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Keene 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

USARC Londonderry 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Manchester 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Rochester 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARiMY TOTALS 40 4 0 0 0 2 1  1 7 2  0 0  1 1 7 0 0  0 1  1 0 0 7 ,  

AIR FORCE I 
New Boston AFS 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 7 1 3 0 0 5  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Pease AFB 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0  6 6 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 4 9 4 9 0 0 0 4 9 0 0 7 1 9 6 0 5  2 0 0  2 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY I 
DFSP Newington 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1 1  

DEFENSE LOGIflICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

NEWHAMPSHIRETOTALS 90 90 0  0  21 67 2 o 7 21 23 0  5  2  1  2 2  o 3  



Number of Sites 
Total 
2 sf PA SI RllFS R D 

7- 
R A 

-- - -- - 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  - . - -  --- 

. . 
, ARMY 
. AFRCRedBank(Monmouth) 1  1  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

EradcomFlightTestActivity 3  3  0  0  0  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  3 0  0  3 

Fort Dix 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 6  5 8 0 4  0 1 8  1 0 9  

Fort Momouth 9  9 0 0 0  5 0 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
, . 

Milimy Ocean Terminal. 
Bayonne 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 2 5  1 9 0 1  0 0 9  0 0 9  

;; S torck USARC, Northfield 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - -- -- - - - 

Scryker USARC. Trenton 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Caven Point 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Edison (Kilmer) 1 4 1 4 0 0 1 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - -- - - - - -- - 

USARAC Edison (Weigel) 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Lodi 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Mount Freedom 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Newark 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

. ARMY TOTALS 212 212 0 0 49 147 0 13 31 6 68 36 5 3  1 104 1  1  107 
j : :  

- - - - -- -- -- - -- 

+ . 1 : 
$.! 7 ,, 
*.;:, . 
p2. i 8 DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 
*,. . . . 

Z 

* r  f 
NAEC Lakehurs 45 45 0  0  0  45 0 0 2  0 4 3  0  0  0  0 3 0  4 0 3 0  . c .  . . 

" ' I +: 1 NAPC Trenton 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  0 9 0 0  0 0 9  0 0 9  
! i-r a 

$ 2  W S  Earle Colts Neck 29 29 0  0  0  13 16 0  2  0  11 16 0  0. 0 11 0  0  11 

DEPARTMENT OF !!'i d? NAVY T O T A U  , . 83 . 8 J  - 0  . 0 . 0 67 .I6 0 4 0 63 16 . 0 0 0 50 4 0 SO 
*.a 
i- tw (Continued) 
.' \ ,.. 



AIR FORCE I 
Atlantic City Apt 6 6 0 0 0  5 1 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 5  0 0 5 )  

Warren Grove 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O O I  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 3 2 9 4 0 0 2 8 5 0 0  7 6 2 1  

O O 7  O o 7 I  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY I 
DNSC Sorne~ilIe 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

DEFEKSE LOGISITCS 
AGEh'CY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

- 
NEW JERSEY TOTALS 329 325 4  0 49 243 21 13 33 13 137 51 6 3 1 161 S 

ARMY 1 
Fort Wingate 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0  0 0 8 0  0 0 0  O O C  

NG Carlsbad 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

NG Demming 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  
- - - - - - - 

NG Sante Fe 

NG Taos 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NG Tucumcari I 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

NG Walker Annex 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Alburquerque 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARCAlbu~qunque(Jenkins) 6 6 0  0 6 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Artesia 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Las cr~ces 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Roswell 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(Continue 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIPS R D R A - - 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C U F - ---- ---- ---- --7 --- 

!' , ARMY (Continued) 

'7 
F a: USARC Silver City 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARhIY TOTALS 121121 0 0 2 3  97 0  1 0  0 0 1 5  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 83, Alburquerque 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-" 

Cannon AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 6 2 2 0 0 0  2 3 3  1 3 , 3 '  

Hollornan AFB 

; Kirtlmd AFB 5 5 5 5 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
.v' , 
A .  , .. ., AIR FORCE TOTALS 136134 2  0  0 1 3 2  4 0  6  2 5 1 0  0  0  5 4  3  1 6  4 

-- - -- - -- - 

. ;! NEW hlEXICO TOTALS 257 255 2  0  23 219 4 1  6  25 10 15 0  S  4  3  1 6 4  

ARMY 

. - AFRC Albany 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Ft. Wadsworth 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

3 AFRC Horseheads 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I )  Fort Drum 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 6 5 3 1 0  1 3 1 0  0 0 9  0 0 9  
1 

Fort Hamilton 5  5 0 0 0  0 1 4 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  
$j: 4 

Fort Tilden 3  3 0 0 0  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Totten 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Malone 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- .  

q! - -. -- ..- . 
..I 

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of P 4 SI RliFS R D R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  ---- - -  - -  --- 

ARMY (Continued) I 
NG Ticonderoga 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Niagara Falls AFRC 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Nike Site 24 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

RooseveltUSARC.Hempstead 2  2  0  0 1 0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Seneca AD 3 2 3 2 0 0 0  7 2 5 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

Stewart Army Sub Post 
(USMAWP) 8 8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- - 

USABellmoreMaint.Facility 7 7 0  0  0  G' 0 7 0  0 0 0  0  0  .O 0  0  0  

USARC Amherst 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  0 I 
* 

USARC Amityville 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

USARC AMSA 9 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Botnvia 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bronx (Patterson) 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bronx (Yonkers) 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bullville 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Canandaigua 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Canton 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Coming 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Elizabethtown 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O O O ' O O C  

USARC Elmira 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  
- - - -  

USARC Gerry 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O q  

USARC Glen Falls 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Horseheads 
(AMSA 2G) 

USARC Ithaca 1 1 0 ' 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 ' 4  

USARC Kingston 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continue1 



Number of Sites . - - . . . - - - - . - . - - - 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS R D -- A A 
Sltes C  U F C O  C U F C O  C U  F C O  C  U  F  C U  F  - - -  - -  - 7  - - - -  - -  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Little Falls 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
6 

-,,.' USARC Liverpool 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Malone 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Massena 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Massena (ESC-1 
Subshop A) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Medina (Shelby) 1 1 0 0 - 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Newburgh 
(Stewart Field) 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Niagara Falls 
(AMSA 5) 

USARAC Ogdensburg 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Olem 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - 

USARC Orangeburg. NY 1 8 1 8 0 0 1 7  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Oswego 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Penn Yan 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Plattsburg 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
p- . 
, USARC Poughkeepsie 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
P ,  

[+ USARC Queens 7 7 0 0 5  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
< I . $  , .% USARC Rocky Point 7  7 0 0 5  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

. .- 

..-;?! USARC Schenectady 
i. Y* /:-a 
=-='5 

(AMSA 8) 
"il' :!;&: 

USARCSchenectady(Bradt) 11 11 0  0  11 0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Syracuse (ASF 6) 0 0  0 0 0  

0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 1 
Total 
3 cf PA SI RIIFS ' R D R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C L ' i  C U F  - - - -  ---- ---- - -  - L A  

ARMY (Continued) 1 
USARC Tonawanda 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Utica 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Watertown 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wayland 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCWebster(AMSA7G) 12 12 0  0  12 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Watervliet Arsenal 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

WestPointMilitaryAcademy 4 4  0  0  0  4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  0 

Youngstown Training 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 456 456 0 0 319 114 30 22 0 1 6 1 0 0 I 10 0 1 ' Q  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 
V 

NAS Floyd Bennett Field 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

MROP Rochester 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NMCRC Fort Schuyler 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NS New York 1  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

NS New York Stapleton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  1 
NSNewYorkStatenlsland 3  3  0  0  0  0  0  2 0  0  0  2 0  0  0  2 0  0  3 

NUSC Fishers Island 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NWIRP Bethpage 3 3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 3 0 - 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

NWIRP Calverton 9 9 0 0 0  2 7 0 2  0 0 7 0  0 0 7  0 0 7  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 38. Lewiston 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFP No. 59, Johnson City 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  2 2 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(Conlinued) 

C-65 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
11 -1 w Y I  

PA SI RI/FS R D FA 
Sites C  U  F C O  C  U  F C O  C  U F C O  C U F C U  F - - -  ---- - - I - -  --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

+ Grifiss AFB 4 3 4 3 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 2 1 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0  
, , 
, 0'. 

Hancock Field 1 5 1 5 0 0 0 1 4 1 0 6  9 1 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Niagara Falls IAP 14 14 0 0  0  1 4 0  0 0  14 0 0  1 2 0 1 0  2  0 1 0  

Platsburgh AFB 2 5 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 3  9 8 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

Riverhead City AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Roslyn AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Schenectady Airport ANG 4  4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Stewart ANG 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 2 0  0 0 2  

Suffok AhrG 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  3 6 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Suffolk County (Former) 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

Utica AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - 

Youngstown Test (RADC) 10 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 144 138 6 0  2  132 10 0  11 49 43 0  2  13 3  10 12 2  12 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Verona 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

4" DNSC Scotia 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

& .'; DEFENSE LOGISTICS ';-f AGENCY TOTALS 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

$g NEW YORK TOTALS 653 647 6  0  326 253 48 24 13 50 54 10 2 13 4  33 12 3 36 

ARMY 

AFRC Asheboro 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Greensboro (Rives) 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites I 
Total 
d of PA ' SI RIIFS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U  F C U F  - - - -  ---- I -  -c- 

I ARMY (Continued) I 

I Camp Mackall 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Fort Bragg 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0  0 2 6 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Military Ocean Terminal, 
Sunny Point 

I 
NG OMS 17 I 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

TarheelArmyMissilePlant 19 19 0  0  0  19 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Albernarle 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Charlotte 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

USARC Concord 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Durham 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Durham 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Bragg 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Gamer 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Graham 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greensboro 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Greenville 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Hickory 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O O O . ' O O O  

USARC High Point 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kinston 5  5 0 0 5 . 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  
- - - - - - - - -- 

USARC Lumberton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Morehead Ciy 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Raleigh 01 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 . 0 f  

USARC Rocky Mount 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI FillFS - RD . R A 

C U F C O  C U F  C U F  C U F C O  U F E  - -  Srtes - - - - - - - 

I > 

A R M Y  (Continued) 

7: USARC Salisbury 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

t '.' 
USARC Wilmington 4 4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wilmington 
(AMSA 126-G) 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wilson 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- -- - 

USARC Wilson. NC 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Winston-Salem 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Winston-Salem 
(King) 

- - - 

USARC Winston-Salem 02 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARXIY TOTALS 156156 0  0 9 1  64 0  1 0  0 2 6  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

2 DEPARThlENT OF NAVY 

MCAS Cherry Point 34 34 0  0  0  34 0  0 1 3  1 2 0  0  1 0  0 1 3  1 0 1 3  

MCB Camp Leleune 82 82 0  0  0  64 13 5  45 0 16 10 0  0  0  25 2  0  24 
$ 
; DEPARTlMENT OF 

NAVY TOTALS 116 116 0 0 0 98 13 5 58 1 36 10 1 0 0 38 3 0 37 

1 .! AIR FORCE 
I 

.ir isit .d Badin AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
(ii 1.3 
@i-?; Douglas IAP 2  2 0 0 0  1 1 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

- 

! r 

it;... Pope AFB 8  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
, 4  

, - Seymour-Johnson AFB 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0  0 7 6  0 3 6  
. . 

?i $! AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 4 3 2 2 0 0 3 1 3 0 0 2 4 0 2 0  0 7 8  0 3 8  

$ ;gv~;c*RoLmA 
~g 306 304 2  0 91 193 16 6  58 25 62 12 1  0  7  46 3  3  45 

;T (Continued) 



Number of Sites  
Tolal - -  

PA " Si RllFS RD R A # of 
Si tes  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - - - -  - - I I  - _ _ -  --- 

ARMY i 

Stanley R. MickeIson, 
SFG RSL 1 

USARC Bismarck 
(AMSA 23) 

- - - - - - - 

USARC Fargo 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Grand Forks 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 . 0  

ARMY TOTALS 3 3 3 4 0 0 3 0  2 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE 

Grand Forks AFB 

Hector ANG (ND ANG) 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  6 4 0 2  0 4 0 0  0 0 0  O O q  

Minot AFB 8 8 0 0 0  8 0 0 1  0 3 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  
- - - - - - - 

Watford City AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 4  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 5 2 5 0 0 1 2 0 4 0 4  1 9 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 4  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Grand Forks 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0 . 0 0 1 ' 0 0  1 

NORTHDAKOTATOTALS 60 60 0 0 31 23 4 2 4 1 10 0  0  1 0 1  1  0 I 

ARMY 

NG Blue Rock 
- - - - - - - - -- -- - - 

NG Camp S h m a n  1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0  0 0 0  0  

(Continue 



Number of Slles 
Total 
# of ? 4 SI RIFS R D -- R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C L  C U F C U F - ---- ---- --- --- --- 

I,? 

ARMY (Continued). 

NG Nike Site 78 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- -- 

Ravenna AAP 

USARC Akron (Schaffner) 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Aluon (Woodford) 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- -- - - - 

USARC Bellaire 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

F- USARC Bryan 
, i;: (AMSA 72G SUB 1) 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  L?-- . 
8 .  

!j ;; USARC Cadiz 8 8 0 0 7  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  O ~ o ' ~ 0 0  

USARC Canton 01 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

2 
USARCCincinnari(Morrow) 5 5 0  0  5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  

& 
$2 , USARC Columbus (300) 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
3. -y 

f.! < 
USARC Columbus 
(AMSA 56) 

I USARC Dayton 9  9 0 0 6  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Dayton (DESC) 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

7 7 0 0 5  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kenton 

USARC Kings Mills 
' - (AMSA 59) . 

USARC Lima 
(AMSA 58 SUB 1) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

. . . .  - - 

)I US ARC Lima (Faze) 7 7 . 0 0 7 - 0 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Mansfield 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 

C-70 



Number of Sites 
Total 

PA - =  SI RIIFS R D R A # of 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C C  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - 0 -  ---- ---- - -  --- 

I ARMY (Continued) 

I USARC Marietta 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Marion 1 0 1 0 0 0 8  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Milan 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Parma (Mote) 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Perrysburg 
(AMSA 72) 

USARC Portsmouth 9 9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sharonville 5 S O 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 9 0  0 0 0  o o o  

USARC Springfield, OH 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Toledo (Phillips) I 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 

USARC Troy, OH 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

USARC Warren 9 9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

USARCYoungstown(Kefurt) 7 7 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

USARC Zanesville 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

1 ARMY TOTALS 255 255 0 0 2 1 9  3  0 3 3 1 6 6  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

I DEPARTMENT OF ' 

NAVY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 36, Evandale 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AFP No. 85. Columbus 9 9 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  4 4 0 0  0 3 0  0 '  

Blue Ash ANG 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

(Continu 

C-71 



N~tmber af Sites ..-...--. -. 
Total 
U -. 
n ..a 

PA SI RIIFS f1D 
7- 

R A 
3; Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C U F - - -  - -  I - -  ---- --- 

bf 
:I I AIR FORCE (Continued) E' . 6 :  Camp Perry AGS 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
f; 
;A$ MansfieldLahmAirportANG 8 8  0  0  0  0  8 0  0  0  8 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
,- 

I+. Newark AFS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I r Rickenbacker ANG 33 3 3 0 0 0  1 6 1 7 0 1  1 1 7 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

Springfield-Beckley 
Municipal Airport 

1 

? ; Tolcdo Express Airport ANG 9 9 0  0  0  0  8 0  0  0  8 1 0  0  0  1 0  0  1 

t 
l! IVrighf-Pafterson AFB 63 55 8  0  0  55.8 0  5  1 5 7  0  0  '0 3 0  0  3  0  

I 
i' Youngstown 5  5 0 0 0  5 0 0 1  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Znncsville AGS 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  - 
> + 3:: . I AIR FORCE TOTALS 181 169 12 0  0  115 65 0  15 6109 3  0  1 6 3 0  5 3 
I a. 

I '; 8 

it; i 
1; 4 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
:if DCSC Columbus 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 2 2  1 1 0 0  1 0 1  0 1 1  
K . 4  
C,, DESC Dayton 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  !? I 
:i 4 Pi ': DFSP Cincinnati 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3 1 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 9  1 1 0 0  1 0 1  0 1 1  

OHIO TOTALS 468 456 12 0220 149 65 33 44 7110 3 0  2 6  4  0  6  4 

ARMY 

AFRC Broken Arrow 
(AMSA 20) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Midwest City 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

0 0  0 0 0  

1 16 0  0  17 

(Continued) 



Numbef of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIES R D R A 

Sites C U  F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C U F  C U F - I--- ---- --- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
USARC Guymon 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Lawton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC McAlester 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Miami 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Muskogee 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Norman 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Nonnan 02 4 4 0 0 e 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 . 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Oklahoma City 
(50th Street) 

USARC Oklahoma 
City (Krowse) 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Oklahoma 
City (Perez) 

USARC Okmulgee 4  1 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  
I 

USARC Ponca City 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Shawnee 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sdgler 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- 

USARC Stitlwater 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tulsa (Reese) 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Tulsa 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - 

ARMY TOTALS 217 217 0  0  105 96 16 0  0 1  0  46 0 0  1  16 0  0  17 1 

AIR FORCE I 
AFP No. 3. Tulsa 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 ~ 0 2 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

Alms rn 10 1 0 0 0 0  1 0 0 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  

Oklahoma City ANG 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

Tinker AFB 33 33 0  0  0  33 0  0  3.21 9.--0 2 16 5 0  16 5 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS - RD R A 

g t e s C U  F C O  c  u F C O  C-!L.L= - - - -  C U F  --- C U F  

I AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Tulsa IAP 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0  

Vance AFB 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3  4 1 0 0 4  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Will Rogers World Airport 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 82 82 0 0 0  80 1 0 6  35 31 0  6 16 5 13 16 5 13 

OKLAAO3lA TOTALS 299 299 0 0 105 176 17 0  6 36 31 46 6 115 6 29 16 5 30 

1 ARMY 

((II AFRC Coos Bay 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Rosebure 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 2  0 0 0 2  1 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - 

AFRC Warrenton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 1  0 0 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Camp A d i r  1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
- - - - - - - 

NG Redmond 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 1  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Umar!ila Army 
Depot Activity 116 116 0 0 0 116 0 0 40 0 76 0  0  0 0  76 0  0 76 

US ARC Bend 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Corvallis 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Eugene 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Medford 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Portland (Airport) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Portland (South) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Portland (West) 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- - - 

ARMY TOTALS . 154 154 0 0 35 118 0 1 40 0 76 0 0 0 0 76 0 0 76 

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
2 c: PA SI RI/FS RD Fik 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  Slfes - - - - - - - - - - 7 - - - - - - - 

AIR FORCE 

Kingsley Field 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0  1 4 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

North Bend ANG 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 3  6 0 0 0  3 0 0  0 3 0  

Portland ANG 9  9 0 0 0  7 2 0 1  6 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Richmond AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Salem AFS 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 3 3 3 3 0 0 2 2 9 2 0 0 1 3 4 0 4  4 0 0  0 4 0  

OREGON TOTALS 187 187 0 0  37 147 2  1 44 , 13 80 0 0 4 0 76 o 4 76 

, ARRlY 

AFRC Beaver Falls 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 3 ,  

- 

I 
AFRC Bellefonte 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Erie 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Folsom 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

AFRC Philadelphia 06 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

C.E. Kelly Support Facility 4 4 0 0 0  0 0 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Carlisle Barracks 3  3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

FamilyHousingPinsburgh43 1 1 0  0  0  0  0  1 0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
- -- - -- - 

Fort Indiantown Gap 5  5 0 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  

Hays AAP 5 5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Lefterkemy Anny Depot 64 64 0 0  1 51 9 1 7 12 30 12 10 3 1 3 9  2  1 40 

Manor Launch Site 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG East Jadwin Dam 1 1 0  0 . 0  1 0  .O 0  0  0 - 0  0  0  0  0  - 0 . 0  0  

NG Lock Haven 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA. SI RIFS RD R A - 
Sites C U  F C O  C U  F C O  C  U F C O  C: U  F C  U F - -  - I - -  _--- - A -  

I ARMY (Continued) 
NG N i e  Site 43 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG N i e  Site, Fmlcyville 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Nike Site, Gastonville 1 1 0 0 0  I 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Scranton Army 
Ammunition Plant 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Alroona 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - - - - - - - 

USARC Ashlcy 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 ' 0  0 0 0  

USARC Belle Vernon 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0 0 0  

USARC Bcthlehcm 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bloornsburg 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - 

USARC Bristol 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Brookvillc 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Brownsville, PA 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
- - - - 

USARC Butler 

I USARC Center Square 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USXRC Chambenburg 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Chester 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Clarion 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

USARC Du Bois 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Edgemont 1 7 1 7 0 0 1 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Erie 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 .  (Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS R D R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U  F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  -c-- --- --- 

.. ARMY (Continued) 1 
. ' 
.! USARC Franklin 2 2 ' c P - Q . l ~  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Germantown 1 1 1 1 0 0 9  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Gettysburg 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greencastle 
(AIMSA 113) 1 5 1 5 0 0 1 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greensburg 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Greensburg 
(;V\ISA 104) 

USARC Hanisburg 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Hueiton 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 "  

USXRC Horshm 01 9 9 0 0 8  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 -  

j USARC Horsham 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - -- - - - pp 

I USARC Huntingdon 6  6 0 0 5  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Indiana 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Johnston 01 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

j USARC Johnston 02 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Kane 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

i USARC Kitfanning 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

/ USARC Lmcaster 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - -p 

! 
I 

USARC Lewsiburg 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Lewistown 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 

USARC Lock Haven 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Marcus Hook 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 

1 USARC Meadville 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC New Castle 
(AMSA 110) 7  7 0 0 7 ' 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O O O . . O O  

-. 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA . SI RI/FS RD R A 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  - _  _--- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC New Cumberland 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC New Kensington 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Norrislown 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC North Park 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Northeast Philadelphia 3 3 0  0  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Oil City 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pittsburgh 01 , 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - - 

USARC Pittsburgh 02 2 2 0 Q 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pittsburgh 03 4 4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Reading 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

US-C Schuylkiil Haven 1 4 1 4 0 0 1 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Scranton 

I USARC St. Mary's 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC State College 6  6 0 0 4  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Stockertown 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  
- - 

USARC Tobyhanna 

USARC Uniontown 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US ARC Washington. PA 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wilkes-Barre 1 8 1 8 0 0 1 7  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

US,U~C Wilkes-Barre 
(AMSA 32G) - . . - 1 7 1 7 0 0 1 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 . 0 0  

USARC Williamspofl 6  6 0 0 4  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

(Continued) 
- ,  



Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI ' - RIIFS R D R A 

C U F C A  C U 0 C U  F  C L  C  U CCF sites - -  

ARMY (Continued) I 
USARC Willow Grove 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Willow Grove 
(ASF 28) 

USARC Willow Grove 
(Wurts) 

USARC York 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 556 556 0  0  425 89 14 26 17 12 32 12 10 3 1 41 2 3  40 

, 
DEPARTMENT OF NAVY , 

MCRC Wyoming PA 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NADC Warminster 9  9 0 0 0  9 0 0 1  0 8 0 0  0 0 8  0  

NAS Willow Grove 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  9 1 0 4  0 5 0 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

NASO Philadelphia 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NAVHOSP Philadelphia 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NSY Philadelphia 15 15 0  0  0  1 5 0 0 3  0 1 2  0  0  0 0 1 2  1 0 1 2  
- -- - - - -  - - 

SPCC Mechanicsburg 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 4  2 4 1 0  0 1 6  1 0 7  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 48 47 0 1 2  43 2  1 1 2  2 2 9  1 0  0  1 3 1  2 0 3 2  

AIR FORCE 

Fort hdiantown AGS 5  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Greater Pittsburgh IAP 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 1  3 0 0 2  1 0 0  1 0 0  

Metcoa Site 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Olmsted Field 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - -- - - - - 

Pittsburgh PA 5 5 0 0 0  5 0 0 4  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  

State College 5 0 5 0 0  0 . 5 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Conti 



Number of Sites . -. . - - - - 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS RD . R A - 
Sltes C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F CO C U F C U F - - -  - -  ---- 7 -  --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Willow Grove ARF 7 7 0 0 0  7 0 0 3  1 3 0 2  1 0 0  1 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 30 2 0 1 0 0  0 1 9 1 0  1 8  5 3 0 4 3 0 0 3 0 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DDRE New Cumberland 20 2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0 0 0  9 1 1  0 9 0 1 1 0  2 2 8  

DPSC Philadelphia 1 5 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 3  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGEKCY TOTALS ' 35 35 0 0  0 35 0 0 1 4  9 1 2  0 9 0 1 1 1  2 2 9  

PEM'SYLVANIA TOTALS 669 658 10 1 427 186 26 28 51 28 76 13 23 6 3 33 9 5 81 

I ARMY 

Camp Santiago 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Allen 6 6 0 0 0  0 0 6 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Buchanan 28 2 8 0 0 0  2 8 0 0 0  0 2 8 0 0  0 0 2 s  0 0 1 s  

ARMY TOTALS 35 35 0 0 0 29 0 6 0 0 2 8  0 0  0  0 2 8  o 0 2 s  

I 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NS Roosevelt Roads 21 2 1 0 0 0  2 0 1 0 2  0 1 5 2 1  0 0 1 5  3 0 1 6  

NSGA Sabanu Seca 7 7 0 0 0  6 1 0 2  0 4 0 0  0 0 4  2 0 4  

Supship San Juan 

4 DEPARTMENT OF 
f NA W TOTALS 31 31 0 0  0 29 2 0 7 0 1 9  2 1 0 0 1 9  5 0 2 0  

i AIR FORCE 

I 
Mmiz ANG 1 0 1 0 0 o o 1 o 0 o o  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  - puato Rico 6 6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 6 0 . 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



N u m b 3  of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI R1ffS RD R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F E L U  - Sites - - - - - - - - - - - F C U F  

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Punta Salinas ANG 3 3 0 0 0  3 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 3 6 0 0  0 9 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

PUERTO RICO TOTALS 85 85 0  0  0 71 8 6 7 0 5 6 2  1 0 0 5 0  5 0 5 1  

Lincoln Support Facility 2 2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Camp Fogarty 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

US Army N. Smithfield 
Nike Site 99 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bristol. RI 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Cranston 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort 
Nathaniel Greene 

USARC Lincoln 
(AMSA 68G) 

USARC Providence 
(Hanvood) 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Warwick 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 3 7 3 7 0 0 3 3  2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

AFRC Providence 1 1 0 0 1  O k O O  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

CBC Dovisville 14 14 0 0  0  14 0  0 2  0 1 0 2  0  0  0 1 2  0 3 1 2  

NAS Charlestown 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O O I  

NAS Quonset Point 

(Continued) 



Number of Sltes 
. . Total 

# of PA a SI RIIFS R D R A - 
1 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - - -  - -  - -  - - -  

I DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NETC Newport 15 1 5 0 0  0  1 5 0 0 0  0 5 1 0  0  0 0 1 5  0  1 1 5  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 

i AIR FORCE 
I 
I Coventry AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

North Smithfield 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

Quonset,StateAirportANG 1 1 0 0 0 0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0, 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 5 1 4 0 0  0 ' 4 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

I 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DFSP Melville 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGEXCY TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

RHODEISLASDTOTALS 76 72 4  0  36 33 4  0  2  0  15 16 0  0  0  3 1  0  4  3 1  

I ARMY 
Fort Jackson 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Clarks Hill Reservation 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  . O O O  

USARC Anderson 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Charleston 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Columbia 
(Forest Drive) . 

I - (Conhued) 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA S1 RllFS RD R A 

S i t e s C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  - -  ell- ---- --- --- 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
USARC Florence 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 ( 1  
US ARC Fort Jackson 
(ECS 124-G) 

USARC Fort Jackson 
(Lee Rd.) 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Fort Jackson 
(McWhorter) 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Greenville 01 
(Mahon) # 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O D  d 
USARC Greenville 02 
(Kukowski) 

USARC Greenwood 
(Mon~gue) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

USXRC Myrtle Beach 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

USARC North Charleston 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

USARC Orangeburg 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

USARC Rock Hill 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

USARC Spartanburg 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  
- - - - -- 

USARC York. SC 1 0 1 0 0 0 8  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O (  

ARMY TOTALS 1 3 0 1 3 0  0 0 1 0 6  22 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ( 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
MCAS Beaufort 2 3 2 3 0 0 5 1 0 5 0 4  0 0 1 4 0  0 0 3  0 0 2  

MCRD Parris Island 1 9 1 9 0 0 4  5 5 0 1  0 0 9 0  0 0 4  0 0 1  

NAVBASE Charleston I 2 1 2 0 0 0  9 0 0 0  0 1 2 0 0  1 0 1  5 0 :  

NWS Charleston 1 8 1 8 0 0 5  6 0 0 0 ~ 0 2 1 1 0  0 0 6  O O f  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 72 72 0 0 14 30 10 0 5 0 14 34 0 1 0 14 5 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS - R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sltes - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - , , , 

AIR FORCE 

Charleston AFB 27 27 0  0  0  27 0  0  1 2 6  0  0  2  0 2 6  0  0 2 6  0  

McEntire ANG 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0  0 8 0 0  0 0 8  0 0 8  

Myrtle Beach AFB 2 7 2 7 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Shaw AFB 1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0  5 1 3 0 0  2 2 0  2 0 2  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 85 85 0  0  0  85 0  0  1 3 1 2 3  0  2  2 2 5  S 2 2 6 1 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

I DFSP Charleston 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  

DEFEXSE LOGISTICS )(IY AGENCY TOTALS 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 . 1 0  0 1 0  

SOUTH CAROLINA 1 TOTALS 288 288 0 0 120 138 10 2 6 32 37 31 2  3  29 29- 7  27 21 

1 ARMY 

USARC Aberdeen 8 8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Sioux Falls 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 1 6 1 6 0 0 1 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I AIR FORCE 
Ellsworth AFB 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 7  9 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 - 0 0  

Joe Foss 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  5 5 0 4  1 5 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 8 2 8 0 0 0 2 3 5 0 1 1 1 0 7 0 0  1 0 0  0 1 0  

SOUTHDAKOTATOTALS 44 44 0  0 16 23 5 0  11 10 7 o 0  1  o 0  o 1  0  

(Continued) 



Nbmber of Sires 
Total - 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - -  - - -  ---- --- --- 

ARMY I 
AFRC Johnson City 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Holston AAP 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C  

Milan Army 
Ammunition Plant 2 2 2 2 0 0 0  2 2 0 0 3  0 1 9 0 0  1 0 1 7  1 0 1 7  I 
NG AEDC Tullahoma 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O C I  

NO Catoosa Range 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NG John Sevier , , 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
' 

NG Smyrna Airport 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Chattanooga 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O n  

USARC Chattanooga 
(Guerry) 

USARC Greeneville 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- 

USARC Knoxville 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O O i  

USARC Lye11 (AFRC) 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Memphis 01 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC Memphis 02 3 3 0 0 1  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
--- - 

USARC Nashville 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Oak Ridge 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Volunteer AAP 29 29 0  0 0  29 0 0 6  0 2 3  0  0  0  0 1 5  0 0 1  

ARMY TOTALS 1 2 1 1 2 1  0  0 4 0  79 0  2 9  0 4 2  0  0  1 0 3 2  1 0 3  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY I 
NAS Memphis 1 3 1 3 0 0 4 1 0 2 0 0  1 9 0 0  0 0 9  0 0  

NWIRP Bristol 9  9 0 0 9  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 2 5  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 2 2 2 2 0 0 8 1 0 7 0 0  1 9 5 0  0 2 1 4  0  1 



? Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A - 
Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F - - -  - -  I - -  ---- - _  

AIR FORCE 

Arnold AFB 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0  0 2 4 0 0  1 9 0  1 2 0  
-- -- ---- - 

Lovell Field 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 5  0 0 5  

McGhee Tyson Airport 1 4 1 0 4 0 0  3 1 1 0 0  0 7 4 0  0 0 4  0 0 4  

Memphis ANG 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Nashville ANG 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 45 3 6 9 0 0  2 7 1 7 0 0  0 3 2 9 0  1 9 9  1 2 9  
- - 

DEFEKSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DDVT Memphis 75 7 5 0 0 0  7 5 0 0 0  0 7 5 0 0  1 0 4 2  1 0 4 2  

DEFESSE LOGISTICS 
AGElVCY TOTALS 75 7 5 0  0 0  75 0  0  0  0 7 3  0  0  1 0 4 2  1 0 4 2  

ARhlY 

AFRC Austin (Camp Mabry) 15 15 0  0  12 0  0  3 0  0  0  0 0 o o o o o o 

AFRC Corpus Christi 
(AMSA 7) 

I 
- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - 

AFRC Mesquite 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Midland 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  O O O . ' O O O  

I 
- p- - 

Camp Bullis 1 6 1 6 0 0 0  0 4 1 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

CawonLakeRecreationArea 1 1 0  0  0  0  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
-- - - - -  - 

Corpus Christi AD 1 7 1 7 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0  0 0 1 7 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Corpus Christi USARC 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

El Paso Site 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) 



Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F  C  U F - ---- ---- ---- --- _ _ _ I  

ARMY (Continued) 

Fort Bliss 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 2 9 0 0 0  1 1 1 1 0  0 2 1 1  0 1 1 2  

Fort Hood 5 2 5 2 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Sam Houston 2 8 2 8 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fuels and Lubricant 
Rescarch Lab 

Lakc Lsvon, 
North Gully, Wylie 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Lone Star M P  43 43 0  0  0  42 0  0  8 0 3 7  0  0  4 , 0 2 1  3 1 2 1  

Lonihorn AAP 59 59 0 0  0  1 6 0 1 0 0  0 1 2 4 7  0  0 0 0  1 0 0  

NG Addicks Reservoir 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 "  

NG Barker Dam DZ 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

NG Camp Barkeley 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Camp Swift 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Decstur 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Fort Wolters 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Nike Site 80 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Panhandle Training Area 1 1 0  0  0  1 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
- 

NG Reservoir Texarcana 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NG West Cleveland 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 ' 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
--- - -  - -- -- - - - - 

Red River Army Depot 3 2 3 2 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USA Houston Armed 
Forces Center 

- - - -- - 

USARC Abilene 1 4 1 4 0 0 1 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Alice 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- 

. - -  ..., .-. . - 
USARC Amarillo 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O G  

(Continued) 



Number of Sites 
Total ' 

# of PA SI RIFS -- RD R A 
S& C U F CO C u  F CO C C U F  C U F  F C O  --- --- 

A R M Y  (Continued) 

USARC Amarillo 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Arlington 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

USARC Austin (Camp Mabry) 15 15 0  0  15 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Austin 02 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- 

USARC Austin 03 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bay City. TX 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

-- - -  I USARC Beaumont (Laurel) 
- 

1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
1 

P' 
USARC Brownsville 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Brvan (Moore) 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Bryan 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
I 

USARC Comoe (ASF 62) 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Corpus Ciuisti 
(Memorial) 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARCDdlu01 (Muchert) 5 5 0  0  5 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Dallas 02 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

! USARC Dallas 03 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Denton 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC El Paso 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 . 0 0  

USARC Fort Bliss 
(Biggs Field Pet) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Worth (HOT) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Worth 02 1 0 - 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Worth 
(AMSA 5, SUB 2) 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Continued) ' 
I 



Number of Sltes 
Total 
rr" o! PA SI RIFS RD R A 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F  C U F  - ---- ---- ---- --- - - -  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Grand Prairie 
(ASF 13) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Harlingen 
(AMSA 7, SUB 1) 

USARC Houston 02 
(MISA 4) 

USARC Huntsville P 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Larcdo 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Lubbock 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 , O O  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARCLubbock(AMSAl1) 12 12 0  0  12 0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  - 
USARC Lubbock 
(Hospital TNG) 

USARC McAUen 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  
O O i  

USARC North Fort Hood 
(ESC 64) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC Paris 6 6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pasadena 4 4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

US ARC Port Arthur 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Rio Grande City 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0  

USARC San Antonio 
(BosweU) 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC San Antonio 
(Callaghan) 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 1  

USARC San Marcos 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Seagoville 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- 

USARC Sinton 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Texarkana 
(AMSA 5 SUB 4) 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  O n (  

USARC Tyler 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(Continuer 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA $1 RllFS - R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F  C U F  Sltes C U F C O  C L F C O  - -  - .  --- 

\ ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Victoria 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Waco 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I 
- 

USARC Waco (AMSA 8) 9 9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Wichita Falls 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 USARC Wichita Falls 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Yoakum 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 577 577 0 0275 226 5  33 8 1 60 65 O 4 2 32 4 2 33 

DEPARThIENT OF NAVY 

NAS C h s e  Field 4  4 0 0 0  0 4 0 0  0 0 4 0  0 0 1  0 0 1  

I NAS Corpus Christi 15 1 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 2  0 3 0 0  0 0 1  0 1 1  

NAS Dallas 1 2 1 2 0 0 4  5 0 0 0  0 0 8 0  0 0 6  0 0 6  
- - - - - - - 

NAS Kingsville 1 3 1 3 0 0 0  6 7 0 6  0 0 7 0  0 0 2  0 0 2 .  

NWIRP Dallas 1 1 1 1 0 0 2  9 0 0 2  0 0 7 0  0 0 5  0 0 6  

NWIRP McGregor 1 4 1 4 0 0 4  8 0 0 5  0 4 0 0  0 0 3  1 0 3  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

AFP No. 4, Ft. Worth 30 30 0  0  0  2 6 0  0 7  6 1 2  0  0 2 2 0  0  0 2 2 0  

- - - - - 

Brooks AFB 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Carsweli AFB 1 8 ~ 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 5  3 5 0 1  1 2 0  0 0 2  

Dyess AFB 3 9 3 9 0 0 0 3 9 0 0 5  5 1 0 0  2 3 0  0 3 2  

(Continued) 

C-91 



N~irnber of Sites I 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F  C U F  - - -  - -  7-7- - - -  

AIR FORCE (Continued) 

Goodfellow AFB 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 2  2 0 0 2  1 0 0  0 0  

Kelly AFB 4 8 4 8 0 0 0 4 8 0 0 4 1 9 6 0 0  1 3 0  1 3 1  

Lackland 2 4 2 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 4 1 4 5 0 1 2  1 1 5  1 0  

LaPorte AGS 5 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Laughlin 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 6  7 0 0 6  0 0 0  0 0  

Nedcrland AGS S 0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 5 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Randolph AFB 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5  1 1 0 5  0 0 0  0 0  

Reese AFB 1 3 1 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4  2 3 0 2  0 2 0  0 2  - 
Sheppard AFB 1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 6  8 0 0 6  2 0 0  0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 289 275 14 0 0 271 14 0 63 83 56 0  31 11 33 5  2  35 

TEXAS TOTALS 935 921 14 0 285 540 30 33 96 84 123 91 34 IS 35 55 7 35 6 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NAF Midway 3  3 0 0 0  0 3 0 0  0 0 3 0  0 0 3  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Wake Island Airfield 23 2 3 0 0 0  2 3 0 0 0  0 2 3 0 0  0 0 2 3  O O . - d  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0  0 2 3 0 0  0 0 2 3  O O !  

TRUST TERRITORIES 
TOTALS 26 2 6 0 0 0  2 3 3 0 0  0 2 3 3 0  0 0 2 6  0 0 4  

(Continue 



Number of Sites 
Total 
ii o i  PA SI RllFS R D R A - 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O C L L  C U F  - ---- ---- ---- 

f ARMY 1 
BIanding Launch Area 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Dugway Proving Ground 167 167 0  0  0  1 0  162 0  4  0  162 7 0  0  162 0  0  162 

Fort Douglas 2 3 2 3 0 0 0  0 0 2 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Green River Test Site 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Tooele AD, North Area 45 45 0  0  0  45 0  0  8  1 3 6  0  0  1 0 3 6  0  I 3 6  

Tooele AD, South Area 28 2 8 0 0 0  2 8 0 0 0  0 2 8 0 0  0 0 2 5  1 0 2 7  

USARC Logan 8  8 0 0 ' 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ogden 9  9 0 0 9  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCOgden(AMSA31) 6 6  0  0  6 0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0  0 . 0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Ogden Depot 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pleasant Grove 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Provo 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Salt Lake City 8  8 0 0 8  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Salt Lake City 
(ASF 24) 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

- -  - 

Wig Mountatin Area 5  5 0 0 0  5 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 343 343 0 0 61 93 0 185 8 5 64 162 7  1 0 226 1  1 225 

( DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

NTROP Mama 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 6 6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  0 6 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

) AIR FORCE 

I AFP No. 78, Corinne 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0  0 1 2 0 0  0 4 0  0 4 0  

Francis Peak AGS 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Hill AFB 4 5 4 5 0 0 1 4 5 0 0 3  7 4 0 2  0 4 0  0 4 0  

(Continued) 
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Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA S1 ' RliFS R D R A 

C U  F C O  C U F C O  C U  F E  C U A C U  F Sites , - - , - -  ---- --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) I 
Salt Lake City IAP ANG 
(Utah ARNG) 7  7 0 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 7 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 6 5 6 4 0 1 1 5 7 7 1 3  7 2 3 0 2  0 8 0  0 8  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY i 
DDOU Ogden 44 41  0  0  0  44 0  0 2 2  22 0  0 1 2  4 3 3 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 44 44 0 0 0  44 0  0 2 2  22 0 0 1 2  4 3 3  

UTAH TOTALS 458 457 0  1  62 200 7  186 33, 31 93 162 21 5 11 219 - 2  11 2: 

ARMY 

Ethm Allen Firing Range 6 6 0 0 5  1 1 3 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- 

USARC Chester. VT 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Montpelier 6  6 0 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARCRutland(Courcel1e) 6 6 0  0  6 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC Wiooski  1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 2 3 2 3 0 0 2 2  1 1 3 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AIR FORCE i 
Burlington IAP 
(Vermont ANG) 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

VERMONT TOTALS 2 5 2 5 0 0 . 2 2  3 1 3 1  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

(Conlinue 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS - R D R A 

U F  C U F  S k  C L L C A  C U F C 2 U F C A  :--.- .--- 

AIR FORCE 

St. Croix 
- - 

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY 

AFRC Lynchburg 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Arlington Hall Station 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

Cameron Station 6 6 0 0 0  0 0 6 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Defense Mapping Agency 
Hemdon 5  5 0 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort A.P. Hill 2 4 5 2 4 5 0 0 0  0 0 2 1 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fon Belvoir 5 9 5 9 0 0 0 1 7 0 3 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - 

Fort Eustis 26 2 6 0 0 0  2 6 0 0 0  2 6 0 0 0  0 2 6 0  0 2 6 0  

Fort Lee 2 2 2 2 0 0 0  6 1 1 5 0  1 0 0 0  2 0 0  1 0 0  

Fort Monroe 3  3 0 0 0  0 2 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
-- - 

Fort Myer 5  5 0 0 0  0 0 5 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Story 3 3 0 0 0  1 0 2 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Byrd Field 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0 0  

NG CalIaghan 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Richlands 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG VA Beach 

Radford AAP 37 3 7 0 0 0 3 7 0 0 0  0 3 7 0 0  0 0 3 7  0 0 3 7  

USARC Abingdon 5 5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Alexandria 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 ‘  

(Continued) 
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Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS RD R A - 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - 7 -  L -I-- - 8 -  -I- 

1 j ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Warsaw 1 I 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Waynesboro 

Vint Hill F m  Sta~ion 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

j Woodbri$eResexchFacili~ 13 13 0  0  4  9  0  0  8 1 0  0  0  1 0  0  1 0  0  
? 

ARMY TOTALS 545 545 0  0  114 104 3316 8 30 37 0 0  3 26 37 2  26 37 1 
I 
1 DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Arlington Service Center 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 0 0  

COhINAVBASE Norfolk 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 2  0 6 0 0  0 0 6  0 2 6  

FCTC D m  Neck i 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 4  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

1 Headquarters Battalion. 
I Arlington 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  1 0 0  

i h1CCDC Qumtico 20 2 0 0 0 0  1 9 1 0 1 1  1 7 0 0  1 2 8  3 0 1 0  
1 

NADEP Norfolk 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  1 1 0  

1 9 1 9 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 5  1 1 3 0 1  0 0 6  0 0 6  
- - - - - 

i NAVHOSP Portsmouth 2  2 0 0 0  1 1 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NAVPHIBASELittIeCreek 17 17 0  0  0  12 5 0  6  0  6  5 0  0 0  11 0  0  11 

8 8 0 0 0  8 0 0 5  0 3 0 0  0 0 3  0 0 3  

NFD/NSC Craney Island 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 7  3 4 0 0  0 1 6  0 0 6  

NMCRC Roanoke 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- I NSC Cheatham Annex 

WiLliamsburg 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 8  1 3 0 1  0 0 3  0 0 3  

NSGA Nwest Chesapeake 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NSWC Dahlgren 37 37 0  0  0  34 3  0 2 8  0  9 0  0 O 0 1 0  0  2 1 0  

(continued) 
. .- -, 



To!a! 
# of 
Sites - 

Number of Sites --.. 
PA SI RI/FS R D R A 

C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  c u i  - -  I ---- --- - - -  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 1 
NSY(Norfo1k)Portsmouth 19 19 0 0 0 19 0 0 -  11 1 7 0 1 0 0 7 0 0 

NlVS St. Julien's Creek Annex. 
Norfolk 2 2 0 0 1  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

MI'S Yorktown 21 2 1 0 0 0  2 0 1 0 4  1 1 5 1 1  0 0 1 6  0 0  

DEPARTMENT OF 
XAVY TOTALS 220 220 0 0 6 201 12 0 107 8 89 8 1 1 3 92 5 5 1 

AIR FORCE i 
Byd ANG (Richmond IAP) 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 ' 0 3 0 0 

CONUS Radar Sites 37 37 0 0 1 7  37 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 5 0 1 s  1 ' 

Lmgley AFB 3 6 3 6 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0  1 7 0  

Richmond ANG 2 2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 78 78 0 0 1 7  73 2 3 1 1  47 2 3 0 6 7 2 1  2 1 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

DGSC Richmond 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 8  3 9 0 . 1  0 0 . 5  4 0  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGENCY TOTALS 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 8  3 9 0 1  0 0 5  4 0  

VIRGINIA TOTALS 873 873 0 0 137 408 17 319 147 88 137 11 5 10 36 155 13 42 

ARMY i 
AFRC Belliigham 7 7 0 0 6  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AFRCBellingham(Stevew) 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AFRC Ellensburg 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

AFRC Port Orchard 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  r '  

AFRC Tacoma 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

(Contir 



Number of Sites . . - .  - ~ 

Total 
# of PA SI RllFS - R D R A 

Sltes C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C: U F  C U F  - _ -  ---- - 7 -  - - - -  --- 

ARMY (Continued) 

AFRC Yakima 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Federal Regional 
Center Bothell 

Fort Lewk 4 6 4 6 0 0 2 8  8 0 9 0  5 2 1 0  0 5 2  3 0 6  

NC Camp Murray 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 1 0  
- - - - - - - - - - 

i NC Camp Seven Mile 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

1 Nike Site 43 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
1 

USARC Bothcll 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ' 0 0 . 0  
1 

USARC Clarkston 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Everett 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I , USARC Fort Lawton 
( M I S  A 7) 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

I USARC Kennewick 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

i USARC Longview 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USXRC Moses Lake 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Pasco 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

U S M C  Redmond 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

d U S M C  Spokane 1 2 1 2 0 0 9  0 0 3 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
B 

USARCTrentwood(AMSA8) 8  8  0  0  8  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  D 0  0  

USARC Turnwater 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - - - - - - - 

i USARC Walla Walla 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 ~ 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Wenatchee 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - 

USARC Yakima (Pendlton) 8  8 0 0 4  0 0 4 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Vancouver Barracks 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Yakima Firing Center 3 7 3 7 0 0 0 3 7 0 0 0  0 0 3 7 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 182 182 0 0 114 49 0 18 0 6 2  39 0 0 6 2 3  1 6 

(Continued) 





Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS R D R A 

C U C U F CO C U F CCF --- Sites CLFCO ---- --- 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Jackson Park Housing. 
Bremerton 

- - 

h'AS Whidbey Island 51 51 0 0  0  51 0  0 1 2  0 3 1  8  0  0  0 3 9  0  0  

NAVHOSP Bremerton 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 1  0 0  

h'AVRADSTm/Jim Creek 8 8 0 0 0  6 2 0 6  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NAVRESIMXJNTRAFAC 
Puget Sound 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

h'S Puget Sound 2  1 1 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 . 1 0  0 0 2  0 0  
-- - - ~ -~ - - 

A'SB Bangor 42 42 0  0  0  42 0  0 1 5  4 2 3  0  4 0  0 2 4  1 0  

NSC Puget Sound Bremerton 1 1 0  0  0  0  0  1 0  0  0  I 0  '0 0  1 0  0  

NSC Puger Sound Manchester 2  2  0  0  0  2  0  0  1 1 0  0  0  0  1 0  0  1  

NSY Everett 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

NSY Puget Sound 2 2 2 2 0 0 0  8 1 0 0 8  0 8 2 0  0 6 1  0 0  

NUWESIndimIslandDet. 13 13 0  0 0 0  10 0  7 1 2  0  0  1 0  2  2  0  

DEPARTiVlErn OF 
XAVY TOTALS 

AIR FORCE 

Rellingharn MAP 1 0 1 0 0  0 1 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 . 0 0  

Carnu Murrav AGS 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0  

Four Lakes 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

Makah AFS 1 1 0 ' 0 0  1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- 

dWcChord AFB 

Paine Field AGS 2 0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0  

Seattle AGS 2  0 2 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2 0  0 0 2  0 0  



Number cf Sires 
Total 
# of PA St RIIFS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F  C  U F  - - -  ---- ---- --- --- 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 1 
Spokane IAP 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2 )  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 1 0 6 9 7 9 0 0 9 7 9 0 1  1 1 4 6 0  1 0 8  0 1 8 1  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY I 
DFSP Mukiltco 2  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

DEFENSE LOGISTICS 
AGEKCY TOTALS 2 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 0  0 2 0 0  0 0 2  0 0 2  

WASHIXGTON TOTALS 438 437 11 0 114 271 33 20 54 16 93 59 4 2  13 99 6 3 104 

ARMY 

AFRC hiorgantown 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- 

AFRC South Charleston 7  7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  

AFRC Soufh Charleston 
(AMSA 107) 

NG Volcano Range 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 1  

USARC Beaver 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Bluefield 5  5 0 0 4  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Clarksburg 3 3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC East Rainelle 4  4 0 0 2  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ellcins 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fairmont 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Grafton 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Grantsville 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

USARC Huntington 3  3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0  

(continued) 

- 
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- Number of Sltes 
Total 
# of PA SI RIFS R D - RA 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C u - - -  - -  - - -  - -  

ARMY (Continued) 

USARC Jane Lew 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Lewisburg, W V  1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Martinsburg 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USXRC New Martinsville 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pmkcrsburg 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pmkersburg 
(xi\,lSA 114) 

, 
USXRC Riplcy 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USXRC Romncy 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

LlSARC Valley Grove 
(.t\fSX 109) 

USARC Weirton 3 3 0 0 2  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC \ lee l ing  3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

\!'est Virginia 
Ordnance Works 6  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  6 0 0 0  3 3 0  3 3  

- - 

ARJIY TOTALS 9 5 9 5 0 0 8 0  8 0 7 0  6 0 0 0  3 3 0  3 3  

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

ABL Mineral County 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 6  0 0  

NAVRADSTAIRI 
Sugar Grove 

DEPARTMENT OF 
NAVY TOTALS 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  0 1 0 0 0  0 0 6  0 0  



-. - Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RIIFS RD R A 

Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C  U F C O  C  U F  C U F  - - -  L -  ---- --- --- 

AIR FORCE 

EWVRA Shepherd Field 4 4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  3 1 0 0  3 0 0  0 0 0  

Yeager 4 4 0 0 0  4 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 8  8 0 0 0  8 0 0 0  3 1 0 0  3 0 0  0 0 0 1  

WEST VIRGIATA TOTALS 114 114 0  0  81 26 0  7 0 9 11 0  0  6 3 6 3 3 6 

ARMY I 
Badger Army 
Ammunition Plant 

Carr.2 Wil~iams 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 ~  0 0 0 0  0 . 0 0  03 
Camp Wismer 1 1 0 0 0  I 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort McCoy 2 6 2 6 0 0 0 2 6 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG IN0 Range 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Truax Field 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 )  

USARC Appleton 2 2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  

USARC Beaver Dam 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Beloit 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Chippewa Falls 5 5 0 0 3  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Dodgeville 5 5 0 0 3  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Eau Claire (AMSA 52) 8 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

USARC Eau Claire (Keith) 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Ellsworth 7 7 0 0 7  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fond du Lac 2 2 0 0 1  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

USARC Green Bay 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 

(Continued) 



. . Number of Sites 
Total 

PA SI RllFS R D . . 
# of R A 
Sites C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C O  C U F C U F  - - -  - - e  - -  .---  - - -  

ARRIY (Continued) 

USARC Green Bay 
(Buchanan StTeet) 

USARC Hurley 
(AklSA 52 SUB 1) 

USARC Ladysmith 7  7 0 0 5  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Madison (Park St.) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USXRC h.ianitowoc 8 8 0 0 7  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USXRC Menasha 3 3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Milwaukee 
(ACfSA 49) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARCMiIwaukee(Logan) 3 3 0  0  3 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

USARC hfilwaukee 
(Silver Spring) 1 6 1 6 0 0 1 4  0 0 2 0  0 1 0 0  0 1 0  0 1  

USXRC Onalaska 
(A..ISA 53) 

USARC Onalaska 
(IndustTial R o d )  

USARC Oshkosh 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Pewaukee 3  3 0 0 1  0 0 2 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Racine 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Sparta 
(Fort McCoy 240) 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Sparta 
(FL McCoy ECS 67) 

USARC Wausau 4 4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
- - - - -  - 

ARMY TOTALS 2 3 6 2 3 6  0  0 1 7 0  42 0 1 7  1 0 1 3  0  0  1 1  7 0  2  

(Continue 



Number of Sites 
Total 
# of PA SI RllFS R D R A 

Sites C  U  F C O  C U F C O  C U  F C O  C U F  C U  F - - 7 -  - -  - -  - -  --- 

AIR FORCE I 
Gen. Mitchell Field 4  4 0 0 0  4 0 0 3  1 0 0 0  1 0 0  

Hardwood WR 1 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  
- - - - -  

Truax Field (Air Force) 7  5 2 0 0  5 2 0 2  0 4 2 1  0 0 2  0 0 2  

VoIk Field ANG 1 7 1 7 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 1  9 7 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 9 2 6 2 1 0 1 9 9 1 6 1 0 1 1 2 1  1 0 2  1 0 2  
-- 

WISCOXSTS TOTALS 265 262 2  1170 61 9  18 7 10 24 2  1 2 1 9 1 2 I 
ARMY 

AFRC Sheridan 

NG Lander 

NG Love11 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

NG Sheridan 1 1 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Cheyenne 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

ARMY TOTALS 1 0 1 0 0 0 7  3 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AIR FORCE I 
Cheyenne ANG 
(Wyoming ANG) 

F.E. Warren AFB 20 20 0 0  0  20 0  0  0  7 1 2  0 0  0  0  0 0 0  01 
AIR FORCE TOTALS 2 5 2 5 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 0  8 1 6 0 0  1 4 0  0 1 4  

WYOMXhrG TOTALS 3 5 3 5 0 0 7 2 8 0 0 0  8 1 6 0 0  1 4 0  0 1 4  



,.y,,,..-. ". -..-- 
C U F CO 

Component . 

Navy 
Air Force 
DL A 
Grand Total 

I con A 7 7  68 506 
1,JOV r , ,  

Navy 
3,82 1 472 10 526 

Air Force 
3 19 0 0 103 

DLA 
10,050 1,111 1,128 1,378 

Grand Total 

355 955 8.86 49 
&my 3 5 97 1 529 10 
Navy 

1,053 1,313 69 165 
Air Force 

47 163 4 23 
DLA 

1,493 3,402 1,488 247 
Grand Total 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
DL A 
Grand Total 

146 237 1,079 0 
Army 60 3 8 1,330 5 
Navy 415 404 

150 68 
Air Force 

16 8 129 0 
DLA 

372 698 2,942 73 
Grand Total 



Appendix D 
State Status 

oarding NPL, This Appendix to the Annual Report provides state-by-state information re, 
DSMOA, and IAG status. For the states, the following information is given: 

Number of installations and sites in the IRP 

IRP site status 

DSMOA and CA status 

Number of NPL-listed DoD installations 
' Number of NPL installations covered by a signed IAG 

Number of installations covered by a DSMOA (for states with a signed DSMOA) 

FY 1991 funding provided to the state under the DSMOA. 

The installations included in the following total state counts are listed in Table C-1. 

States with signed DSMOAs 



Alabama 

Total Total - 
# of # of 

lnstallatlons Sites - 

Alaska 52 648 624 24 0 2 

Arizona 21 327 314 2 11 28 

Arkansas 33 282 281 0 1 116 

California 148 2,064 1,933 128 3 214 

Colorado 22 400 396 4 0 42 

Connecticut 23 102 102 0 0 63 

Delaware 10 86 86 0 0 19 

District of Columbia 7 23 23 0 0 2 
- 

Florida 

Georgia 37 484 465 19 0 86 

Guam 9 102 102 0 0 25 

Hawaii 46 230 274 6 0 55 

Idaho 20 90 90 0 0 42 

Illinois 59 567 566 0 1 263 

Indiana 30 345 315 0 0 119 

Iowa 28 186 186 0 0 120 

Kansas 40 3 18 318 0 0 121 

Kentucky 30 427 427 0 0 85 

Louisiana 33 202 197 5 0 106 

Maine 18 122 117 5 0 34 

Maryland 56 532 521 6 5 115 . 

Massachusetts 27 365 349 16 0 68 

Minnesota 30 225 224 1 0 152 

Mississippi 29 224 224 0 0 88 

Missouri 37 288 286 2 0 112 

C = Completed Activity U = Underway Activity F = Future Activity Planned CO = Closed-Out Sites 



- - ". Number of Sltes - SI RllFS RD R A 

C U F C U F C U F C U F = o - - -  co - - - -  - - - -  - - -  

- 
'1 60 3 9 7 3 34 0 0 4 9 13 5 11 13 - 

-i 66 22 48 12 23 28 9 4 3 0 19 5 2 16 ?- 
-; 

I _  143 4 0 11 15 47 50 2 0 3 39 7 2 32 
- 4  

i (Continued) 



Total _ _  - -Total 
# of # of PA 

lnslallallons Sites C U F CO - - - - - 
Montana 12 78 78 0 0 43 

Nebraska . 27 156 156 0 0 49 

Nevada 7 189 189 0 0 10 

New Hampshire 9 90 90 0 0 2 1 

New Jersey 24 329 325 4 0 49 

New Mexico 19 257 255 2 0 23 

New York 90 653 647 6 0 326 

North Carolina 40 306 304 2 0 9 1 

North Dakota 11 60 60 0 0 31 

Ohio 56 468 456 12 0 220 

Oklahoma 
- 

Oregon 19 187 157 0 0 37 

Pennsylvania 105 669 658 10 1 427 

Puerto Rico 9 85 8 5 0 0 0 

Rhode Island 19 76 72 3 0 3 6 

South Carolina 30 288 288 0 0 120 

South Dakota 4 44 34 0 0 16 

Tennessee 25 263 254 9 0 4s 

Texas 104 935 921 13 0 285 

Trust Temtories 2 26 26 0 0 0 

Utah 2 1 458 457 0 1 62 

Vermont 6 25 25 0 0 22 

Virgin Islands 1 2 2 0 0 0 

Virginia 68 873 873 0 0 137 
- - - - - - - - -- 

Washington 51 448 437 11 0 114 

West Virginia 30 114 114 0 0 8 1 

Wisconsin 41 265 262 2 1 170 

Wyoming 7 35 35 0 0 7 

Grand Totals 1,877 17,660 17,286 350 24 5,038 



. . Number of Sites 



CA 

Draft 
Not~ce DSMOA Comments C A 
& Info & Forms Slate f rom Final Do0 Slate Appllcabon Comments Final CA CA 

Slate Sent Sent Response Slate OSMOA Signature Signature Received Gwen Submitted Awarded 

Alabama 
I I I 1 - 1  I I I I I I 

Alaska 
I I I I I I I I I I 

Ar~zona 
I I I I I I I 

Arkansas 
I I I I I 

Califomla 
I I I I I I 

Colorado 

' l i i i i l  
Connect~cut 

Delaware 

h' 
I I I 

I i 
I 

Flonda 
I I I I I I 
I I I I I I , 

I 
Georg~a I 

I I I I I .  I i I 
I 

Hawall 

I I I I I I I l l  i 

i l l  
I 

Idaho 

lll~nois 
I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I 
lnd~ana 

I I I 
Iowa' 

I I I 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
I I I 

Louls~ana I I 
Mane 

1 I I 

I 

I 
I I I I I I I I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I I 
I I i I i !  

I 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michrgan 

i I I 4 
! 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missoun 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

'State has not pursued DSMOA 
= Coaperative AgreemenL 

I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I 
I 

I 

I I I I I I I I I 



'State has not punued DSMOA 
CA = Cooperative Agreement 

Draft 
Notlca DSMOA Comments DoD 

C A 

& Info & Forms State from Flnal State Appl~catlon Commenls Final CA CA 

Slate RBIplme State QSMOA ~gnature Signature Eec?~red Glven S:Dlred A ~ x . d d  

New Ham~sh~re 

New Jeney 

New Mexlm 

New York 
I I I I I 

North Carollna 
I I I I I I 

North Dakota' 

Ohlo 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvan~a I 

i 

Rhode Island 

I I 1 . 1  I 
South Carolma 

I 

South Dakota 
I 

I 

Tennessee I 

Texas 

Utah' 

Vermont 
I 

I I i I I 

Virg~n~a 

Washington 
I 

I I I I I 
West Virgln~a 

Wlsconsln 
I 

Wyom~ng 

Washington. DC I 
Puerto Ria, 

Arner. Samoa 
I I 

Guam 
I I I 

Virg~n Islands* 

Marianas 



NPL ~ ~ ~ ~ a l ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~  . DSMOA Status 

State 
IRP Covered by a 

Installations Total ~ i g n e d - ' ~ ~ ~  
Installations covered 

by a CISMOA 
$(K) 

during FY 199 

Alabama 45 2 . . 2  '1 0 274 

Alaska 52 3 I 75 465 

. Arizona 21 3 2 13 624 

Arkansas 33 0 0 -- - 
California 148 18 18 79 6,389 

Colorado 22 2 1 -- - 

Connecticut 23 1 0 -- - 

Disuict of Columbia 7 0 0 -- a 

-- - - 

63 4 4 Florida 15 - 

Georgia 3 7 2 2 13 - 

Guam 9 0 0 -- - 

Hawaii 46 2 * 1 21 6 - 

Idaho 20 1 0 2 199 

Illinois 59 2 2 14 100 

Indiana 30 0 0 8 - 
Iowa 28 1 1 -- - 
Kansas 40 1 1 -- - 

Kentucky 30 0 0 6 379 

Louisiana 33 1 1 -- - 
Maine 18 2 2 5 645 

Maryland 56 1 1 1.4 1,665 

Massachusetts 27 3 3 -- - 
Michigan . 35 0 0 -- - 
Minnesota 30 3 3 4 827 

Mississippi 29 0 0 1.0 35 

Missouri 37 2 2 8 650 

Montana 12 0 0 -- - 
'Includes Pearl Harbor Naval Complex proposed for the NPL. 



NPL Installations &MOA s ta tui 

State 
I RP Covered by a Installations covered $(K) 

Installations Total Signed IAG by a DSMOA during FY 1991 

Nebraska 27 1 1 - - 

Nevada 7 0 0 5 206 

New Hampshire 9 1 1 - - 

New Jersey 24 4 4 - - 
Ncw hlexico 19 0 0 8 - 

New York 90 3 2 18 1,217 

North Carolina 40 1 1 1 145 

North Dakota 11 0 0 - - 

Ohio 56 1 1 - - 

bklahcrna 52 1 1 - - 

Oregcn 19 1 1 - - 

Pcnnsylvania 105 3 3 - - 
Puerto Rico 9 1 0 2 - 

Rhode Island 19 2 0 7 255 
p~ -- ~ 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 4 1 0 - - 

Tennessee 25 1 1 - - 

Texas 104 3 2 26 1,724 

Trust Territories 2 0 0 - - 

Vermont 6 0 0 1 - 
Virgin Islands 1 0 0 - - 
Virginia 68 1 1 26 438 

- 

Washington 51 6 6 - - 
West Virginia 30 1 0 3 - 
Wisconsin 4 1 0 0 - - 
Wvomine 

TOTAL 1,877 90 77 414 16,460 



Appendix E 
- Formerly Used Defense Sites on the NPL 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides summary information for each FUDS listed 
on the NPL as of the end of FY 199 1. Key data are provided in Table E- 1. 

Site 

Fisher-Calo, LaPorte 

State I iRS Score 

IN 52.05 

Hastings Ground Water Contamination. Hastings NE 42.24 

Malta Rocket Fuel Area, Malta 

Marathon Battery Corporation, Cold Spring 

Nebraska Ordnance Plant (Former), Mead 
- - - -  - 

New Hanover &"ty Airport Burn Pit, Wilrnington 



Fis her-Calo 
LaPorte, Indiana 

,Senrice: Department of War 

Size: 443 Acres 

HRS Score: 52.05 

Base Mission: Ordnance plant 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL September 1983; RI completed May 1989; 
- 

FS completed April 1990; ROD signed August 1990 

contaminants: Organic sofvents, PCBs, inorganics, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 

DOD Fundlng to Date: $316,150 i 
* Preliminav Assessment/ b~lieved to stem from the activities consulmt. Pxticipn~on in negoti- 

of the Fisher-Calo Chemical and adons ivith the PRPs will be dic- Site Inspection (PNs') Solvents Corp. (FCC). FCC was tated by the results of the PRP 
The former Kingsbury Ordnance primarily involved in the packaging, consu1mt's. expanded Si3mp1' ' 

plant (KOP), constructed by  odd storage, and distribution of indus- analysis and quality assuran 
and Brown for the Department of trial chemicals as well as the recla- the explosives results from w s 
war (later the DOD), began explo- mation of waste paint and metal taken by USACE, Omaha District. 
sives manufacturing and loading finishing solvents. Drum storage, 
o~erations in 1941. From 1946 burial, and disposal activities have Remedial lnvestiaationl 
through 1951, KOP was operated been cited by state and federal 
bv the U.S. Government Ordnance agencies. Feasibility S~U~~"(RI IFS)  I 
Department and was used for stor- The primary exposure pathw2~ is An RI was completed in May 
age and demilitarization of explo- through the ground water. The 1989, and an FS was completed in 
sives. The American Safety Razor contaminant concentrations in each April 1990. Both the RI  and FS 
Company operated the plant and identified conraminant plume could were performed by EPA contnc- 
manufactured ordnance under gov- Present an unacce~uble risk to tors. 
ernment contract from 1951 until human health. Water wells in the The RI included geophysical 
1959, when the plant was placed on vicinity are at risk due to the m i w -  surveys to locate buried drums Or 
inactive status. While the plant was tion of the contaminant plumes. tanks; monitoring well installation; 
on inactive status, it was managed DoD received notices from EPA soil, sediment, and surface water 
by the U.S. Rubber Company. In in regad to the Fisher-Calo Super- sample analysis; soil gas field 
1964, the property was purchased fund Site. ~onversations with the screening; hydrogeologic testing; 
by the Kingsbury Industrial Devel- EPA project manager and EPA's and aquifer measurements. 
opment Management Corp. and the ~0unseI have indicated their initial Surface water samples from a 
State of Indiana Department of COnCem was bsed On the asbestos discharge lagoon at one of the 
Parks and Recreation (Fish and siding used to COnstruct the processing areas contained 
Wildlife Division) from the General buildings. Any expansion of interest inorganic compound contamination 
Services Adminisnation. will apparently be based only on and the sediment sample from the 

The Fisher-Calo Superfund Site any specific contaminants attributed same location contained PC 
is 443 acres, approximately 3 per- to DoD discovered during the ex- other organic contaminants. 
cent of the previous ordnance works panded sampling work being Per- pond areas were contaminated with 
acreage. The contamination is f~ rmed  by the PRP Committee's inorganics and solvents. 



Fis her-Calo 
W LaPorte, Indiana 

(Continued) 
' .  I 

Surface soils were contaminated 
with solvents, inorganics, and 
PCBs. Many surface soil contami- 
nants were detected in the subsur- 
face soils and the ground water. 

Ground water contamination 
included chlorinated organic sol- 
vents and VOCs. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The ROD was signed on August 
7, 1990 and specifies a complex 
remedy. The ROD includes excava- 
tion and incineration of soils con- 
taining semi-volatiles and PCBs 
above established clanfip levels. 
Soil flushing or, if proven effective, 
soil vapor extraction for VOC con- 
taminated soils, also is specified. 
Incinerator ash testing is to be 
performed to determine the disposal 
location of the ash. Ground water 
exmaction, treatment, reinjection, 
and monitoring, as well as develop- 
ment of an asbestos handling pro- 
gram, are planned. A buried drum 
investigation and removal of drums, 
tanks, and containers also will be 
performed. 

The RD/RA has not been started. 
Special Notice letters were issued 
October 10,1990, allowing 60 days 
for the PRPs to make a proposal to 
EPA. There h& not been any con- 
clusive information showing sig- 
nificant DoD contaminant contribut- 
ion. Additional investigative work is 
planned. 



Hastings Ground Water :contamination 

Sewlce: Navy 

Slze: ' 2,600 Acres 

. HRS Score: 42.24 

Base  Mission: Ammunition production, loading, and storage I 
'IAG Status: . Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1986; ROD signed 1990 

Contaminants: Explosive compounds, VOCs and metals in ground water and soils, 
semi-volatiles (PAHs) in soils 

DOD Funding t o  Date: $10.2 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ those areas. The USACE Huntsville subsites locat,ed in the southeast 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Division conducted PAS and some portion of the former NAD (OU 
clearance operations for explosive #4), and one OU covers the rest of 

The 4S,753-acre Blaine Naval ordnance contamination and UXO the former NAD (OU #5) .  An 
Ammunition Depot (NAD) was in 1990 and 1991. RIES was completed for OU #1 
placed on the NPL in 1986 as one August 1990. RIFS  reports are 
of seven subsites of the Hastings Remedial investigation/ Progress for OUs #?. #3 and 
Ground Water Contamination Site. Feasibility Study (RIIFS) ROD was signed for OU #1 in 
The facility was decommissioned September 1990. RODS are sched- 
between 1958 and 1966 and por- During the RI, two phases of uled for OU #2 in FebruW' 1993 
tions of the property transferred to field work were conducred which and OU #3 in November 1993. 
the Nebraska National Guard, the involved the installation and samp- 
Department of Agriculture and the ling of monitoring wells, surface Remedial Design1 
Air Force Or sold to private parties. water, soils, sanitary sewers. and Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
The northwest portion of the former catch basins, borehole geophysical 
NAD, contains a community college surveys, soil borings, and an am- RD for OU #1 is in progress and 
and the Hastings East Industrial bient air quaIity survey. The RI is scheduled for completion in 
Park subsite WP). The HEP data were used to prepare a baseline 1993. The estimated cost of OU #1 
subsite contains much of the area risk assessment, which concluded is $45 million. Based on the results 
where munitions production oc- that "an unacceptable level of risk of the OU #4 RI/FS, contaminated 
curred. A PAJSI was not conducted may be associated with human surface soils from other areas of the 
at this site. However, EPA divided activities at this site." Soil and former NAD may be included in 
the former NAD into townships and ground water are contaminated with the HEIP RA project A RA was 
contracted for PAS for each town- explosive compounds, metals and completed in late 1990 at the Naval 
ship under the Alternative Remedial semi-volatile organic compounds. Yard Dump which is included in 
Contract Strategy (ARCS) program. Five Operable Units (OU) have OU #4. This RA project targeted 
Those PAS involved little sampling been designated by EPA at the surface debris and exposed drums. 
and, under the terms of an IAG former NAD. Three OUs are ass@ 
expected to be executed in the near ciated with the HEIP subsite and 
future, the USACE Kansas City are: surface soil (OU #I), ground 
District will revisit the question of water (OU #2) and vadose zone 
whether contamination exists at (OU #3). Another OU covers three 



Malta Rocket Fuel Area 
Malta, New York 

Service: Army and Air Force 

Size: 196.36 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.62 

Base Mission: Research and Development 

IAG Status: Participation Agreement signed 1990 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1987; PNSI completed 1989 

Contaminants: Carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, PCBs, trichloroethylene, boron 

DOD Funding to Date: $204,390 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Designi 
Site Inspection ( P M I )  Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Malta Rocket Fuel Area was 
estabIished by h e  A n y  in 1945 

w and used for rocket engine and 
exotic rocket fuels testing. This site 
was a GOCO facility. General 
Electric was the contractor that 
operated the facility from 1945 to 
1964 for the federal government. At 
that time, the property was con- 
veyed to the New York State 
Atomic and Space Development 
Authority. Hazardous substances 
were found in drinking water, sur- 
face water, septic tank liquid, and 
sludge, and in containers located 
on-site. An Early Warning Moni- 
toring System has been installed 
upgradient from several public 
wells, which are located downgrad- 
ient from the site. 

EPA has issued a unilateral order Not idenrified yet. 
to all non-federal PRPs for the 
purpose of conducting an RIFS .  
EPA has approved the R I  work 
plan. Field work is scheduled to 
begin in October 1991. 

USACE, on behalf of DoD, 
successfully negotiated a sidebar 
agreement with the other PRPs, 
obligating DoD to 37 percent of the 
cost of the RI/FS. 



Marathon Battery Corporation 
Cold Spring, New  or-k 

820 Acres 

0.27 . 
. , 

Base Mission: .' Production of Nickel-Cadmium Batteries 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1981; Area I ROD signed September 1986; Area I1 ROD 
signed September 1988; Area Ill ROD signed September 1989 

Contaminants: Cadmium, nickel, cobalt, pesticides, VOCs, base/neutral extractable 
compounds 

DOD Funding to Date: $280,000 I 
Preliminary Assessmenv plant p r a ~ e n ~  and adjacent residen- Remedial Investigation/ 

tial areas and in the building dust. Site inspection The an% is used by local residents Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
The Marathon Battery site is for fishing, crabbing, boating, and The site consists of three distinc 

located on the east bank of the nature observation. ares: Area I - 270 acw of consti- 
Hudson River in the village of Cold In 1972, Marathon Battery CO.: tution Marsh and 14 acres of !East 
Spring, New York. It was con- Sonotone C0rp.i Clevite, Inc.; and Foundry Cove Marsh; Area I1 - the 
stnrcted in 1952 for the U.S. Army Gould, Inc. were re4uued to former battery plant and property 
Signal Corps for the production of remove all deposits of cadmium in (I  I acres), the dredge spoils vault, 
nickel-cadmium batteries. Initial ~xcess of 900 mflg net weight and affected residential property 
operations were contracted to the from the Kemble Avenue storm surrounding the plant; and Area 
Sonotone Corporation. In Septem- .%wer o~tfall area, the channel I11 - 492 acres of open water of the 
ber 1962, Sonotone Corporation connecting the outfall area to the Hudson River in the vicinity of the 
purchased the plant and added main body of East Foundry Cove, Village of Cold Spring pier and 
35,000 square feet of production and the area just west of and West Foundry Cove and 34 acres of 
area. Between 1962 and March adjacent to the marsh in East tidal flat and East Foundry Cove. 
1979, the plant was owned and Foundry Cove. BetweenlVovember The State of New York and the 
operated by various private parties. 1972 and July 1973, dredging was EPA, with input from the PRPs, 
In November 1980, Merchandise conducted in East Foundry Cove. have conducted an RWS for all 
Dynamics, Inc. purchased the facil- The dredge spoils were de-watered areas and issued RODS. EPA issued 
ity for a book storage and distri- and buried in a clay-lined under- an Administrative Order to the 
bution facility. Marathon Battery ground vault on the plant Property. PRPs on March 26, 1989 for the 
Co.; Gould, Inc.; and Merchandise Studies conducted from 1976 to building decontamination, consisting 
Dynamics, Inc. have been named as 1980 by NYSDEC, and New of power washing and vacuuming 
PRPs along with the Army. High Y01-k University indicated, however, for cadmium, dust removal, book 
concentrations of heavy metals were that East Foundry Cove was still cleaning, and disposal. 
found in the marsh sediments below contaminated, much of it at con- 
the outlet of the storm sewer that centrations greater than 900 m g k .  
previously served as an emergency 
outlet Concentrations of metals also w 
have been found in the soils of the 



Marathon Battery Corporation 
Cold Spring, New York 

(Continued) 

Contamination in Areas I and III V a 5 ,  base/neutnl extractable Remedial Design/ 
Water and sediment sampling compounds, and pesticides. Levels 

revealed contamination with cad- of metal contamination decrease 
Remedial  Action (RDIRA) 

mium, cobalt, and nickel throughout with distance from the former bat- The selected remedy for Areas I 
the upper 50 cm of sediment in the tery plant and with depth from and I11 is hydraulic dredging, sedi- 
Pier Area and West Foundry Cove. ground surface. Metal contamina- ment thickening, fixation, and off- 

. - In East Foundry Cove, cadmium tion is limited to the upper 60 to 90 site disposal. The no action (mon- 
contamination in surficial sediments cm (2 to 3 feet) of the soils. The imring) alternative was selected for 
is found only in the 0 to 10 cm sources of this contamination are Constitution Marsh. 
depth. believed to be air emissions from The selected remedy for Area ]I 

Surface water contamination by former ventilation units and con- has three specific components: 
cadmium, cobalt, and nickel was taminated debris removed from the ground water, soils and buildins 
not significantly different among building but still littering the site. dust, and the sediment vault. The 
stations during this investigation. no action alternative selected for the 
No significant contribution of sedi- Contamination in Area 111 ground water requircs no active 
ment-bound metals to the Hudson Dust samples from the building cleanup effort, but does require 
River could be determined from the and book surfaces were analyzed monitoring, public etlucation, and 
rezults of this investigation. for cadmium, cobalt, and nickel. maintenance. Buildin]; d ~ o n m i -  

Concentrations of the contarni- Cadmium concentrations as high as nation/soil excavntlon/fix3tion/- 
nant metals in surficial sediments 15,300 mgkg were found. The enhnced volatilization/off-site dis- 
were found to be in the thousands, mean concenuations of cadmium posal are required for the soils and 
tens of thousands, and hundreds of was 5,916 m a g .  Cobalt concen- building dust compont:nt. The vaulr 
thousands of mgkg in East Foundry uations ranged from 1.2 to 462 cleanup is composed of sediment 
Cove Marsh sediments near the mglkg, with a mean of 33.26 excava[iodchemicalfixation/off-si&e 
Kemble Avenue storm sewer out- mgkg, while nickel dust concen- disposal. 
fall. Cadmium concentration levels rations ranged from 36 to 21,500 Building deconmminatjon is 

' in surficial sediment samples col- mgkg, with a mean of 6,771 being implemented by hlarathon 
lected from Constitution Marsh and mgkg. under an Administrative Order. The 
Constitution Pond at 40 to 50 cm in Approximately 5,000 cubic yards remedial action for Arms I, 11 and 
depth had a mean cadmium concen- of sediment were deposited in an 111 is being implemellted by EPA 
tration of 11 mgkg with a range of underground vault located on the through an IAG with the New York 
5 to 25 mgkg. The onIy deep sedi- former battery plant grounds in District. EPA is financing the 
ment sample (80 to 90 cm) that was 1972. These sediments have cad- remediation with mixed funds. The 
above the detection limit had a mium concentrations ranging from and Marathon Battery have 
cadmium concentration of 41 1,000 to 3,000 mg/kg. Five moni- signed a Consent Decree for Area 
m g h -  toring wells were installed around 11. GouId Inc. has not. Negotiations ' 

the perimeter of the dredge spoils of the Consent Decree. for Area I 
Contamination in Area I1 vault, and subsurface soils and and 111 are pending. The present 

The RWS was prepared by an ground water were analyzed to circumstances indicaite settlement 
EPA contractor in April 1988. Five determine whether the cadmium, may have to be rear:hed through 
different media were sampled cobalt, and nickel contaminated litigation. 
during the RI: surface soils, subsur- sediments had leaked from the I 

I face soils, ground water, and dust vault. These analyses showed that 
and concrete b o ~ g s  from the for- contaminated sediments have not 
mer battery plant. All media were migrated from the vault. 
found to be contaminated by the 
activities performed at the plant. 
On-site soils were found to be 
contaminated with heavy metals, 



Nebraska Ordnance Plant (Former) 
Mead, Nebraska 

Service: Army 

Slze: 17,214 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.94 I 
Base Mission: The former Ordnance Plant produced 100- to 12,000-pound 

aerial bombs during World War II and the Korean Conflict; 
Currently used as an Agricultural ~esearch Station for 
University of Nebraska 

IAG status: Signed September 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1990; RI/FS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: Explosives, volatiles, PCBs 

DOD Funding to Date: $3.23 million I 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

The DoD property was Urns- 
ferred to various groups and indi- 
viduals in 1962. The major owners 
are currently the University of 
Nebraska and the Nebraska Nation- 
al Guard. The major portions of the 
former Nebraska Ordnance Site 
investigated included four bomb 
loading lines, a demolition area, a 
burning ground, a crysmIIizing 
plant, a bomb booster area, and 
various support buildings. Explosive 
residues were found in the soils 
adjacent to three bomb load lines 
and two explosives compounds 

'. were identified in a ground water 
sample taken near load line No. 2. 
TCE was found in three ground 
water monitoring wells. Bottled 
water is being provided to one 
family in the vicinity due to con- 
tamination found in their private 
wells. 

Remedial Investigationl 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Additional soil and ground water 
samples have been taken to deter- 
mine the extent of contamination. 
Initial sampling results have in- 
dicated h a t  two major plumes of 
contamination exist Additional 
exploration will be conducted to 
clearly define the plume boundaries. 
A TRC has been formed and 
includes representatives from the 
EPA, Nebnska Department of 
Environmental Conuol, Nebraska 
Department of Health, Lincoln 
Water System, Natural Resource 
District, University of Nebraska, 
and USACE. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Preliminary activities on R 
have begun; however, the 
portion will be conducted aft 
completion of the RIFS activities. 



New Hanover County Airport Burn Pit 
y Wilmington, North Carolina 

Service: Army and Air Force 

Size: 4 Acres 

HRS Score: 39.39 

Base Mission: World War I I  Bomber Command and Vietnam Era Aerospace 
Defense Command Airfield 

IAG Status: PRP agreement signed 1990 (removal action) 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1989; PAIS1 completed 1987 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, semi-volatiles, VOCs 

DOD Funding t o  Date: $1 32,393 

Preliminary Assessmentl  Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The site had several fire training EPA completed the RI in August EPA will conduct the RD phase, 
stations, which consisted of a main 1991 and provided a copy of the and has indicated that-PRPs will 
burn pit, an above-ground fuel draft RI report to the PRPs for have the opportunity to conduct the 
storage tank, a fire smoke house, comments. EPA will also conduct RA if the PRPs can agree on a 
one nilroad tanker car, and a the FS which is scheduled for negotiated percentage of 
number of old automobiles used for March 1992. responsibility. 
fire training, The PA/SI was con- The non-federal PRPs have 
ducted by the State of North Caro- signed a Consent Order issued by 
lina. Contaminated fuels were found EPA for the removal of surface 
in the 10,000-gallon above ground contamination in and around thz 
fuel storage tank, which is connect- main burn pit, which poses a threat 
ed to the various fire training sta- to human health and the environ- 
tions. DoD, New Hanover County, ment. This removal action wx 
Cape Fear Technical Institute Foun- completed in November 1990. 
dation (Community College), and USACE has successfully negotiated 
the city of Wilmington, North Caro- a sidebar agreement with the other 
lina have been identified as PRPs. PRPs to provide 25 percent of the 
Past practices involved placing cost for the removal action. 
crude oil recovered from spills and 
storage rank waste bottoms into the 
burn pit, igniting the contents, then 
extinguishing the fire. DoD con- 
veyed the property to New Hanover 
County in 1977. 



Ordnance Works Disposal Areas 
Morgantown, West Virginia 

I u' 
Sew ice: Department of War 

Size: 825 Acres 

. HRS score: 35.62 

Base Mission: Ordnance Plant 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL June 6, 1986; RllFS for OU 1 was completed January 
1988; Second (revised) ROD for OU 1 was signed September 29, 1989; 
the RIIFS for OU 2 was started in August 1990 

Contaminants: PCBs, inorganics, carcinogenic polynuctear aromatic hydrocarbons, arsenic, 
mercury 

DOD Funding to Date: $285,000 I , 

Preliminary AssessmenV of the plant, DoD had leased the offered a picentage prop6sa1 to the 

Site Inspection (PAISI) plant to several operators. other PRPs. The proposal is based 
The major contaminants are on DoD's investigation of the sit 

The ordnance was built by polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, history. A conuactor was selected- 
DuPont in 1941 to produce PCBs, arsenic, and mercury. The and a[ last discussion was awaiting 
ammonia by coking coal. n e  plant PCBs were at the drum s ~ g i n g  area approval by EPA. The funding for 
expand4 throughout World war 11 and were remedied in 1981. Cata- the RIFS being performed by Ra- 
producing coke, crude tar, lySt pellets are prevalent at OU $1 dian Corporation on OU ti'2 was 
ammonia, methano], hexamine, and some consist of non-leachable negotiated among the active PRPs, 
formaldehyde, light oils, higher heavy r~etals- with DoD conmbutinz 30.33 per- 
alcohols, and heavy water. The The potential receptors of prin- cent of the RI/FS cost. 
plant is separated in& two ()Us. cipal concern are local business 
OU #I  consists of the landfill and employees and visitors who might Remedial Investigation/ 
an adjoining lagoon area which was inhale contaminated dust/volatilized 
built after DOD disposed of the site. chemicals or otherwise be exposed Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 
OU #2 covers the remainder of the to site-associated chemicals. Pas- The RI/FS for OU #2 is under- 
plant. The focus of OU #2 will be sible hot-spots are located on way. The RIlFS for OU #1 was 
the process areas. The portions of OU #2 where exPosue to site visi- contracted by EPA and was com- 
the site presently owned by General tors might occur b~ the direct con- pleted in January 1988. 
Electric, for their plastics inter- tact routes of incidental ingestion The RI/FS for OU #1 developed 
mediate plants, are not included in and dermal absorption. OU #1 may risk-based cleanup levels for 
the study area. They are already provide similar exPosue pathways arsenic, PAHs, PCBs, and mercury. 
invoIved in RCRA enforcement if the future use scenario is All test pits located in the landfill 
activities with EPA. adopted. Construction activities at area show4 arsenic and PAH~ 

The site was sold in 1962 to the landfill/fomer lagoon area is above cleanup levels, with higher 
Morgantown Community Asso- the future use sxnario described in concentrations in the upper portions 
ciation and immediately transferred the Rm for OU #l. of the landfill. PAH concentrations 
to Morgantown Ordnance Works, EPA has issued Consent Orders exceed c]cmup levels in an area o 

-?air*. 2% 

w Inc., which began salvage opera- o n  OU #l and OU # 2  was approximately 0.7 acres< and to . ,  - 
tions at the plant. Prior to the sale not in the orders, but has depths of six feet. Mercury Gas  



Ordnance Works Disposal Areas 
w Morgantown, West Virginia 

(Continued) 

detected in a water-filed trench in 
the open alley way splitting the 
main process building. This is part . . 
of the processing area of OU #2. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The second (revised) ROD for 
OU #I prescribes a preferred reme- 
did action alternative and a contin- 
gency remedial action alternative. 
The preferred alternative includes 
installation of a RCRA Subtitle C 
cap on the landfill, excavation of 
inorganic hot-spots exceeding the 
risk-based clanup levels, and solid- 
ifying and phcing the excavated 
material in the landfill. An on-site 
biorernediation treatment bed will 
be used on excavated organic con- 
taminated soils and sediments. 
Environmental and ground water 
monitoring also will be performed. 

Should predesign studies show 
that treatment levels specified can- 
not be achieved in a reasonable 
timeframe, or the PRP group elects 
to perform the contingent remedial 
action alternative initially, the biore- 
mediation treatment method wiII be 
revised to the contingent remedial 
action alternative of soii washing. 
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i / ceptance, modification, preservation, dt 
:,id storage of Naval aircraft 
1 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1983; OU RIIFS and ROD 
for the Final Remedy completed 1989 

Contaminants: Trichloroethylene 

I 
DOD Funding to Date: $2.845 million 

Preliminary Assessmenu 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The southern portion of the site 
includes the Loral facility (formerly 
Goodyear Aerospace) and the 
Phoenix-Goodyear Municipal Air- 
port (formerly Litchfield Park Naval 
Air Field). From 1931 to 1957, 
Goodyear owned and operated an 
industrial manufacturinp/assembly 
facility for manufacturing parts and 
mcdifying and assembling aircraft. 
Maintenance operations included 
vapor degreasing operations using 
TCE, pIane washing, application of 
spraylat, and installation of kits. 

TCE contamination was found in 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

soils and 
Lonl, the 

ground 
city of I 

water. 
?hoeni 

3ooc 
and 

ly ear, 
DoD 

long 
west 

EPA completed RIPS  work in 
1989. Confaminants found in soil 
and ground water include organic 
compounds. 

Ground water is found at depths 
of 50 to 60 feet below the surface, 
wilh the shallowest water-bearins 
sediment defined as Subunit A. 
This aquifer is separated by a clay 
rich unit, Subunit B, from a deeper 
aquifer, Subunit C. Subunit C is 
encountered from 190 to 300 feet 
below the surface and is a primary 
source for drinking water. Subunit 
A is contaminated bv a 7,000-foot 

plume 
.ward from 

extending south- 
I the developed por- 

have all been identified as PRPs. In tion of the site. This plume is esti- 
May 1988, USACE reached a cost mated to contain 6,500 pounds of 
share agreement with Goodyear for TCE. Subunit C has a broad area of 
the OU that consists of the remedi- contamination, extending at very 
ation of the Subunit A aquifer. low concentrations, under 10 ppb of 
Further negotiations or litigation are TCE, up to three miles from the 
pending. 

.ds&-a-bZ-- 

site. 
,limit€ 

Gigher 
A to the VI 

concenlrations are 
icinity of the devel- . %-. &." 

oped portion of the site. Soil con- '- 

1 completed 1987; RItFS and ROD 

tamination has k e n  identified based 
on numerous soil borings conducte 
at the developed portion of the sit hllv 
SoiI conccnrrations have been 
mwsured up to 4,400 u:<g (ppb). 
Soil contamination has k e n  found 
in brings drilled on boh former 
Goodyear and former Navy proper- 
ty. Contamination may largely be 
the result of waste generated at the 
Goodyear faciliry and disposed in 
storm sewers that ultimately drain 
to the former Navy properly. 

Remedial Design/ 
Remedial Action (RD/RA) 

A ROD was approved in 'Sep- 
tember 1987 for the Section 16 OU 
which addressed VOCconminated 
ground water in Subunit A. Remed- 
ial action for this OU ground water 
was developed during an OU FS 
completed in 1987. EPA selecfed 
extraction and air strippin: as the 
preferred remedy. Phase I of the 
OU is currently operating. 



Phoenix-Goodyear Airport 
y (formerly-  itchf field-park NAF) 

Goodyear, Arizona 

(Continued) 

The Subunit A plume remedia- 
. tion includes ground water extrac- 

tion and treatment, followed by 
reinjection of the treated water. The 
extraction wells remove water from 
the downgmdient half of the plume. 
A second phase of the project will 
include extraction wells and piping 
to address the highest concentration 
portion of the Subunit A plume. 
The treatment plant will need to be 
modified for the second phase with 
the addition of off-gas carbon treat- 
ment. Phase I1 design is completed. 

11 ROD completed in September 
1989 for the final remedy addresses 
the vadose zone and Subunits B/C 
ground water contamination for the 
entire sire. The State of Arizona w concurs with EPA's selected 
remedy. The 1989 ROD requires 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) for the 
area containing 99 percent of the 
mass of contaminants. Under this 
alternative, VOCs would be extract- 
ed through a system including a r a s  
on both the former Goodyear and 
Naval Air Field properties. The 
ROD requires that all SVE units be 
equipped with emission controls. 

The cleanup of Subunit C 
requires the plume with concen- 
tration of TCE above drinking 
water standards be captured, piped 
to a central location, and treated. 
The treated water will be made 
available to the City of Goodyear, 
the local municipal water provider, 
discharged to a local irrigation 
district, or sent to recharge wells. 

The SVE is intended to remove 
contaminants from soil in the target 
zone with minimal impacts on 
existing facilities and operations. 

=,. Pilot studies for SVE were con- 
duct& in i988 at the'PGA szef 

Goodyear Tire and Rubber Com- 
pany has signed the consent decree 
to perform 100 percent of the work. 
The USACE Omaha District is 
negotiating a settlement with 
Goodyear. 

A toxic tort claim has been filed 
against Goodyear and the Navy in 
two separate actions by Lufthansa 
Airlines. Lufthansa is a current 
tenant on the airport. 



Sangamo Electric DumpICrab Orchard 
National Wildlife Refuge (DOI) 
Carterville, Illinois 

Service: Department of War 

Size: 43,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 43.70 

Base Mission: Ordnance manufacturing and loading 

IAG Status: Not Applicable 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1987; RODS signed for OU #1 and 
OU #2 1990; RIIFS initiated 1990 for OU #3; PRPs 
investigation initiated September 1990 

Contaminants: Organic solvents, inorganics, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, munition 
residues, heavy metals, PCBs 

DOD Funding to Date: $2.10 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDlRA) 

V 
The Illinois Ordnance Plant 

(IOP) located on the eastern portion 
of the U.S. Department of Interior's 
@OI) Crab Orchard National 
Wildlife Refuge (CONWR) was 
operational from 1942 to 1945. The 
IOP served as a manufacturing/ 
loading site for high-explosive 
shells, bombs, and other com- 
ponents. The site was proposed for 
inclusion to the NPL in 1984, and 
listed in 1987. Thirty-three areas 
have been identified for site investi- 
gation and have been divided into 
four ous.  

The PA at the Refuge was com- 
pleted by USACE in 1988 and lim- . 

ired to areas formerly associated 
with the IOP. The SI, which 
focused on 14 sites, was completed 
in April 1988. Results did not indi- 
cate widespread contamination. 

An RI/FS has been completed 
for both the Metals OU and the 
PCB OU and RODs for both OUs 
have been issued. USACE awarded 
an RI contract to study the presence 
and magnitude of contamination at 
OU #3. Field work performed in 
April and May 1991 included 
instaIIation of monitoring wells, soil 
brings, sediment sampling, and 
excavation of magnetic anomalies. 

Additional remedial work may 
be required for all or part of the 
fourth ou. 

The Omaha Dismct awarded a 
contract on behalf of the DO1 for a 
treatability study/rernedial design 
for the Metals OU. This study is 
scheduled for completion in 1992. 
Work is proceeding with the 
RD/RA for the PCB OU. Further 
action for the Explosives/ Idunitions 
OU and the Miscellaneous OU are 
pending completion of remaining 
RI/FS activities. The USACE 
Chicago District advertised a con- 
tract for demoIition of unsafe'struc- 
tures in 1991. A January 1992 
award is scheduled. Additional 
demolition contracts are scheduled 
for 1992. 



Weldon Spring Ordnance Works 
St. Charles County, Missouri 

Servlce: Army 

Size: 1 5,577 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.26 

Base Mission: Formerly used in support of the 
Ordnance Works Production Area 
(Bunkers, Mechanical Shop, and Housing) 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990; Effective August 1991 

Action Dates: PA/SI completed 1977; Listed on NPL 1990; RIIFS for Training Area 
completed 1990; RI for Ordnance Works completed 1991 

Contaminants: TNT, DNT, lead 

DOD Funding to Date: $4.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ involvcmcnt on the forher M C  luring. An arm containing radio- 
site resulted in a Memorandum of logical material in 'vVSTA was Site Inspection Understanding (MOU) with DOE identified, marked and fenced. 

The \Veldon Spring Ordnance requiring the h y  to fund part of Limited surface water quality data 
Works is composed of two major the costs associated with remedia- revealed low level concenuations of 
components: the active portion, ting the DOE chemical plant Initial TNT in the vicinily of WSTA. 
\Veldon Spring Training Area field investigations were conducted USATHAMA identifled several 
(JVSTA), is a 1,655-acre arm where to determine Ihe nature and extent hazards on-site includ.ng partidly 

and DNT were produced of contamination at WSOW and destroyed buildings, abandoned 
during World war 11; the inactive WSTA. In 1943, water elevations cisterns, underground water-filled 
portion, Weldon Spring Ordnance and samples were collected from tanks and refuse from TNT manu- 
Works (WSOW), is a 15,577-acre wells, springs, and surface waters at facturing and military training exer- 

that provided support facilities. WSOW. Visual observations and cises. Further research involved a 
Adjacent to b e  active site is the colorimetric tests were used to records smch  and interviews with 
230-acre former Atomic Energy identify a r a s  where TNT contami- personnel who had either worked at 
Commission (AEC) facility, which nation was indicated. In 1976, the the WSTA or had participated in a 
processed m i u m  from 1957 to U.S. Toxic and Hazardous Materials study of the area. Data collected 
1966. The AEC facility is located Agency (USATHAMA) conducted indicated that the potential haz- 
on an area that was originally part an environment assessment of ardous at the WSTA included con- 
of several TNT production lines. WSTA. A records search and on- tamination from explo:jives, radio- 
Shortly after the plant ceased opera- site investigation was carried out to active materials, asbestos, DDT, 
tion in 1966, a part of the AEC site estimate possible contamination by sulfur and sodium compounds. The 
was returned to the Department of chemical, biological and radiologi- field phase entailed  he identifi- 
Asmy @A) to construct a plant for cal material and to assess the pos- cation of sources of soil and surface 
he  production of the herbicide sible contaminant migration beyond water contamination and the collec- 
Agent Orange. The extent of the the installation boundary. It was tion and analysis of !;oil, surface 
rndioactive contamination was determined that the underground water, and sediment samples. Con- 
greater than anticipated and there- wastewater pipelines and several taminants found in the !;oil included 
fore the project was canceled in Surficial lo~ations remained con- TNT, DNT, sulfates, and lead. No 
February 1969. m e  Army's taminated from explosives manufac- explosives contamination was found 



Weldon Spring Ordnance Works 
St. Charles count< Missouri 

(Continued) 

in the sediment or surface water 
samples. A surface investigation 
involved soil samples collection 
from one TNT plant, one sellite 
production plant, one waste treat- 
ment plant and both DNT proces- 
sing plants. Samples from on-site 
and off-site surface waters and a 
burning ground were analyzed for 
nilroaromatic content, volatiles, 
semi-volatiles, sulfates, nitrates, 
sulfites, and metals. Additional 
sampling included soil samples 
from roadways for dioxin analysis 
and from power plant no. 1 for 
DDT content. 

Remedial Investigatiml 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Nitroaromatics and volatiIe 
organics were detected in the 
ground water, nitroaromatics and 
lead were detected in the surface 
soil, and nitroaromatics were 
detected in the wooden pipeline. 
SampIing activities under the 
WSOW RI/FS began in November 
1990 and were completed in July 
199 1. A groundrules committee 
with representatives from DOE and 
USACE met periodically to insure 
there are no conflicts between the 
two agency's projects. Also, the 
Technical Review Committee, with 
representatives from Ft. Leonard 
Wood, Kansas City Djsuict, EPA, 
kIissouri Departm~nt of Conser- 
vation, Francis Howell School 
District, DOE, St. Charles 

A draft RI report was completed Countians Against FIazardous 
in June 1989. Over 5,000 soil Waste, Missouri Resuch  Park, 
samples were analyzed for TNT Village of Weldon Spring Heights, 
using a field screening technique. and the St- Charles County h e r -  
Samples from the wooden waste- gencY Mma~ement Associa[ion 
water pipelines, ground water, meet Periodically to insure their 
springs, sediment, and area lakes CO~~c~rns are addressed in the 
were also collected and analyzed. A nmediation of the site. 
soil vapor survey of selected areas 
was conducted. The investigation Remedial Design1 
was confined primarily to the Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
current WSTA property. As a result 
of the investigation, several areas RD/RA activities will begin after 
were identified as having contami- the RODS are signed for the site 
nants present in various media. In Operable Units. It is anticipated that 
October 1989, six additional samp- design procurement will begin no 
ling activities were conducted. later than 1995. 
These included 14 monitoring wells, 
resampling the 33 existing wells 
and 10 springs, air monitoring, soil 
sampling for lead, and wooden 
pipeline sampling. The TNT pipe- 
line location was checked with 
ground penetrating radar at 270 
locations. Preliminary information 
on the pipeline was gathered from 
24 locations. Excavations were 
made at 16 Iocations and samples 
taken from 12 excavations. 



Appendix F 
Base Closures 

This Appendix to the Annual Report provides a list of military installations included in the 
Base Realignment and Closures Program (BRAC). Under this program, a total of 113 
installations were identified for closure through two rounds of assessments, BRAC 88 and 
BRAC 90. BRAC 88 covered 86 installations while BRAC 90 covered 27 installations. The 
information presented in this Appendix was obtained from two documents: Base Realignments 
and Closures, Report of the Defense Secretary's Commission (December 1988), and Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, Report to the President (1 99 1 ) .  



Base Closures 
I 

BRAC 88 BRAC 90 I I 

~apalarna ~ i l i t a r y  Reservation, HI 
Stand-Alone Housing Installations (52 sites) 

Department of the A m y  

h/Iiscellaneous Properties (4 sites) 
Total: 76 

Fort Douglas. UT 
Cameron Station, VA 
Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
Coosa River Annex, AL 
Navajo Depot Activity, AZ 
Fort Wingate, NM 
Nike Site Aberdeen, MD 
Lexington Depot, KY 
Pontiac Storage Facility, M 
Alabama Ammunition Plant, AL 
New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, LA 
Fort Sheridan, IL 
Army Material Technology Laboratory, MA 
Tacony Warehouse, PA 
Hamilton Army Airfield, CA 
Jefferson Proving Ground, EV 
Nike Philadelphia, NJ , 

Nike Kansas City, kIO 
Cape St. George, FL 

I Department of the Navy I 

Fort Benjamin Hanison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 
Total: 5 

- - - - - - - -- - - - - 

Naval Station New York, NY 
Naval Hospital Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Galveston, TX 
Naval Station San Francisco (Hunters Point), CA 
Naval Station Lake Charles, LA 
Total: 5 

-- - - - - -  

Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, RI 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 

Treasure Island, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, Sand Point, WA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
Total: 9 



1 Base 'Closures 1 
BRAC 88 I BRAC 90 I 

Department of the Air Force 

Chanute Air Force Base, IL 
George Air Force Base, CA 
hlather Air Force Base, CA 
Norton Air Force Base, CA 
Pease Air Force Base, NH 
Total: 5 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO 
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, bII 
Total: 13 



AAFES 
AAP 
ABL 
AD 
ADA 
AEC 
AEDC 
AFB 
AFDW 
AFIT 
AFRB 
AFRC 
AFRTA 
AFS 
AGS 
AIMD 
AMSA 
ANG 
ARDEC 
ASF , 
ASTROGRPDET 
ATSDR 
AWQC 
BDDR 
BNA 
BRAC 
CA 
CB 
CBC 
CERCLA 
CFC 
CHESDIVNFEC 
CHESNAVFACENGCOM 
COMNAVDIST 
CONUS 
DA 
DDRE 
DDT 
DDTC 
DEH 
DER 
DERA 
DERP 
DEWLINE 
DFSP 
DGSC 
DIPEF 
DLA 
DNSC 

Army Air Force Exchange Service 
Army Ammunition Plant 
Allegheny Ballistics Lab 
Army Depot 
Army Depot Activity 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Arnold Engineering Development Center 
Air Force Base 
Air Force District of Washington 
Air Force Institute of Technology 
Air Force Reserve Base 
Air Force Reserve Center 
Armed Forces Reserve Training Area 
Air Force Sution 
Aerospace Generation Squadron 
Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Department 
Army Maintenance Support Activity 
Air National Guard 
Armament Research, Development, and Engineering Center 
Aviation Support Fa'cility 
Astronautics Group Debchment 
Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry 
Ambient Water Quality Criteria 
Building Demolition and Debris Removal 
Base-Neutral and Acid Extractable Organics 
Base Closure and Ralignment Acts 
Cooperative Agreement 
Construction Battalion 
Construction Battalion Center 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
Chlorofluorocarbon 
Chesapeake Division, Naval Facilities Enzineering Command 
Chesapeake Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Headquarters Naval District 
Con tinentcil United States 
Department of the Army 
Defense Depot Region East 
Dichloro-diphenyl-uichloro-ethane 
Defense Depot Tracy CaIifornia (now known as Defense Depot Region West-Tracy) 
Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
Defense Early Warning Line 
Defense Fuel Supply Point 
Defense General Supply Center 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense National Stockpile Center 



DNT 
DoD 
DOE 
DO[ 
DPM 
DRMO 
DSMOA 
DTRESCEN 
ECS 
EEjCA 
E P  
EOD 
EPX 
ERADCOM 
FASOTRAGRUPACDET 
FAS WTC 
FCTC 
FFA 
FFS 
FLTEGGRA 
FLTSURSPTCMD DET 
FS 
FUDS 
FY 
GAC 
GOCO 
GPM 
GWTP 
HAZMIN 
HRS 
HSWWA 
HTW 
rnVD 
IAG 
IAP 
IAS 
INACTSHIPDET 
IRA 
IRM 
IRP 
IRTCG 
ISV 
IWTP 
LAP 
LB AD 
MAP 
MCAGCC 

(r MCAS 
MCB 

Diniuo-toluene 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Department of the Interior 
Defense Priority Model 
Defense Reutilization and 'Marketing Office 
Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 
David Taylor Research Center 
Equipment Concentration Site 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
Evaporation/percolation 
Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Elecuonics Research and Development Command 
Fleet Aviation Specialized Operational Training Group 
Fleet Antisubmarine Warfare Training Center 
Fleet Combat Training Center 
Federal Facilities Agreement 
Focused Feasibility Study 
f leet  Training Group 
Fleet Surveillance Support'Cornrnand Dc~chrnent 
Feasibility Study 
Formerly Used Defense Sites 
Fiscal Year 
Granulated Activated Carbon 
Government Owned/Conmctor Operator 
Gallons per Minute 
Ground Water Treatment Plant 
Hazardous Waste Minimization 
Hazard Ranking System 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
Hazardous or Toxic Waste 
Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Interagency Agreement 
International Airport 
Installation Assessment Study 
Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility Detachment 
Interim Remedial Action 
Interim Remedial Measure 
Installation Restoration hogram 
Installation Restoration Technology Coordinating Group 
In-Situ Volatilization 
Indushial Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Load- Assembl y-Pack 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot 
Municipal Airport 
Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Marine Corps Base 



I MCCDC Marine Corps Combat Development Center 
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 

I MEP Master Environmental Plan I 

1 NADC Naval Air Development Center 1 

NAPC Naval Air Propulsion Center 
NAS Naval Air Station 
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NAVCAMS Naval Communication Area Master Sation 

NAVFAC Naval Facilities 
NAVHOSP Naval Hospital 
NAVMAG Naval Magazine 

NAVPETOFF Navy Petroleum Office 
NAVPETRES Naval Petroleum Reserve 
NAVPHIBASE Naval Amphibious Base 
NAVRADSTA Navy Radio Station 
NAVRECCEN Naval Recreation Center 
NAVREGDENCEN Naval Regional Dental Center 

NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
NCS Naval Communication Station 
NCTAMS Naval Computer and Telecommunication Area Master Station 

I NFD Navy Fuel Depot 
NFRAP No Further Response Action is Planned 
NG National Guard 
NIROP Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant 
NMCRC Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center 

Naval Ordnance Station 
NOSC Naval Ocean Systems Center 



NPDES 
m s  
NPL 
NPPS 
NPPSO 
NPRO 
NRC 
NRL 
NRL UWS REF DET 
NRTF 
NS 
NS A 
NSB 
NSC 
NS D 
NSGA 
NSWC 
NSY 
NTC 
NTIC 
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Nus C 
mvc 

OBS 
OEW 
OLF 
omv 
Ohm 
OhIS 
OSHA 
ou 
PA 
PACAF 
PAH 
PCB 
PCE 
PDO 
PMRF 
PMTC 
POL 
PPB 
PPM 
PRP 
PWC 
RA 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Naval Post Graduate School 
National Priorities List 
Navy Publishing and Printing Service 
Navy Publishing and Printing Service Office 
Naval Plant Representative Office 
Naval Reserve Center 
Naval Research Laboratory 
Naval Research Lab Underwater Sound Reference Detachment 
Naval Radio Transmitting Facility 
Naval Station 
Naval Support Activity 
Naval Submarine Base 
Naval Supply Center 
Naval Supply Depot 
Naval Security Group Activity 
Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Naval Shipyard 
Naval Training Center 
Naval Technical Intelligence Center 
Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Sation , 
Naval Underwater Systems Center 
Naval Weapons Center 
Naval Weapons Station 
Naval Weapons Indusuial Reserve Plant 
Observatory 
Ordnance and Explosive Waste 
Outlying Landing Field 
Other Hazardous Waste 
Office of Management and Budget 
Organizational Maintenance Squadron 
Occupational Safety and Health Act 
Operable Unit 
Preliminary Assessment 
Pacific Air Force 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon 
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
Perchloroethylene 
Property Disposal Office 
Pacific Missile Range Facility 
Pacific Missile Test Center 
Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants 
Parts per Billion 
Parts per Million 
Potentially Responsible Party 
Public Works Center 
Remedial Action 
Radioactive Disposal Committee 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 



RD 
RD&D 
RDX 
RES TRNG 
RFA 
RFI 
RI 
ROD 
RR 
RRS 
SAC 
SARA 
SAT Cob1 
SDWA 
SFG RSL 
SI 
S IMA 
SPCC 
SUPS HIP 
SWMU 
SW~~AVFACENGCOM 
TC A 
TCE 
TNT 
TRC 
US ACE 
US ARC 
US ATHAhlA 
USGS 
USMAIVP 
UST 
UXO 
VOA 
VOC 

Remedial Design 
Research, Development and Demonstration 
Royal Demolition Explosive 
Reserve Training 
RCRA Facility Assessment 
Remedial Feasibility Investigation (RCRA Facility Investigation) 
Remedial Investigation 
Record of Decision 
Rapid Response 
Radar Remote Site 
Strategic Air Command 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
Satellite Communication 
Safe Drinking Water Act 
Safeguard Remote Sprint Launch 
Site Inspection 
Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity 
Ships Parts Control Center 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding Conversion and Repair 
Solid Waste Management Unit 
Southwest Division, Paval ~aciliries Engineering Command 
Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Trinitrotoluene 
Technical Review Committee 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
United States Army Reserve Center 
United States Army Toxic and Hazardous hIateriaIs Agency 
U.S. Geological Survey 
United States Military Academy, West Point 
Underground Storage Tank 
Unexploded Ordnance 
Volatile Organic Analyte 
Volatile Organic Compound 
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A New Bottom-Up Basis for Our Military Forces 

o Attached is the first of three working papers about which 
I reported to you a couple of weeks ago. I hope they will 
contribute to our development of a new defense strategy for 
the post-Soviet world. 

o As you will see, this first paper proposes a new threat- 
based method for shaping and sizing our new forces. 
Specifically, I suggest: 

o that we now systematically inventory the real ,world 
threats of the post-Soviet world, and 

o that we shape and size our forces for the 90's to deal 
with these threats. 

For forty years our defense was designed to deal with the 
Soviet threat -- a threat that has now disappeared. 





There has been a profound shift in the bedrock requirements 
of ~merican security. We need a new defense strategy 
because the way of shaping and sizing our forces simply 
doesn't make sense any more. 

o The paper further argues that none of the alternatives to a 
threat based force structure, which have been proposed, 
offer any realistic guidance of how much of what is enough. 

We need a strategically sound, bottom UD amroach to 
determine what we really need militarily. 

otherwise we will likely be drawn into a divisive political 
wrangle, which could produce a defense budset bv subtraction 
-- simply buying less of the same old Cold War forces. 
We need to agree on a strategy first and then decide on the 
right budget number based on this strategy. 

o The paper also suggests some significant differences between 
the old and new threats. For example: 

o In the old world, there was only one threat --- the 
Soviet Union. In the new world, there will be diverse 
threats. 

o In the old world, we knew what threatened us. In the 
new world, we will have to learn what threatens us. 

o In the old world, the policy of deterrence reduced the 
threat of nuclear war. In the new world, deterrence 
will not always stop an adversary from threatening 
Americans and American interests. 

o I hope you'll have a chance to look this paper over. 
I offer it as the first cut on a very difficult piece  of 
work we need to think through together. 

I would very much appreciate it if you would let me know of 
any suggestions you have to improve this approach. 

o I'll be back in touch with you shortly with copies of the 
second and third studies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The security environment for the United States has changed 
dramatically in the last two years. In a remarkably short time, the 
debate has moved from how to contain the Soviet Union, to how 
to provide emergency assistance to what remains of this one-time 
nuclear superpower. This fundamental shift reflects the two 
revolutions of the new era in the former Soviet Union.. 

The first revolution began when President Mikhail 
Gorbachev announced to the United Nations on December 7, 
1988, that he would withdraw some Soviet troops frorn Eastern 
Europe and unilaterally reduce Soviet forces. That revolution 
ended in November of 1989 when the Berlin Wall came down, 
signaling the end of the Warsaw Pact and the end of N[oscow's 
domination of Eastern Europe. 

Although that revolution left the Soviet Union intact, the 
collapse of the conventional threat to Europe allowed Secretary of 
Defense Dick Cheney, in the summer of 1990, to come: up with a 
proposal to reduce U.S. force structure - not spending, but force 
structure - by 25 percent over six years. President Bush and 
Congress subsequently reached a budget agreement that included 
this build down. The Pentagon also came up with the IBase Force 
concept, which was what the U.S. military would look like at the 
end of the build down. This Base Force, however, did not 
represent a new conceptual approach for a new security era but 
was essentially "less of the same," that is, a downsized force 
largely shaped by Cold War priorities. 
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The Administration's 25 percent build down plan and the 
Base Force has been remarkably resilient. President Bush 
announced the Base Force on August 2,1990, the same day that 
Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait. During and after Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm, many called for changes in the 
defense budget. Some wanted to increase it because Iraq showed 
it was still a dangerous world for Americans. Others wanted to 
lower the defense budget reasoning that since the Unite:d States 
had prevailed so quickly and decisively, it could get by with less 
defense. The 25 percent reduction, the Base Force and the budget 
agreement survived these assaults handily. 

The hardiness of the Base Force concept is not surprising. It 
was, after all, a significantly smaller force which responded to 
former CIA Director William Webster's declaration that there had 
been an irreversible change in the military threat, namely the end 
of the Warsaw Pact threat to Europe. But the Base Force was still 
a robust force that hedged strongly against the risk that the old 
Soviet threat might be revived. This all too accurately 1:esponded 
to the concern of Americans that the course of events inside the 
Soviet Union itself was not irreversible and that an old-style 
leadership could regain control of the massive Soviet arsenal. 

The second revolution began in August 1991, when 
hardliners in Moscow attempted to turn the clock back and 
resurrect the old totalitarian ways. This attempt did not merely 
fail, it accelerated change, fostered the reform agenda and 
ultimately hastened the demise of the union itself. Now, there are 
sovereign republics, a new Commonwealth of Independent States 
and a disintegrating Red Army. 

As this second revolution unfolded, a second debate on 
whether to make further changes in the U.S. defense positure 
began. President Bush opened the debate on September 27 when 
he announced that the United States would remove unila.terally a 
whole class of weapons - tactical nuclear weapons on land and at 
sea - and sought to put the genie of multiple warheads on land- 
based ballistic missiles back in the bottle for good. By taking 
these actions, the President legitimized the notion that unilateral 
cuts could be in the U.S. national interest. The President was 
correct to act unilaterally on tactical weapons, but soon others 
were saying that the United States should not stop there. 
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The President's speech reflected a fundamental change in the 
way Americans think about the Soviet threat. President Bush 
announced that he was taking U.S. bombers off alert, stopping 
work on mobility for U.S. land-based missiles and speeding up 
the reductions in U.S. forces required by the START agreement. 
These actions reflected the implicit judgment that the Soviet 
Union after the coup was a place much less likely to start a 
nuclear war than it was before. The number of Soviet strategic 
nuclear systems had not changed, but the will and intent to use 
them had. 

This is a big change. In the past, the Administration had 
been firm that decisions had to be based on Soviet capabilities. 
For the first time, the President was willing to base actions on 
Soviet intentions. In fact, President Bush stated in his September 
27 speech that the Soviet Union "is no longer a realistic threat." 

During the 40 years of Cold War, the Soviet threat - Soviet 
military power fused with a hostile and expansionist ideology - 
dominated U.S. foreign and defense policy. The United States 
sought to contain Soviet expansionism through a complex system 
of alliances backstopped by a large active-duty and reserve 
military force. U.S. military forces were forward depIoyed 
around the periphery of the Soviet Union. The two superpowers 
developed massive strategic nuclear forces. Regional conflicts 
throughout the world became proxies for the East-West conflict. 
The risk of escalation to total war brought both rigidity and 
stability to the international arena. Security issues dominated the 
relations between nation-states. 

The old Soviet threat dominated U.S. military planning. It 
determined how big the defense budget was, how U.S. forces 
were structured and how U.S. military equipment was designed. 
Over half the Cold War defense budget was spent on defending 
Europe against the Warsaw Pact threat. The arms competition 
with the Soviets drove spending on U.S. strategic forces. 
Maintaining U.S. technical superiority was a response to the 
massiveness of the Soviet threat. 
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The end of the Soviet threat will therefore make profound 
changes in the way we provide for our security in the 1990s. It 
will affect how Americans think about security and their view of 
what threatens them. It will change the level and types of military 
forces that Americans will want, and how they will want these 
forces used. 

Understanding the differences between the old and new 
threat environment is critical. There is no question tha.t the new 
security environment for the United States is less threatening. 
While the strategic weapons of the former Soviet Union still 
exists, the United States is no longer locked in a struggle for 
survival with the Soviet Union. But as Americans quickly learned 
on August 2, 1990, the day Iraq invaded Kuwait, the world is still 
a troublesome place and American lives and interests can be - 

threatened. What Americans need now is a new way to build its 
national defense that meets the real requirements of the new era. 

DOES THE CONCEPT OF THREATS STILL 
MAKE SENSE? 

Now that the old Soviet threat is gone, the first question is 
whether the idea of threats is still useful. The Chairmarl of the 
Joints Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, thinks not. He has 
stated repeatedly that "We no longer have the luxury of having a 
threat to plan for" and that the Base Force "is no longer really a 
threat-based force." General Powell and other military 
spokesmen have offered a number of other justifications for sizing 
and structuring U.S. forces. 

Minimum Required for a Superpower. General Powell told 
The Washington Post on May 3 1, 199 1 that "We are the: major 
player on the world stage with responsibilities [and] interests 
around the world" and we need to retain that superpowel- 
capability. Former Defense Secretary James Schlesingei: wrote 
recently in Foreign Policy that the basis for future U.S. forces 
should "not simply be the response to individual threats, but rather 
that which is needed to maintain the overall aura of American 
power." 
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This concept provides little basis for determining how much 
is enough. Maintaining the aura of a superpower is largely a 
matter of perception and is based as much upon will as capability. 

Capabilities-Based Force Structure. Senior military 
officials have used a capability-based approach in two different 
ways. General Powell, on the one hand, is focused on the 
capabilities of others: he told the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on October 17, 1991 that the "Base Force is the 
minimum force level we should go to in light of the geo-political 
situation as I see it .... It is a force that's designed to take a hard 
look at the capabilities of potential opponents around the world, 
and we still have to keep in mind the Soviet Union." Senior U.S. 
Army officials, on the other hand, emphasize strategic capabilities 
required of U.S. forces, such as an ability to reconstitute for . 

global war or project into a regonal theater "X" number of heavy 
divisions in "Y" amount of time. 

This approach also provides little realistic guidance. Adding 
u i  the capabilities of all potential opponents ignores budget 
realities and is indiscriminate, much like the old Soviet threat 
without the Soviet. Moreover, deciding what capabilities are 
required pf U.S. forces cannot be done in a vacuum and still 
requires determining what these force are fQE. 

Minimum Required to Maintain Organizational Health. In 
his renomination hearing before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on September 27, 1991, General Powell said that his 
principal challenge over the next several years was to reduce 
forces "in a sensible way, so we don't break the force, we don't 
go below coherent levels in our force structure." He added that he 
didn't foresee changes that would lead him to go below Base 
Force levels, because he believes "we're reaching probably the 
minimum or are at the minimum with respect to the coherence of 
the individual services." 

It is difficult to extract any guidance from this approach. 
Healthy organizations can be maintained over a wide range of 
sizes. This is an exercise in transition planning, not force 
planning. 
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MOVING TOWARDS A THREAT-BASED FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

The primary reason Americans want to have military forces 
is to have the option of fighting when other means fail. During 
the Cold War, Americans supported a huge military establishment 
because of the Soviet threat. And in this new post-Soviet world, 
Americans will want military forces to ward off real th:reats. 
There is no alternative to a threat-based force structure., that is, 
one that is sized and shaped to cope with the "things" that threaten 
Americans. 

During the Cold War, it was clear to all Americans what that 
"thing" was - the Soviet Union. In the post-Soviet world, it is 
not so clear. But one fact is certain - Americans are willing to 
fight only when the stakes are important enough to justify risking 
the lives of American men and women. Americans are concerned 
about a lot of things - drugs, crime, global warming, AIDS, the 
budget deficit - but they are only willing to use military force 
for very important things. Thus, it is critical to identifi threats to 
U.S. interests that are sufficiently important that Americans 
would consider the use of force to secure them. Understanding 
the new threats of the post-Soviet world, that is, identifying where 
Americans might need military forces to ward off threa1.s to 
important interests, is the only realistic basis for sizing and 
shaping U.S. forces in the decade ahead. 

THE WAR IN THE PERSIAN GULF - 
A DEFINING EVENT 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf was the first crisis of the post- 
Soviet world. In fact, it probably would not have happened 
during the Cold War - the Soviets would not let a client state 
like Iraq challenge vital U.S. interests because of the fear that the 
crisis could escalate to global war. Saddam Hussein understood 
the new realities of the post-Soviet world. He told his fe:llow 
Arab leaders in February 1990 that only a new strongman at the 
head of a unified Arab people could balance the United !States 
now that the Cold War was over and the United States was 
unchecked by Soviet power. 
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For Americans, the Persian Gulf crisis was shock therapy. 
Americans were still trying to absorb the end of the Cold War 
when Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait thrust them into the 
post-Soviet world. He not only shattered the stability and 
predictability of the Cold War era, but he posed perhaps the most 
demanding challenge of the new era, a rogue power with mass 
destruction weapons and a strong bent for terrorism. Americans 
were nor simply introduced to the new world, they were immersed 
in it. 

The crisis and war in the Persian Gulf will deeply affect how 
Americans think about issues of war and peace in the years to 
come. Americans learned something about themselves in the 
Persian Gulf. Saddarn Hussein's invasion of Kuwait ended, or 
perhaps preempted, any complacency that might have come to the 
victors of the Cold War. But the decisive reversal of Saddam 
Hussein's aggression also added immeasurably to American self- 
confidence, a resource on which Americans will draw in meeting 
the challenges of the new era. 

From this perspective, the war in the Persian Gulf is a 
defining event. Americans learned a great deal about what will 
threaten them in the post-Soviet world and how these threats must 
be dealt with. In many ways, Saddam Hussein is the prototype or 
model for the post-Soviet threat. Understanding the nature of the 
threat he posed is a vital first step toward a basis for sizing and 
shaping the new American force. 

Gulf W a c  The New Threat - Non-Deterrable, Terrorist, 
Armed with Nukes. Iraq's seizure of Kuwait was a direct 
challenge to American vital interests. It threatened Western 
access to oil, it stood as a model for other would-be aggressors, 
and it made real the dangers of nuclear proliferation. It also 
demonstrated that in a world where there is little risk of escalation 
to total war - the great inhibitor of the Cold War - wars are 
more, not less, likely. 

During the Cold War, the principal American strategy was 
deterrence. U.S. retaliatory threats deterred a Soviet nuclear 
attack. A Soviet conventional attack on Europe was to be 
deterred by either NATO's threatened first use of nuclear 
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weapons or a NATO conventional defense robust enough to make 
credible the risk of escalation to nuclear war. Soviet-inspired 
conflicts th;lt could not be deterred, such as "national vvars of 
liberation," sometimes were fought, often with disastrous 
consequences as in Vietnam. 

Saddam Hussein was non-deterrable. Before the .August 2, 
1990 invasion, perhaps Saddam Hussein should have known the 
United States would not let him get away with it, but the Bush 
Administration was sending mixed signals. But by November, 
American intent was clear, and there should have been no 
mistake. The buildup of American forces in the Persian Gulf 
during Operation Desert Shield would have convinced any Soviet 
leader that the Americans were serious and that it was time to 
back off. However, the overwhelming threat of force did not - 

compel Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait, because he 
believed that Americans had no staying power and wou.ld not 
persist once they started taking casualties. As a result, the United 
States 'had limited options - h q  had to be driven out s f  Kuwait. 

Saddam Hussein brought new meaning to the word 
terrorism. Americans had become accustomed to terrorist attacks 
by non-state groups and to state-sponsored terrorism. Ln fact, 
before the Gulf war, regional experts warned that an Arnerican 
attack on Iraqi forces occupying Kuwait would trigger a 
worldwide surge in terrorist attacks on Americans. This fear 
proved to be greatly exaggerated, in part because Western 
counterterrorism efforts were effective. 

Americans have had little experience, however, with state 
terrorism other than the taking of the American Embassy in 
Teheran during the Carter Administration. Saddarn Hussein, 
however, broke every known rule or convention of mi1it:ary 
warfare when he: 

- took civilians hostage after the U.S. sent troops to 
Saudi Arabia; 

- used civilian hostages as human shields to deter an 
American air attack; 

- raped and pillaged Kuwait; 
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- abused and paraded POWs during the war; 

- deliberately targeted civilian populations when he 
launched Scud missiles against Saudi Arabia and Israel; 

- deliberately attacked civilians in a non-combatant 
state when he launched Scud missiles against Israel; 

- released huge amounts of oil into the Persian Gulf in 
an effort to poison the water supply of Saudi Arabia; 

- set fire to over 500 oil wells as a final act of 
vengeance as his forces were driven from Kuwait. 

Saddam Hussein had no effective military options, but had 
terrorist options, and he used them. More American lives were 
lost when a Scud missile struck a barracks housing American 
reservists than were lost in combat. 

Saddam Hussein also demonstrated the potential dangers 
posed to Americans by the spread of weapons of mass destruction. 
Before the Gulf war, military experts warned that Iraq would use 
chemical weapons against American forces because it had done so 
before against Iran. It is still not clear why Saddam Hussein 
didn't use chemicals, although prisoner interrogation reports 
suggest that the Iraqi military was afraid that the U.S. might 
retaliate in kind. 

American concern about the spread of nuclear technology 
grew after the war when U.N. inspections discovered that (1) 
Iraq's nuclear weapons program was much more advanced than 
U.S. intelligence agencies had thought and (2) much less had been 
destroyed during the bombing campaign than previously 
estimated. In view of Saddarn Hussein's well-demonstrated 
penchant for terrorism, there is little doubt that the crisis in the 
Gulf would have turned out differently had he possessed nuclear 
weapons. 

The role of nuclear weapons will change in the post-Soviet 
world. When asked what he learned from the Gulf war, the Indian 
military chief of staff is reported to have said, "Never fight the 
U.S. without nuclear weapons." While this story may be 
apocryphal, its importance is not - only mass destruction 
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weapons, particularly nuclear ones, can offset huge U.S. 
advantages in conventional military power. Nukes in the hands of 
thugs like Saddam Hussein won't give rogue leaders the 
wherewithal to win a fight against the United States, but they 
could be used as instruments of terror against American forces 
and allies. American concern about the dangers posed by the 
spread of nuclear weapons grew as the Soviet Union disintegrated 
and the risk grew that nuclear weapons and know-how might leak 
out of the collapsing nuclear superpower and fall into the wrong 
hands. 

During the Cold War, the principal threat was the Soviet 
monolith, while in the Persian Gulf, there were several threats - 
a regional power, terrorism, and nuclear proliferation -- that are 
non-detenable in nature. The survival of the United States as a - 

nation was not at stake, but important American interests were 
and Americans had to go to war to secure them. As Table 1 
illustrates, the new post-Soviet threat is, in many ways, more 
disturbing and troublesome than the old Soviet threat. The old 
threat was bigger, but more manageable. The new threat is more 
alien to Americans and is more difficult to understand and handle. 

TABLE 1: THE CHANGING THREAT 

Old New 

Single (Soviet) 

Survival at Stake 

Known 

Deterrable 

Strategic Use of Nukes 

Overt 

Europe-Centered 

High Risk of Escalation 
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Gulf War: The New Political Context - Complex, Fluid. 
The East-West conflict of ideologies dominated the Cold War 
years. Anti-communism was the primary driver of American 
foreign policy. In the post-Cold War era, there are a host of 
ethnic, national, religious and economic conflicts that can turn 
violent, whether in the Persian Gulf, the former Soviet Union or 
Yugoslavia. The rigidity of Cold War bipolarity has been 
replaced by multipolar complexity and fluidity. 

Harvard professor Samuel Huntington noted in a prescient 
article about a year ago that: 

The international politics of the Persian Gulf could be 
an extreme foretaste - almost a caricature - of what 
global politics could be llke in the future. Iraq 
invades Iran. Iran mobilizes its strength and threatens 
to defeat Iraq. Kuwait, the United States and other 
counmes provide assistance to Iraq. An end to the 
fighting is negotiated. Iraq invades its former backer, 
Kuwait. The United States comes to Kuwait's help 
and puts together a coalition of diverse counmes, 
including both NATO allies and the Soviet Union, 
both Egypt and Syria. The U.S. continues to classify 
Syria as a state supporting terrorism. Shifting and 
ambivalent relationships like these did not typify the 
Cold War but they may be typical of the post-Cold 
War world. All in all, the emerging world is likely to 
lack the clarity and stability of the Cold War and to be 
a more jungle-like world of multiple dangers, hidden 
traps, unpleasant surprises and moral ambiguities. 

In the Gulf crisis, it was strong Soviet support that enabled the 
U.S. to form a multinational coalition that operated under a U.N. 
mandate. On the other hand, some Western allies had to be 
politically bludgeoned into supporting the war, even though their 
economic interests at stake were greater than those of the United 
States. NATO as a formal alliance had no role even though, by 
most definitions, the crisis in the Gulf was a collective security 
problem for the West. As Samuel Huntington observed, the Cold 
War "world of 'good guys and bad guys' will give way to a world 
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of 'grey guys"' as the adversarial relationship between East and 
West changes and [he economic competition among Western 
powers comes to the fore. 

This ambiguous, complicated and changing security 
environment is not a comfortable one for Americans. ' h e y  are 
used to the certitudes of the Cold War when U.S. forei!;n policy 
could be expressed as one-word bumper sticker, "containment." 
The post-Soviet world bumper sticker, "less threatening, more 
complicated," offers no clear cut guidance. As Table 2 illustrates, 
Americans will find it more difficult to understand what the 
threats are and when they are important enough to consider the 
use of force. But the Persian Gulf crisis leaves little doubt that 
Americans will face these choices in the decade ahead. 

TABLE 2: THE CHANGING CONTEXT 

Old 

Bipolar Rigidity 

Predictable 

Communism 

U.S. Dominant 
Western Power 

Fixed Alliances 

"Good Guys and Bad Guys" 

U.N. Paralyzed 

New 
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Gulf- War: The ~ V e w  Military - Decisive, Self-Reliant. 
Operation Desert Storm was a stunning military victory and 
Americans saw it all on TV. Although most Americans know 
intuitively that future conflicts are not likely to go as well as the 
Gulf war did, what happened in the Gulf will affect how 
Americans think about use-of-force questions. 

The following are among the most important broad lessons 
learned from the Gulf War: 

- Neither the American over-the-horizon 
commitment nor the off-shore naval presence deterred 
Saddam Hussein from invading Kuwait. Combat 
power had to be projected into the region and then 
used to force Iraq out of Kuwait. 

- U.S. high-tech military weaponry works. 
Offensively, it provides Americans the capability to 
fight devastating wars with minimal risk of casualties. 
Defensively, it promises an ability to protect 
Americans against the terrorist use of mass 
destruction weapons. 

- The U.S. military's investment in people and 
training paid off big time. The all-volunteer force 
was a big success as American men and women 
fought superbly. Americans place a very high value 
on the life of each soldier and, as reflected in the 
mounting controversy over friendly frre incidents, do 
not want American lives wasted or risked lightly. 

- The projection of effective combat power from 
American bases requires a mix of capabilities that 
must be carefully balanced. The importance of lift 
and logistic support were reinforced during Operation 
Desert Shield. Despite the dramatic achievements of 
the 39-day air campaign, ground forces were needed 
to eject the Iraqi army from Kuwait. The demands 
that high-tech warfare place on intelligence-gathering 
and information-processing were also made clear. 
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These lessons learned from the Gulf war do not tell military planners 
how many widgets to buy, but as Table 3 illustrates, they do suggest 
what kind of military force Americans want - one that is self-reliant, 
exploits American technology advantages and is capable of taking 
decisive action without risking large numbers of American lives. And, 
of course, Americans want this kind of capability at much lower price 
than they were willing to pay for military forces during the Cold War. 

TABLE 3: THE CHANGING IMILITARY 

Old 

Attrition Warfare 

War by Proxy 

High Tech Dominant 

Forward Deployed 

Forward Based 

Hos t-Nation Support 

New 

THE NEW THREATS - A LARGER 1NVE:NTORY 
AND MORE BROADLY DEFINED 

Americans understand the new threat environment. In a May 
1990 Gallup poll asking Americans what posed a greater threat, 
Soviet military power or terrorism, 82 percent said terrc~rism 
while only 15 percent cited Soviet military power. When asked 
how seriously they viewed the threat posed by a dictator who 
sponsors terrorism or acquires mass destruction, between 55 and 
59 percent of Americans viewed the threat as extremely serious 
and more than 90 percent believed these were serious threats to 
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U.S. and international security. By contrast, in a poll taken in 
November 1991, only 4 percent of Americans thought the 
emerging Soviet republics constituted a very serious threat, with 
another 16 percent believing they posed a serious threat. About a 
third of Americans believed the emerging republics were not a 
threat at all. 

Americans also understand that force might be necessary to 
cope with these new threats. A July 1991 AP poll found that 86 
percent of Americans considered preventing Iraq from developing 
nuclear weapons to be a good reason for going to war. Moreover, 
about three quarters of Americans favored resuming military 
action against Iraq if the Iraqis refused to observe the U.N. 
resolution mandating the destruction of their nuclear capability. 
The frustration over the threat posed by Saddam Hussein and his - 

nuclear weapons program has toughened the views of Americans: 
a June 199 1 CBS/New York Times poll indicated that 69 percent 
of Americans believed the United States should have continued 
fighting to force Saddam Hussein from power, an early December 
poll taken by the Americans Talk Issues Foundation reveals that 
82 percent of Americans now take that view. 

The Persian Gulf crisis and war highlighted the most 
important threats of the new era - the spread of nuclear weapons, 
terrorism and regional powers. This is the principal basis upon 
which the new American force should be sized and shaped. But 
there are other threats for which Americans will want military 
options and other uses for military forces, besides countering 
threats. A brief inventory of all of these follows. 

Spread of Mass Destruction Weapons. The United States 
has relied primarily on diplomatic means to stop the global 
proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, as well 
as the missiles to deliver them. The Gulf crisis drove home the 
limitations of this approach. Despite signing the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol and the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Iraq has 
used chemical weapons and aggressively pursued a nuclear 
weapons program. No one doubts that the Gulf crisis would have 
been resolved differently if Saddam Hussein had possessed 
nuclear weapons, which it most likely would have if not for 
Israel's attack in 198 1 on Iraq's nuclear facilities. 
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The Gulf war, however, drove home another lesson, namely 
the difficulty of forcibly stripping a rogue state of its capacity for 
developing mass destruction weapons. The United States went to 
war to liberate Kuwait, but it also tried to destroy Iraq's capacity 
for developing and using mass destruction weapons. Despite 
initial intelligence estimates, it is now clear that much needs to be 
done before Iraq's nuclear weapons program is stopped. 

Terrorism. The terrorist threat to Americans apFlears to have 
waned somewhat in the past year. During the Gulf war, the 
widely-predicted upsurge in terrorist attacks did not materialize. 
Leading state-sponsors of terrorism, particularly Syria and Iran, 
now seem to recognize that their involvement with terrorist 
groups is too costly in terms of their broader interests. The last 
American hostage in Lebanon has just been released. 

These are all encouraging trends, but it would be foolish to 
expect them to continue throughout the 1990s. There are too 
many nations and groups that are profoundly anti-American. 
These forces are not powerful enough to confront the United 
States directly but, to put it crudely, they can kill and kidnap 
Americans. The United States must maintain the milit.ary 
capability to rescue American hostages and retaliate for terrorist 
attacks. Anti-American terrorism can never be eradicated, since it 
is the recourse of the powerless, but it can be actively opposed. 

Regional Powers. During the Cold War era, the United 
States often became militarily involved in regions where it had 
few concrete interests because regional conflicts were viewed as 
proxies for the superpower rivalry - for example, the !domino 
effect was the projected consequence of an American defeat in 
Vietnam. 

In the post-Cold War period, the United States wil.1 consider 
military action only when important U.S. interests are threatened. 
If the stakes are not high enough, the American people will not - 
and should not - support the use of force. 

Drug Trafficking. The drug crisis has become one of 
America's pressing problems. In a January 1990 New 'York 
Times poll, over 60 percent of Americans said drugs were the 
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most important probiem facing the country today. A June Gallup 
poll revealed that 83 percent of Americans believed that drug 
traffickers were a greater threat to U.S. security than Soviet 
military power. 

During the coming decade, more Americans will likely die 
from drug addiction or the violence generated by the trade in 
drugs than from military engagements. The drug problem must 
be attacked from both sides - both the demand for drugs and the 
supply of drugs must be reduced. 

Drug traffickers undermine the sovereignty of neighboring 
governments and form lethal alliances with terrorist and insurgent 
groups. They have developed increasingly sophisticated methods 
for importing cocaine and heroin into the United States and are 
developing new markets both here and abroad. Although the 
United States will continue to rely primarily on nonmilitary means 
in its effort to curtail the international trade in drugs, Americans 
will also want U.S. military forces engaged in the struggle with 

, drug traffickers, primarily in an interdiction role. 

Economic Threats. Throughout most of the Cold War, the 
United States was the dominant Western power, militarily, 
politically and economically. Now it is the world's only military 
superpower, but its status as the number one economic power is 
strongly challenged by Japan and, to a lesser extent. the European 
Community. Even as American views of the Soviet Union have 
become more favorable in the late 1980s, their sense of what 
threatened them has changed. The June 1990 Gallup poll revealed 
that 75 percent of Americans believed that Japanese economic 
power was a greater threat to American security. 

The collapse of the Soviet military threat means a much less 
dangerous world and, for many Americans, a reduced need for 
military forces. This is true for Americans in both the 
internationalist and isolationist camps. Internationalists want to 
build American economic strength (for example, cutting the trade 
and budget deficits, strengthening currency, improving economic 
competitiveness, and so on) to support an activist policy abroad. 
The "America First" movement, on the other hand, wants to 
address domestic problems long neglected in efforts to win the 
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Cold War. The end of the old Soviet threat takes away the clear 
and present danger for most Americans and as a conse:quence, 
they will want to spend less on defense. 

Old-New comparison. This survey of the post-Soviet threat 
environment identifies four principal threats - spreading nuclear 
weapons, terrorism, regional powers, and drugs - tha.t replace the 
old Soviet threat. American forces must be sized and shaped to 
deal with these forces. But American concern about economic 
threats means that the new American force must be a less 
expensive one. Table 4 contrasts the underlying differences in 
how Americans viewed security issues during the Cold War and 
the broader perspective they are likely to have in the decade 
ahead. 

TABLE 4: AMERICA'S CHANGING VIEWS ABOUT 
SECURITY 

Old New 

Soviet Military Power 

Deliberate Soviet Attack 

Economic Power Assumed 

High Defense Budgets 

Global Security 
Concerns Paramount 
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AFFECTING THE 
NEW FORCE 

U.S. military forces, of course, have been used for many 
non-threat related roles, including humanitarian and foreign 
policy purposes. This will undoubtedly continue in the decade 
ahead. But during a time of scarce resources, U.S. military forces 
should be structured according to the military tasks that 
Americans want them to perform. Those other purposes for 
which military forces are used should be treated as lesser-included 
cases, not affecting significantly how the new American force is 
sized, but possibly influencing how it is shaped. 

Emergency Assistance. The U.S. military has unique 
capabilities to transport and distribute humanitarian supplies to 
desperate people in inaccessible places. The precedent was set in 
the multinational relief effort to the Kurdsh refugees in northern 
Iraq, an action taken by President Bush in the aftermath of the 
Gulf war. Although the Kurdish relief effort was undertaken 
primarily for security and foreign policy reasons, it seemed to 
create new responsibilities. Americans appeared to take it for 
granted that the U.S. military forces would play a similar role 
after a cyclone struck Bangladesh and a volcano erupted in the 
Philippines. 

Peacekeeping. U.S. military personnel have often been used 
in peacekeeping activities. For example, the U.S.-brokered Camp 
David-agreement included a U.N.-sponsored observer team that 
relied heavily on American military personnel. There was also a 
peacekeeping aspect to the American interventions in the 
Dominican Republic (1965) and Lebanon (both in 1958 and 
1984). However, as we learned when over 200 Marines were 
killed in the terrorist attack on their barracks in Beirut, 
peacekeeping can be a very risky business. 

The current conflict in Yugoslavia is indicative of the new 
security environment of the 1990s. The war between Serbia and 
Croatia has not spread because no external party has enough 
interests at stake to risk the lives of their citizens. That does not 
mean that the rest of the world does not care that Croats and 
Serbians are killing each other - 13 externally-brokered cease- 
fires failed by the end of November 1991. Economic sanctions 
were also imposed on Yugoslavia by the E.C. and the U.N., but to 
little effect. 
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The bitter ethnic hatreds that fuel this tragic conflict exist the 
world over, particularly in what was once the Soviet Union. In 
many instances, the fighting will not stop until the warring parties 
are forced to stop fighting. But potential peacekeepers are 
inhibited from intervening because of the risk to their own 
citizens. The notion of "wars of humanitarian assistance" seems 
like an oxymoron, but, as was evident in the aftermath of the Gulf 
war, there is often a need to save a people from the depredations 
of their leader. This need is not likely to be met until riew 
methods are developed that can stop an aggressive attack (such as 
that mounted by the Serbian-dominated Yugoslavian a n y ,  or put 
military pressure on a rogue despot, such as Saddam Hussein) but 
avoid significant risks to the intervening peacekeeper. 

American civilian strategists were quite enthusias1:ic about . 

counter-insurgency warfare until the Vietnam war. Since then, 
however, Americans have been very reluctant about becoming 
directly involved, regardless of how good the regime may be or 
how bad the insurgents. Nevertheless, the United States has sent 
military advisers to El Salvador and made preparations for a 
counter-insurgency campaign after launching Operatior] Just 
Cause to remove Noriega from power. If the United States were 
to reverse the military coup in Haiti, as some Americans have 
advocated, a counter-insurgency effort could be required as well. 
As is the case with coercive peacekeeping, Americans probably 
would be more supportive of counter insurgency, if it could be 
done with less risk to American military personnel. 

A BASIS FOR SIZING AND SHAPING THIS NEW 
AMERICAN FORCE 

Table 5 summarizes the contrast between the old and new 
security environments in a series of simple comparisons. The 
result is often exaggerated, but the thrust is clear - our security 
needs during the post-Soviet era will be very different from the 
past. U.S. military forces must be sized and shaped to d.eal with 
the threats of a new security environment, not the old threat which 
drove our military planning for the last 40 years. 
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TABLE 5: THE CHANGING SECURITY ENVIROIVMEN'T 

Old World New World 

AMERICAN PERCEPTIONS 
Soviet Military Power 

Deliberate Soviet Attack 
Economic Power Assumed 
High Defense Budgets 
Global Security Concerns Paramount 

CEO-POLITICAL CONTEXT 
Bipolar Rigidity 
Predictable 
Communism 
U.S. Dominant Western Power 
Fixed Alliances 
"Good Guys and Bad Guys" 
U.N. Paralyzed 

THE THREAT 
Single (Soviet) 
Survival at Stake 
Known 
Deterrable 
Strategic Use of Nukes 
Overt 
Europe-Centered 
High Risk of Escalation 

MILITARY FORCES 
Attrition Warfare 
War by Proxy 
High Tech Dominant 
Forward Deployed 
Forward Based 
Host-Nation Support 
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Defining the post-Soviet security environment is the critical 
first step in sizing and shaping the new American force. 
Identifying the threats to important U.S. interests - ones 

.. important enough that Americans will support using military force 
to protect them - forms the basis for understanding the situations 
in which Americans want military options. The new American 
force must be created from the bottom up, not just by :subtracting 
25 or 30 or 50 percent from the old Cold War structure. 
Understanding where Americans have important interests, who 
might threaten them and how they might be threatened, is essential 
for ensuring that Americans have the right kinds of forces for the 
challenges ahead. 

It should be clear what defining the new threat environment 
is not about. It does not prejudge the issue of when or where the. 
United States should use force. Some U.S. interests an: so 
important that we can anticipate in advance that Americans will 
want to use force to secure them. Others are not, however, and 
the decision to employ force depends heavily on the context. 
President Reagan did not move against Panama strongcnan 
Manuel Noriega in March 1987 when Noriega ousted the 
President that the United States had backed against him. 
President Bush did not act in September 1989, despite his 
repeated calls for elements in the Panamanian military to move 
against Noriega. Operation Just Cause, however, was launched in 
December 1989 with the overwhelming support of the American 
people. At this point, the task is to identify those situations for 
which Americans want military options, but without prescribing 
when and where they will want to use force. 

It also does not define a new conceptual lodestar as; the 
organizing principle for American foreign policy in the 1990s. 
Since the Soviet threat was so compelling, the Cold War paradigm 
could be expressed in a one-word, containment. In a less 
threatening world, Americans will have the luxury of choosing 
among many paradigms such as balance-of-power politics, 
economic nationalism, promotion of democracy or securing a new 
world order. Understanding the new threat environment is not an 
effort to anticipate why Americans will want to use force:, but 
attempts to identify those situations or contingencies for which 
most Americans will want to have a military option. 



Defining a New Basis for U.S. Military Forces Page 23 

Finally, this threat assessment does not address nonmilitary 
means of increasing the security, broadly defined, of the 
American people. During the Cold War, the threat posed by 

- Soviet military power dictated a policy that relied heavily upon 
military means. The balance between military and economic 
means will inevitably shift, as the United States rebuilds its 
economic strength and addresses domestic needs. The task here, 
however, is to determine how much military capability Americans 
will need in this new era. Defining the threats to American 
interests that are important enough to consider the use of force 
will determine how much and what types of military capability 
Americans will need in the new era. 

Understanding the new threat environment is necessary, but 
only the first step in sizing and shaping the new American force. 
The following questions must also be addressed: 

- What are the new nuclear dangers and what role 
do U.S. forces play in the new era? 

- What should be the size and shape of our 
conventional forces for the new era? 

- What is the required indusmal base to support the 
new force? 

- How can the United States maintain its 
technological edge in the new era of declining defense 
resources and new threats? 

- How much will the new American force cost? 

This report addresses the new threat and provides a basis for 
sizing and shaping the new nuclear forces and new conventional 
forces for the United States. These two topics will be addressed 
in subsequent reports. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To : Colleagues 

From : Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Committee 

Re: Sizing and Shaping our New Conventional Forces -- A Threat-Driven Methodology 

o As you know, I have been suggesting for some time that we 
need to make an intensive effort to rethink our country's 
traditional security policies in light of the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. 

o As a first step, I recently proposed that we adopt a bottom- 
up methodology to size and shape our forces. I suggested 
that we should design our forces to deal with the generic 
real world threats that might actually endanger us. This 
strategic approach should make us militarily stronger and 
more secure than simply buying less of the same old Cold War 
forces --- a defense by subtraction. 

o Now, in the attached paper, I have made a start toward 
applying this threat-driven methodology to understand how we 
might best reduce and reshape our conventional forces. 

o As you will see, the heart of my reasoning in favor of using 
a threat-driven approach to size and shape our convczntional 
forces is: 

o Residual Soviet conventional forces will be incapable 
of external aggression for years to come. This does 
not mean that it is certain that the United States 
would never send forces to deal with a crisis in the 
former Soviet Union. It does mean that the residual, 
post-Soviet conventional threat is not sufficient to 
greatly influence the size of U.S. conventionail forces. 





o With a smaller force structure it will be increasingly 
important that the residual forces are the right forces 
for the future. There's less margin for error. If we 
reduce our forces by simple subtraction, we will get a 
smaller defense budget and a smaller force, but the 
chances are good that neither the budget nor .the forces 
will be the right ones. 

o No other approach to force planning tells you how much 
is enough or allows public debate to proceed in a 
cooperative rather than a confrontational mode. 

o A threat-driven conventional force can be built from the 
bottom-up based on three primary building blocks of 
capability, each of them derived from recent history: 

o A "Desert Storm Equivalent" illuminates how we? would 
deal with the Iraqs of the world. 

o A "Panama Equivalentu helps derive forces for smaller 
contingencies. 

o A "Provide Comfort Equ'i~alent,~' derived from last 
year's humanitarian uses of our forces to aid the Kurds 
in Iraq and the flood victims in Bangladesh, stands in 
for smaller, non-violent uses of military forces. 

o The threat-driven conventional force must be shaped: to deal 
with all of the diverse sorts of threats we will fa.ce in the 
post-Soviet era -- including interdicting drugs, fighting 
terrorism, conducting peacekeeping operations, and 
combatting the spread of nuclear weapons directly if 
necessary. 

o But the size of the force will mostly be determined by 
choices of how to deal with the Iraqs -- with regional 
aggressors. 

o Saddam's aggression provides a useful unit of account -- the "Iraq Equivalentw -- that can be used for force 
planning purposes to measure the threat from other 
potential regional aggressors and the size of a U.S. 
response required. 

o As a working hypothesis -- to be modified by 
differences of geography, local power balances, and 
similar considerations -- one ''Iraqn can be dealt with 
by one Desert Storm Equivalent. 





o For example, if North Korea is six tenths of an 
Iraq, then forces amounting to about six tenths 
Desert Storm Equivalents should be enough to do 
the job. If South Korea has .6 of a Desert Storm 
Equivalent worth of ground power, then the main 
U.S. contribution can be measured in Desert Storm 
Equivalents of air power. 

o This threat-driven methodology provides the tools so that 
each American can determine come to an individual judgment 
of how much force structure is needed to keep us si3fe 
against the sorts of threats we must worry about in the 
future. 

o Different force structures that provide more or less of 
each building block capability will balance risk and 
cost in different ways. 

o While Americans may continue to come to different 
conclusions about how much is enough, we will be better 
off in preparing for the future if these disagreements 
can be expressed, as I think they can be, within this 
bottom-up force planning methodology that confronts 
everyone with the real trade-offs that must be made. 

o The attached paper presents the outlines of a new 
methodology for force sizing based on the sorts of threats 
America will face in the next decade.r*pl521X 

I have held back on the specific force 
structure implications of this methodology 
until I can consult with you and other 
colleagues about my reasoning. 

I am ~articularlv interested in knowinq 
whether you think this methodolocr~ is on the 
riaht track and how it miqht be imDr0ved.- 

o I hope you will be able to find the time to examine the 
reasoning I offer in this paper and to write me any 
suggestions you might make about how to improve it. I will 
continue to work on this paper, and expect shortly to send 
you a draft that goes on to present illustrative options for 
a future force structure that derive from the methotfology. 
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I. Introduction 

The national security concerns that drove our national 
defense for two generations have changed dramatically. It is, 
quite literally, a new world. 

It is a new world because two modem revolutions in the 
former Soviet Union have greatly impacted the Soviet threat. The 
tirst revolution began December 7, 1988, when then-President 
Mikhail Gorbachev announced unilateral troop withdrawals from 
Eastern Europe and unilateral reductions in Soviet forc:es. That 
revolution ended in November of 1989 when the Berlin Wall 
came down, symbolizing the demise of the Warsaw Pact and the 
end of the conventional military threat to Western Europe. 

The second modem revolution began August 19, 1.991, when 
hardliners tried to turn the clock back on reforms in the: Soviet 
Union and succeeded only in hastening those reforms. The end of 
the revolution came at Christmas time when the Soviet Union 
ceased to exist. 

In understanding what this means, we should recall how 
much the Soviet threat dominated our defense thinking. In fact, 
that dominance cannot be overemphasized. The Soviet threat 
drove force planning, defense budgets, training, strategy and 
tactics, equipment, research and development, the ~ O C U ! ~  of 
intelligence effort, and troop deployments. 
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Today that dominance is gone. Relations between the U.S. 
and the former Soviet republics of the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS) today are somewhere between the old 
Cold War antagonism and the friendly relations the U.S. enjoys 
with other nuclear powers such as France or Britain. 

It is true that a change in political leadership in Mtoscow 
could bring back an aggressive adversary to the Kremlin. This, in 
turn, could rather quickly return the strategic nuclear rr:lationship 
to its former, threatening state. The same is not true of' non- 
nuclear forces. 

The conventional threat cannot be reversed simply with a 
change in leadership for a number of reasons. The fonner Soviet 
military threat has been removed physically from Cencral Europe. 
The Red Army is in disamy, with elements deciding to whom . 

they should pledge loyalty and wondering where their next 
paycheck or meal might come from. The former Soviet military, 
over four million strong as recently as 1989, may be down to two 
million within the current year, a number that is smaller than the 
forces of the European NATO countries. These two million will 
moreover be divided in a haphazard fashion among several 
different states, as will the infrastructure and the air defense, 
supply and communications networks to support a forct:. 

In addition, a capability to mobilize forces for external 
aggression would require some sense of external threat or 
motivating ideology to get troops to follow orders and f'ight, a 
scenario that is hard to discern, and certainly couldn't develop 
without years of warning time for the United States and, our 
European allies. In that time period we could generate substantial 
forces from scratch. 

So the dominating Soviet threat that drove the size and shape 
of our conventional forces for so long is gone and the re:sidual 
Soviet conventional forces will be incapable of external 
aggression for years to come. This does not mean that i.t is certain 
that the United States would never send forces to deal with a crisis 
in the former Soviet Union. It does mean that the residual, post- 
Soviet conventional threat is not sufficient to greatly influence the 
size of U.S. conventional forces. 
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This reduction in the threat will allow a reduction in our 
clefense effort, but as forces decrease in size i t  becomes 
increasingly imponant that the residual forces are the right forces 
for the future. There's less margin for emr .  If we reduce our 
forces by simple subtraction, we will get a smaller defense budget 
and a smaller force, but the chances are good that neither the 
budget nor the forces will be the right ones. 

The fundamental change in the world requires a fundamental 
re-examination of our force posture. It requires a bottom-up 
review of our forces. This, too, cannot be overemphasized. 
Doing it  from the top down, the subtraction method, will not 
supply us with the forces we need for the future. 

The place to start is with determining the basis for this force 
of the future. This is a matter of controversy. With the Soviet . 

threat fading, we find ourselves without agreement on the very 
basis for our defenses for the future. We know we need them. 

, Saddam Hussein's aggression against Kuwait and his ambitions to 
possess nuclear weapons convince us of that. 

I argued in a paper on January 6, 1992, that our defense must 
be threat based. Others have said the threats we now face are too 
vague to form the basis of our future defense. This is somewhat 
like saying that if you don't have perfect vision, you should wear 
a blindfold instead of eyeglasses. 

Threat-based force planning is essential for two reasons: 

First, no other approach to force planning tells you how much 
is enough. Top-down force planning - what they're practicing 
in the Pentagon as they take successive cuts out of the budget - 
will leave us with a smaller version of the force we built for the 
Cold War. If the force isn't built from the bottom up on a clear 
threat assessment, then there is no way of knowing whether it's 
the right size or the right kind for the new era. 

Second, what citizens look for from their national security 
establishment is protection of their vital interests against things 
they perceive as threatening to them. In this era of belt tightening, 
our citizens understandably may be reluctant to pay for defense 
unless there is a clear linkage between the forces and the threats 
those forces are designed to deal with. 



Sizing American Conventional Forces Page 4 

For the first time in forty years, then, we're f ~ c e d  with the 
very hard problem of how to establish defense budgets and design 
forces without the son of dominant focus for planning that the 
Soviet threat provided. In the post-Soviet era, the threats to 
American security will be broader and more diverse, and the 
security environment will be murkier, more ambiguous, and more 
fluid. The threats will be harder to characterize and pin down 
than during the Cold War. Nevertheless, we must design the force 
structure around a clear analysis of the threats we now face. 

The question is, how do we identify threats with specificity 
sufficient to allow us to plan our forces? In this paper, I propose a 
first, rough draft on a methodology for identifying the :size of the 
threats we face and for deciding the size of the force with which 
we might want to respond. The paper does not attempt to decide 
the size of our future forces. Rather, it is an attempt to begin an 
informed debate on how to decide the size of our future forces. 

11. Threats of the Post-Soviet Era: Purposes 
for American Military Forces 

With the Soviet threat no longer at the focus of oulm defense 
planning, national security will likely be defined in a broader way, 
to include economic and technological competition. But while 
security may be broader in the new era, the primary reason to buy 
military forces will still be to deal with violent threats from 
abroad. 

For force-sizing purposes, we must identify threats; to U.S. 
interests that are sufficiently important that Americans would 
consider the use of force to secure them. These threats include 
rogue powers in regions where Americans have vital interests, 
terrorism, and the spread of nuclear and other mass terror 
weapons. 

Table I shows both sorts of situations or purposes for which 
Americans might want military forces in the 1990's. 
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Table I 
Situations for Which Americans Might 

Want 'Military Forces 

1. Countering Regional Aggressors 

a. Middle East/Southwest Asia 

b. North Korea 

c. Elsewhere 

2. Combatting the Spread of Nuclear and other Mass 
Terror Weapons 

3. Fighting Terrorism 

4. Resmcting Drug Trafficking 

5 .  Keeping the Peace . 
6. Assisting Civilians 

Regional Aggressors the Main Threat Driver 

The most militarily demanding threats in Table I are those 
posed by regional aggressors. Indeed, the list might have been 
grouped into regional aggressors and others. It follows that the 
gross size of the U.S. force structure of the future will be driven 
by the need to counter these regional aggressors. 

The other uses of military force generally require much 
smaller forces. Increasingly, these other missions will require 
special capabilities that will affect equipment choices, personnel 
expertise and training, R&D and other details of what could be 
called force shaping. 

Combatting the Spread of Mass Terror Weapons 

The threat of the spread of nuclear and other mass terror 
weapons is at its most dangerous in connection with a rogue 
regional power such as Iraq or North Korea. Other counmes that 
are not so much a threat to us now are also developing nuclear 
weapons. 
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America's experience with Iraq suggests that elirr~inating a 
nuclear development program can be much harder than many 
analysts thought; i t  was not enough to attack a few well-known 
installations, as i t  was with Israel's 1981 bombing of Iraq's Osirak 
reactor. Even with the benefit of a heightened intelliglcnce effort 
i t  may be necessary to insert forces on the ground to ensure that 
the right installations have been located and to render '[hem 
harmless before they are destroyed or removed. 

Even so, the forces required for such a task are sn~all 
compared to those required to defeat a regional power's main 
military forces. 

Fighting Terrorism 

Two types of military operations have been conducted to deal 
with terrorism. The first aims at punishing a state sponsor of 
terrorism and dissuading that and other states from continuing 
their terrorist techniques. The forces used in such a coercive raid 
are small compared to those required for a regional action, and the 
raid presumably is a one-time affair. For example, the eleven- 
minute raid by 30 warplanes on Libya in 1986 may be compared 
to the more than 100,000 sorties flown over 43 days during 
Operation Desert S tom. 

The second type of direct action against terrorism uses highly 
trained forces to intervene directly to capture terrorists or to free 
hostages. These operations are very demanding of intelligence 
and of small groups of special forces, ranging from a few hundred 
to a thousand or so people directly involved, plus supporting 
regular armed forces that could total another five or ten thousand 
depending on the scenario. 

Restricting Drug Trafficking 

Until the drug war shows more promise of victory this will 
not be a convincing force-builder for Americans. Todity less than 
one-half of one percent of the defense effort goes into ,stemming 
the flow of illegal drugs. This could rise substantially without 
affecting force sizing in a substantial way. 
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Keeping the Pence and Assisting Civilians 

Our military forces will be increasingly likely to participate 
in  peiicekeeping and humanitarian assistance operations in the 
wake of the successful U.N. coalition effort against Iraq, Past 
U.S. peacekeeping effons in Lebanon and elsewhere and our 
recent experience in providing humanitarian assistance to the 
Kurds and in Bangladesh demonstrate that these operations 
involve no more than a few thousand troops, and so are not major 
considerations in force building. The ongoing U.N.-sponsored 
quarantine of Iraq has placed demands on our Navy for 
continuous deployments to the Middle East; but again, these are 
not a dnver in building the future force. 

111. Taking The Measure of Regional 
Aggressors -A Threat Yardstick 

To understand that regional aggressors are the most 
demanding threat we will face is not the same as knowing how 
much force would be required to meet these threats. For that, a 
more quantitative approach is required. In that regard, our recent 
experience in the Persian Gulf - an experience shared by the 
American people - is instructive. 

In many ways, Saddam Hussein was the very model of a 
modem, post-Soviet regional despot. His aggression was 
unchecked by the retraining hand of his one-time sponsors in 
Moscow. He made an unprovoked military attack on his 
neighbor; he was in hot pursuit of nuclear weapons; he used 
terrorism to advance his ends; and he kept his own people in 
check by totalitarian means. 

Iraq entered upon its invasion of Kuwait with what was 
accounted at the time to be the world's fourth largest army, 
including over 6,000 tanks. This army was assumed to be battle 
hardened and reasonably well-led as the result of a gruelling 
eight-year war with Iran. In quality, it was judged to be one of 
the better third world armies. Of particular concern were the 
heavy ground forces, centered around heavy tanks and artillery. 



Siring American Conventional Forces Page 8 

I t  had a modern air force of over 700 planes. a modern air 
defense system, capabilities for chemical and perhaps biological 
warfare. and theater ballistic missiles. 

The U.S.-led, international effort that became Operation 
Desert S t o m  dealt with the Iraqi military very handily, however. 
This suggests we may draw both a measure of threat and of what 
i t  takes to stop that threat from our shared experience in the gulf 
war. First, let us consider how we might draw from the conflict a 
generic measure for the threats we might face in the future. 

The Iraq Equivalent 

I nominate the Iraq or lraq equivalent as a benchmark or unit 
of account of future threats. One h q  equivalent is equal to the - 

amount of offensive power that Iraq possessed prior to Ilesert 
Storm. The advantage of this approach'is that Americaris know 
how to deal with an Iraq equivalent - with a Desert S t o m  
equivalent. Denominating the threat in terns of Iraqs can produce 
an uncommonly clear appreciation of the link between tlne threat 
and the forces required in response. 

Let me say explicitly that we are looking here for a general- 
purpose measure. No future conflict will be exactly the same as 
the war with Iraq, nor will any future adversary exactly match 
Iraq's circumstances. By adopting a measure of capability and 
calling it the Iraq, we are not dooming ourselves to fight the last 
war again. We're doing just the opposite. We're creating a tool 
to prepare for the future. 

Potential Regional Aggressors 

Table II provides tentative lraq Equivalent scores for 
countries that are often assessed to be potential threats to U.S. 
interests. These counmes are major powers in regions in, which 
the U.S. has key interests, and each of them in the past has come 
into conflict with the U.S. Nevertheless, their presence on the list 
does not reflect a judgment that a war with any of these c:ountries 
is likely today or in the future. 
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Thz specific scores given to each country in Tdble I t  
represent an initial assessment based on publicly available 
infomlation. Their accuracy could be improved by taking into 
account additional ingredients of military capability and more 
detailed infom~ation on each country. They may be revised after 
further investigation and consultation by the House Arrned 
Services Committee and its staff. But they don't have to be exact 
to serve the purpose of this paper, which is to explicate the 
methodology rather than to settle on a force structure. 
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Table I1 
Iraq Equivalents 

Land, Air, and Sea Strength of Major Regional Powers 

Land* Sea** Air*** 

Iraq (pre war) 1 .O 
Middle EnstISouth West Asia 

Iraq (today) 0.3 
Iran 0.15 
Syria 0.6 
Libya 0.3 

Asia 
North Korea 0.6 
China 1.2 

Western Hemisphere 
Cuba ,O. 15 

* Ratios derived from equivalent heavy divisions scores based 
on TASCFORlM methodology and equipment inventories 
according to IISS Military Balance, 1990-9 1. Ratios calculated 
from data in Michael O'Hanlon, The Art of War in the Age of 
Peace: A U.S. Militarv Posture for the Post-Cold War 'World, 
forthcoming, Praeger, 1992. 
** Staff estimate based on IISS data 

*** Based on O'Hanlon's air scores, modified slightly by 
judgment of comparative training and readiness 

NOTE: Land scores presented in the table are based on 
calculations of equivalent heavy divisions, based on co,mparisons 
of equipment inventories of tanks, APCs and artillery, imodified 
by the number of men under arms and according to thr: quality of 
the equipment and the type of formation. The current score for 
Iraq is based on equipment destroyed in the Gulf War and reports 
of force reductions and reorganizations in Iraq's military. The 
raw scores are divided by Iraq's pre-war score to obtairl Iraq 
equivalents. 

Air scores are based on numbers of aircraft modified b:y a quality 
score based primarily on the age of the aircraft type. These are 
not satisfactory when used between dissimilar technologies, but 
are accurate enough in the present context. Naval scon:s are 
based on judgmental comparisons of the naval force snuctures. 
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The land force column in this table is the main one to focus 
on. Land forces - and specifically the heavy mechanized and 
armored forces given the most weight in this column -- form the 
bulk of an offensive capability required to commit regional 
aggression. 

The air forces of these counmes, even if large in numbers of 
aircraft, are no match for U.S. equipment and training -- as the 
Gulf War (and the IsraeVSyria engagement in 1982) showed. 
Most of the navies are small or not very capable, although with 
modern missiles even small navies and air forces can cause 
damage to unwary or inadequately defended expeditionary forces. 

Iraq. The vaunted million man army and its 6,000 tanks has 
been reduced to a third of its former size, and about 2,100 tanks. 
Many of these forces are involved in suppressing domestic . 

opposition. Thus, Iraq itself has been reduced to about three 
tenths Iraq equivalents as measured by its force structure, and well 
under that in real military capability. While unlikely to recover 
much beyond three tenths Iraqs for some time, Saddam is still 
thought to be concealing parts of his missile force and his nuclear 
and biological development programs from the international 
community. 

Iran. Iran is rebuilding its defense forces, shopping for both 
conventional and unconventional weapons capabilities. Iran has 
far fewer tanks than Iraq had before its Kuwait invasion., but it has 
substantial numbers of light forces. It has three times the small 
navy Iraq had before Desert Storm, and is re-building its air force 
with Soviet equipment. Iran has pursued a chemical weapons 
capability and has SCUD and other shorter range rnissilces. 

Syria. Now that it can no longer obtain weapons from the 
former Soviet Union except with hard currency, Syria is making 
purchases of tanks and other equipment with the financial 
windfall from Saudi Arabia for its participation in the Giulf War. 
Syria's large inventory of 4,000 tanks is impressive, anti its active 
army of 400,000 could possibly be augmented by resenres of 
270,000. It's score of six tenths Iraqs is high in terms of readily 
useable capability, but it represents a conservative assessment of 
what might be attainable by Syria after a period of mobilization. 
Syria's air force is also comparable to six tenths Iraqs. Its navy is 
about equivalent to Iraq's small pre-war force. 
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Libya. As suggested by the table, Libya is not a major land 
conlbat power, but retains a modestly capable navy and air force. 

~Vortir Korea. The next few years are likely to be a critical 
period in the history of Korea, with a succession crisis increasing 
the North's unpredictability. North Korea devotes a very large 
portion of its economy and population to its military effort. North 
Korea's army is structured differently from pre-war Iraq's, with 
about the same total manpower but only half as many tanks. The 
methodology for combining different sorts of equipment 
inventories into a standard score for offensive power yields a 
ground equivalent of six tenths. North Korea's air force is also 
about six tenths of an Iraq, but its navy comes out to about 10 
times the small Iraqi force. 

China. There are 2.3 million men under arms, but these . 

forces are lightly armed and not very modernized. China's 8,000 
heavy tanks and other systems g v e  it  a ground score only 1.2 
times as large as Iraq's. China's naval and air forces are distinctly 
more capable than Iraq's - 40 times and 2.8 times greater, 
respectively. China has ICBMs with nuclear warheads capable of 
reaching the U.S. 

IV. Measuring U.S. Capabilities - Building Blocks 
for a Force for the 90's 
Creating a quantitative measure for the threat is only half the 

process. The other half requires comparable, generalized 
judgments about the U.S. forces required to meet those threats. 
Thus, a judgment on what threats the United States should be able 
to meet at a given time would also yield a rough estimate of the 
U.S. forces needed to meet those threats. How do we arrive at a 
comparable yardstick for U.S. forces? 

Building Block One: The Desert Storm Equivalent 

The first major building block helps size forces for major 
regional aggression. The yardstick is the Desert Storm 
Equivalent, sized to deal with one Iraq Equivalent of threat. The 
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experience of Desert S t o m  is used as a base case for determining 
how much force would be required to redress any regional 
;lggression. Pre-war Iraq was larger than any of the other single 
threats we are likely to engage, and in many ways the Persian 
Gulf region is the most stressful area for U.S. military action. 

So it makes sense to use Desert Storm as the yardstick to 
assess how much force and what type night be needed to deal with 
other cases of regional aggression. As a working hypothesis - to 
be modified by differences of geography, local power balances, 
and similar considerations - if (for example) North Korea is six 
tenths of an Iraq, then forces amounting to about six tenths Desert 
Storm Equivalents should be enough to do the job. 

Because some forces in theater were not requested by the 
Desert Storm Commander-in-Chief, and because others did not . 

contribute meaningfully to the war effort, the Desert Storm 
Equivalent is not simply the force that was deployed to the 
theater. Instead, the force that was actually deployed is adjusted 
slightly to amve at a conservatively estimated force thal: mattered 
in defeating Saddam Hussein. 

It adds: 

- additional U.S. mine-countermeasures capabili~ty 
to provide greater access to coastal waters for U.S. 
forces on a more self-reliant basis. This would have 
enabled Marines to have come ashore in Kuwait if 
necessary on a timetable consonant with the rest of the 
attack plan. 

It excludes: 

- some Air Force tactical aircraft that were less 
effective bombers, that had a secondary role in air-to- 
air combat, and whose number of sorties was limited 
by available air-to-air refuelling tankers; 

- two Navy carriers not requested by the 
commander-in-chief (CINC) in the field; and 



Sizing American Corlverltional Forces Page 14 

- one late arriving Marine brigade (and associated 
air squadron) that was in excess of the Marine force 
requested by the CINC and that was in excess of what 
was needed to perform the mission. 

It includes some forces that didn't really fight: 

- the Marine forces at sea that pinned down Iraqi 
forces along the coast even though they didn't land; 

- the tactical and strategic reserve of ground forces 
that we had in the theater, that also weren't needed in 
the actual event; 

- the light forces that were essential early on but 
that could have been withdrawn after the heavy build 
u p  was well underway. 

Two aspects of the Gulf conflict suggest two possible 
augmentations to the basic force that mattered, to be taken into 
account in arriving in overall force structure options (in section V 
below). 

First, additional fast sealift andlor afloat pre-positioning of 
equipment could have given our early-arriving forces more 
mobility or firepower to defend themselves had Saddam continued 
South into Saudi Arabia. As it  was our light forces felt that they 
were only speedbumps in Saddam's path. 

Second, in late 1990 many argued for giving economic 
sanctions a chance to work, which would have required at least a 
defensive force to sit in Saudi Arabia until Saddam either left 
Kuwait or an offensive build-up was decided upon. While this 
waiting was not the right course on this occasion, it might be 
some other time. The flexibility to sit and wait would require 
enough force (active or reserve component) so that the combat 
forces could be rotated during the period of the wait. 

Applying the Desert Storm Equivalent 

Going back to Table II, recall that only China exceeds 1 Iraq 
on the equivalent scale. It therefore seems reasonable to entertain 
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;\ ivorking hypothesis that a Desert Storm Equivalent force, 
h;tving handily taken care of Iraq, should be expected 10 do well 
;\gainst any single (non-nuclear) country on the list. 

Every military operation is unique, and Desert Stc~rrn is no 
exception. We were disadvantaged in responding by our limited 
permanent presence, the weakness of friendly forces in the area, 
;ind the distance from our own shores. We were advantaged by 
Saudi Arabia's developed port facilities, fuel availability, 
communications infrasuuc ture, and logistics base. In other 
contingencies we may have different advantages and 
disadvantages. 

These variations have to be taken into account in applying the 
Desert Storm Equivalent to possible future conflicts. Adany of 
them affect the shaping of force-supporting capabilities rather . 

than the size of the combat force structure. As this planning 
methodology is developed in greater detail, it will make sense to 
make sure that our forces will contain whatever unique 
capabilities may be required for the threats that seem rrlost 
plausible or dangerous. It will be easier to take care of these 
variations from the relatively simple conceptual base of the Desert 
Storm Equivalent than trying to start from scratch for each 
potential scenario. 

It is comforting in a planning context that the majority of the 
potential regional aggressors identified in Table I1 an c:lustered in 
the part of the world from which the Desert Storm Equivalent 
arose, and where its details are likely to be the most appropriate. 

The clustering of these countries in the Middle East raises an 
additional concern - what if our country faced not a single 
regional aggressor in the Persian Gulf but a hostile coalition of 
states in the region? The entire forces of the Middle East states on 
the list (excluding Israel and Egypt) will not rise much above one 
Iraq in the foreseeable future - the amount of opposition the 
Desert S tom Equivalent can be expected to handle. 

Including Egypt and the smaller Gulf states in this somewhat 
fanciful coalition could bring the total up to around 1.8. It is hard 
to imagine such a grand coalition arrayed against any power other 



Siting American Conventional Forces Page 16 

than Israel, which itself when ful ly  mobilized has more than a 
Desert Storm Equivalent of ground forces and about one-half of a 
Desert Storm air arm. Thus maintaining an ability to project a 
Desert Storm Equivalent into the region is a conservative, 
common sense yardstick for planning. 

Many potential conflicts around the world would not require 
all the elements of the American Desert Storm Equivalent. This 
needs to be taken into account especially in planning for multiple 
simultaneous contingencies. 

Applying the Desert Storm Equivalent to Korea I 
Korea is one place where American military power is today 

committed directly against the clear and present danger of . 

aggression, and planning for Korea must be a key part of any 
force structuring methodology. 

In the Persian Gulf essentially all the ground combat power 
had to come from outside the region; but in Korea the U.S. will 
provide a reinforcing role. Initial investigation suggests that an 
air package equivalent to a Desert Storm Equivalent air m, or 
perhaps somewhat smaller, is the main American conmbution 
needed to be able to defeat Nonh Korean aggression. 

In recognition of the progressive strengthening of South 
Korea's ground forces, the Bush Administration has outlined a 
path for reducing the commitment of American ground forces to 
South Korean defense. Indeed, South Korea today can muster 
about 650,000 army personnel equipped with more than 1,500 
tanks to deal with Nonh Korea's million man army and 3,000 
tanks. In the units of account in use here, South Korea can bring 
to bear about six tenths Desert Storm Equivalents of total ground 
combat force to deal with North Korea's six tenths Iraqs of total 
ground offensive power. 

South Korea's navy compares favorably with that of Nonh 
Korea, as does its air force. But South Korea lacks a strong, long- 
legged tactical air force for ground attack, and U.S. air 
capabilities combined with airborne tactical radar planes and other 
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strategic air attack that was so effective against Iraq. Given the 
ceo~raphy of the front and the fact that Nonh Korea i s  not as 
b 

large a threat ns an Iraq, providing a Desert S t o m  Equivalent of 
(rround attack air is a conservative plan that could allow for some r' 

airfields being put out of action for a time due to enerriy attack, 
something that did not happen in Desert Storm. 

Other U.S. contributions would include a heavy U.S. brigade 
north of Seoul, along with a division headquarters, to make the 
U.S. commitment clear to the North and ensure that the North 
realizes that any move south would bring American forces into the 
fight, intelligence assets, and the potential amphibious 
employment of a Marine expeditionary force to complicate North 
Korean military planning. 

Other Building Blocks for the Future Fqrce 

The historical experience of the Lraq war provided, us with the 
Desert Storm Equivalent measure for dealing with regional 
aggressors. As indicated by Table I, regional aggression is the 
most demanding contingency, but far from the only one U.S. 
forces will have to contend with. Fighting terrorism, combating 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction and resmcting drug 
trafficking make up a loose grouping requiring a range of 
capabilities, but all much smaller than Desert Storm. 

The most demanding recent mission of this kind was 

Operation Just Cause in Panama in which U.S. forces dleposed a 
drug-trafficking military dictator whose forces were threatening 
U.S. personnel. The remaining tasks of peacekeeping and 
assisting civilians. were most recently managed in an offshoot of 
Desert Storm. That was the Provide Comfort operation with 
which we assisted the Kurds after the end of the war with Iraq. 

The Panama Equivalent Building Block 

The second building block, then, is a capability to perform an 
equivalent of Just Cause Operation that deposed Manuel Noriega 
in Panama. A Panama Equivalent, is more broadly indicative of 
smaller uses of force, including combatting the spread of nuclear 
and other mass tenor weapons and fighting terrorism. 
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The forces actual!!/ used in Operation Just Cause in Panama 

were specific to that country, relying heavily on Army forces in 
place in connection with the Panama canal, and on other Army 
force with detailed knowledze of the ground. Depending on 
where they are needed, other cases of intervention for regime 
change are likely to require more Naval and Marine forces and 
fewer Army troops. The Panama Equivalent force is designed 
with carrier air and Marines or airborne Army forces as an option 
to extend the geographic reach of the capability. Forces the rough 
size of the Operation Just Cause capability should be able to 
conduct similar operations, and anti-proIiferation attacks, 
wherever in the world they are required. 

The Provide Contfort Equivalent Building Block I 
The third building block reflects the need to preserve abilities 

to conduct missions of assistance to civilians even as we reduce 
our force structure and reduce forward deployments. Here the 
yardstick is the Provide Comfort and Sea Angel Operations of last 
year, yielding the Provide Comfort Equivalent. 'crr 

V. How Many, How Fast, How Long? 
How Policy Makers Would Use the Building Blocks 

This section derives force structure options from the threats 
and the building blocks. As in all defense planning there will be 
no set of numbers that will satisfy all observers. But it is 
important that the choices be made through a method that relates 
force structure choices clearly to the different capabilities they 
buy against the threats in view. 

The threat yardstick and the building blocks do not alone 
yield a force structure. The next step is to identify the situations 
that may require the use of force, and to see how much of the 
building blocks might be required to deal with the situations 
identified earlier. 

Then the force designer must ask three questions: how many 
of these contingencies are to be handled simultaneously; how fast 
do forces have to get to the scene in each case, given warning 
assumptions; and how long must the established force levels 
remain in theater? 

'rl 
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For example, how should we deal with an emerging 
Soi~thwest Asia contingency in a period when Korea remains a 
danger spot? Simply put, these simultaneous questions can be 
stylized as how many contingencies are to be handled at once, and 
are a major determinant of how large a force we need. Another 
aspect of how many is whether extra capability is needed as a 
strategic reserve. 

Another set of force drivers is often stylized as being about 
warning assumptions or about how fast various sorts of' forces 
have to be able to get to the fight once they are alerted. In reality, 
this set of questions also involves strategic trade-offs, for example 
between a requirement for an early arriving light force and a later- 
arriving one with more staying power. 

The final set of force-driving assumptions revolves around 
the duration of time that forces may be deployed to a theater, 
either on'the defensive, or while committed to the fight, or 
stabilizing the situation after an engagement. This important 
question of how long affects the degree of risk from not having 
fully duplicative capabilities for multiple contingencies and the 
requirement for a rotation base to sustain deployed forces. 

In the future I will present specific force structure options at 
this point - to further validate the methodology and to stimulate 
discussion about both the details of the methodology and the 
specific force smcture choices America needs to make.. For the 
time being. however, discussion needs to focus on the overall 
methodology. 

VI. Conclusion 

The purpose of this paper has been to demonstrate that it is 
reasonable to size American forces in direct relationship to the 
real threats to our vital interests. Any force planner couild use the 
logic of this paper to come up with his or her own preferred force 
snuc ture. 

The next step will be to develop some specific options and to 
cost them out, so that risk can be balanced against cost. The 
debate over defense in the coming years can revolve around these 
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sorts of concrete judgments about what we need to keep us safe in 
the new era, r;tther than nroi~nd percentages of GNP or other non- 
threat related yardsticks. 

By laying out clear linkages between the force structure and 
the threats they deal with, perhaps we can leave behind us the old 
Cold War politics over defense spending and build a new 
consensus based on a common sense assessment of our needs. 

We need to be attentive to costs, though, lest our 
requirements for force structure become the enemy of force 
quality and innovation. It is easy to imagine that America could 
be safer with a smaller force structure that is equipped and trained 
right for the new era, rather than a larger one that remains in the 
past. 

This paper has presented an approach to sizing the force for. 
the future. Even once the method is carried through to its 

,conclusion, and a force structure for the future derived, there will 
still be issues to be addressed in the transition from today's force 
to the future force. For one, we will need to ensure that we 
develop the right kind of force as well as one of the right size. 

For another, we will need to consider carefully how quickly 
we should move to whatever future force option is chosen. The 
speed with which the force is reduced to its new size could have 
tremendous consequences for readiness and morale as well as for 
budgets in the next few years. Choosing a future force structure 
should be a step toward deciding the coming years's budgets, but 
by itself will not determine the overall budget levels. 
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TO: Colleagues 

FR: Les Aspin, Chairman 

A NEW DEFENSE RESOURCE STRATEGY 

Making Sure We Can Build What We Need 
After the Draw Down 

o As you know, we have been developing a bottom-up, threat 
based strategy to size and shape our military forces in the 
post-Soviet world. 

o With the threat of the former Soviet Union gone, there is 
little doubt that the our defense industry will shrink in 
the coming years. 

so we need to plan now so that the defense 
industrial base we have left after the strategic 
drawdown will still be able to invent and build 
what we need militarily. 

o For the past two years, the Committee has worked wit.h some 
of the best talents we know to develop a new resourc!e 
strategy that will support our new military forces. 

 his resource strategy has four key components: 

SELECTIVE UPGRADING OF EXISTING SYSTEMS 

This would allow improvement of weaponry without the 
expense of new systems while helping maintain needed 
elements of the defense production base. 



SELECTIVE LOW-RATE PROCUREMENTS 

This would permit the purchase of current-generation 
systems and components as needed to keep vital, 
defense-unique suppliers alive to produce future 
systems. 

ROLLOVER-PLUS 

This is an expansion of an earlier idea to keep 
technology fresh by "rolling it overff into new 
development programs without going to production of new 
systems. To this basic idea, we added the notion of 
incorporating ease of manufacture in the design phase, 
and then making enough prototypes to allow military 
users to field test the items. 

SILVER BULLET PROCUREMENT 

production of small numbers of revolutionary weapons 
such as the F-117 that have the potential to alter the 
balance of the battlefield. 

o I am offering these suggestions as building blocks of a new 

J defense resource strategy. 

We are going to need such a strategy to maintain our 
technological edge and to preserve the core of our defense 
industrial base as we draw down our forces. 

o I am enclosing a working paper which offers some details 
about how these proposals might work. 

I hope you will have a chance to look at it and write me any 
suggestions you might have. 



Tomorrow's Defense From 

Today's Industrial Base: 

Finding the Right Resource strategy 

For A New Era 

By Rep. Les   spin, Chairman 

House Armed Services Committee 

February 2 6 ,  1992 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The f a d i n g  of  t h e  S o v i e t  t h r e a t  means t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  
no l o n g e r  has  t o  match t h e  r e l e n t l e s s  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of  new- 
g e n e r a t i o n  S o v i e t  weapon sys tems  w i t h  new systems o f  o u r  
own. A t  t h e  same t ime ,  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  shou ld  m a i n t a i n  
i t s  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  edce  t o  s a v e  U.S. l i v e s  on f u t u r e  
b a t t l e f i e l d s  and keep ahead o f  m i l i t a r i l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
t e c h n o l o g i e s  t h a t  a r e  p r o l i f e r a t i n g  around t h e  wor ld .  

u.S. m i l i t a r y  r e s e a r c h  and development ,  however, h a s  
been l a r g e l y  f u e l e d  i n  t h e  p a s t  by  t h e  promise o f  p r o f i t a b l e  
p r o d u c t i o n  o f  new weapons s y s t e m s .  With g r e a t l y  r educed  
weapons p r o d u c t i o n ,  it w i l l  b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  f i n a n c e  r e s e a r c h  
a n d  development under  e x i s t i n g  p r a c t i c e s ,  o r  s u s t a i n  a  
p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e  f o r  f u t u r e  weapons. 

I. what" s Needed - D e f i n i n g  the Problem 

To s o l v e  t h i s  dilemma, w e  need an  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  t h a t  
c a n  do f i v e  s p e c i f i c  t h i n g s :  

D e l i v e r  goods c u r r e n t l y  on c o n t r a c t .  T h i s  may 
o b v i o u s ,  b u t  it i s  n o t  a  f o r e g o n e  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  
happen.  S h r i n k i n g  procurement  d o l l a r s  may impact 
d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  i n  ways t h a t  impa i r  i t s  ab  
deliver on  e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t s .  

seem 
it. w i  

t h e  
i l i t y  

Main ta in /upgrade  e x i s t i n g  equipment .  This  i s  i m p o r t a n t  
a n d  gets even more s o  i n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we w i l l  be  
b u y i n g  fewer new s y s t e m s .  

Produce  n e x t  g e n e r a t i o n  s y s t e m s  - w i t h  h igh  q u a l i t y  and 
a t  a f f o r d a b l e  r a t e s .  Th i s  o b j e c t i v e  sounds e lementa ry ,  and 
y e t  it i s  c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  f o r  example, 
a p p e a r s  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  can  l i v e  w i t h  a  p r o d u c t i o n  gap  
f o r  some systems.  I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  we can m a i n t a i n  t h e  
b a s e  f o r  f u t u r e  p r o d u c t i o n  w i t h o u t  any i n t e r i m  p r o d u c t i o n  i n  

c e r t a i n  s e c t o r s  t h a t  have no commercial  c o u n t e r p a r t .  



Develop new h i g h  t echno logy  a t  home. Keeping our  h igh-  
t e c h  edge w i l l  b e  v i t a l  f o r  any f u t u r e  f o r c e .  We w i l l  need 

t o  g r a p p l e  w i t h  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  how much f o r e i g n  dependency 
w e  can  l i v e  w i t h .  

P r o v i d e  a  b a s i s  f o r  r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  a  more r o b u s t  

i n d u s t r i a l  c a p a c i t y .  I f  w e  can  p r e s e r v e  a h e a l t h y  n a t i o n a l  

manufac tu r ing  b a s e  we w i l l  have accompl ished t h i s  o b j e c t i v e .  

Any new major  t h r e a t ,  o r  a  r e c o n s t i t u t e d  S o v i e t  t h r e a t  w i l l  

t a k e  y e a r s  t o  d e v e l o p .  

11. S o l v i n g  t h e  P r o b l e m  - A R e s o u r c e  S t r a t e g y  

No s i n g l e  p r e s c r i p t i o n ,  b e  it p r o t o t y p i n g ,  convers ion  o r  

any o t h e r  remedy, can  a c h i e v e  a l l  of  t h e s e  e n d s .  A 

comprehensive s t r a t e g y  f o r  d i r e c t i n g  r e s o u r c e s  i n  a  way t h a t  

m a i n t a i n s  t h e  needed i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  i s  r e q u i r e d .  Relow a r e  

f o u r  e l ements  compr i s ing  s u c h  a  - s t r a t e g y .  

I .  S e l e c t i v e  Upgrading.  C r i t i c a l  p o r t i o n s  o f  t h e  

p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e  f o r  c e r t a i n  i t ems  can be main ta ined  by 
upgrad ing  e x i s t i n g  sys tems  o r  sub-sys tems.  

11. S e l e c t i v e  Low-Rate Procurements .  For  some sys tems,  

a  s t r a t e g y  o f  upgrad ing  w i l l  n o t  b e  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  m a i n t a i n  a  

v i a b l e  p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e .  I n  such c a s e s ,  we s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  
means o f  keep ing  s p e c i f i c ,  v i t a l l y  needed s u p p l i e r s  a l i v e  

independent  o f  o u r  nea r - t e rm procurements  needs .  

111. Rol lover -P lus .  We would c o n t i n u e  t o  p r o t o t y p e  new 

sys tems and components, n o t  p u t t i n g  them i n t o  p r o d u c t i o n ,  
b u t  r a t h e r  " r o l l i n g  over"  t h e  t echno logy  i n  new r e s e a r c h  

programs. N o  new sys tem would be p u t  i n t o  p r o d u c t i o n  u n t i l  

and u n l e s s  stringent cr i ter ia  a r e  met. Those c r i t e r i a  a r e  

A)  t h a t  t h e  t echno logy  works, B) t h a t  it was r e q u i r e d  by 

development o f  t h e  t h r e a t  o r  C) r e p r e s e n t e d  a  b reak th rough  

t h a t  would a l t e r  b a t t l e f i e l d  o p e r a t i o n s .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  e a s e  of  manufac tu r ing  would be  e n g i n e e r e d  



into the prototypes from the outset, and sufficient numbers 
of prototypes would be produced for field testing by the 

military forces for which they are intended. 

IV. Silver Bullet Procurements. Silver bullet 

procurements are just what the name suggests: highly 
capable systems procured in limited quantities and reserved 

for operations where a high-tech advantage could maximize 
U . S .  leverage. F-117 operations in the Persian Gulf War 
might be viewed by some as an example of the use of a 

"silver bullet." Technologically superior weapons clearly 
have the potential to save U.S. lives. But in the security 
environment of the future, our need for large quantities of 

such systems has diminished. 



INTRODUCTION 

We a r e  l i v i n g  i n  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  times. The re  have  been  

two m a j o r  r e v o l u t i o n s  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  t h r e a t s  w e  f a c e  i n  t h e  

w o r l d .  The f i r s t  came w i t h  t h e  c o l l a p s e  o f  t h e  Warsaw P a c t ,  
a  c o l l a p s e  s y m b o l i z e d  by  t h e  f a l l  o f  t h e  B e r l i n  Wall  i n  

November o f  1989 .  The s e c o n d  began  August 19,  1991 ,  w i t h  
t h e  coup  a t t e m p t  b y  Moscow h a r d l i n e r s ,  and  was compl-eted 
s y m b o l i c a l l y  w i t h  t h e  d i s s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  S o v i e t  Union i t s e l f  

on C h r i s t m a s  Day. W e  a r e  s t i l l  s e e i n g  t h a t  s e c o n d  

r e v o l u t i o n  p l a y  i t s e l f  o u t ,  o f  c o u r s e .  

But even  a s  we w a t c h  d e v e l o p m e n t s  i n  t h e  f o r m e r  S o v i e t  

Union, w e  s h o u l d  b e  p r e p a r i n g  f o r  a  t h i r d  r e v o l u t i o n ,  a  

r e v o l u t i o n  i n  t h e  way w e  g o  a b o u t  t h e  b u s i n e s s  o f  p r o v i d i n g  

f o r  o u r  d e f e n s e .  I t  i s n ' t  r e a l l y  a  m a t t e r  o f  c h o i c e .  The 

c h a n g e s  g o i n g  on e l s e w h e r e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  f o r c e  it on u s .  We 

c a n  a l r e a d y  see t h e  r o u g h  o u t l i n e s  o f  t h i n g s  t o  come i n  t h i s  

new, r e v o l u t i o n a r y  w o r l d .  To g e t  a  f e e l  f o r  t h i s  new wor ld ,  

l e t ' s  l o o k  a t  some o f  t h e  c o n t r a s t s .  

With o l d  w o r l d  d e f e n s e  b u d g e t s ,  w e  had t o  f i g u r e  o u t  how 

t o  a p p o r t i o n  t h e  i n c r e a s e s .  Now we have  t o  f i g u r e  o u t  who 
g e t s  t h e  c u t s  - r e a l  c u t s .  I n  t h e  o l d  wor ld  w e  h a d  :high 

volume p r o d u c t i o n  r u n s ;  now we're l o o k i n g  a t  low o r  no  

p r o d u c t i o n  r u n s .  I n  t h e  o l d  wor ld ,  w e  had many s u p p l i e r s ;  
now we're l o o k i n g  a t  s o l e  s o u r c e ,  a n d  i n  some e x t r e m e  c a s e s  

no  s o u r c e .  I n  t h e  o l d  w o r l d ,  U.S. d e f e n s e  t e c h n o l o g y  

d o m i n a t e d  a n d  was c l o s e l y  h e l d ;  i n  t h e  new wor ld ,  h i g h  

t e c h n o l o g y  w i t h  m i l i t a r y  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  g o i n g  t o  b e  w i d e l y  

p r o l i f e r a t e d .  And on it g o e s .  



I f  w e  d i d n ' t  n e e d  a  d e f e n s e  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e ,  it would b e  
e a s y  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e s e  c h a n g e s .  But  we d o  need  a  d e f e n s e .  
md w e  know f rom o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  t h e  P e r s i a n  Gulf  War t h a t  

it b e t t e r  b e  a  h i g h - t e c h n o l o g y  d e f e n s e ,  b o t h  t o  s a v e  l i v e s  

and  t o  k e e p  a h e a d  o f  t e c h n o l o g y  e l s e w h e r e .  And we a l s o  know 

t h a t  it h a s  t o  b e  a  c h e a p e r  d e f e n s e  t h a n  t h e  one w e  have 

t o d a y .  

T h i s  new e n v i r o n m e n t  w i l l  r e q u i r e  a  new r e s o u r c e  

s t r a t e g y .  Our c u r r e n t  s y s t e m  f o r  e q u i p p i n g  U.S. m i l i t a r y  

f o r c e s -  i n c l u d i n g  r e s e a r c h ,  e n g i n e e r i n g ,  deve lopment ,  
p r o d u c t i o n ,  a n d  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  d e f e n s e  s y s t e m s  - was c r a f t e d  

d u r i n g  a n  e r a  o f  economic a n d  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  s u p e r i o r i t y ,  

abundan t  f i s c a l  s u p p o r t ,  and  a  m a r k e t  r i c h  w i t h  d o m e s t i c  

s u p p l i e r s .  None o f  t h o s e  c o n d i t i o n s  a p p l y  any  l o n g e r .  

T h e r e f o r e ,  w e  n e e d  a  new r e s o u r c e  s t r a t e g y  f o r  g u i d i n g  

i n v e s t m e n t  d e c i s i o n s ,  a  s t r a t e g y  which  maximizes  ou r  a b i l i t y  

t o  s u p p o r t  c u r r e n t  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  e n s u r e s  t h e  s u r v i v a l  o f  
t h o s e  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  and i n d u s t r i a l  r e s o u r c e s  c r i t i c a l  t o  
a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  f u t u r e  o b j e c t i v e s ,  a n d  h e d g e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  

r i s k  o f  u n f o r e s e e n  n a t i o n a l  e m e r g e n c i e s .  

I. Sta tus  of the Defense Technology and P r o d u c t i o n  Base 

The o l d  m o d e l s  f o r  d e f e n s e  p l a n n i n g  a n d  a c q u i s i t i o n  a r e  

no  l o n g e r  v a l i d .  What h a s  changed  i n  d e f e n s e  t echno logy  and  

i n d u s t r y  t h a t  r e q u i r e s  u s  t o  d e v e l o p  a  new framework f o r  
d e f e n s e  p r o c u r e m e n t ?  The f o l l o w i n g  l i s t s  s u g g e s t  t h e  d e p t h  

a n d  b r e a d t h  of c h a n g e s  w e  c a n  e x p e c t :  



Old New 

High d e f e n s e  b u d g e t s  

Many s u p p l i e r s /  redundancy 

Price c o m p e t i t i o n  

High volume p r o d u c t i o n  r u n s  

P r o d u c t i o n  pays  f o r  R&D 

Automat ic  p r o d u c t i o n  

"Spin-off"  

( d e f e n s e  t o  commercial)  

R e l a t i v e  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  

Hi- tech  s k i l l  magnet 

U.S .  market  dominant 

Low defense  budge t s  

Few o r  s o l e  s o u r c e  supp ly  

Design Compet i t ion  

Low o r  no p r o d u c t i o n  

R&D pays i t s  own way 

S e l e c t i v e  p r o d u c t i o n  

"Spin-on" 

(commercial t o  d e f e n s e )  

Fore ign  dependencies  

Hi- tech  s k i l l  f l i g h t  

I n c r e a s i n g l y  g l o b a l  market 

P r o g n o s i s  f o r  t h e  C u r r e n t  P r o d u c t i o n  Base 

We have reviewed d e f e n s e  procurement  p l a n s  i n  s e v e r a l  
s e c t o r s  o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  through 1 9 9 7 .  Even 
assuming t h e  now o p t i m i s t i c  spend ing  l e v e l s  of  t h e  Defense 
Depar tment ' s  b a s e  f o r c e  p l a n ,  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  p i c t u r e  i s  s t i l l  
b l e a k .  

I n  o u r  r ev iew w e  examined t h e  c u r r e n t  p l a n  f o r  
p r o d u c t i o n  i n  t w e l v e  d i f f e r e n t  i n d u s t r i a l  s e c t o r s :  
a i r f r a m e s ,  a v i o n i c s ,  guns,  h u l l s ,  heavy combat v e h i c l e s ,  

m i s s i o n  c r i t i c a l  computers ,  s a t e l l i t e s ,  b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e s ,  

s t r a t e g i c  c r u i s e  missiles, t a c t i c a l  missiles, s h i p b o a r d  
e l e c t r o n i c s ,  and v e t r o n i c s .  W e  a s s e s s e d  t h e  number o f  

d i f f e r e n t  p r o d u c t i o n  programs f o r  each  s e c t o r ,  a s  well a s  
t h e  f u n d i n g  l e v e l s  f o r  t h o s e  s e c t o r s  d u r i n g  each y e a r  of  t h e  



f i v e - y e a r  d e f e n s e  p l a n  (FYDP),  and  beyond t h e  FYDP where  
p rog ram p l a n s  e x i s t .  

Our r e v i e w  s u g g e s t s  t h a t ,  if w e  f o l l o w  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t ' s  

p l a n ,  by  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  FYDP we w i l l  b e  o u t  o f  b u s i n e s s  
e n t i r e l y  i n  s e v e r a l  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i e s ,  a n d  imminen t ly  o u t  

o f  b u s i n e s s  i n  s e v e r a l  o t h e r s .  And i n  t h o s e  r e m a i n i n g  
s e c t o r s ,  a s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r a c t i o n  o f  f u n d i n g  l e v e l s  and  
p r o g r a m s  o c c u r .  

T h i s  o v e r a l l  c o n t r a c t i o n  o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e  

i s  summar ized  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e  d e p i c t i n g  t h e  d e c l i n e  

i n  t h e  number o f  d i f f e r e n t  s y s t e m  t y p e s  p r o d u c e d  d u r i n g  t h e  
F Y D P  a n d  beyond:  

Number o f  P r o g r a m  T y ~ e s  i n  P r o d u c t i o n  

Sec to r  

A i r f r a m e s  

H u l l s  9 

Heavy V e h i c l e s  0 

S t r a t e g i c  Missiles 7 

( l a u n c h  v e h i c l e s )  

T a c t i c a l  Missiles 20 



There  may b e  room f o r  a rgument  a b o u t  whe the r  a  g i v e n  

number i s  p r e c i s e .  But t h e  o v e r a l l  message i s  c l e a r .  

c e r t a i n  s e c t o r s  o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  w i l l  

d i s a p p e a r  u n d e r  c u r r e n t  p l a n s .  Among them a r e  i n d u s t r i a l  

s e c t o r s  u n i q u e  t o  d e f e n s e ,  s u c h  a s  t a n k  p r o d u c t i o n ,  where 
t h e  l o s s  o f  t h o s e  i n d u s t r i e s  w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  l o s s  o f  o u r  

e n t i r e  p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a b i l i t y .  F o r  t e c h n o l o g i e s  and 

p r o d u c t i o n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  which r e q u i r e  v e r y  l o n g  l e a d  times 

t o  r e c o n s t i t u t e ,  s u c h  a  l a c k  of  c a p a b i l i t y  c o u l d  have 

s e r i o u s  consequences .  

T h i s  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s t u r b i n g  i n  two s e c t o r s :  heavy  
combat v e h i c l e  p r o d u c t i o n ,  a n d  s h i p b u i l d i n g .  Both o f  t h e s e  
s e c t o r s  would r e q u i r e  a n  i n o r d i n a t e  amount of  t i m e  t o  

r e b u i l d  from s c r a t c h ,  a n d  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  b o t h  r e q u i r e  

a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  un ique  t e c h n o l o g i e s ,  s k i l l s ,  a n d  f a c i l i t i e s .  

~ o t h  s e c t o r s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  b r i e f l y  be low.  

Heavy Combat V e h i c l e s .  

The Pen tagon  won't o r d e r  any new t a n k s  o r  Brad ley  

f i g h t i n g  v e h i c l e s  f o r  U.S. f o r c e s  after FY 92. We e x p e c t  
f o r e i g n  m i l i t a r y  s a l e s  (FMS) t o  s u p p o r t  a d d i t i o n a l  t a n k  

p r o d u c t i o n  t h r o u g h  FY 97. But  even  w i t h  FMS w e  w i l l  n o t  

f u l l y  c l o s e  t h e  gap be tween  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  e n d  o f  t a n k  
>ration production in FY 97 and the production of a next genc. 

t a n k  sometime i n  t h e  nex t  c e n t u r y .  

The l o s s  of  o u r  e n t i r e  t a n k  p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a b i l i t y  i s  
t r o u b l i n g .  Tank p r o d u c t i o n  h a s  no  commerc ia l  a n a l o g .  Not 

o n l y  i s  t h e  m a n u f a c t u r e  o f  c e r t a i n  t a n k  components u n i q u e  t o  

d e f e n s e  - f o r  example,  a rmor  a n d  cannon p r o d u c t i o n  - some o f  

them a l s o  r e q u i r e  e x t r e m e l y  l o n g  l e a d  times t o  rebui1,d .  

The Pentagon  h a s  p r o p o s e d  m o t h b a l l i n g  e x i s t i n g  t a n k  

p r o d u c t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  d u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  i n  which t h e  n e x t  

g e n e r a t i o n  t a n k  i s  b e i n g  d e v e l o p e d .  Such a  "layaway" 



program is expected to cost about $758 million over a six 
year period. Even with the layaway, however, the Army 

estimates that it would still take 51 months, and cost an 
additional $750 million, to produce the first new tank after 
restarting production. An additional nine months (60 months 
total) would be required to surge production rates to 60 

tanks per month. 

From the perspective of the threat alone, the risk of 

shutting down all tank production and mothballing facilities 

while we prepare to "leap-frog" to next generation systems 
may appear reasonable. What this approach does not 
consider, however, is how a "leap frog" strategy can be 
executed if no future suppliers exist to build the system. 
In addition, absent any capability for modernization or 

upgrades during the interim, we consign ourselves at best, 
to accepting static warfighting capabilities over the next 

decade, and at worst, to declining capabilities relative to 

other military forces. 

Shipbuilding. 

The U.S. shipbuilding industry has also been hard hit. 
During the 1980, s t  the U.S. fell from the worldf s n.~rnber one 
commercial shipbuilder, to the rank of about 40. Together, 
Japan and South Korea, both of whose shipbuilding industries 

are subsidized by their governments, now build almost 60% of 
all commercial ships worldwide. Of the approximately 3,000 

ocean-going vessels ordered during the last three years, the 
U.S. is building only three of those ships. 

Absent coinercia1 ship construction, the U.S. 
shipbuilding industry is now entirely dependent on Naval 

shipbuilding for its survival. Given the decline in Navy 

ship orders, we can expect to see the U.S. shipbuilding base 

erode even further. A few statistics provide some insight 

into the extent of the problem: 



- Approx ima te ly  9 0 %  o f  Navy s h i p b u i l d i n g  f u n d s  have  

b e e n  c o n c e n t r a t e d  i n  o n l y  f i v e  p r i v a t e  s h i p y a r d s  o v e r  t h e  

l a s t  s e v e r a l  y e a r s :  Avondale ,  B a t h  I r o n  Works, GD/Electric 

Boa t  D i v i s i o n ,  I n g a l l s ,  a n d  Newport N e w s .  

- The Navy's p r o p o s e d  s h i p b u i l d i n g  program t h r o u g h  F Y  

97 s u p p o r t s  less t h a n  50% o f  t h e  y e a r l y  a v e r a g e  q u a n t i t y  of  

s h i p s  p roduced  d u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  20 y e a r s .  The Navy p r o c u r e d  

a n  a v e r a g e  o f  1 9  s h i p s  p e r  y e a r  d u r i n g  t h e  1980s .  But 

d u r i n g  t h e  FYDP, t h e  a v e r a g e  number of  a l l  s h i p s  ( i n c l u d i n g  
a u x i l i a r y  s h i p s )  p r o c u r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  FYDP w i l l  b e  l ess  t h a n  

1 0 .  We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  Naval  s h i p  o r d e r s  w i l l  d e c l i n e  e v e n  
f u r t h e r  i n  t h e  post-FYDP o u t y e a r s .  

- The r e d u c e d  Navy p rog ram i s  u n l i k e l y  t o  s u p p o r t  a l l  

f i v e  o f  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  m a j o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  s h i p y a r d s .  Given 

c u r r e n t  p l a n s ,  t h e  e x i s t i n g  b a s e  c o u l d  b e  r e d u c e d  t o  a s  few 

a s  two major  c o n s t r u c t i o n  y a r d s .  

- The c u r r e n t  a n d  p r o j e c t e d  Navy s h i p b u i l d i n g  program 

w i l l  n o t  s u s t a i n  even  a  300 s h i p  Navy. Navy f o r c e  l e v e l s  
d e t e r m i n e  t h e  number o f  s h i p s  t o  buy e a c h  y e a r  o v e r  t h e  
a v e r a g e  l i f e  o f  s h i p s .  Given a n  a v e r a g e  s e r v i c e  l i f e  o f  30 

y e a r s ,  a n  a v e r a g e  p rocu remen t  o f  10  s h i p s  p e r  y e a r  i s  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  y i e l d  a  300 s h i p  f l e e t .  The Navy program f a l l s  

be low t h i s  l eve l .  

~ e c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  a l o s t  s h i p y a r d  would r e q u i r e  l a r g e  

amounts  o f  b o t h  time a n d  money. The Navy e s t i m a t e s  a 
minimum i n v e s t m e n t  o f  $1.5 b i l l i o n  a n d  6-7 y e a r s  f o r  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  a  s u r f a c e  c o m b a t a n t  y a r d .  

What do w e  w a n t  a f u t u r e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  t o  d o ?  

We b e l i e v e  a f u t u r e  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  must b e  

c a p a b l e  o f  p e r f o r m i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f i v e  f u n c t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  

t o  meet U.S. n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  r e q u i r e m e n t s :  



~eliver goods currently on contract. At the very least 
a minimum we would like the base to deliver goods already 

contracted. This constitutes the shortest term requirement 
for the base. This seems obvious, and, barring any 

bankruptcies, the base looks capable of achieving this 
objective. However, we may well encounter some tur:oulence 

in this area: As the production base shrinks, sub-tier 

vendors disappear, overhead increases and costs of some 

items skyrocket, the government may be called upon provide 

substantial financial assistance to enable completion of 

some contracts. 

Maintain/upgrade existing equipment. This capability 
becomes even more important given the decline, or absence of 
new system production. Existing systems will have to be 

maintained over longer periods, and upgrades completed to 

meet evolving threats. 

Survive to produce next generation systems - with high 
quality and at affordable rates. This objective sounds 
elementary, and yet it is controversial. The 

administration, for example, appears to believe that we can 
live with a production gap for some systems. It is not 

clear that we can maintain the base absent all production in 

certain sectors that have no commercial analog. 

Develop new high technology. High tech can provide 

leverage for any future force we field. We will need to 
grapple with the policy question of how much foreign 

dependency we can live with. 

Provide a- basis for reconstitution. If we can preserve 

a healthy national manufacturing base we will have 
accomplished this objective. Presumably any new major 

threat, or a reconstituted Soviet threat will take years to 
develop. During this period we would need to mobilize the 

existing defense base, and possibly civilian production 

capacity as well. 



We b e l i e v e  t h e s e  f i v e  o b j e c t i v e s  s u p p o r t  t h e  
comprehensive set  of m i l i t a r y  r e q u i r e m e n t s  w e  e n v i s i o n  f o r  
t h e  f u t u r e .  There i s  an  a d d i t i o n a l  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  
c a p a b i l i t y ,  however, which w e  have  p u r p o s e l y  o m i t t e d  from 

o u r  l i s t  of  f i v e  o b j e c t i v e s :  s u r g e  p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a b i l i t y .  

Surge  i s  g e n e r a l l y  u n d e r s t o o d  a s  t h e  a b i l i t y ,  th rough  e x c e s s  
p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a c i t y ,  t o  p roduce  d e f e n s e  end-i tems a t  a 
h i g h e r  r a t e  i n  a  n a t i o n a l  emergency. Although we view s u r g e  
p r o d u c t i o n  a s  a  b e n e f i t  t h a t  f l o w s  from m a i n t a i n i n g  a  v i a b l e  
p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e ,  w e  have n o t  l i s t e d  s u r g e  a s  one o f  our  
f u t u r e  o b j e c t i v e s ,  because ,  f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  major  end 
items g e n e r a l l y  have p r o d u c t i o n  l e a d  times which a r e  t o o  

l o n g  t o  be  expanded t o  any mean ingfu l  d e g r e e  w i t h i n  t h e  

d u r a t i o n  o f  a  c o n f l i c t .  E f f o r t s  t o  p r o v i d e  s u r g e  p r o d u c t i o n  

c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  major end i t e m s  o f t e n  r e s u l t  i n  
" o v e r f a c i l i t i z a ' t i o n " ,  which c r e a t e s  i d l e  p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a c i t y  
and i n c r e a s e d  overhead c o s t s .  While w e  w i l l  want t o  p r o t e c t  
t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  s u r g e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  some items, e s p e c i a l l y  
consumables l i k e  ammunition, t a c t i c a l  m i s s i l e s  and s p e c i a l  
f u e l s ,  a  " s u r g e - l i k e "  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  p a r t s  cou ld  be  ach ieved  
a t  less c o s t  b y  p r o c u r i n g  a d d i t i ~ n a l  long- lead  i t ems ,  l i k e  
l a n d i n g  g e a r ,  i n  advance o f  need.  . 

11. What Does t h e  P e n t a g o n  S a y ?  

S e v e r a l  themes have emerged i n  DoD1s s t a t e m e n t s  on t h e  
i s s u e  t o  d a t e .  I m p l i c i t  i n  t h e s e  themes are some 
fundamenta l  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s :  

R e c o n s t i t u t i o n .  The new d e f e n s e  s t r a t e g y  i s s u e d  by  t h e  
Department i n  August o f  1990  a r t i c u l a t e d  r e c o n s t i t u t . i o n  a s  
one  o f  i t s  s i x  key e lements .  R e c o n s t i t u t i o n  i s  g e n e r a l l y  

u n d e r s t o o d  a s  a  r e b u i l d i n g  o f  d e f e n s e  p r o d u c t i o n  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  would b e  u n d e r t a k e n  i n  r esponse  to t h e  
reemergence  o f  a  g l o b a l  t h r e a t .  The concep t  of  



r e c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  s e r v e s  a s  a  k i n d  o f  cheap  

i n s u r a n c e  p o l i c y  a g a i n s t  t h e  wors t  k i n d  o f  u n f o r e s e e n  
n a t i o n a l  e m e r g e n c i e s .  I t  i s  p r e m i s e d  on t h e  a s sumpt ion  t h a t  

w e  w i l l  have ample  w a r n i n g  t i m e  i n  which t o  m o b i l i z e  

American i n d u s t r y ,  a n d  t h a t  t h e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  .such an 

e x e r c i s e  w i l l  e x i s t .  

R e c o n s t i t u t i o n  h a s  a l s o  been  l i n k e d  by t h e  Department  t o  

i t s  new a p p r o a c h  t o  a c q u i s i t i o n .  Accord ing  t o  a  r e c e n t  DoD 

f a c t  s h e e t  on i t s  new a c q u i s i t i o n  app roach ,  " t h e  U n i t e d  

S t a t e s  must m a i n t a i n  t h e  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  b a s e  t h a t  would 

p e r m i t  r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  of  l a r g e r ,  h i g h l y  c a p a b l e  f o r c e s  

s h o u l d  a  new t h r e a t  d e v e l o p  i n  t h e  f u t u r e . "  F u r t h e r ,  i n  t h e  

a b s e n c e  o f  c u r r e n t  p r o d u c t i o n ,  m e e t i n g  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  needs  

o f  l a r g e r  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  " a l s o  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  Department 

emphas i ze  t e c h n o l o g y  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  and  p r o t o t y p e  e v a l u a t i o n  

programs."  F i n a l l y ,  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  a n d  p r o t o t y p i n g  i s  

a s s e r t e d  by DoD t o  " c o n t r i b u t e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t o  o v e r a l l  

d e t e r r e n c e  o f  a g g r e s s i o n "  - b o t h  i n  t h e  n e a r  a n d  f a r  t e rm - 
b e c a u s e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  a n d  p r o t o t y p i n g  " w i l l  h e l p  p rove  t o  

any  p o t e n t i a l  a g g r e s s o r  U.S. c a p a b i l i t y  and  w i l l . "  

The b a s i c  p r e m i s e  b e h i n d  r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  - t h a t  we can  

r e l y  on t h e  r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  o f  f o r c e s  t o  meet a n  u n f o r e s e e n  

r eemergen t  g l o b a l  t h r e a t  - i s  sound.  The r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  
i t s  p o t e n t i a l  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  however, a p p e a r  i l l - u n d e r s t o o d  

by  t h e  Pen tagon .  On t h e  o n e  hand, DoD h a s  e l e v a t e d  
r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  t o  o n e  o f  t h e  s i x  p i l l a r s  o f  U.S. d e f e n s e  

s t r a t e g y .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  however, t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  i s  

u s i n g  t h e  c o n c e p t  t o  p e r m i t  t h e  d i sman t l emen t  o f  t h e  

p r o d u c t i o n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  upon which r e c o n s t i t u t i o n  would 

depend  f o r  e x e c u t i o n .  A l s o ,  t h e  Depa r tmen t ' s  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  

n e a r - t e r m  a g g r e s s i o n  c a n  b e  d e t e r r e d  b y  a  U.S. program o f  

t e c h n o l o g y  p r o t o t y p i n g  i s  t e c h n i c a l l y  unfounded .  I t  i s  
r a t h e r  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  enough p r o t o t y p e s  c o u l d  b e  b rough t  t o  

p r o d u c t i o n  - g i v e n  t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l  l e n g t h  o f  t i m e  r e q u i r e d  



t o  b u i l d  a  new sys tem - t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  
o p e r a t i o n s  o f  any nea r - t e rm combat s c e n a r i o .  For  t h i s  
r e a s o n ,  p r o t o t y p i n g  w i l l  p r o b a b l y  n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  much, if  

a n y t h i n g ,  t o  d e t e r r e n c e .  

" L e t  t h e  marke t  d e c i d e . "  The Depar tment  a d v o c a t e s  
l e t t i n g  free marke t  f o r c e s  g u i d e  t h e  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  b a s e  
of  tomorrow.  The d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  t h i s  a s  an  a c r o s s - t h e -  
b o a r d  p o l i c y  i s  t h a t  we d o n ' t  h a v e  a  f r e e  market  where 
d e f e n s e - u n i q u e  commodit ies  a r e  c o n c e r n e d .  

F r e e  m a r k e t s  c o n s i s t  o f  m u l t i p l e  se l lers  and m u l t i p l e  

b u y e r s .  I f  one  buyer  i n  a  f ree  m a r k e t  s t o p s  buy ing ,  t h e  
se l l e r  can s t i l l  compete f o r  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  o r d e r s .  But t h e  
d e f e n s e  m a r k e t ,  i n  many c a s e s ,  h a s  o n l y  a  s i n g l e  buye r :  t h e  
P e n t a g o n .  I f  t h a t  s i n g l e  b u y e r  q u i t s  buy ing ,  t h e  s u p p l i e r  
g o e s  o u t  o f  b u s i n e s s ,  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  i s  no l o n g e r  a  m a r k e t .  
So if w e  depend  on t h i s  n o n - e x i s t e n t  marke t  t o  g u i d e  t h e  
s h a p e  o f  t h e  f u t u r e  base ,  w e  w i l l  e n d  up w i t h  a  n o n - - e x i s t e n t  
b a s e .  T h i s  i s  p r e c i s e l y  what  a p p e a r s  t o  be happening  i n  
some o f  o u r  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i e s ,  n o t a b l y  t a n k  and s h i p  

c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

End c u r r e n t  p rocurements  i n  f a v o r  o f  emphas iz ing  

t e c h n o l o g y  p r o t o t y p i n g .  A s  n o t e d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e  Pentagon  h a s  
a r t i c u l a t e d  a new a c q u i s i t i o n  a p p r o a c h  o f  c u r t a i l i n g  c u r r e n t  
m o d e r n i z a t i o n  i n  f a v o r  o f  r e - a l l o c a t i n g  t h o s e  r e s o u r c e s  t o  
s u p p o r t  r e s e a r c h  and deve lopment  o f  advanced  t e c h n o l o g i e s  
f o r  n e x t  g e n e r a t i o n  sys t ems .  Wi th  a n  i n c r e a s e d  emphas is  on 
deve lopmen t  o f  t echno logy  d e m o n s t r a t o r s  and p r o t o t y p e s ,  DoD 
s y s t e m s  would no l o n g e r  p a s s  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  from t h e i r  
r e s e a r c h  a n d  development p h a s e s  i n t o  p r o d u c t i o n .  I n s t e a d ,  
u n d e r  t h e  new DoD " s t r a t e g y " ,  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  new weapon 

s y s t e m s  o r  subsys t ems  w i t h  new a n d  p r o v e n  h i g h - t e c h  would 
o n l y  o c c u r  if a  s u b s t a n t i v e  n e e d  f o r  t h e  new sys tem c o u l d  be 

d e m o n s t r a t e d .  



Consistent with an increased emphasis on research and 

development of technology prototypes, the Department has 

also proposed to selectively incorporate advanced technology 

- once proven through prototyping - into existing systems. 
Finally, the new DoD strategy also supports production of 

limited quantities of new systems only if cost and 

operational requirements are met. 

prototyping does have the potential to contribute to our 
ability to achieve the requirements we outlined for a future 

base. But in order to provide even limited benefits for a 

future industrial base, we will need to adopt a non- 

traditional approach to prototyping. We outline how our 

approach differs from the traditional prototyping process in 

the next section. 

What the Pentagon's new a,cquisition approach completely 

fails to address, however, is whether any suppliers with the 

right capabilities will be around, first to develop new 

systems, and then to produce them, if we have allowed then 

to disappear in the interim. 

Conversion. In a recent Report to Congress on the 

Defense Industrial Base, the Pentagon asserted that "the 

ability of the base to meet future DoD needs will depend in 
large measure on the ability of individual companies to 

shift from defense to commercial production -- and then back 
again, when required." The report does not suggest why any 

firm, having gone through the difficult and expensive 

process of conversion, could return again to defense 
production. 

"Conversion", involves converting existing plant 

equipment, existing facilities, and the existing workforce 

to production of a different, but similar product. Ry 

definition, the end product of conversion must be related to 

the product previously in production since it depends on 

application of the same labor skills, equipment and 



facilities. The immediate payoff of conversion is 

continuation of productive economic activity. The :projected 

payoff for defense is that the skills and facilities 
preserved could presumably be called upon at a future date 
for re-conversion to their original defense functions. 

But conversion cannot serve as a blanket solutio:? to 

DoDfs industrial base problem. First, by definition, 

defense unique production activities have no commercially 

analogous product to convert to. For example, Naval nuclear 

reactors are fundamentally different from their commercial 

counterparts. And armor production has no civilian 
applications. So in the very sectors where DoD could most 
benefit from conversion, it isn't really an alternat.ive. 

On the other hand, maybe DoD really meant to say that 

firms could ,diversify - that is to say, move into different 
product sectors altogether - and not convert. But 

diversification would not preserve the very skills and 

facilities that we need to provide us with future defense 

unique production potential. 

Finally, both conversion and diversification are not 

easy. Conversion efforts should be supported where they can 
be undertaken. Conversion can play a role in easing some of 
the economic dislocation anticipated with the contra.ction of 

the defense industrial base. It is, however, a very weak 
reed indeed for the Department to lean upon for preservation 

of future defense production capabilities. For these 

reasons, we ought not to rely upon conversion as a solution 
to the larger problem of the loss of critical defense 

production capabilities. 

111. What Are Our Prescriptions? 

The centerpiece of the Pentagon's new acquisition 

strategy is extensive prototyping. This approach to 

technology prototyping is not new. I first advocated the 



c o n c e p t  some two y e a r s  a g o  i n  a  J a n u a r y  1 9 9 0  s p e e c h  b e f o r e  

t h e  N a t i o n a l  S t r a t e g y  Forum. I n  t h a t  s p e e c h  I c o n t e n d e d  

t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  p u r s u e  a  " r e s e a r c h  and  deve lopment  sys t em,  

r a t h e r  t h a n  a  d e v e l o p  a n d  buy sys tem",  a  sys t em o f  

p r o t o t y p i n g .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  I p r o p o s e d  t h a t  no new 

p r o d u c t i o n  b e  u n d e r t a k e n  u n t i l  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t h r e e  c r i t e r i a  

were m e t :  

F i r s t :  No p r o d u c t i o n  u n l e s s  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  t h r e a t  

h o n e s t l y  j u s t i f i e d  it. 

Second:  The t e c h n o l o g y  t h e  d e v e l o p e r s  were p u s h i n g  

would have  t o  do  t h e  j ob .  

T h i r d :  Even i f  t h e  t h r e a t  were r e a l  a n d  t h e  

t e c h n o l o g y  worked, t h e  t e c h  d e v e l o p e r s  would have  t o  

show t h a t  e x i s t i n g  equ ipmen t  had  r u n  o u t  o f  g rowth  

c a p a c i t y  a n d  c o u l d n ' t  b e  improved t o  h a n d l e  t h e  

t h r e a t  b e f o r e  t h e y  c o u l d  g o  on t o  a  new one .  

We f u r t h e r  r e f i n e d  t h i s  c o n c e p t  o v e r  time, w i t h  . the  

c o n s u l t a t i o n  o f  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  e x p e r t s ,  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  n o t i o n  

o f  m u l t i p l e  p r o t o t y p i n g  c y c l e s  f o r  a  s i n g l e  sys t em b e f o r e  
b r i n g i n g  it t o  p r o d u c t i o n .  The r a t i o n a l e  b e h i n d  t h e  i d e a  o f  
m u l t i p l e  RcD c y c l e s  was t h a t  it would p e r m i t  t h e  a g g r e s s i v e  

e x p l o r a t i o n ,  t e s t i n g  a n d  e v e n t u a l  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  s e v e r a l  
g e n e r a t i o n s  o f  p a c i n g  t e c h n o l o g i e s  i n t o  t h e  end  prociuct ,  b u t  

w i t h o u t  a l l  t h e  a t t e n d a n t  m u l t i p l e  p r o d u c t i o n  c o s t s .  I n  

e s s e n c e ,  we would " r o l l "  t h e  t e c h n o l o g i e s  and  o t h e r  l e s s o n s  
l e a r n e d  from one  c y c l e  o v e r  i n t o  s u b s e q u e n t  o n e s .  T h i s  

p r o c e s s  e v e n t u a l l y  came t o  b e  known s i m p l y  a s  " R o l l o v e r . "  

B u t  " r o l l o v e r f '  was n e v e r  i n t e n d e d  t o  b e  o u r  o n l y  hedge  

a g a i n s t  a r eemergen t  m i l i t a r y  t h r e a t .  Nor was it i n t e n d e d  

t o  b e  t h e  s o l e  p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  an  a i l i n g  d e f e n s e  i n d u s t r i a l  

b a s e .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  a s  I s t a t e d  i n  my J a n u a r y  19, 1 9 9 0  

N a t i o n a l  S t r a t e g y  Forum s p e e c h ,  " I f  we're g o i n g  t o  c o u n t  on 

b e i n g  a b l e  t o  p roduce  o u r  new weapons when we see t h e  need ,  

we'd b e t t e r  have  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  c a p a b i l i t y  a round  t o  do t h e  

job."  



The results of our work since that speech are outlined 

below in the form of four prescriptions. Our strategy 
assumes that the "market" is an insufficient deterninant for 

predicting and preserving the elements of the defense 
industrial base that are necessary to support a fut,dre 

force. In contrast to a "laissez faire" policy. our 
strategy provides a framework for remaining active1:j engaged 
in ensuring that we can meet those requirements. 

Specifically, we believe that we should preserve production 

capabilities where each of the following are true: 

- there is no other firm that performs its function, 

- there is no related commercial enterprise, and 

- it will take a long time to rebuild the skills and 

tools once they are lost or dismantled. 

A firm which meets each of the above criteria is one 
which I would label "critical" and "defense unqiue." Its 
loss would substantially decrement our ability to meet the 

requirements of even the much smaller US miltary force of 
the future. Why? Because without any indigenous 

capability in some industrial sectors - tank, or cannon 
production for example - we can't achieve most of the 
objectives we outlined for the future base: 

- Without the potential to upgrade systems we ha.ve no 

means of injecting new technologies into our existins - 
equipment inventories and our warfighting capabiliti~ will 
remain static, or decline relative to the continued force 

improvements taken by potential adversaries. 

- Without the maintenance of some skeletal industrial 

infrastructure, we cannot perform the engineering and 

development to lay the groundwork for the next qeneration 
system when it becomes necessary, and; 



- Without surviving suppliers, who will we call upon to 

actually build future systems when we need them? 

One of the chief objectives of my resource strategy is 
to ensure that we invest our resources in a manner which 

preserves either the actual "defense unique" capability, or 

the potential for that capability. We have developed a 

four-part approach to procurement which, in contrast to 

DoDfs new acquisition approach, strives to preserve 

crtitical elements of both the defense production, and R&D 
bases. We believe both elements are essential to our 

ability to meet future US security requirements. 

None of our four prescriptions are stand-alone 

solutions. Taken singly, none can ensure that all five of 

our base objectives defined earlier will be achieved. We 

believe, theref~re, that the four prescriptions outlined 

below should be implemented as a package. 

1) Selectively Upgrade 

Critical portions of the production base for certain 
items can be maintained by upgrading systems or sub-systems. 

The advantages to performing such upgrades are three-fold: 

upgrading allows us to modernize systems where modernization 

through new production is no longer fiscally feasible; 
upgrading requires production capacity that could also 

contribute to a surge potential in an emergency; and perhaps 
most importantly, upgrading sustains a base for production 

of future systems. 

Two years ago Congress directed a tank upgrade program 

to modernize the armor and electronics of existing tanks. 

This tank conversion program is a prime example of how 

upgrades can preserve critical components of our defense 

production base, with minimum risk, and at minimum cost. 

- Conversion of Mls to MlA2s, and from MlAl to 141A2 

sustains armor, cannon, and propulsion elements of t-ank 

production. Each of these elements meets our established 



c r i t e r i a  f o r  " d e f e n s e  u n i q u e . "  

- A l t h o u g h  t h e  n e x t  g e n e r a t i o n  t a n k  d e s i g n  i s  s t i l l  

o n l y  i n  t h e  c o n c e p t  d e f i n i t i o n  p h a s e ,  t h e  Army e s t i m a t e s  

t h a t  t h e  new t a n k  w i l l  u s e  many f a c e t s  o f  c u r r e n t  

t e c h n o l o g y ,  e . g . ,  s p e c i a l  a rmor ,  a rmor  p l a t e  c u t t i n g ,  

b a l l i s t i c  s t ee l  weld ing ,  a n d  r o t a r y  f o r g i n g  f o r  cannon 

p r o d u c t i o n .  T h e r e f o r e ,  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  e l e m e n t s  o f  t h e  
e x i s t i n g  b a s e  i s  e x p e c t e d  t o  d i r e c t l y  b e n e f i t  t h i s  n e x t  

g e n e r a t i o n  s y s t e m .  

- Main tenance  o f  warm p r o d u c t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  min imizes  

o u r  r i s k  t h r o u g h  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  b o t h  a  l i m i t e d  s u r g e  

c a p a c i t y ,  a n d  c o n t i n u o u s  p r o d u c t i o n  c a p a b i l i t y .  

I t  i s  somewhat i r o n i c  t h a t  t h e  Pen tagon  i s  w i l l i n g  t o  

c u r t a i l  a l l  t a n k  p r o d u c t i o n  - i n c l u d i n g  an  upgrade  program - 
i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  e n v i r o n m e n t .  The S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  h a s  

w f a u l t e d  C o n g r e s s  f o r  b u y i n g  weapons s y s t e m s  t h e  Department  
c l a i m s  no  l o n g e r  t o  need ,  a n d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  c i t e s  t h e  
t a n k .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  DoD, t h e  Army h a s  a  s u f f i c i e n t l y  l a r g e  

t a n k  i n v e n t o r y  (some 8 ,000  MI v a r i a n t s )  t o  s u s t a i n  it: f o r  

t h e  f o r e s e e a b l e  f u t u r e .  A l t h o u g h  w e  p r o b a b l y  do n o t  need  t o  

u p g r a d e  a l l  8 ,000  t a n k s  i n  t h e  i n v e n t o r y ,  it i s  p r e c i s e l y  

b e c a u s e  we w i l l  be k e e p i n g  t h a t  i n v e n t o r y  f o r  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  
future that we should preserve our ability to modernize it. 

2 )  S e l e c t i v e  l o w - r a t e  p r o c u r e m e n t s  

F o r  some sys t ems ,  a  s t r a t e g y  o f  u p g r a d i n g  w i l l  not. b e  

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  m a i n t a i n  a v i a b l e  p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e .  I n  s u c h  

c a s e s ,  we s h o u l d  m a i n t a i n  a low volume p rocu remen t  r a t e  t o  

s u s t a i n  c r i t i c a l  s u p p l i e r s .  

P o r t i o n s  o f  t h e  s h i p b u i l d i n g  i n d u s t r y  a r e  p r i m e  

c a n d i d a t e s  f o r  t h i s  a p p r o a c h .  I n  t h e  h i g h l y  s p e c i a l i z e d  

a r e a  o f  n a v a l  n u c l e a r  p r o p u l s i o n ,  f o r  example,  o u r  

p r o d u c t i o n  b a s e  h a s  a l r e a d y  c o n t r a c t e d  t o  s o l e  s u p p l i e r s  f o r  



key components. These remaining suppliers cannot stay 
viable without at least enough orders to keep production at 
a minimum level. Some have estimated this minimum level to 
be one naval reactor per year. But even this rate is 
probably unsustainable given current DoD purchase plans. 

Because of the unique nature of naval reactor 

components, construction and operations, the strategy of 
using upgrades as a solution to supplier maintenanc~e is not 
valid in the case of reactors. If we want to maintain the 
capability to outfit future ships with nuclear propulsion we 
must ensure that these suppliers remain viable. We need to 

determine a fair and legitimate minimum production rate and 

then ensure that we fund those suppliers at that level. 

Maintenance of a viable production base can also provide 

a near-term hedge against the uncertainties associated with , 

future system development and production. For example, the 
F-16 is the only remaining Air Force fighter in procluction. 

Absent F-16 production, the Air Force will be completely 

dependent on the successful development of the Advac.ced 

Tactical Fighter (F-22) for the next generation f igh.ter. We 

only need recall the cancelled Navy A-12 attack aircraft 

program to remind ourselves that program risks exist. 

3) "Rollover-Plus" 

The first two approaches outlined above - upgrading, and 
limited procurements - aim primarily to sustain a minimal 
production capability in defense unique industries. Those 

two approaches cannot alone, however, ensure a hea1t:hy 

ability to explore and develop new technologies which will 
ultimately lead to advanced, next-generation systems. But 

our current system for developing and fielding advanced 

systems is also no longer feasible in the new budget 

environment. What we need therefore, is a way to maintain 

the potential for modernization of systems, or components of 



systems less expensively. We believe that a "rollover-plus" 
strategy can contribute significantly to our ability to 

accomplish just that. 

In essence, we mean a process of continuous prot~typing 
and development of manufacturing technologies. But this 
process would differ significantly from the process 
traditionally used in prototyping defense systems in that we 
would not commit to quantity production at the outset of the 
development. Instead, a prototype would not be brought into 

full scale production until the resulting component or 
system met stringent criteria. Those criteria are Pi) the 

technology works, B) it is required by development clf the 
threat, or C) represents a breakthrough that would alter 
battlefield operations. If the resulting prototype did not 
meet those criteria, however, we would "rollover" the new 
technologies and lessons learned from developmeht into a 
further iteration of engineering, development, and 

prototyping. 

The benefits of engaging in such a process are: 

- it preserves design and engineering expertise and 
continuity; 

- it advances production technologies and processes, 
thereby lowering production problems and therefore the 

ultimate cost of a system; 

- it keeps us at the forefront of technology 

development; 

- does each of the above without the current attendant 
costs of a full-up production program. 

In an era where we are no longer compelled by the threat 
to continuously introduce new systems and technologies into 

our military forces, this approach allows us to develop our 



high-tech potential, and field the most promising systems on 

the basis of significant technological or operation'al leaps. 

Instead of threat driven development, we can now move toward 
tech-driven development. Given the limited budget resources 

and the growing need to extend the life of current systems, 
we believe this approach to be especially promising for 

development of sub-systems for upgrading existing 

inventories. 

So far, this approach may sound similar to the new 
acquisition approach outlined by the Administration in its 

budget submission. But rollover-plus differs in several key 

respects. Whereas the Administration appears to be satisfied 
to put the blueprints for a prototype on the shelf after it 

has been developed, rollover-plus seeks to attain two 
additional objectives: it would require the resultant 
prototype to be production friendly and would thoroughly 

test prototypes of promising technologies and systems in an 

operational context. 

Let me explain. Traditionally, prototypes have been 

developed to provide a range of information: to resolve 

technical questions about new technologies, provide insights 
into a system's appearance and spatial layout, and to test 

sub-component integration into a system. Traditional 
prototypes, therefore, have been developed primarily to 

understand technical performance issues. Although the 

resolution of technical performance issues is a key element 
of any prototyping strategy, our "prototyping-plus" strategy 

incorporates two additional objectives: manufacturing 

producibility and resolution of operational performance 

issues. 

What do we mean by manufacturing producibility anci why 
is it important? Industry experts have told us that one of 

the most difficult phases in the development of a new system 



is the transition from a prototype to quantity production. 

Since most prototypes are typically built by specialized 
design engineers who do not get involved in the process of 
serial production, problems with the actual manufacturing 

process can arise on the factory floor which were not 
anticipated by the prototype engineers. 

Development of a producible prototype could be furthered 

through adoption of a development process which actively 

involves the manufacturing engineers in the prototyping 

process itself. Such a process - known as concurrent 
engineering - was pioneered some years ago by the Japanese 
auto industry, and is slowly becoming more widespread in the 
U . S .  Since concurrent engineering can reduce the number of 

late engineering changes that might otherwise be required 

during the transition from development to production, it 

also has the added benefit of reducing overall systc. >rn cost. 
For systems which we would eventually bring to production, 
this is an important benefit. 

In addition to developing a "producible" prototype, we 

must develop enough prototypes for field testing to enable 
the users of the new system - the military services - to 
understand its operational contributions and requirements, 

for example, the potential contribution to tactics and 
doctrine offered by the system, and its battlefield 

maintenance requirements. In addition to helping the 
military understand how the new system might be integrated 

into existing forces and operations, extensive field testing 

of prototypes would allow the user to provide necessary 
feedback to the system designers if modifications or 

improvements were required. 

We are looking at the next generation tank, the so- 

called "Block 111" tank as a candidate system for rollover- 

plus. We think it's ideally suited for this kind of 



development: there is no immediate warfighting- or 

inventory- driven requirement for production of this system, 

available program funding is currently insufficient for a 

full-up development program, but yet we have a need to 

continue technology development for the next generation 

system. 

4) "Silver Bullet" procurements 

"Silver bullet" procurements are just like they sound: 

highly capable systems procured in limited quantities and 

reserved for operations where a high-tech advantage could 

maximize U.S. leverage. F-117 operations in the Persian 
Gulf War might be viewed by some as an example of the use of 
a "silver bullet." Technologically superior weapons clearly 

have the potential to save U.S. lives. But in the security 
environment of the future, our need for large quantities of 

such systems has diminished. 

Buying systems in limited quantities is entirely 

consistent with a rollover-plus development process. By 

definition, a "silver bullet" meets the criteria we 

established for bringing a rollover prototype into 

production: it must represent a significant technological 
advance, and must demonstrate the potential to alter 
battlefield operations. 

Making the prescriptions work 

We recognize that the successful implementation of the 
prescriptions listed above may not be possible within the 

context of our current contracting processes. We should 

work with industry to develop a new philosophy toward 
contracting which would seek to reduce regulations and 

management constraints while streamlining the design 

process. For example, we ought to insist upon a concurrent 

engineering and design process to reduce eventual production 

risks and problems. We should also explore mechanisms for 

inducing contractors to put a greater emphasis on 



manufacturing technologies and the ultimate producibility of 

any system. 

These are precisely the objectives that Congress set 
forth in the FY 92 Authorization Bill for the Advanced 

~actical Fighter, or F-22. Legislation now requires that 

the Air Force "should give priority in the Engineering and 

~anufacturing Development Phase to investing in ATF 

manufacturing technologies over improving ATF performance." 

Many may complain that the approach outlined above will 
not prove profitable, or that it is unworkable for other 

reasons. We understand that shifting to a new acquisition 

process will not be easy. And we also recognize the need to 

revise the existing acquisition process to make R&D more 

profitable. Currently, a substantial, or majority :;hare of 

R&D is paid for by industry with the expectation that future 
profits will be earned from large production runs. In the 

absence of large production runs this clearly must change. 

We already have evidence that such a process can be 

achieved, and that it can indeed be profitable. The 

Lockheed Advanced Development Company, or "Skunk Works" in 

Burbank, California for example, provides an example for a 

high-tech, streamlined acquisition process. The Skunk Works 
which has developed systems such as the U-2, the SR-71, and 

the F-117, developed each of them in small quantities, each 
pushed the bounds of existing technology, and each was 

profitable. We should endeavor to learn how we might apply 
lessons learned from this model to the procurement process 

at large. 

CONCLUSION 

We believe we can meet each of the five requirements we 

established for a future defense industrial base through 
implementation of the four prescriptions outlined above. 

The first t w o  prescriptions - selective upgrading, and low- 
rate procurements - essentially ensure that we can meet 
current base requirements: 



- deliver goods already on contract, 

- maintain and upgrade existing equipment, and 

- provide potential for a limited surge capacit.~. 

Each of these objectives are achieve through the 

preservation of a minimal warm production base. 

Our second two prescriptions - "rollover," and "silver 
bullets" - secure our ability to achieve future base 
requirements: 

- survive for next generation production, 

- develop new high tech, and 

- provide a basis for reconstitution. 

Further, and perhaps most importantly, we believe that 

our ability to meet current base requirements is an absolute 

prerequisite to our ability to meet future objectives. In 

other words, maintenance of current production capa.bi1itie.s 

is a necessary bridge to providing future capabilities. 
Without preservation of a minimal production capability in 

defense-unique activities, we lose the very suppliers upon 

whom we are relying for research, development, and 

product ion. 

It is my hope that we can work with the Department of 

Defense and with industry in pursuing a strategy that is 
mindful of both budgetary pressures, and future 

requirements. I offer this four-point resource strategy as 
a point of departure for this dialogue. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Colleagues 

FROM : Les Aspin, Chairman 

RE: Thinking through Defense 1997 Alternatives 

o As you know, I appeared before the House Budget 
Committee yesterday at Chairman Panetta1s invitation to 
help that committee think through how to approach 
defense in the post-Cold War world. 

o Attached are the materials that I presented to the 
Budget Committee members. As youlll see, these 
materials follow logically from the papers on threat- 
driven budgeting, conventional forces and nuclear 
policy I sent you recently. 

o In consultation with other HASC members, I have 
developed four illustrative options of what our defense 
forces might look like at the end of five years. All 
four are based on a threat-driven methodology, and all 
four have five year defense savings attached to them. 
Clearly, these are not the only options available, and 
I have included some of the other proposals out there 
for your information. 

o I'd be interested in any comments you might have on 
this approach. Please let me know if I can provide any 
additional information. 
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CHART I 

Underlying Philosophy for 
U.S. Military Forces in the New Era 

Secretary Cheney's Position 

Responds to one revolution 
(1989 breakup of the Warsaw Pact) 

Defense by subtraction 

Based on organizational needs and view of 
what a superpower must have 

A Better Methodology 

Responds to two revolutions 
(1991 breakup of the U.S.S.R.) 

Bottom-up review of forces 

Based on forces needed to deal with threats 
to important U.S. interests 

Rep. Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Cornmillee February, 1992 



CHART I1 

Using the Building Blocks: Defense 1997 

Building 
Blocks 

D 

C 
- 

Option C plus: 

B - A Second 
Option B plus: Provide Comfort- 

- sized Operation - - Rotation Base 

A for Long-Tern - Additional Lift 
Option A plus: Deployments 

- More Robust 
- Additional - Panama-sized Contingency 

- - Basic Desert Regional Contingency Forces 

Storm Equivalent 
Con tingenc y/Korea 

- Provide - Additional Lift/ 

Comfort-type 
Preposi tioning 

- Humanitarian or 
Evacuation Action 

- Lift/ 
Prepositioning 

I L 

Defense Foundation 
- Strategic Nuclear Forces - Overseas PresenceIResidual Soviet m a t  - Training/Operating Tempo 
- Defense Forces for U.S. Temtory - R&D/Force Modernization - Special Operation Forces 

- Industrial Base 

Rep. Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Committee February, 1992 



CHART I11 

Defense Foundation 

Provides the bedrock on which to rest threat-based 
options. It includes: 

Training and Operating Tempo to maintain 
current high levels of readiness in military forces. 

Research and Development to provide a fully 
funded technology base, a robust acquisition 
strategy and innovative approaches to prototyping. 

Procurement Funding to keep the force well 
equipped while protecting the integrity of the 
industrial base. 

Strategic Nuclear Forces designed to hedge 
against a change in relations with the nuclear 
successor states of the Soviet Union. 

Forces for Overseas Presence including 
those intended to respond to any residual 
conventional threat from the Soviet successor 
states. 

Defense Forces for U.S. territory. 

Special Operations Forces for anti-terrorist 
and other contingencies. 

Rep. Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Committee February, 1992 



CHART IV 

Comparison of Alternative Future Force Structures 

Force A Force B Force C Force D Base Force End FY 91 Force 

ARMY I 
Active Divisions 8 8 9 10 
Reserve Divisions 2 2 6 6 
Cadre Divisions 0 0 0 0 

MARINE CORPS 
Active Divisions 
Reserve Divisions 

AIR FORCE 
Active Wings 
Reserve Wings 

NAVY 
Ships (total) 220 290 340 430 

Carriers 6 8 12 15 
SSNs 20 40 40 50 
Assault Ships 50 50 50 82 

SEALIFT 
Fast Sealift Ships 16 24 24 24 
Afloat Prepositioning 20 24 24 24 

ships (beyond MPS) 

Rep. Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Cornmiltee February, 1992 



CHART V 

Reductions from the Base Force of Alternative 
Defense 1997 Force Structures 

Force A Force B Force C Force D 

ARMY 
Active Divisions - 4 - 4 - 3 - 2 
Reserve Divisions - 4 - 4 0 0 
Cadre Divisions - 2 - 2 - 2 - 2 

MARINE CORPS 
Active Divisions - 113 - 113 - 1/3 + 2/3 
Reserve Divisions 0 0 0 0 

AIR FORCE 
Active Wings - 9 - 7 
Reserve Wings - 7 - 5 

NAVY 
Ships (total) - 230 - 160 

Carriers - 7 - 5 
SSNS - 60 - 40 
Assault Ships 0 0 

SEALIFT 
Fast Sealift Ships + 8 + 16 
Afloat Prepositioning + 12 + 16 

ships (beyond MPS) 

PERSONNEL 
Active - 379K - 314K - 217K - 51K 
Reserve Components - 254K - 229K - 16K + 13K 

Base Force 

Rep. L a  Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Cornmilfee Febnrary, 1992 



CHART VI 

w Defense 1997 Compared to Recent Proposals 
to Cut Defense Spending 

National Defense Function - Budget Authority 
(in Billions of Dollars) 

Fiscal Year 1997 
Five-Year Cut 

Current $ Constant FY93 $ FY 1993-97 

Old Baseline (10D1) 
(IT92 Bush Request) 

Option'D 

FY93 Bush Request 

Gramm (1192) 

Mitchell (1/92) 

Option C 

Kennedy (b) 

Sasser (c) 

McCain (d) 

Option B 

Option A 

Brookings 

Government Operations 
(Informal Working Group) 

Dellurns (e) 

- 38 

- 50 (a) 

- 74 

- 100 

- 114 

- 115 

- 1201 - 140 

- 130 

- 187 

- 231 

- 310 

- 342 

(a)  ,This figure includes proposed FY92 savings and excludes inflation savings. 
(b)  Kennedy has proposed $210 billion cur over seven years. 
( c )  S m e r  has proposed $120 - 140 billion cut over five years, with $15 - 17 billion cut in FY93. 
(d)  McCain's proposal has been adjusted for consistency. 
(e) Dellurns hus proposed a $400 billion cut over four years, FY93 - 96. 

Rep. Lcs Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Committee February, 1992 



CHART VII 

Defense 1997 - Alternatives 
Measured Against the Current Baseline 

National Defense Function - Budget Authority 
(in Billions of Dollars) 

Fiscal Year 1997 
Five-Year Cut 

Current $ Constant FY93 $ FY 1993-97 

Current Baseline (1192) 301 260 

Ilr 
FY93 Bush Request 29 1 25 1 - 43 

Option C 

Option B 

Option A 

Rep. L a  Aspin, Chairman, H o w  Armed Services Commi,ttee Februay, I992 



CHART VIII 

The Fiscal Year 1993 Debate 
Three Variables 

- Rescission 

- Budget Walls 

Rep. Lcr Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Committee February, 1992 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Colleagues 

From : Les Aspin, Chairman, House Armed Services Conunittee 

Re: A New Threat-Based Strategy for our Nuclear Policy 

o I want to report to you about some thinking I have been 
doing about how we might fundamentally redefine our 
traditional nuclear policies. 

o As you know, I have been suggesting for some time, through a 
series of working papers, that we rethink our country's 
traditional security policies in light of the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. 

I have proposed that we adopt a bottom-up methodology to 
size and shape our forces. I suggested that we design our 
forces to deal with the generic real world threats that 
might actually endanger us. This strategic approach should 
make us militarily stronger and more secure than simply 
buying less of the same old Cold War forces --- a defense by 
subtraction. 

o Now, in the attached working paper, I have used the same 
bottom-up, threat-driven methodology to reexamine our 
nuclear policies. 

Specifically, this paper begins to address the nuclear 
threats we increasingly face from the continuing spread of 
nuclear weapons, the danger of accidental or unauthorized 
launch, and the "loose nukes1# problem. 



o Here is the heart of my reasoning: 

o We have experienced a radical reversal of the 
relationship between nuclear weapons and our country's 
security strategy. 

o During the Cold War we believed nuclear weapons to be 
our equalizer -- our ultimate counter to Soviet 
conventional superiority. 

Therefore, if there had been an opportunity to rid the 
world of nuclear weapons during the Cold Wart the 
United States would have declined. 

o Now nuclear weapons could be someone else's equalizer -- their ultimate counter to our conventional. 
superiority. 

The demise of the Soviet conventional threat and our 
military success in the Gulf leave us as the lone 
conventional superpower. Although we've worried for 
years that chemical weapons could be the tfpoo.r man's 
nukes," now the spread of nuclear weapons technology to 
the third world could make nukes the ''poor man's 
nukes.'' 

Therefore, if we now had the opportunity to rid the 
world of all nuclear weapons, we would. 

o The character of the new nuclear threats -- multiple, 
small-scale, and possibly non-deterrable -- i st 
different from the nature of the old Soviet threat -- 
single, large-scale and deterrable. 

o These changes in the nuclear threats we may face and 
the reversal of our basic interests in nuclear weapons 
themselves have implications for every aspect of our 
nuclear weapons policy. 

o The paper still represents work in progress. I hope you 
will write to me with any suggestion you may have. 

(P.S. I'm working on a companion piece which will suggest 
how we might take advantage of the dramatically improved 
U.S.-Russian relationship to create a safer and more stable 
arrangement for the future, while protecting U.S. security 
in the event that in the future good relations turn bad. 
Stay Tuned.) 



From Deterrence to Denuking: 

Dealing with Proliferation in the 1990s 

Rep. Les Aspin, Chairman 
House Armed Services Committee 

February 18, 1992 



PREFACE 

One of the most pressing questions before us totlay as a nation 
is how to secure our nuclear safety in the new post-Cold War, post- 
Soviet era. This paper begins to address the question bly considering 
the issues of the continued spread of nuclear weapons, the dangers of 
accidental or unauthorized launch and the "loose nukes"' problem. 

A companion piece will suggest how we might take advantage 
of the dramatically improved US.-Russian relationship to create a 
safer and more stable arrangement for the future, while protecting U.S. 
security in the event that in the future good relations tu:m bad. 

These two nuclear papers are the product of a unique 
consultative process. I sent an earlier draft that combined'both sets of 
issues to about 150 prominent defense experts, as well as to a number 
of my colleagues in Congress. I asked for their frank c:omments and 
criticism. And I got it. 

As a result, the paper that follows has been revised substantially 
from the previous draft. In my view, it is much improved. Any 
errors and questionable judgments that remain are, alas, mine alone. 

The paper still represents work in progress. The number of 
creative and far-reaching suggestions that have come still require 
considerable thought. In one area in particular it is clear to me that 
much more work is needed. That concerns the question of how we 
can strengthen our efforts to stem nuclear proliferation. This may be 
the most serious security threat to the United States in the future. 

The end of the Cold War offers an opportunity -- and an 
imperative -- to rethink our nuclear weapons policies from the ground 
up. This is a daunting undertaking that will require everyone's best 
efforts. 

This paper offers a starting point for this work, and reflects the 
contributions of many others. It is my intention to continue and 
expand this consultative process as we further define appropriate 
policies to reduce future nuclear threats to the United States. 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Nuclear deterrence has been the linchpin of U.S. strategy for 
dealing with the two scenarios that overwhelmingly dominated U.S. 
defense planning: a massive Eastern Bloc conventional attack on 
Western Europe and a massive Soviet nuclear attack on the United 
States. A policy of nuclear first use was adopted to deter a 
conventional attack in Europe and strategic nuclear retaliation was 
designed to deter an attack on the United States. 

These two drivers of U.S. nuclear policy have btxn 
fundamentally, changed by two modern Soviet revolutions. 

The first modern revolution began with then-President Mikhail 
Gorbachev's announcement in December 1988 that the Soviets would 
unilaterally reduce their troops in Eastern Europe, and was essentially 
complete by the time the Berlin Wall came down in November 1989. 
By the end of this first revolution, the Warsaw Pact was gone and 
along with it the threat of a Warsaw Pact conventional a.ttack on 
Europe. 

In March 1990, then-CIA Director William Webster told the 
House Armed Services Committee: 

The dramatic changes, either planned or already 
implemented, will be increasingly difficult to reverse. 
To do so, new hardline military leaders in Moscow 
would have to revive traditional military doctrine and 
procurement priorities, or adopt new ones. Either 
course would be disruptive and expensive, and wlould 
result in significantly lower readiness at least in t:he short 
term. 

More importantly, rebuilding forces to traditional levels would 
be unpopular with a populace weary of shortages and sacrifice. 

Webster went on to say, however, that "...the Soviets are 
pursuing a broad-based strategic modernization effort. ?ley are 
protecting, and in some ways improving, the overall cap;abilities of 
their strategic forces. " 



In other words, aftei the first revol,~tion, the Warsaw Pact 
disappeared, but the Soviet nuclear threat remained. 

The second modem Soviet revolution began on 19 August 199 1, 
when Moscow hardliners launched an abortive coup. It accelerated the 
demise of the Communist Party and the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union. It put reformers firmly in power and established their agenda 
as the agenda for the successor states to the Soviet Union. 

In December 1991, the new Director of Central Intelligence, 
Robert Gates, testified to the committee that the second revolution had 
already changed significantly the picture for Soviet strategic 
modernization, and would change it much more in the future: 

Earlier, we had judged that the Soviets would preserve 
and protect their strategic programs, because of their 
symbolic importance as much as their deterrent value. 
But it is increasingly hard to see how Russia or any 
other republics with nuclear strategic weapons will be 
able to continue the modernization effort--or even why 
they would want to, given the rapid dissipation of 
tensions with the West. 

Therefore, we should not be surprised if most or all Soviet 
plans for strategic offensive force mdernization are abandoned 
for the foreseeable future. This is clearly not what the military 
wants to happen, only a reflection of the likely priorities of 
republic leaders and the economic facts of life. 

This judgment was made possible by a historic shift in the 
relationship between the United States and the successor states to the 
Soviet Union. That relationship is now somewhere between the old 
Cold War relationship and the relationship we have with two other 
members of the nuclear club, the United Rngdom and France. Both 
the U.K. and France have nuclear weapons that can reach the United 
States, but the United States has no fear of their arsenals. 

Clearly, the U.S. -Russian re1ationshl.p remains quite different 
from the U.S.-British or U.S.-French relationship. What is 
momentous, though, is how different it is from the Cold War U.S.-  
Soviet relationship. 

In sum, three changes have taken place. First, the conventional 
military superiority of the other side has evaporated. Second, strategic 
mcxlernization programs in the former Soviet Union have slowed down 
and will slow to a halt. Third, the re1ation:;hip with the successor 
states of the Soviet Union has undergone a fundamental change. 

Taken together, these changes have not only shifted the bedrock 
on which U.S. nuclear policy was based, they have literally reversed 
U.S. interests in nuclear weapons. 



II. From Equalizer to Equalizee 

During the Cold War, the United States and its NATO allies 
relied on nuclear weapons to offset the conventional superiority of the 
Warsaw Pact in Europe. Even a few years ago, if someone had 
offered the United States a magic wand that could have instantly wiped 
out all nuclear weapons and the knowledge to make more of them, the 
reality is we would have declined the offer. 

Nuclear weapons were the great equalizer that enabled western 
capitals to deal with numerically larger Eastern Bloc forces. To have 
used the magic wand would have made the world safe for conventional 
war. This was not a desirable outcome when large Eastern Bloc 
conventional forces were deployed right up to the inner German 
border. 

Today, however, circumstances are dramatically different. 
With the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact and the fading of the threat 
posed by former Soviet forces, the United States is the biggest 
conventional force on the block. Nuclear weapons still serve the same 
purpose -- as a great equalizer. But it is the United States that is now 
the potential equalizee. 

The war with Iraq is a case in point. It is reasonable to 
speculate that it would have been enormously difficult to put together a 
coalition of allies against Iraq from among those countries on or near 
its borders if Iraq had had nuclear weapons, particularly nuclear 
weapons matched to Scud ballistic missiles. 

Today, if offered that magic wand to eradicate the existence and 
knowledge of nuclear weapons, we would very likely accept it. This 
radical change in our interests in nuclear weapons is the backdrop 
against which we must understand the evolving nuclear threats we face 
today. 

III. NUCLEAR THREATS IN THE POST-SOVIET WORLD 

During the Cold War, the ovemding U.S. concern was the 
deterrence of nuclear war with the Soviet Union. In this long struggle, 
the United States could count on an adversary that was known and 
rational. It was understood that any order for a nuclear attack on the 
United States was also a suicide note. 

The danger of a superpower nuclear exchange has now receded 
greatly. But other threats have emerged. The end of the Cold War 
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union means that the chances of 
national annihilation through all-out nuclear war are much diminished. 
But the very demise of the Soviet Union may accelerate trends that 
make other nuclear dangers more acute. 



Proliferation 

The proliferation of nuclear weaporls is now the chief security 
threat we face in the post-Soviet era. Proliferation of the technology 
has continued for the past 20 years, largely obscured by the shadow of 
the superpower competition. The extent of Saddam Hussein's nuclear 
ambitions, and near-success in achieving them, should be a wake-up 
call not just about Iraq but about other countries as well. 

Today, in addition to the five acknowledged nuclear powers 
(U.S., the former Soviet Union, Great Britain, France and China), 
another four countries are believed to either have nuclear weapons or 
the ability to assemble them on short notice: Israel, India, Pakistan and 
South Africa. 

Several more nations are now pursuing nuclear capabilities, or 
have done so in the past, including Iraq, North Korea, Libya, Iran, 
Argentina, Brazil and (according to some reports) Algeria. Iraq 
appears to have been within a year of acquiring a nuclear capability. 
North Korea is now within a similarly short distance. Additional 
countries, including Moamar Gadhafi's Libya, have had less success to 
date, but would very much like to have a r,uclear bomb. 

"Loose Nukes" 

Of particular concern today is the impact that the breakup of the 
Soviet Union could have on proliferation. At issue here is a set of 
problems that has come to be known collectively as "loose nukes." 

The Soviet Union had nearly 30,000 nuclear weapons, of which 
about 10,000 were long-range strategic weapons and the remainder 
tactical weapons. The proliferation dangers of this stockpile are three- 
fold. 

The first concerns proliferation of nuclear weapons states. 
Strategic missiles are deployed today in Russia and three other 
republics. Belarus has on its territory a substantial force of 100 
strategic weapons. Both Ukraine or Kazakhstan have well over 1,000 
strategic nuclear weapons deployed on their territory. 

Today, Russian President Boris Yeltsin is believed to possess 
the codes necessary to authorize a nuclear launch, but has agreed to 
consult with the leaders of the other three republics prior to a launch. 
This is an acceptable result. One finger on the button, or even four 
fingers on the button as long as each person can veto and not authorize 
a launch, works. 

It is strongly in the U.S. interest that there be only one nuclear 
chain of command and that it be in experienced hands. More than one 
button, each controlling a portion of the present arsenal, would 



increase nuclear danger to the U.S. Even if we had good relations 
with the new nuclear nations, there would be an increased possibility 
of accidental or unauthorized launch.. 

Present trends are positive. All three republics have committed 
to eliminate the strategic weapons on its territory, Ukraine by the end 
of 1994, and Belarus and Kazakhstan by 1999. In the meantime, it has 
been agreed that control of the weapons will remain in Moscow. 
Nevertheless, relations between the republics are strained, and there 
remains a residual danger that strategic weapons will be employed as 
bargaining chips in inter-republic conflict. 

The second, and most immediate concern is the danger posed 
by the possibility that a weapon or fissile material for making a 
weapon will fall into the wrong hands. This chiefly arises with tactical 
weapons. The troubling equation is a simple one: bad morale in the 
armed forces equals reduced security equals greater risk of lost or 
stolen weapons. 

Today, tactical nuclear weapons are reported to remain only in 
Russia, Ukraine and Belarus, and it is planned to consolidate all 
tactical weapons in Russia by July 1, 1992. Once in Russia, nearly all 

9 of these weapons are to be dismantled. It may be a decade or more, 
however, before dismantlement is completed. Moreover, once the 
weapons are dismantled, the weapons-grade uranium and plutonium is 
a valuable and dangerous commodity. It is the lack of this material 
that is the principal obstacle to bomb acquisition by Third World 
nations. 

Third, there is the danger that the economic chaos of the former 
Soviet Union will drive its nuclear scientists into Third World nuclear 
programs, hastening the day when more members join the nuclear 
club. This is the so-called Brain Drain problem. 

From whatever source, nuclear proliferation poses three distinct 
security challenges to the United States. 

First, proliferators may threaten nuclear use to deter the United 
States and the international community from taking actions that are in 
our interests. The overwhelming performance of U. S. conventional 
forces in the war with Iraq was not lost on Third World nations. The 
Indian defense minister is reported to have responded when asked what 
lessons to draw from the Gulf War: "Don't fight the United States 
unless you have nuclear weapons." 

The second security challenge arising from enlarging the club of 
nuclear nations is the high potential that the proliferators may lose 
control of their weapons, resulting in accidental or unauthorized use, 
or loss to third parties. 



It is unlikely that the sophisticated command and control 
schemes of the Unlted States or Russia, or even the more rudimentary 
system in China would be duplicated in a 'Third World nation 
conducting, perhaps clandestinely, a p r o g m  to develop a bomb. 

The third and perhaps most problematic security challenge 
arises from situations in which deterrence may not operate. Deterrence 
requires that adversaries be identified and that they behave rationally. 
These elements are present in the large majority of situations in which 
we might be militarily challenged in this new era, and we can 
therefore expect deterrence to work should those opponents have or 
acquire nuclear weapons. The absence of either one of these two 
factors, however, could remove the fear of' retaliation on which 
deterrence depends. 

Candidates for such an event include a national leader who is 
not rational, a surrogate acting for a nation, seeking to hide its 
responsibility, or a terrorist or other sub-national group that could 
expect to remain hidden and out of the reach of retaliation. 

Unauthorized or Accidental Launch 

The existence of strategic nuclear arsenals has always canied 
with it the possibility of accidental or unauthorized launch. The 
question here is how the enormous changes going on in the successor 
states to the Soviet Union affect the chances for either. 

In fact, our concerns with these two possibilities have been 
reversed. The absence of superpower tensions and confrontations has 
reduced the chance for accidental launch. The changes that brought 
about a reductions in those tensions have also introduced a number of 
uncertainties. Those uncertainties increase the chance of unauthorized 
launch. 

In the old threat era, concern centered on accidental launch in 
time of crisis. Nuclear forces are generally postured to "fail safe." 
That is, they are postured so that a failure of the control system does 
not resuit in a launch or detonation. The failure is safe. In time of 
crisis, when forces are put on a high state of alert, that shifts to "fail 
deadly. " That is, control system failure can resuit in a launch. The 
failure is deadly. 

During the Cold War, global competition, often through 
surrogates, provided crises and opportunities for confrontation. In 
today's world, it is difficult to write a plausible scenario for bringing 
the respective nuclear arsenals to full alert status, so the chances of 
accidental launch are accordingly reduced, ;and will remain so in the 
absence of a political reversal. 



Unauthorized launch presents the opposite picture. In the days 
before the second modem Russian revolution, there was no question 
that iron-clad control was maintained over strategic weapons. There is 
no direct, specific evidence today that that control has lessened. 

Today, however, the changes going on in the former Soviet 
Union have raised the possibility of civil strife or civil war. These 
would greatly increase the risk that. a nuclear weapon would be used 
without authorization from higher political authority. S hort-range 
tactical weapons present the larger threat, since many are not protected 
by permissive action links (PALs). Although tactical weapons 
launched from Russia could not reach the U.S. directly, the risk is that 
they could reach U.S. soil by airplane, ship or other means. 

All Soviet strategic weapons are believed to have PALs, and so 
should pose less of a risk than tactical weapons. However, there are at 
least two scenarios where the control of strategic weapons could be 
compromised. The first is a conspiracy involving at least one person 
in the General Staff with access to the PAL launch codes, and one 
military officer with the ability to employ these codes to launch a 
strategic missile. Not enough is known about the command and 
control of Russian strategic forces to be sure exactly how many people 
would be required for such a conspiracy to succeed in launching a ' 

missile. If the right people (or from our perspective wrong people) got 
together, it is possible that only a very few would be needed. V 

The second scenario is a breakdown of order in the former 
Soviet Union and discipline in the armed forces. PALs do not protect 
against unauthorized launch indefinitely, but are designed to buy time 
for the weapon to be recovered. If a state of societal chaos or civil 
war develops in the former Soviet Union, the risks of losing control of 
a strategic missile for a sufficient period to allow its launch could grow 
enormously. 

Under circumstances that obtain today, the possibility of an 
unauthorized launch of a strategic nuclear weapon -- while still small 
-- must be rated as greater in the post-Soviet world. In the event of 
widespread civil strife or civil war, neither of which can be ruled out, 
this risk would rise dramatically. 
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Table 1. Nuclear Threats to the U.S.: Old versus New 

THEOLDTHREAT THE NEW THREATS 
- -- 

Single threat IvIultiple threats 

Known lJnknown 

Soviet rational actor Nan-Soviet, non-rational, 
or both 

Large-scale (intentional) attack Small-scale, terrorist 

Deterrable Non-deterrable 

Accidental 1Jnauthorized 

IV. REDUCING NUCLEAR DANGER IN THE NEW ERA 

The era of the classical superpower nuclear threat is passing. 
Deterrence is still a necessary response to the residual classical threat, 
but it is not adequate to deal with the full range of nuclear dangers we 
face in the post-Soviet era. Two characteristics of this new era are 
central to the discussion of reducing its nuclear dangers. 

The first is that there is no analogue to deterrence as a nuclear 
policy in the new era. That is, no single policy or action will meet 
these diverse threats. It will be necessary to generate a package of 
responses. 

The second is that the fundamental shift in our interests 
regarding nuclear weapons has undercut old notions of what constitutes 
appropriate response from the political left and the political right. 
Responses to the new dangers will be found across the former political 
spectrum of nuclear policy. 

I have made an attempt below to outline a program to produce 
such a package of responses. The program is tentative and intended 
to spur frank discussion of the requirements of this new era. 

Directly reducing nuclear threds 

The first line of defense in the new nuclear era must be to 
devote much greater effort to the direct redrlction of potentially 
undeterrable nuclear threats. 



Sternmin~ proliferation 
3 

In the past, chemical weapons were considered the "poor, man's 
nuke." Within the next decade, the poor man's nuke may be nukes. 
Nuclear weapons would likely be the only way a nation with inferior 
conventional forces could hope to counter our superiority. So it is in 
our supreme national interest to stem the spread of nuclear weapons, 
nuclear weapons technologies, and t.heir associated delivery systems. 

There are a number of steps we need to consider. These 
include: how to strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA), which is responsible for verifying compliance with the Non- 
proliferation Treaty but simply does not have the authority or resources 
to do so; how to tighten export controls on sensitive technologies, an 
area where some of our allies have been sorely lacking; and how to 
improve our intelligence capabilities about emerging nuclear programs. 

Iraq is a perfect case study where efforts fell short in all these 
areas: Iraq signed the NPT in 1968, and was considered in full 
compliance with its safeguards agreement with the IAEA; it received 
much technical help from the West; and U.S. and Western intelligence 
seriously underestimated the extent of Saddam's nuclear program. 

Changing global circumstances offer new possibilities for 
slowing or stopping nuclear proliferation in two important ways. WlP 

. First, because we are no longer engaging in proxy wars or 
conflict with the former Soviet Union, proliferation does not have to 
take a back seat in our relations with Third World countries to broader 
geopolitical concerns. 

Second, the possibility is much greater for cooperating with the 
Russians to stop proliferation. This can involve activities ranging from 
the sharing of intelligence, to promoting regional security in the 
Middle East and Southwest Asia, to combined efforts to physically 
destroy Third World nuclear facilities. The Soviet support of the Gulf 
War, and the United Nations' continued efforts to root out Iraq's 
nuclear, chemical and biological capabilities is a very encouraging sign 
that increased cooperation may be possible in the future. 

We should look for ways to cooperate with the former Soviet 
Union in a manner that advances our goals. One area already under 
discussion is joint activities to improve missile warning to reduce the 
chance of mistaken retaliation. Another would be to improve the 
technical means to help prevent accidental or unauthorized launch, 
inciuding the placement of PALs and post-launch destruct switches on 
all ballistic missiles. PALs are devices that require an additional code 
or step in the firing process before the individual weapon can be 
launched. Post-launch destruct switches are common in test missiles so Q d  



they can be destroyed in the air if they go off course. Such devices 
could be used to destroy missiles in flight whose launch was 
unauthorized. 

Congress expressed its support for such measures in the FY92 
defense authorization bill. I am told that a report on the subject is 
forthcoming soon from a presidential panel headed by Ambassador 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick. The committee will be: looking into these 
measures in detail over the coming months. 

Loose Nukes 

The immediate problem presented by "loose nukes" in the 
former Soviet Union has the potential to greatly accelerate the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons to more countries. If we mishandle 
this problem, it could create dangers that we will have to deal with for 
years to come. 

Congress took an important step to deal with "loose nukes" 
when it approved recently the spending of $400 million from the FY92 
defense budget to assist in disabling, dismantling and destroying Soviet 
nuclear weapons. To date, however, none of these funds have been 
spent, and no nuclear weapons have been c.isabled or dismantled ~nder  
international supervision. A big reason for the slow pace over the last 
several months was that the Russians were poorly organized, and not 
prepared to identify where they needed help. That has now changed, 
and the U.S. technical working group had a productive meeting with 
their Russian counterparts just a few weeks ago. We now need to 
follow-up much more aggressively in addressing this problem. 

Our goals are straightforward. If we met them all, the 
following situation would result within a short period: all Soviet 
tactical nuclear weapons would be either dismantled or in secure 
storage in Russia, awaiting dismantlement; the fissile material resulting 
from warhead dismantlement would be well-protected and safeguarded 
in secure storage; and Soviet nuclear scientists would not be producing 
new weapons, but working to dismantle the: Soviet nuclear arsenal and 
clean up the environmental mess it created. Finally, strategic weapons 
will be consolidated in Russia and under the tight control of Russia 
and/or the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

If these goals can be accomplished in their entirety, which will 
be extremely difficult, most of the serious ,and immediate risks 
associated with "loose nukes" in the former Soviet Union would be 
eliminated. 

Defenses - Prescriptions of the Righr 

Defenses were once largely prescriptions of the right. The kind 
of nuclear threats emerging in this post-Soviet era have put defenses in 



a new light, and not just a defense against ballistic missiles. Many 
commentators have rightly pointed out that missiles are far from the 
only way to deliver a nuclear weapon. 

Missile defenses 

The end of 'the Cold War has already had an important impact 
on U.S. policy in missile defenses -- further adjustment will be needed. 
The role of missile defenses has shifted from trying to complicate a 
large-scale Soviet attack to protecting the United States from much 
smaller, but potentially undeterrable attacks, whether accidental, 
unauthorized, or by a future Third World nation with ICBMs. 

The Administration took the first step by scaling back the 
Strategic Defense Initiative from "Phase I" to a smaller version called 
"Global Protection Against Limited Strikes," or GPALS. 

Last year Congress further defined the type of defense needed 
for the future in the Missile Defense Act, part of the FY92 Defense 
Authorization bill. The Missile Defense Act requires the Secretary of 
Defense to develop for deployment a single-site ABM system consistent 
with the 1972 ABM Treaty, while at the same time engaging the 
Soviets in discussions on the possibility of mod'ifying the treaty to 
allow more extensive defenses. 

It appears increasingly likely that the Soviets, or now the 
Russians, will be amenable to reasonable clarifications and 
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modifications of the ABM Treaty. Then-President Gorbachev 
announced the Soviet willingness to consider cooperative efforts in 
missile defense and early warning in his October 5, 1991 response to 
President Bush. Russian President Yeltsin went much further on 
January 29, 1992, by saying that "We are ready jointly to work out 
and subsequently to create and jointly operate a global system of 
defense in place of SDI." 

Our future missile defense efforts should be guided by four 
precepts. 

First, any ABM deployment beyond the 100 interceptors 
allowed by the ABM Treaty should be negotiated with Russia (and to 
the extent necessary with other successor states to the Soviet Union). 
If we were to go beyond the ABM Treaty unilaterally and thereby set 
back our relationship with Russia, it could encourage a return to the 
old Cold War relationship. If this were to happen, the nuclear threat 
to the United States could well rise instead of fall. 

Second, the size of our defense should be scaled appropriately 
for the limited size of the threat, whether accidental, unauthorized or 
from a future Third World country. These threats require significantly 
smaller defenses than those previously considered to defend against a 
large-scale Soviet attack. 3 



This suggests that both the extent of Third World missile 
proliferation and the structure of remaining Russian strategic forces 
will influence the appropriate size of the defense. Today, the largest 
unauthorized attack for which the GPALS i.s sized is the launch of all 
twenty SS-N-20 missiles from a Typhoon class submarine, a total of 
200 warheads. Down-loading SS-N-20 missiles from 10 to 5 
warheads, for example, would reduce the size of the Typhoon threat by 
50 percent, to 100 warheads. Further down-loading of both ICBMs 
and SLBMs would further reduce the size of the threat. 

Third, our defense should not raise concerns about strategic 
stability. The problem here is that if forces are not inherently 
survivable, defenses can create what has been called the "leaky 
umbrella" problem of working better in a drizzle than a downpour -- 
i.e., better against a ragged second-strike than a well-structured first- 
strike. This could increase incentives to attack first, in the event that 
there is a political reversal in our relations with an ensuing crisis. 

The strategic stability of an offense-defense mix depends both 
on the size of offensive forces, and their survivability: if both sides' 
forces are highly survivable even without being defended, then there is 
little or no incentive to attack first to swamp the defense. 

Fourth, any defense architecture we choose should be cost- 
effective compared to other defense schemes. With declining budgets 
for the foreseeable future, we can't afford to waste defense dollars. 
We need to make this cost comparison not only between alternative 
ABM deployment schemes, but also between funds spent on ABM 
defenses and funds spent on defending against other delivery means for 
nuclear weapons, such as low flying aircraft or ships. 

Other Defenses 

Defenses against nuclear weapons will involve much more than 
ballistic missile defenses, however. Inclucled are also air defenses, our 
intelligence capabilities, and technology for detecting nuclear weapons 
with our customs and coastal defense. 

We gave up on air defenses of the United States a long time 
ago. The reason was that nation-wide air defense against the 
potentially large Soviet threat was expensive and difficult, and all the 
more so when the Soviets acquired large numbers of ballistic missiles. 
The Soviets could suppress our air defenses with their ballistic 
missiles, and even more important, it made no strategic sense to spend 
many billions to defend ourselves against bombers and leave ourselves 
completely vulnerable to the much larger threat posed by Soviet 
ballistic missiles. 

The same is now true in reverse: it makes no sense to spend 
many billions of dollars on an ABM system for the United States if we 
are going to leave ourselves vulnerable to other delivery vehicles that 



may be at least as accessible to Third World leaders. Congress's 
action to re-orient SDI to dealing with small potentially undeterrable 
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threats makes good sense; we sKould now consider restructuring our 
air defense and other efforts in the same way. 

Defending the United States against nuclear terrorism is 
extremely difficult. However, any a.ttempt to smuggle a nuclear 
weapon into the U.S. would subject the would-be attacker to multiple 
chances to be discovered. We should devote more intelligence assets 
to this problem to give us the best possible chance to discover and foil 
such an attack in the future. 

Detecting a smuggled nuclear weapon is analogous in some 
ways to fighting drug smuggling, with the fortunate difference that 
nuclear weapons are less widespread than are drugs. We need to begin 
thinking hard about methods of detection; nuclear weapons have 
emissions or "signatures" that drugs do not. 

Deterrence-Em Policies - Prescriptions of the Lefl 

In the deterrence era, there were four prescriptions of the left 
that ran against the prevailing grain -- institution of a comprehensive 
test ban, an end to production of fissile material for bombs, removal of 
forward-based tactical weapons and renunciation of first use of nuclear 
weapons. 

These proposals fared badly because there was a strong 
~resum~tion that the U.S. needed to continue nuclear testing and the 
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broducdon of fissile materials and, most significantly, to hdd out the 
possibility of first use of nuclear weapons. 

There has been a fundamental shift in our security interests 
regarding nuclear weapons. In the deterrence era, we needed nuclear 
weapons to deter strategic attack on the United States and to deter an 
overwhelming conventional attack in Europe. In the post-deterrence 
era, the incentives are reversed. It would be in our interest to get rid 
of nuclear weapons. 

In the deterrence era, the burden of proof was on anyone who 
wanted to shift away from policies supporting U.S. nuclear weapons. 
Today, the burden of proof is shifting toward those who want to 
maintain those policies in light of the changed world. 

Therefore, opposition to the Comprehensive Test Ban, the 
further production of fissile materials for new weapons, the forward 
deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and, above all, the 
threat of nuclear first use are up for reconsideration. 



Comprehemive Test Ban 

Nuclear testing was always considered essential to modernizing 
the nuclear arsenal. In the post-Soviet world, the time is now to 
reconsider our attitude. The question is now, if testing is no longer 
needed for modernization, what if any need is there for testing to 
maintain the safety of the remaining arsenal? Any benefits from 
continuing nuclear testing for safety improvements will have to be 
weighed against the possible value of ending testing altogether to 
support non-proliferation efforts. 

Fis il 

Neither side has any need for the continued production of 
weapons-grade uranium or plutonium. Indeed with the reduction of 
tactical and strategic weapons already a g r d  to, both sides have an 
enormous surplus of these materials. The Russians have said they 
would agree to a bilateral agreement to halt, but would otherwise 
continue with a very limited amount of prcduction for the next several 
years. Although a bilateral agreement would have little effect on either 
side's activities (or lack thereof), it could t)e the first step in seeking 
an international halt to the production of weapons-grade fissile 
material, an extremely important goal for stemming nuclear 
proliferation. 

Tactical nuclear weaponr 

Tactical nuclear weapons have always been aimed at making 
our threat of nuclear first use more credible. These weapons have 
become more of a danger than a deterrent with the end of the Soviet 
conventional threat and the rise of instability in the former Soviet 
Union. 

President Bush announced on September 27, 1991 the unilateral 
withdrawal back to the United States of all nuclear artillery shells, 
nuclear warheads for short range missiles, and naval nuclear weapons. 
This historic step, combined with the less publicized withdrawal of the 
remaining air-delivered tactical nuclear weapons from South Korea was 
an essential prerequisite to the recent agreement between North and 
South Korea to establish a nuclear-free peninsula. In close consultation 
with our NATO allies, we now need to consider the possibility of 
withdrawing and later eliminating remaining air delivered tactical 
nuclear weapons in Europe. 

Nuclear .first use 

The threat of nuclear first use has always served two purposes: 
to deter the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact from conventional attack, 
and to reassure our NATO allies of our commitment to their defense. 
With the demise of the Soviet conventional threat, only the latter 
rationale now applies. In close consultation with our NATO allies, we 



should now reconsider this policy, which may, if it remains intact, 
undercut our non-proliferation efforts by legitimizing nuclear weapons 
and nuclear use. 

A ~olitical link in non-prolifkration 

Accomplishing U. S . non-proliferation goals will require 
international cooperation, particularly including Third World nations. 
When the United States has pressed the non-proliferation agenda with 
these nations in the past, the answer has often come back that the 
United States itself has failed to take action, chiefly embracing the 
CTB, that would further that agenda. 

We may be forgiven for being skeptical about this linkage 
between non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in the Third World and 
U.S. participation in the CTB. U.S. refusal to sign up may simply 
have been a handy excuse for others to avoid the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. But now that a political link between the two has been forged 
we should use it to make real, concrete progress in non-proliferation. 

Considering The Most Dryficulr: Choice - Pre-emption 

There is one final issue to deal with as we consider this new 
era. It is one on which we can anticipate widespread and strong 
disagreement. That issue is pre-emption. We must confront and work 
through together the prospect that force may be the only way in some 
instances to stop proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

If future leaders like Saddan~ Hussein are intent on developing 
nuclear weapons, and have a relatively advanced economy to support 
that effort, the choice that is presented to us may be stark: use force 
to put a halt to the nuclear program, or welcome a new member to the 
nuclear dub. 

Everyone but the would-be new nuclear states agrees that 
proliferation should be stopped. Everyone does not agree that goal is 
worth the use of force. 

The United States will have sufficient non-nuclear military 
forces in the future to employ force unilaterally against Third World 
proliferators. Employing force effectively, however, will be much 
more likely if the action is taken wi.th international approval. This is a 
central lesson of the Gulf War. 

There is at this moment no international consensus on the use of 
non-nuclear force for this purpose. No nation aside from the United 
States can effectively lead an effort to create such a consensus against 
proliferation. To do so will require a much more concerted effort to 
stop proliferation short of force, including the prior use of economic 
and political sanctions. 



IV. CONCLUSION 

Perhaps the most difficult task we will have in the post-Cold 
War world is abandoning the conventional wisdom of forty years 
standing. 

When we deal with potentially undeterrable threats, we will 
have to abandon Cold War notions of left i ~ d  right for pragmatic 
solutions to real security problems. Clearly defenses and the 
possibility of pre-emption are solutions from the right. A 
Comprehensive Test Ban and ruling out first use of nuclear weapons 
are measures from the left. All four may well be parts of our overall 
solution to our new security problems. 

On behalf of the House Armed Senrice Committee, I solicit 
suggestions for dealing with this new world. It will take everyone's 
best efforts. 
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Nebraska (NE) 
Nevada (NV) 
New Hampshi re  (NH) 
New J e r s e y  (NJ) 
New Mex i co  (MI) 
New York (NY) 
N o r t h  C a r o l i n a  (NC) 
N o r t h  Dako ta  (ND) 
Ohio (OH) 



INTRODUCTION 

The expenditures shown in-this publication are not all inclus.ive. Additional 
jnformation on total operational costs in selected foreign countries are available 
in the DoD Comptroller Budget Exhibit OP-53. 



From 1955 to 1982, the Department of Defense (DoD) published the Map Book of 
Maior Militarv Installations. This book gave DoD managers a convenient reference to locate 
major military installations in the United States. In the late 19701s, officials in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense suggested that the geography information in the "Map Book" be 
combined with financial and personnel data so that a wide range of information about DoD 
would be available in a single publication. A protoqpe of this new book, in 198 1, resulted in 
the first AtlasIState Data Abstract, in 1982, and included geographic, financial, and personnel 
information for the fifty states. The 1984 edition was expanded to include selected 
lJ.S. Temtories and Possessions, and the 1986 edition added selected foreign countries. 

ATLAS 

The AtlasIData Abstract for the United States and Selected Areas includes military 
and civilian manpower, payroll outlays, and prime contracts over $.25,000, by state, District 
of Columbia (DC), Guam, Puerto Rico, and selected foreiw countries. The information is 
presented with statistical tables on the right hand pages and correspondiug maps on the facing 
pages. 

In the first set of tables, personnel and expenditure totals are displayed for DoD, 
Army, N a y  and Marine Corps, Air Force, and Other Defense Activities. The personnel part 
of this set contains a breakdown of active duty military, civilian, atid Reserve and National 
Guard for the fifty states, DC, h a 4  and Puerto Rico. The foreigu countries show military 
and cnilian dependent information instead of Reserve and National  guard personnel figures. 
The expenditures part of this set is broken down by payroll outlays and prime contracts over 
$25,000, and subsets of these categories. 

In the nexT set of tables, the top ten major locations of expenditures and personnel are 
sho\xa in descending order. These locations are depicted on the maps on the corresponding 
facing pases. These tables are not included in the selected foreign countries since location 
information is not collected. 

In the remaining two tables, contract awards over $25,000 for the last three fiscal 
years and the top five contractors with their major areas of work are depicted for each state 
or country. 



COVERAGE 

The information in this Atlas pertains to the Department of Defense (DoD), which 
includes the Departments of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and the category "Other Defense 
Organizations." This category includes the Office of the Secretarj of Defense, Joint Chiefs 
of StaE Inspector General (DoD), U.S. Court of Military Appeals, Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences, Defense Agencies, and the Dejknse Field Activities. All 
information shown is as of September 30, 1994. 

PERSONNEL 

Personnel data include total active duty military, direct hire civilian, Reserve and 
National Guard (fifty states, DC, Guam, and Puerto Rico), zmd military and civilian 
dependents (foreign countries). 

Active Duty Military 

The active duty military personnel counts include those based ashore and exclude 
those temporarily shore-based, in a transient status, or afloat. As of September 30, 1994, 
238,302 military personnel were excluded based on these categories. Reserve/National 
Guard personnel called to act&e duty under 10 USC 637(b) are not included in the active 
duty military personnel counts. 

There are a few cases where personnel are reported by the parent installation and 
shown there instead of their actual operating location. There are also cases where personnel 
on temporary duty as of September 30, 1994, are reported at the iuistallation where they are 
temporarily assigned. In using this publication, please be aware that cases such as the 
foresoing can occur. 

Included in the Atlas are those U.S. citizen and foreign national direct hire civilians 
subject to Office of Management and Budget (OMB) ceiling controls. Excluded are indirect 
hire civilians and those direct hire chilians not subject to OMB ceiling controls. As of 
September 30, 1994, there were 46,695 indirect hire and 7,524 direct hire civilians not 
subject to OMB ceiling controls. 

Personnel assigned to military functions predominate the civilian manpower statistics 
in the Atlas, but we have also included civilian personnel involved in civil functions of the 
United States. As of September 30, 1994, there were 27,838 employees of the Amy Corps 
of Engineers, 120 Army cemeterial employees, and 1 Air Force employee, all assigned to civil 
fimctions. 



Reserve and National Guard 

rll' 
The Reserve and National Guard personnel figures include only the Ready Reserve, 

which consists of the Selected Reserve,. the Individual Ready Reserve, and the Inactive 
National Guard. Personnel in the Selected Reserve are distributed to the capital city of the 
state in which their duty is performed. Personnel in the Indivitiual Ready Reserve and 
Inactive National Guard are distributed according to capital city of their state of residence. 

Militan1 and U.S. Civilian Deaendents 

Included in the foreign countries of the Atlas are counts of military and U.S. civilian 
dependents. Military figures include both command and non-cormnand sponsored 
dependents. Dependents are defined as spouse, children, parents, other persons related by 
blood, marriage, or adoption, and any person recognized as a dependent by the appropriate 
DoD Component. 

EXPENDITURES 

The expenditures in this Atlas are not all inclusive. Additional information on total 
operational costs for foreign countries are available in the DoD Co~nptroller Budget Exhibit 
OP-53. 

Pavroll Outlays 

For civilian, active duty military, and reserves, payroll outlays represent the gross 
earnings of these personnel for services rendered to the Government and cash allowances for 
benefits. Excluded from these outlays are the employer's share of employee benefits, accrued 
military retirement benefits, and most of the permanent change of station costs. Payroll 
outlays for retired military, including reserves, represent the direct compensation to those 
personnel. 

For purposes of this publication, payroll outlays have been allocated, to the best of 
our ability, to the actual location ofthe person being compencated. 111 most cases, the outlays 
are actual payroll calculations at the location of the personnel being compensated. In some 
cases, the outlays have been prorated from a central paying office to remote locations. In 
other cases where it is not possible to prorate, the outlays are reported at the location of the 
hance  office issuing the checks. This could mean, for example, that military and civilian pay 
for the same installation may be reported at different locations if they are paid by different 
finance offices. Also, payroll outlays for military personnel who are temporarily shore-based 
or afloat are reported at their home port. Therefore, in using this publication, please be 
aware that anomalies of these types can occur. 



Prime Contracts 

Prime contract awards include obligations for those contract actions over $25,000 
only. Contractual obligations for less than $25,000, such as small purchases, are reported in 
summary form and are not attributable to locations or major areas crf work. 

In reporting contract awards, there can be deobligations (credit actions) as well as 
obligations (debit actions). An example of this would be where a contract had to be 
terminated. Although rare, this can result in a net credit for a particular location in a given 
fiscal year, but will be a positive result over time. Net credits are shlown as negative amounts. 
Similarly, the amount of prime contract dollars for a major area of work can exceed the total 
amount for a given prime contractor. This occurs when there is a large deobligation on 
another contract for the same contractor. 

Prime contracts are generally reported at the location where the work is performed. 
For example, if a contractor is located in Nevada and wins a con:struction job in Utah, the 
contract will be reported in Utah. However, there are exceptions, such as when contract 
work is performed at various plants or locations, the contract is reported to the location 
where the largest dollar amount of work will be performed. Another exception is in contracts 
for transportation and communications services where the place of performance is the 
location of the contractor's home office. Furthermore, for purchases from wholesale or other 
distribution £irms, the place of performance is the distributor's business address and not the 

i place where the products or goods were manufactured. 

The maps are displayed on the facing pages of the statistical tables and show where 
major payroll and contract expenditures are incurred and major concentrations of military and 
civilian personnel are located, or both. Locations are included if they show major 
expenditures for the current year, or any one year in the past three years. Also included are 
all major military installations, regardless of expenditures or numbers of persollllel with the 
exception of public works centers and installations dedicated to reserve activities, unless 
el~enditures or numbers of personnel caused these activities to be listed as 111ajor 
installations. To reduce congestion on the California maps, installations with less than 1,000 
military and civilian personnel have been excluded. The maps of' foreign countries show 
selected places for geographical reference only. Expenditure infonuation is reported at the 
country level and apportionment by place is not possible. 

Beginning with the 1993 edition of the A*, major military installations within the 
United States, closed as a result of the base closure review and recolnmendation process, are 
shown with their actual closure dates in the following sample format: (6193-C). Foreign 
bases are removed fiom applicable maps when all of their facilities are returned to the host 
nation. 

V 



MAPS AND STATISTICAL SUMMARIES 



DoD ESTIMATED PAYROLL AND PRIME CONTRACTS BY STATE/AREA 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 

Military Reserve h Retired Total Civil Military 
Civilian Active National Military Cmpens- Functions Functions Total 

Pay h t y  Pay Guard Pay Pay sat ion Contracts Contracts Contracts State 

Alabana 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delamare 
District of Colunbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hamaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

I ma 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Lcuisiam 
Haine 

m y  land 
Hassachuset ts 
Michigan 
Hjnnesota 
ssissippi 

Nebraska 
Nwada 
New Hanpshire 

New Jersey 
N w  Mxicc 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahona 
Oregon 
Pennsylvaria 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 530,057 1,186,602 
South Dakcra 38,508 126,750 
Tennessee 211,081 202,959 
Texas 1,751,277 2,585,447 
Utah 532,307 151,998 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Total U. S. 30,587,452 37,693,923 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 



WDOD ESTIMATED PAYROLL AND PRIME CONTRACTS BY STATE/AREA 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 

Military Reserve b Retired Total Civil Military 
Civilian Active National Mi litary Conpens- Functions Functions Total 

Place Pay Duty Pay Guard Pay Pay sat ion Contracts Contracts Contracts 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------------------------------------------ 
&am 149,324 253,595 2,291 23,308 428,518 0 295,241 295,24 1 
Puerto Rico 80,398 79,996 72,015 67,795 300,204 15,673 204,612 220,285 

. - 
Other U.S. Possessions 23,298 62,223 90 4,687 90,298 11,365 334,837 346,202 

Total U.S. Possessions 253,020 395,814 74,396 95,790 819,020 27,038 834,690 861,728 

Australia 
Belgium 
B e m d a  
Canad a 
E ~ Y P  t 

Gernany 
Greece 
I celad 
Italy 
Japan 

Korea 
Netherlands 
Panama 
Philippines 
Portugal 

Arabia 

urkev 
~ n i  ted Kingdom 

Other Foreign Nations 32,975 206,133 5,302 33,285 277,695 6,120 2,492,630 2,498,750 

Total Foreign Nations 1,797,351 7,111,780 21,238 375,753 9,306,122 8,278 6,928,115 6,936,393 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 



Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

UNITED STATES - TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

131,798 
0 

131,798 
0 

$16,273,867 

4,975,877 

0 
4,975,877 

0 
0 

11,297,990 

7,254,959 
1,415,828 
2,624,432 

2,771 
0 

Personnel/Expend i tures 

I .  P e r s o ~ e l  - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

I I .  Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National h a r d  Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Amy 

1,704,444 
416,018 
254,483 

1,033,943 
---------------------------------------------------------.----------------*--------..-------.----------------.---------------- 

$61,128,639 

34,284,521 

13,054,058 
9,127,123 
3,553,510 
8,549,830 

26,844,118 

8,576,820 
4,658,613 
8,091,368 
3,182,577 
2,334,740 

Total 

3,622,519 
1,130,744 
810,240 

1,681,535 

$210,137,555 

99,821,603 

37,693,923 
30,587,452 
5,153,854 

26,386,374 

110,315,952 

48,641,591 
21,513,458 
33,040,005 
4,786,158 
2,334,740 

Hajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

St.  Louis, 110 
San Diego, CA 
Long Beach, CA 
Arlington, VA 
Pico Rivera, CA 
Norfolk, VA 
Sunnyvale, CA 
Marietta, GA 
Fort blorth, TX 

Ns~y 
6 

Marine Corps 

958,029 
3'59,460 
2'14,066 
364,503 

$69,045,767 

33,933,951 

15,0'4,098 
10,484,442 

487,978 
7,917,433 

35,111,816 

15,1E0,905 
5,798,594 
12,810,439 
1,351,878 

0 

Major Locations 
of Personne 1 

Fort Bragg, NC 
Arlington, VA 
SanDiego,CA 
Fort Hood, TX 
Norfolk, VA 
Canp Pendleton, Ck 
Canp Lejeune, NC 
Washington, DC 
Fort Campbell, KY 
Uright Pat. AFB, OH 

Air Force 

818,248 
355,266 
179,893 
283,089 

563,689,282 

26,627,254 

9,595,767 
6,000,010 
1,112,366 
9,919,111 

37,062,028 

17,658,907 
9,640,423 
9,513,766 
248,932 

0 

Expenditures 

Total 

$6,086,503 
4,748,224 
3,550,195 
3,284,492 
3,272,224 
3,227,924 
3,088,332 
2,827,612 
2,491,622 

Washington, DC 1 2,347,191 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

$37,356,460 
3e, 362,164 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$390,894 
2,683,196 
330,892 

2,272,245 
4,824 

2,564,906 
93,664 
89,010 
189,070 

1,251,287 

Civilian 

6,124 
25,908 
12,974 
4,143 
15,028 
2,367 
2,879 
13,901 
3,192 
14,070 

Total 

46,487 
41,711 
38,871 
33,695 
31,777 
30,761 
30,738 
25,304 
24,268 
21,791 

Total 

$114,145,419 
113,284,649 
124,119,298 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

i n  the United States 

1. HCDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION 
2. LOCKHEED CORPORATION 
3. NOmfROP GRllMlAN CORPORATION 
4. E4RTIN IIARIFXTA CORPORATION 
5. GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

Pr h e  
Contracts 

$5,695,609 
2,065,028 
3,219,303 
1,012,247 
3,267,400 
663,018 

2,994,668 
2,738,602 
2,302,552 
1,095,905 

Active Duty 
Military 

40,363 
15,803 
25,897 
29,552 
16,749 
28,394 
27,859 
11,403 
21,076 
7,721 

39,916,551 1 40,086,667 1 12,429,322 

Air Force 

$36,834,288 
33,946,290 

$27,790,320 
28,386,656 
31,686,758 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

512,166,351 
11,582,519 

Total 
Anount 

$9,245,728 
6,508,020 
5,200,804 
3,130,280 
3,035,209 

$27,120,041 

Major Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Aircraft Fixed Wing 
RME/Aircraft-Engineering Development 
~ i r c r a f  t lised Wing 
RFTE/Hissile and Space Systems-Gp Systems 
a ided  Hissilrs 

1 24.6% of total arrards over $25,0001 

Anount 

$6,276,509 
1,769,082 
3,271,279 
1,486,751 
493,956 
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ALABAMA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I I I I Navv I 1 Other 1 
Personnel/Expendi tures Total Amy Air Force 

Marine Corps 
Defense 
Activities I 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Cutlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve b National Guard Pay 
Retired tlilitary Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I I I 

Nili tary and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locations 
of Personnel Active Duty 

Total Military Civilian -------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
Redstone Arsenal 9,063 1,567 7,496 
Fort Rucker 6,149 3,520 2,629 
Maxwell AFB 5,253 3,458 1,795 
Fort HcClellan 5,133 4,034 1,099 
Anniston 4,189 83 4,106 
Huntsville 2,845 251 2,594 
Gunter Annex 2,722 1,525 1,197 
Montgomery 1,229 555 674 
Mobile I 

1,091 38 1,053 
Binringhan 1,039 426 613 

I 
- - -  

Expenditures 
Major Locations 
of Expenditures J Total 1 pavoll I prime Outlays Contracts 

.- ------------ ----------- ----------, .---------------------- 
Huntsville 
Fort Rucker 
Reds tone Arsenal 
Plontgonery 
Amiston 
Birmingham 
Fort HcClellan 
Mobile 
Gunter Annex 
Saraland 

I . Navy 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total I Any I L Air Force Defense I (Prior Three Years) Marine Corp:; I Activities Otkr I 

1 
--------------------------------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
fiscal Year 1991 

I Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Auards Total 
in this State Amount ................................................. 

- 

I Major Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description -------------------------------------------- ------------ I """' I 
1. NICHOLS RESEARCH CORPORATION 
2. PRECISION STANDARD INC 
3. DYNCORP 
4. BOEING COMPANY THE 
5. INTERGRAPH CORPORATION 

RDTE/Other Defense-Exploratory Development $43,180 
Mint b Repair of Eq/Aircraft Structural C 86,355 
Plaint & Repair of Eq/Aircraft Structural C 85,075 
Gu ided Nissile Conponents 69,915 
Computer Aided Design/Conputer Aided Nfg S 60,094 

I f 25.52 of total awards over $25,000) I I I Total of Above 1 $425,813 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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ALASKA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) .- 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 1 Personnel/Expend i tures 

I. Personnel - Total 31,671 
Active Cuty Military 19,046 
Civilian 4,664 
Reserve h National Guard 7,961 

........................................ . . 

11. Expenditures - Total $1,549,988 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Cuard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 627,272 269,292 32,836 I 

Total Army 
Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

I 
Ex~end i tures 

Air Force 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Major Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Contracts ---------- 

1 Military and Civilian Personnel 

81,109 
867 

353,932 
177,634 
13,730- 

Major Locations ( of Expenditures Payroll 
Total 1 milayo I ------------ ----------- - 

1,511 
867 

87,137 
166,047 

- 13,730__. 

Total ------- ---- --- 
7,907 
5,108 
4,102 
3,430 
1,033 
618 
50 5 
407 
251 

i 154 

Active Dut) 
Military - - - - - - - - -- - - - 

6,555 
4,321 
2,827 
2,931 
974 
268 
4 96 
407 
0 

154 

0 
0 

31,2130 
1,606 

_ _ 0 

Civilian ----------- 
1,352 
787 

1,275 
499 
59 
350 
9 
0 

251 
0 

Elnendorf AFB 
Fort Wainwright 
Fort Richardson 
Anchorage 
Eielson AFB 
Adak Nav Air Station 
North Pole 
Fairbanks 
Barrw 
Clear AFS 

4,515 
0 

157,979 
9,981 

0 

Other 
Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corp!; Activities I 

75,083 
0 

77,536 
0 
0 

------_____-----__---------------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $554,331 $230,056 $145,902 $143,578 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description t-- ............................................ 

1. MORTENSON M A COMF'ANIES 
2. PACIFICORP 
3. HARRIS CORPORATION 
4. GEVERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
5. INTERNATIONAL TECHNOLOGY CORP 

$46,588 Other Miscellaneous Puildings 
45,543 Other ADP h Telecommunication Services 
36,277 tliscellaneous Communication Equipment 
29,050 Operation/Electronic 6; Communication Facil 
26,916 Architect-Engineering Services 

I Total of Above I $184,374 ( 29.4% of total awards over $25,000) I I I 
I 1 I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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ARIZONA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Ward 

.---------------------------------------. 
11. Expenditures - Total 

- - 

Navy ti 1 AirForce I Df:~l 
tlarine Cxps Activities 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total I 1,642,395 I 
Active Duty Military Pay 

I Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 1,974,863 I 806,624 I 586,038 I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I 
Navy Other 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Amy & Air Force Defense 
(Prior Three Years) Harine Corps Activities -----_-__________---------------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $2,593,378 $1,427,485 $248,0:!0 $85i,190 $66,673 
Fiscal Ysar 1992 1,945,939 1,071,625 227,411 9 564,425 82,440 
Fiscal Year 1991 2,510,576 1,337,896 138,864 982,291 51,525 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ---_----_--_- 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Tucson 
Sierra Vista 
Mesa 
Phoenix 
Davis-Monthan AFB 
Luke AFB 
Scottsdale 
Yuma 
Tempe 
Chand I er 

1. GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION 
2. MCDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION 
3. MLXOROLA INC 
4. ALLIED SIGNAL INC 
5. LI'ITON INDUSTRIES INC 

I Total of Above ( $1,486,736 ( I  7 5 . 3  of total awar3s over $25,000) I I 

I I 

Expenditures 

$883,605 
274,581 
186,201 
105,976 
36,373 

I I I I 1 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 

I 

Najor Locations 
of Personnel 

-----------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Fort Huachuca 
Davis-Eonthan AFB 
Luke AFB 
Yma 
Phoenix 
Tucson 
Gila Bend 
tlarana 
Hesa 
Sierra Vista 

Total 

$1,113,085 
424,214 
350,802 
323,110 
238,819 
228,635 
208,002 
205,462 

99,652 
59,064 

Operat ions and Reports 

Chided Missiles 
Aircraft Rotary Wing 
Engineering Technical Services 
Gas Turbines and Jet Eng, Ex Acfr & Comps 
Night Vision Equipment, Emitted and Ref lec 

Payroll 
btlays 

$193,432 
283,734 

62,834 
188,335 
196,377 
177,017 
27,293 

157,934 
20,901 
17,613 

I I 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

$483,702 
124,056 
56,480 
39,E49 
35,990 

Pr b e  
Contracts 

$919,653 
140,480 
287,968 
134,775 
42,442 
51,618 

180,709 
47,528 
78,751 
41,451 

Total 

7,700 
7,222 
6,963 
5,507 
1,295 
1,193 

181 
155 
146 
125 

Active Duty 
Nilitary 

4,936 
5,722 
5,660 
4,246 

413 
314 
88 
16 
44 
20 

Civilian 

2,764 
1,500 
1,303 
1,261 

882 
87 9 

93 
139 
102 
105 
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ARKANSAS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

h 
Marine Corps 

Navy I Other 
Air Force / Defense I 

Activities 
Personnel/Expendi tures Army 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National aard 

.--------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 700,776 ( 
Active Ddty Military Pay I Civilian Pay 
Reserve k National Guard Pay 
Retired nilitary Pay 

8. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDT6.E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

1 

Military and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locat ions 
of Personnel Active Duty 

I Total Military Civilian .------------------------..------------.-----------.----------- 
I ~ittle  ROC^ AFB 5,259 4,519 740 
Pine Bluff 1,367 141 1,226 
Little Rock 1,002 524 4 78 
Fort Chaffee 40 6 62 344 
Cmp Jos I. Robinson 379 7 372 
Fort Smith 30 5 55 250 
Russellville 94 19 75 
North Little Rock 92 11 8 1 
Harrison 67 58 9 
Jonesboro 52 36 16 

Mjor Locations 
of Expenditures t Expenditures 

Payroll 
Outlays ---------- 
$158,375 
54,551 
2,196 
67,646 
21,000 
25,909 
25,895 
21,084 

0 
16,346 

- - 

Prime 
Contracts ----------- 
533,765 
71,445 
108,644 
1,977 
7,613 
139 
0 

2,625 
20,803 

576 

Total .- -------- 
$192,140 
125,996 
110,840 
69,623 
28,613 
26,048 
25,895 
23,709 
20,803 
16,922 

Jacksonville 
Little Rock 
Camden 
Pine Bluff 
Fort Smith 
North Little Rock 
Shemood 
Fort Chaf fee 
Pine Bluff Arsenal 
Hot Springs 

Other 
Prine Contracts Gver $25,000 Total h Air force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Activities I ---------------- -------_-----_- ---------------- --_--_---___-___ 
Fiscal Year 1993 $329,160 $140,076 $77,936 $51,023 $60,125 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

288,091 306,363 ""/ 665% 1 62,054 
144,986 71,619 

Top rive Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amounr TSC or Service Code Description houn t 
- - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  _--_-________ 

1. GENERAL MOTORS CORPC1PATI ON 
2. IMERNATIONAL CliARTTS EXPRESS 
3. Ln' CORPORATION 
4. AIF TRANSFORT INTEkNATIOHAL 
5. SECUA CORPORATI ON 

$63,426 Guided Missile Components $62,449 
38,240 Air Charter for Things 36,749 
, 1 6 1  RlJTE/Hissile and Space Systems-Advanced De 31,161 
27,992 Air Charter for Things 27,667 
13,011 Guided Hissile Components 12,474 

I Total of Above I $173,830 ( 46.% of total award:; over $25,000) I I I 
I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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CALIFORNIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expendi tures I Total 

I. Personnel - Total 374,554 
Active Duty Military 143,220 
Civilian 99,906 
Reserve b Nati0~l Ward 131,428 --------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total $36,040,373 

I A.  Payroll OYtlays - Total 1 13,467,267 

Active Duty Military Pay 5,623,613 
Civilian Pay 4,078,390 
Reserve b National hard Pay 352,659 
Retired Military Pay 3,412,605 

I B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 22,573,106 

SupplyandEquipentContracts 11,822,927 
RDThE Contracts 4,278,899 
Service Contracts 5,665,889 
Construction Contracts 637,216 
Civil Function Contracts 168,175 

Najor locarions 
of Expenditures 

--------------- 
San Diego 
Long Beach 
Pico Rivera 
Sunnyvale 
Los Angeles 
Sacrmento 
Camp Pendleton 
Travis AFB/Fairfield 
North Island NAS 
Edwards AFB 

- - -  

Expend i tureo 

Total -. -- ---------- 
$4,748,224 
3,550,195 
3,272,224 
3,088,332 
1,409,989 

928,313 
923,961 
517,962 
506,163 
493,650 

Payroll Prime 
Outlays Contracts ------------------------- 

$2,683,196 $2,065,028 
330,892 3,219,303 

4,824 3,267,400 
93,664 2,994,668 

199,572 1,210,417 
137,557 790,756 
803,482 120,479 
356,453 161,509 
476,268 29,895 
249,240 244,4 10 - 

Other 
& Air Force 

Navl / / atense 
Marine Corps Activities 

I I I 

Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locations 
of Personnel Active Duty 

Total Nilitary Civilian 
-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
San Diego 38,871 25,897 12,974 
Camp Pendleton 30,761 28,394 2,367 
McClellan AFB 12,962 2,870 10,092 
North Island NkS 10,527 5,142 5,385 
Travis AFB 9,683 7,677 2,006 
Monterey 8,931 5,996 2,935 
Twentynine Palns 8,763 8,026 737 
Edwards AFB 8,137 4,690 3,447 
Oakland 7,486 1,974 5,512 
El Toro 6,664 5,665 999 

I I 1 Army I ' y y  I I Other 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities I 
-----------------*--------------------- ---------------- --------_---_-_ ---------------- --_--_-__-_-_--_ _--____________ 
Fiscal Year 2993 $22,951,965 $2,917,702 $7,945,8E3 $a,419,942 $2,668,438 

I Fiscal Year 1992 1 23,843135 1 3,538,823 1 ;:$::fit 1 10,106,398 1 2,128,076 
Fiscal Year 1991 24,265,041 4,098,936 10,954,901 1,922,180 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service :ode Description ------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1. NOGTHROP GRUPMAN CORPORATION 
2. HCDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION 
3. LOCKHEED CORPORATION 
4. GENERAL MOTORS CORPORA1 1 ON 
5 .  TRW INC 

Total of Above 

; $3,464,882 Aircraft Fixed Wing 
3,389,624 Aircraft Fixed Wing 

I 2,602,749 GuidedRissiles 
1,478,702 Expert Witness 

729,883 Drones 

$11,665,840 ( 51.7% of total awarcs wer $25,000) I 
I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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COLORADO 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expend i tures 
Navy 
6 

b r i n e  Corps 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 
Total Air Force 

I .  Personnel - Total I 77,439 
Active h t y  Military 34,165 
Civilian 13,325 
Reserve 6 National Guard 29,949 

t ....................................... --------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total $4,917,792 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 2,297,885 

Active hrty tli l i tary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
RDTE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Top five contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of P r h e  Contract Awards 

in this State 
------------------------------------------------. 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

Denver 
Colorado Springs 
Fort Carson 
Aurora 
Littleton 
Air Force Academy 
Falcon AFB 
Buckley AGB 
Eoulder 
Englewood 

Yajor Area of Work 

hount  FSC or Service Code Description 

1. HAKIN MARIETTA CORPORATION 
2. LORAL CORPORATI ON 
3. RAYIHEON COMPANY 
4. K W H  CORPORATION 
5. INTERNATIONAL BUS MCHS CORP 

I Total of Above 1 $1,795,983 1 68.6% of total  wards over $25,0001 I I I 

I 

Major Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Fort Carson 
Air Force Academy 
Peterson AFB 
Aurora 
Denver 
Falcon AFB 
Colorado Springs 
Buckley AGB 
Lowry APB 
Pueblo 

I I 

Expenditures 
1 I 

M i l i  tary and Civilian Personnel 

f Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
(Prior Three Years) --------------------------------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $2,615,661 
Fiscal Year 1992 2,471,313 
Fiscal Year 1991 2,663,798 

$1,540,573 
101,435 
59,186 
47,892 
46,897 

I I I I 1 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Total 

$1,674,281 
844,195 
649,990 
342,713 
215,727 
212,002 
183,026 
105,514 
90,009 
47,696 

Total 

17,863 
8,524 
5,051 
3,629 
3,353 
2,871 
1,958 
1,194 
1,191 
315 

Amy 

$273,969 
308,623 
277,113 

& Air Force 
Marine Corps 

$91,786 $2,043,013 
80,220 1,746,386 

Navy 61,342 1 2,050,859 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$206,893 
336,084 
274,484 

RDTE/Missile and Sp.lce Systems-@ Systems 
RDTE/Electronics & ~:omnunication Eq-Engr D 
Engineering Technicial Services 
Other ADP & Telecml?unication Services 
Space Vehicle Componer~ts 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$296,062 
467,610 
534,341 
273,611 
26,035 
162,306 
80,289 
53,496 
11,634 
22,021 

~ c t i v e  Duty 
Military 

15,729 
6,716 
3,568 
1,881 
481 

2,406 
1,380 
824 
445 
11 

$1,361,504 
33,876 
39,540 
22,331 
22,290 

Pr h e  
Contracts 

.-------------------------------------------------.-----------.-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
$.1,378,219 

376,585 
115,649 
69,102 
189,692 
49,696 
102,737 
52,018 
78,375 
25,675 

Civilian 

2,134 
1,808 
1,483 
1,748 
2,872 
465 
578 
370 
74 6 
304 
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CONNECTICUT 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
Navy 

& 
Marine Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities I 

I. Personnel - Total I 24,858 
Active Duty Rilitary 5,571 
Civilian 4,213 
Reserve & National Guard 15,074 

t 
....................................... --- - - - - - - -+---  

11. Expenditures - Total $3,071,292 

I A. Payroll outlays - 10t.1 1 621,223 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & Natio~l Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I 8. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 1 2,450,069 1 590,402 I 1,569,551 211,423 I 78,693 I 

Supply and Equipcsent Contracts 
RUT82 Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State ................................................ 

1,721,722 
234,234 
465,955 
18,143 
10,015 

tlajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Stratford 
Groton 
New London 
Windsor Locks 
East l-artford 
Danbury 
North Stonington 
Hartfcrd 
Bridgeport 
Stanford 

I 1. UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CORP 
2. GENERAL DYNAtllCS CORPORATION 
3. TEXTRON INC 
4. ANALYSIS & TECHNOLOGY INC 
5. GENERAL HDTORS CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

Other 
Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total Amy ti Air Force Defense 

IaVy 

I [Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities ....................................... 
Fiscsl Year 1993 $2,694,638 $580,275 $1,972,8.'9 $239,072 $102,412 
Fiscal Year 1992 3,099,444 956,084 1,696,929 358,146 88,285 
Fiscal Year 1991 4,078,594 1,026,598 3,037,0'6 800,958 113,992 

I I I I 1 

Expenditures Military and Civilian Personnel 

Major Area of Work 
Total 
Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

Total 

$1,176,514 
917,886 
226,444 
78,634 
77,913 
57,229 
32,263 
31,148 
25,466 
23,627 

Ma jor Locations 
Payroll Prime of Personnel Active Duty 
Outlays Contracts Total Military Civilian .-----------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.----------------------. 
$19,900 $1,156,614 Groton 6,399 4,907 1,492 
279,108 638,778 New London 1,604 352 1,252 
91,175 135,269 Stratford 377 22 355 
19,990 58,644 Hartford 24 5 87 158 
10,956 66,957 Uindsor Locks 232 72 160 
3,040 54,189 East Hartford 229 3 226 
2,011 30,252 East Granby 221 0 22 1 
18,139 13,009 Orange 4 9 9 40 
3,134 22,332 New Haven 4 5 25 20 
2,305 21,322 Windsor 32 29 3 

$1,999,505 ( 81.m of total wards over $25,0001 I I I 

$1,233,489 
621,778 
68,971 
45,393 
29,874 

- - P- - - - -- -- 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Aircraft Rotary Wing 
Submarines 
Gas Turbines and Jet Eng, Ex Acft & Comps 
Logistics Support Services 
Radar Equipment, Airborne 

$477,989 
269,961 
38,671 
22,147 
26,708 
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DELAWARE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 
- 

Personnel/Expendi tures Arny 

I .  Personnel - Total 14,157 
Active h t y  Hilitary 4,583 
Civilian 1,636 
Reserve h National Guard 7,938 --------------- 

11. Ercpenditures - Total $392,374 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 284,769 1 39,943 

Active h t y  ni l i tary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National (hard Pay 
Retired tlil i tary Pay 

0. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 107,605 I 56,026 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDTU Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

- - -  - - -  

Other 1 '? 1 A F o r  1 Defense 
Plarine Corps Activities 

I Hajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

.------------ 
Dover 
Frederica 
Wilnington 
New Castle 
Newark 
Canden 
Snyrna 
Uyoning 
nilford 
Christ iana 

Total 

$228,845 
30,265 
19,156 
16,790 
9,088 
7,385 
3,680 
3,579 
3,103 
2,916 

1 Payroll 
Outlays 

. ----- ----- 
Prime 

Contracts ------- 
$39,700 
28,456 
11,310 
2,880 
3,530 
7,341 
1,766 
3,306 

41 
756 

- - - - - - pp 

Nilitary and Civilian Personnel 
&a jor Locatiocs 

of Personnel Active Duty 
Total Hilitary Civilian -------------------------------------------------.----------- 

Dover AFB 5,690 4,449 1,241 
NW Castle 279 0 279 
Newpor t 75 75 0 
narshall ton 4 6 3 43 
Wilnington 32 18 14 
Dover 27 3 24 
Newark 13 10 3 
Seaford 13 6 7 
Georgetown 10 9 1 
Bethany Beach 6 0 6 

I I I I 0 ther 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) b r i n e  Corp:; Activities I --------------_- --------------- _-------__--_--_ ___________-____ 
Fiscal Year 1993 $135,601 $11,943 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 1 103,478 132,729 I $ 1  45,839 $ $ 1  53,067 29,639 20,865 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description -------------------------------------------- 

1. PIERCE ENTERPRISES, INC 
2. I L C INWSTRIES DELAWARE 
3. CAESAR RODNEY SCHOOL DIST 
4. IRMIN & LEIQITON, INC 
5. DAMES L noom INC 

$20,863 Safety and Rescue Equipment $20,729 
7,443 Specilized Flight Clothing & Accessories 6,634 
7,341 Faculty Salaries for Dependent Schools 7,341 
6,118 Other Residential Buildings 6,013 
5,888 Other Environ SVCS, Studies, & Analytical 5,888 

I Total of Above $47,653 ( 44.377 of total awards over $25,000) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 
Operations and Reports 



MAP NO, 9 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

S T A T E  CAPITAL 

ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Weshingion Headquarter= Service- 
D i : i a c t o r m C e  for I n f o r r n ~  tion 

Operations and R e p o r t s  



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

k 

Personnel/Expendi tures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National mard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RMhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil function Contracts 

1. AXT CORP 
2. XEROX CORPORATION 
3. INTERNATIONAL SHIPHOLDING CORP 
4. GOVERNMENT OF UNITED STATES 
5. HARNISCHFEGER INDUSTRIES INC 

Total of Above 

Total 
Amount 

Total 

43,171 
13,785 
15,790 
13,596 

$2,347,191 

1,251,287 

480,677 
681,975 
38,207 
50,428 

1,095,904 

249,056 
117,959 
642,661 
52,574 
33,654 

Expenditures Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locations Ha jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures Payroll Prhe of Personnel Active Duty 

Total Outlays Contracts Total Military Civilian 

-- - -~ 

tlajor Area of Work 

Amy 

15,160 
4,447 
5,752 
4,961 ---------------------------------------------------------.----------------.-----------..----.----------------.---------------- 

S 631,426 

407,609 

174,166 
195,968 
19,193 
18,282 

223,817 

40,398 
15,922 

118,763 
15,080 
33,654 

Washington 

I FSC or Service Code Description 
- -------------------------------------------- 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

793 
0 

793 
0 

$237,596 

32,770 

0 
32,770 

0 
0 

204,826 

44,179 
3,818 

156,829 
0 
0 

Navy 
& 

Marine Co-ps 

21,1362 
5,  I542 
7,1375 
8,345 

$1,173,661 

597,039 

162, 637 
401,563 

Other ADP h Telecom~~unication Services 
Printing, Duplicatir~g & Bookbinding Equip 
Mari~e Charter For Things 
Nuclear Reactors 
ADP System Acquisition Support Services 

Air Force 

5,356 
3,696 
1,370 

290 

$304,508 

213,869 

143,874 
51,674 

Navy Other 
Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total Amy h Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities --------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $1,691,559 
Fiscal Year 1992 1,545,833 120,794 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,516,385 152,008 958,344 114,960 291,073 

$2,347,191 

1 ( 30.2% of total uards over $25,0001 

Amount ------------ 

18,685 
14,154 

576,622 

154, PO2 
92,E66 

291,360 
37,494 

0 

$1,251,287 

-- -- - 

Prepared by: ~ashin~fon Headquarters services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

329 
17,992 

90,639 

9,577 
5,353 

75,709 
0 
0 

$1,095,905 Washington ' 

Bolling AFB 
Fort McNair 

25,304 
3,705 

566 

11,403 
2,222 

160 

13,901 
1,483 

406 
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FLORIDA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Total 
Navy 

Army I L 
b r i n e  Corps 

Air Force 
0 ther 

Defense 
Activities 

I .  Personnel - Total I 163,465 
Active DJty Military 60,801 
Civilian 30,289 
Reserve h National Guard 72,375 

--------------. 
X I .  Expenditures - Total $12,074,556 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 6,164,058 1 918,951 1 3,023,490 1 2,104,226 1 117,391 

' F. P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Ward Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

2,192,854 
1,025,116 

156,585 
2,789,503 

1. WITED TECHNOLOGIES CORP 
2. E4RIIN HARIElTA CORPORATION 
3. N3RMROP G R L I W N  CORPORATION 
4. OLIN CORPORATION 
5. H'iRRIS CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

~acksonville 
West Palm Beach 
Orlando 
Helbourne 
Pensacola 
Eglin AFB 
Saint Petersburg 
Tampa 
Daytona Beach 

I 

Ma jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Eglin AFB 
Jacksonville 
Pensacola 
Orlando 
Hurlburt Fld 
Tyndall AFB 
HacDill AFB 
Patrick AFB 
Mayport Nav Station 
Cecil Field NAS 

I I I 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 

I I 

Expenditures 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

$1,407,015 
801,706 
643,750 
195,673 
193,279 

$3,241,423 

Operations and Reports 

Total 

S 1,600,303 
1,449,721 
1,266,506 

972,669 
814,891 
568,383 
354,333 
320,763 
290,033 

Cape Canaveral AFS 1 267,354 

I I 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Gas Turbines and Jer Engines, Acft h Comps 
Msl Aircraft Accessories and Components 
RDTE/Electronics & Communication Eq-Engr D 
RE'IE/Anmunition-Exp:.oratory Development 
RME/Hissile and Spi~ce Systems-Op Systems 

[ 54.CL of total awards over $25,000) 

Total 

13,179 
12,771 
12,623 
12,045 
7,300 
6,021 
4,874 
3,864 
3,562 
3,280 

Total 

$6,485,989 
4,994,866 
5,166,419 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$1,236,730 
28,276 

477,494 
132,790 
621,720 
405,210 

45,867 
275,173 

17,753 
17,291 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in  this  State 

Prime 
Contracts 

$363,573 
1,421,445 

789,O 12 
839,879 
193,171 
163,173 
308,466 
45,590 

272,280 
250,063 

Active Duty 
Military 

8,775 
6,246 
6,323 
9,560 
6,731 
4,924 
3,754 
2,525 
2,690 
2,764 

Civilian 

4,404 
6,525 
6,300 
2,485 

569 
1,097 
1,120 
1,339 

872 
516 

A ~ Y  

$1,870,113 
1,431,940 
1,491,392 

Total 
hount  -----------------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------------- 

Air Force 

$3,110,959 
2,090,262 
2,385,053 

Navy 
b 

Marine Corps 

$1,389,137 
1,363,S.C3 
1,201,913 

Eajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$115,730 
108,721 
88,031 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

GEORGIA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 

Persomel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve 6 National Guard 

11. E~penditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National Cfilard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

8. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTbE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Operations and Reports 

Total 

151,409 
61,841 
34,955 
54,613 

$8,393,409 

4,272,694 

1,989,987 
1,087,712 

207,827 
987,168 

4,120,715 

1,276,427 
1,779,598 

788,418 
220,969 

55,303 

Ha jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Hariet ta 
Fort Stewart 
Fort Fe~ing 
Robins AFB 
Atlanta 
Fort Cordon 
Kings Bay 
Sava~ah 
Albany 

Navy 
& 

brine Corps 

21,335 
5,321 
5,088 

10,926 

$924,526 

612,325 

239,243 
177,000 
18, :344 

177 ,'338 

311,:'Ol 

73, !147 
3,799- 

234,864 
6,989 

0 

Amy 

94,859 
47,564 
12,696 
34,599 

---------------------------------------------------------..----------------.----------------.----------------.---------------- 
$3,201,359 

2,598,493 

1,520,910 
407,405 
143,612 
526,566 

602,866 

89,202 
18,235 

235,719 
204,407 

55,303 

Air Force 

30,787 
8,956 

12,743 
9,088 

$4,019,522 

925,868 

229,834 
367,499 
45,871 

282,664 

3,093,654 

1,015,289 
1,764,981 

303,811 
9,573 

0 

Expenditures 

0 ther 
Defense 
Activities 

4,428 
0 

4,428 
0 

$247,902 

135,408 

0 
135,408 

0 
0 

112,494 

98,389 
181 

13,924 
0 
0 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

.-----------------------.-------------------------.-----------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Fort Benning 
Fort Stewart 
Robins AFB 
Fort Gordon 
Kings Bay 
Hunter Army Airfield 
noody AFB 
Albany 
Fort McPherson 

Total 

$2,827,612 
664,487 
659,722 
633,114 
555,468 
423,394 
296,723 
295,448 
160,124 

noody AFB 1 115,951 Atlanta 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$89,010 
603,379 
548,026 
479,958 
304,203 
338,714 
238,908 
222,648 
150,535 

96,416 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Prine 
Contracts 

$2,738,602 
61,108 

111,696 
153,156 
251,265 

84,680 
57,815 
72,800 
9,589 

19,535 

Total 

19,420 
18,200 
16,738 
10,095 
5,096 
4,662 
4,500 
4,046 
3,816 
1,757 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fisc3l Year 1992 
F i x 3 1  Year 1991 

Total 

$4,017,518 
3,795,685 
1,983,797 

Active Duty 
Military 

15,341 
15,834 
4,209 
7,759 
3,055 
4,209 
4,006 
1,058 
1,982 

567 

Amy 

$464,898 
435,821 

fop Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. LOCKHEED CORPORATION 
2. CSX CORPORATlON 
3. ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL CORP 
4. JOHNSON CQNTROLS INC 
5. CO:,YER E>KHERS CNSTR CO 

Total of Above 

Civilian 

4,079 
2,366 

12,529 
2,336 
2,041 

453 
4 94 

2,988 
1,834 
1,190 

Air Force 

$2,982,455 
2,812,701 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

5429,105 
449,667 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$141,060 
97,496 

700,664 

Total 
Amount 

$2,727,904 
105,897 
82,945 
62,202 
57,843 

$3,036,791 

330,SC6 1 620,210 I 131,967 

Pajor A1 ea of Work 

FSC or Service Code Dcsaription 

RDTE/Aircraft-Engineering Development 
Vessel Freight 
Bombs 
Facilities Operations Support Services 
Troop Housing Facilities 

1 73.TL of total awards over $25,000) 

Amount 

$1,724,115 
105,897 
55,360 
60,931 
35,502 
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HAWAII 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
Navy 

& 
Marine Corps 

Other 
AirForce 1 Defense I 

Activities 

I .  Persoml  - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National h a r d  --------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Ihty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National lhard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

P. Prhe  Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RUT= Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of P r h e  Contract Awards 

in this State 

najor Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

Pearl Harbor 
Schof ield Barracks 
Honolulu 
Hickam AFB 
Kaneohe 
Barters Point NAS 
Pearl City 
Aiea 
Wheeler AFB 
Wahiawa 

1. HUhT BUILDING CORPORATION 
2. MORRISGN KNUDSEN CORP DEL CORP 
3. OGDEN CORPORATION 
4. EROKEN H I L L  PROPRIETARY CO HPA 
5. KT EXIT P E E R  SONS DE CORP 

Total of Above 

I I I I I 

I Total 
Amount --- -------------- 

najor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Expenditures 
Major Locations 

of Personnel 

Schofield Barracks 
Pearl Harbor 
Kaneohe 
Hlckan AFB 
Barbers Point NAS 
Tripler Army Ned Ctr 
Fort Shafter 
Wheeler AFB 
Camp H.M. Smith 
Honolulu 

Total 

$1,074,092 
637,774 
431,179 
220,828 
202,280 
118,944 
41,833 
39,418 
38,745 
34,905 

Navy 
& 

tlarine Corqs 

$237,5'79 
282,644 
250,164 

Amy 

$244,275 
173,655 
216,607 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior i l r e e  Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscai Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

I 27.8;i of total awards over $25,000) I I 

Total 

$631,021 
622,728 
697,127 

Family Housing Facilities 
Family Housing Facilities 
Other Architect h Engineering.Services 
Fuel O i l s  
Other Miscellaneous Buildings 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$771,554 
555,678 
324,493 
164,315 
193,490 
106,541 
15,196 
36,861 
32,332 
24,116 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Air Force 

$59,048 
76,366 

155,866 

$87,906 
42,141 
38,478 
25,020 
13,152 

Operations and Reports 

Prime 
Contracts ------------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
$302,538 

82,096 
106,686 
56,513 
8,790 

12,403 
26,637 
2,557 
6,413 

10,789 

Total 

17,219 
15,710 
6,720 
4,805 
3,085 
3,052 
3,013 
1,073 

730 
60 4 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$89,219 
90,063 
69,490 

Active Duty 
Military 

16,248 
6,942 
6,187 
3,515 
2,671 
1,890 
1,189 

628 
705 
322 

Civilian 

97 1 
8,768 

533 
1,290 

414 
1,162 
1,824 

445 
25 

282 
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IDAHO 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expendi tures 1 
I .  Personnel - Total 

Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 

I l i .  Payroll a t l a y s  - ~ o t a l  I 
Active Duty tlil i tary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

1 Navy & 1 / Other 
Air Force Defense 

1 b r i n e  Ccrps Activities 

Major Locations Major Locat ions 
of Expenditures Payroll Pr ine of Personnel Active Duty 

Total ...................... ---------_-_-----__------ 
Hountain Home AfB $137,068 $107,178 529,890 nountain Home AFB 3,857 3,342 515 

' Boise 80,401 61,716 18,685 Boise 1,016 242 774 
Idaho Falls 31,806 30,014 1,792 Idaho Falls 64 1 616 25 
Rexburg 6,704 296 6,408 Baywiew 53 1 52 
Coeur d'Alene 6,511 6,483 28 noscow 53 52 1 
Pocatello 6,287 5,039 1,248 Ahsahka 44 0 44 
Lewis ton 5,983 4,464 1,519 Wilder 30 29 1 
Bayview 4,834 2,990 1,844 O l d  Town 29 0 29 
Caldwell 4,780 4,601 179 Lewiston 27 23 4 
Moscow 4,700 4,373 327 Mountain Home 16 0 16 

Navy Other 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Amy h Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Narine Corps Activities 

Fiscal Year 1993 $67,484 $27,927 $1,868 $21,848 $15,841 
Fiscal Year 1992 66,269 15,092 2,325 29,202 19,640 
Fiscal Year 1991 77,974 33,672 2,800 16,069 25,433 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this  State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -__-_________ 

1. HlCRON TECHNOLOGY INC 
2. HORKLEYS INC 
3. ALL AMERICAN CONTRA-TORS 
4. RECORD STEEL AND CONSTRUCTION 
5. PARSON JACK B COMPANIES 

I Total of Above I $20,005 

I I 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

RDTE/Other Defense-AJvanced Development $2,868 
Fuel Oils 6,184 
Haint/Othrr Industri.31 Buildings 3,590 
Office Buildings 3,412 
Haint/Orher Airfield Structures 3,100 

11 36.32 of total awards over $25,000) I I 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

ILLINOIS 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I I .  Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Ward 

I Personnel/Expend i tures 

i 
--------------------------------------- --------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total t $3,066,458 

Total I 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 1,810,068 ( 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired ni l i tary Pay 

I 8. Prine Contracts Over 325,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDT6E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Fiscal Year 1993 $1,359,421 $381,270 $139,151 $522,686 $316,314 
Fiscal Year 1992 1,353,550 1 388,LY 1 236,743 416,749 311,958 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,790,834 4@9,380 246,551 652,396 442,507 

Top Five Conrractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 
Arny 

I 
1 Major Locations 

of Expenditures 

Great Lakes 
Scott AFB 
Rock Island 
Rolling Headows 
Chicago 
Peoria 
Glenview 
Springfield 
Rockford 
0' Fallon 

1. NORTHROP G R U W '  CORPORATION 
2. I I T RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
3. CATERPILIAR I N C  
4. MCI TELECOPMUNICATIONS CORP 
5. Sl'N2STRAND CORPORATION 

Navy 
h 

tlarine Corps 

I Total of Above I $430,005 1 ( 34.a of total awarcjs over $25,000) I I 

Air Force 

Expenditures 

$274,360 
53,870 
41,783 
32,029 
27,963 

I I I I 
Prepared by: hlashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------.-----------.------------------------..------------.-----------.------------ 
Great Lakes 
Scott AFB 
Rock Island 
Chicago 
Springfield 
Glenview 
Champaign 
Peoria 
Savanna Amy Depot 
North Chicago 

Total 

$490,239 
450,518 
306,143 
278,226 
203,658 
80,263 
59,670 
53,076 
46,192 
43,828 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corrs --------------------------------.--------------------------------- 
Arny Prine Contracts Over $25,000 

[Prior Three Years) --------------------------------------- 

Elct Countermeasures & Guick Reaction Eq 
RmE/Other Research L Development-Op Sys D 
Tractor. F u l l  Tracksj, Low Speed 
Other ADP h Telecommunication Services 
Generators and Generntor Sets, Electrical 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$437,124 
351,890 
241,833 
1,208 
70,539 
26,026 
34,322 
52,743 
9,402 

21,937 

Total 

$174,418 
39,888 
11,477 
32,029 
4,298 

Prime 
Contracts 

$53,115 
98,628 
64,310 
277,018 
133,119 
54,237 
25,348 

333 
36,790 
21,891 

Air Force 

Civilian 

2,114 
3,015 
6,688 
1,352 
751 
177 
4 67 
34 9 
415 
197 

Total 

20,438 
9,902 
6,810 
1,458 
869 
542 
4 97 
432 
415 
227 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

Active Duty 
Military 

18,324 
6,887 
122 
106 
118 
365 
30 
83 
0 
30 

---------------- 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 
- - -- 

INDIANA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 
Operat ions and Reports 

Personnel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National (hard 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll atlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Cfilard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

8 .  Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Air Force 

7,978 
80 6 

1,286 
5,886 

$435,439 

165,215 

29,952 
29,535 
23,367 
82,361 

270,224 

171,494 
13,854 
84,683 

193 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

4,031 
0 

4,031 
0 

$281,798 

145,835 

0 
145,835 

0 
0 

135,963 

101,839 
0 

34,124 
0 
0 

Total 

58,697 
3,813 
14,341 
40,543 

$2,489,085 

1,170,181 

129,479 
566,239 
227,561 
246,902 

1,318,904 

880,431 
67,201 
339,515 
19,329 
12,428 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Imliampolis 
Fort L'ayne 
Hishawaka 
Crane 
South Bend 
Grissom AFB 
Columbus 
Terre Haute 

Amy 

33,663 
2,463 
2,594 
28,606 .--------------------------------------------------------..---------------------------------.----------------.---------------- 

51,235,728 

485,011 

82,577 
98,201 
200,265 
103,968 

750,717 

554,214 
40,280 
131,057 
12,738 
12,428 

Navy 
& 

Harine Cclrps 

13,025 
54 4 

6,430 
6,051 

5 536,120 

374,120 

16,950 
292,668 
3,329 
60,573 

162,000 

52,1384 
13,067 
89, (551 
6,398 

0 

Expenditures 
Hajor Locarions 
of Personnel 

indianapolis 
Crane 
Ft Benjamin Harrison 
Grissm AFB 
Fort Uayne 
Terre Haute 
Jefferson Prov Grnd 

Total 

$919,446 
407,678 
221,109 
195,319 
98,744 
58,308 
54,878 

I 33,314 
Evansville 33,276 
Whiting 28,391 

Edinburgh 
Shelbyville 
South Bend 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$576,197 
31,466 
1,642 

171,897 
9,603 

49,170 
3,586 
17,537 
11,906 

205 

Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 

Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Prime 
Contracts 

$343,249 
376,212 
219,467 
23,422 
89,141 
9,138 
51,292 
15,777 
21,370 
28,186 

Total 

7,447 
4,047 
2,965 
1,272 
462 
310 
198 
146 
112 
101 

Active Duty 
Military 

50 2 
103 

1,650 
448 
114 
77 
10 
42 
29 
4 1 

Total 

$1,761,204 
1,517,308 
2,189,522 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. RENCO GROUP, M E  INC 
2. I?? CORPORATION 
3. CDA HOLDING INC 
4. PIESC HOLDINGS INC 
5. ALLIED SIWAL INC 

Total of Above 

Civilian 

6,945 
3,944 
1,315 
824 
348 
233 
188 
104 
83 
60 

Amy 

$861,673 
956,509 

1,108,259 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

Total 
Amount 

$254,996 
217,431 
216,-'12 
156,000 
51,548 

$896,687 

$348,731 I $307,583 I $243,217 
237,559 199,788 123,452 
322,044 545,879 213,340 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 

Activities __--_____-______ 

flajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

T ~ c k s  and Truck Tractors, Wheeled 
Radio & TV Comm Equipment, Except Airborne 
Gas Turbines and Jet Engines, Acft & Conps 
Miscellaneous Comnunication Equipment 
Acft Haint h Repair Shop Specilized Equip 

( 68.0% of total auards over $25,000) 

Amount 

$237,523 
128,581 
107,309 
56,724 
16,738 

- 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

IOWA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for 1 nformation 
Operations and Reports 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

82 
0 
82 
0 

$23,978 

4,606 

0 
4,606 

0 
0 

19,372 

17,842 
0 

1,530 
0 
0 

Persowl/Expend i tures 

I .  Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve k National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

P. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Amy 

16,154 
220 
761 

15,173 
---------------------------------------------------------..---------------------------------.----------------.---------------- 

$213,877 

123,446 

8,379 
23,457 
53,632 
37,978 

90,431 

9,391 
10,126 
31,451 
12,781 
26,682 

Total 

23,647 
445 

1,375 
21,827 

$ 545,072 

235,856 

16,032 
44,809 
67,193 
107,822 

309,216 

149,928 
63,195 
56,630 
12,781 
26,682 

Ha jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Cedar Rapids 
Des Hoines 
Sioux City 
Iowa AAP 
Davenport 
Canp Dodge/Grhes 
llusca t ine 
Johns ton 
Ames 
Council Bluffs 

Navy 
h 

Harine Corps 

3,610 
63 
4 

3,543 

$118,298 

37,276 

2,344 
123 

1,581 

Air Force 

3,801 
162 
528 

3,111 

$189,919 

70,528 

5,309 
16,623 
11,980 

Expenditures 
Ha j or Locations 

of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------.-----------,-----------------------..-------------.-----------.------------ 
Des Hoines 
Sioux City 
Camp Dodge/Grines 
Pleasant H i l l  
Cedar Rapids 
Boone 
Waterloo 
Fort Dodge 
Anes 
Davenport 

Total 

$213,284 
57,969 
22,301 
19,097 
18,886 
14,756 
9,316 
8,058 
7,289 
6,893 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

33,228 

81,322 

50,752 
7,065 
23,205 

0 
0 

36,616 

118,391 

71,943 
46,004 

444 
0 
0 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$12,273 
25,196 
21,648 

0 
8,285 
14,756 
1,241 
7,817 
4,419 
6,853 

Total 

9263,500 
541,980 
458,455 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$24,766 
35,582 
60,838 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corps 

979,963 
83,190 
41,850 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract A W ~ T ~ S  

i n  this  State 

1. ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL CORP 
2. COHPUTER RELIANCE 
3. LITTON INDUSTRIES INC 
4. TAYLOR BALL, I N C  
5. CAL WESTERN PACKAGING CORP 

Total of Above 

Total 

352 
329 
296 
139 
117 
65 
60 
5 1 
49 
47 

Pr ine 
Contracts 

$201,011 
32,773 

653 
19,097 
10,601 

0 
8,075 
241 

2,870 
40 

Amy 

5108,263 
151,328 
207,266 

Air Force 

$150,508 
171,880 
148,501 

Total 
hount  

$199,852 
17,811 
8,781 
6,077 
5,072 

8237,593 

Active Duty 
Military 

103 
70 
0 
0 
25 
30 
14 
12 
4 1 
1 

Civilian 

249 
259 
296 
139 
92 
35 
4 6 
39 
8 
4 6 

Yajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Radio and TV Corn Equipment, Airborne 
Operation/Amunitio? Faci l i t ies  
Aircraft A C ,  Heating and Pressurizing Eq 
Other Airfield Stru[:tures 
Food, O i l s  and Fats 

( 76.a of total  awards over $25,000) 

haunt 

$53,771 
18,164 
6,431 
4,476 
5,072 
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KANSAS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve 6 National Guard 

.--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

R. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total I 
Navy Other 

& Air Force Defense 
tlarine Corps Activities 

I Major Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

------------------- 
Fort Riley 
Wichita 
Fort Leavenworth 
HcConnell AFB 
Topeka 
Leavenworth 
Junction City 
Olathe 
Liberal 
Manhat tan 

Expenditures 

Payroll 
Total Outlays ------------------------ 

$637,818 $561,079 
308,791 47,200 
257,051 187,004 
148,557 120,281 
48,708 27,993 
33,821 25,402 
25,195 22,440 
24,546 9,898 
20,048 850 
17,808 16,926 

Prime 
Contracts 

$76,739 
261,591 
70,047 
28,276 
20,715 
8,419 
2,755 
14,648 
19,198 

882 

Prime Contracts Over 525,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel t ------------------------- -. 

Fort Riley 
Fort Leavenwor th 
ncComel1 AFB 
Wichita 
Topeka 
Forbes Field 
Junction City 
Overland Park 
Salina 
Laurence 

Military and Civilian personnel 1 
Total 

. - - - - - - - - 
16,061 
5,067 
4,515 
4 10 
409 
299 
152 
104 
103 
102 

Active Duty 
Hilitary 

. - - - - - - - - - - - . 
14,000 
3,162 
3,652 
173 
132 
83 
18 
19 
61 
86 

Civilian -- --------- 
2,061 
1,905 
863 
237 
277 
216 
134 
85 
42 
16 

I Amy I 'rY I I Other 
Total Air Force Defense 

Harine Corps Activities I ---------------- --------------- ---------------- --------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $658,655 $255,596 $312,979 $78,036 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

855,130 I 289,121 1 
$ 1 491,340 1 62,942 

' 

852,466 318,189 427,837 59,493 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description ................................................................. 

1. MCDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION 
2. HkY'IFEON COMPANY 
3. BCINbARDI ER INC 
4. WESTERN RESOURCES INC 
5. LOGICON INC 

Total of Above 

Aircraft Fixed Wing 
Guided Hissiles 
Progran Hanagement/Support Services 
Gases, Compressed and Liquefied 
Education Services 

( 48.2% of total awar3s over $25,000) 

r I I 1 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornation 
merations and Reports 
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KENTUCKY 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 
- 

Air Force Personnel/Expenditures 

- - 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Total 
Navy 

Army / L 
narine COI-ps 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty tlilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 1,902,326 

Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDl6.E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I najor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Expenditures 

Fort Campbell 
Fort Knox 
Lexington 
Louisville 
Riclrmond 
Radclif f 
Frankfort 
Florence 
Stearns 
Elizabethtown 

I 
Ma jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Fort Campbell 
Fort Knox 
Louisville 
Richond 
Frankfort 
Lexington 
Hopkinsville 
Radcliff 
Wellington 
Ashland 

Total ------------------------- 

I Prine Contracts Over $25,000 IPrior Three Years) --------------------------------------- 
Total 

---------------- 

Payroll 
Outlays 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Other 
Amy ] 'rY I Air Force 1 D e e  1 

Harine Corps Activities ---------------- ---------------- --------------- 

Prhe 
Contracts ----------- Total 

24,268 
15,985 
3,340 
657 
4 64 
140 
115 
91 
52 
37 

I Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State ------------------------------------------------ I 

Active Duty 
nilitary 

21,076 
11,528 

239 
78 
170 
4 9 
17 
90 
52 
23 

I naior Area of Work I 

Civilian 

3,192 
4,457 
3,101 
579 
294 
91 
98 
1 
0 
14 

Total 
hount FSC or Service Code Description 

1. E-SYSTMS INC 
2. PENCE, HOWARD W INC 
3. HENSEL PHELPS CONSTRUCTION CO 
4. OUTDOOR VENTURE CORPORATION 
5. KECO INDUSTRIES, INC 

I Total of Above 1 1435,971 ) (  56.7% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

$325,249 
38,132 
28,317 
22,425 
21,848 

I ! I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Maint & Repair of Eq/Miscellaneous Equipme 
Troop Housing Facilities 
Troop Housing Far-ili ties 
Tents and Tarpaulins 
Refrigeration Equip 

$325,249 
20,558 
28,266 
22,425 
9,260 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

LOUISIANA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Personnel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active bty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
b .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equiptent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Arny 

41,948 
12,510 
4,359 
25,079 

$1,113,636 

709,097 

385,999 
118,836 
81,650 
122,612 

404,539 

8,128 
2,995 
57,599 
46,126 
289,691 

Total 

69, M 7  
20,322 
8,643 
40,542 

$3,503,494 

1,355,378 

591,52U 
260,685 
127,790 
375,383 

2,148,116 

1,530,370 
5,824 

247,829 
74,402 
289,691 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

12,880 
1,652 
1,791 
9,437 

$1,386,320 

218,714 

55,851 
62,047 
20, ,268 
80, '548 

1,167,306 

977,419 
1,393 

161,?57 
26,737 

0 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Fort Polk 
Barksdale AFB 
New Orleans 
Belle Chasse 
Shrevepor t 
Camp Beauregard 
Baton Rouge 
Bossier City 
Pineville 
Leesville 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

New Orleans 
Fort Polk 
Baton Rouge 
Bossier City 
Lake Charles 
Krotz Springs 
Shrevepor t 
Alexandria 
Port Allen 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Air Force 

13,963 
6,160 
1,777 
6,026 

$438,520 

406,518 

149,670 
58,753 
25,872 
172,223 

32,002 

2,283 
1,331 

26,849 
1,539 

0 

Navy Other 
Prime Contracts Over 525,000 Total Amy h Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Cor ss Activities ---------------- --------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 I $;;::;-: $:,g; 1 $ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~  1 $;;;.;; 1 $239,061 250,527 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,246,478 365,045 580,135 232,192 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

716 
0 

716 
0 

$565,318 

21,049 

0 
21,049 

0 
0 

544,269 

542,540 
105 

1,624 
0 
0 

Expenditures 

Civilian 

2,490 
1,218 
3,501 
4 97 
32 
187 
42 
62 
1 

83 

Total 

14,127 
7,111 
5,320 
58 6 
421 
191 
123 
104 
104 
83 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. AVONDALE INDUSTRIES INC 
2. EXXON CORPORATION 
3. SALOROE: INC 
4. GILD LINE REFINING LTD 
5. SHORE M N A G M W T  INC 

Total of Above 

Active Duty 
Military 

11,637 
5,893 
1,819 

89 
38 9 
4 
8 1 
42 
103 
0 

Pr ime 
Contracts 

$1,131,425 
97,202 

280,536 
34,838 
108,054 
116,348 
44,624 
28,112 
38,982 
37,010 

Total 

$1,355,949 
529,252 
300,260 
275,738 
122,010 
116,562 
89,999 
41,436 
39,272 

Coushat ta 1 38,735 

Total 
Amount 

$900,486 
244,648 
116,348 
96,981 
53,230 

$1,408,693 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$224,524 
432,050 
19,724 

240,900 
13,056 

214 
45,375 
13,324 

290 
1,725 

Ifajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Miscellaneous Vessezs 
Liquid Propellants t. Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Liquid Propellants I, Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Liquid Propellants IT Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Vessel freight 

1 65.677 of total awards over $25,0001 

Amount 

$480,392 
244,648 
116,348 
96,981 
48,393 



MAP NO. 20 

MAINE 



MAINE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures 

I I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard -------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

Army Total 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 584,443 1 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National hard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Navy 
& 

brine Corps 

I B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 924,544 I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Air Force 

1 Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

0 ther 
Defense 
Activities 

Bath 
Kittery 
Grunswick 
loring AFB 
Bangor 
Saco 
Belfast 
Augusta 
Winter Harbor 
Fort land 

Military and Civilia 

---------- 

211 
20 3 104 

10 1 
53 21 

Expenditures Personnel 

Civilian ----------- 

206 

32 

Total 

$824,856 
202,558 
114,183 
53,035 
45,789 
32,287 
22,231 
18,102 
15,362 
8.687 

I 
Navy Other 

Prbe Contracts Over 125,000 Total Amy h Air Force Defense 
(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities --------------------------------------- 

fiscal Year 1993 $1,109,861 $45,110 $1,031,412 $21,122 $12,217 
Fiscal Year 1992 1,304,968 72,283 1,195,889 11,417 25,379 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,065,372 67,357 959,649 15,259 23,107 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest llajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount ----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Major Locations 
Payroll Prime of Personnel 
Outlays Contracts 

$23,956 $800,900 Kit tery 
202,514 44 Bnrmick 
105,250 8,933 Uinter Harbor 
28,471 24,564 Bangor 
26,019 17,770 Bath 
2,008 30,279 Augusta 
1,576 20,655 Cutler 
18,041 61 Topshm 
13,668 1,694 Loring AFB 
7,164 1,523 Portland 

1. NLCRUH I1 LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
2. DVCHOSSOIS INDUSTRIES INC 

/ 3. CREATIVE APPAREL ASSOCIATES 
4. R4ZEL USA INC 
5. HENSEL PHELPS CONSTRUCIION CO 

Total of Above 

Destroyers 
Guns, over 30 mn up to 75 nm 
Clothing, Special h.~rpose 
Other Airfield Structures 
Pollution Abatement 8, Control Facilities 

( 93.9L of total awards over $25,0001 

I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornation 
Operations and Reports 
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MARYLAND 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Enpendi tures Total 
Navy Other 

& I iir ~orce / & l e a  I 
Marine Ccqrps Activities 

I. Personnel - Total 106,776 
Active Duty nilitary 31,811 
Civilian 37,475 
Reserve h National Guard 37,490 

1 ....................................... I I. Expenditures - Total $7,564,066 

1 A .  Payroll Outlays - Total ( 3,307,925 

Active Duty Hilitary Pay 941,705 
Civilian Pay 1,532,608 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 129,195 
Retired Nilitary Pay 704,417 

8. Prhe Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

Hajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Baltinore 
Aberdeen Prov Grnd 
Be thesda 
Laurel 
Annapolis 
Rockville 
Patuxent River NATC 
Fort Heade 
Andreus AFB 
Gaithersburg 

1. WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP 
2. JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 
3. TRACOR INC 
4. INTERNATIONAL BUS HcHS CORP 
5. IWRTIN HARIETIA CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

f 
Other 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 
(Prior Three Years) brine Cor~s Activities --------------------------------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $3,992,356 $697,518 $1,875,179 $1,060,292 $359,367 
Fiscal Year 1992 4,050,284 661,607 2,224,4'58 795.644 368,565 
Fiscal Year 1991 4,128,541 753,129 1,801,705 1,162,bf? 410,855 

I I I I I 

Expenditures military and Civilian Personnel 

Total 
Amount 

Total 

$705,004 
663,060 
656,556 
460,619 
409,948 
388,645 
362,969 
350,041 
347,035 
248,150 

Major Locations 
Payroll Prine of Personnel Active Duty 
Outlays Contracts Total Hilitary Civilian 

------------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.---------- 
$108,566 $596,43(! Aberdeen Prov Grnd 11,889 4,278 7,611 

416,778 246,282 Annapolis 8,180 5,575 2,605 
289,336 367,220 Fort tleade 8,115 5,256 2,859 

14,843 445,776 Andreus ATB 7,861 5,721 2,140 
233,864 176,084 Bethesda 6,757 4,308 2,449 

23,406 365,239 Patuxent River NATC 5,820 2,569 3,251 
226,624 136,345 Indian Head 2,883 486 2,397 
298,601 51,440 Brooknont 2,573 8 2,565 
279,344 67,691 Fort Detrick 2,198 924 1,274 

10,696 237,454 Baltinore 1,953 293 1,660 

- - 

tlajor Area of Work 

I 36.4% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

FSC or Service Code Description --------------------.-----------------------.------------- 

Radar Equipment, Airborne 
RUTE/Weapons-Engineering Development 
Engineering Technical Services 
Modification of Eq/Comunication Equipment 
Launchers, Guided Hissile 

- - -- - 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate ior Information 

 mount 

$246,729 
440,293 
76,267 

125,606 
80,126 

Operations and Reports 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Navy 
Army I & 

brine Corps 
Air Force Defense 

Activities 

I I. Personnel - Total 
Active hrty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard ------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

Active hty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 1 5,105,861 I 1,742,770 I 1,674,?60 1 1,507,510 I 180,821 I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I I Other 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities I 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

~edford 
LYnn 
Andover 
Llayland 
Lexington 
Lowel:. 
Cambridge 
Hanscon AFB 
Pittsf ield 

------------_--------------------------- ---------------- --------------- ------------_--_ ---------------- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Fiscal Year 1993 $5,935,650 $2,127,833 $1,761,937 $1,741,122 $304,758 
Fiscal Year 1992 5,686,386 I 5 1 1,970,163 1 1,902,882 1 280,829 
Fiscal Year 1991 6,933,473 1,939,277 2,035,133 271,691 

Toy Five Contractors Receiving the Largest ilajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

1. RAYTHEON CMPANY 
2. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
C .  MASSACHUSFITS INST OF TECH 
4. GTE CORPORATION 
5. EITRE CORPORATION 

Total Of Above 

I I 

Expenditures 

$1,904,927 Guided Missiles 
875,589 Gas Turbines and Jet Engines, Acft b Comps 
318,409 RME/Other Research h Development-Advanced 
254,237 lliscellaneous Communication Equipment 
228,600 RME/Other Research h Development-Engr Dev 

$3,581,762 ( 70.Z of total awards over $25,000) 

I 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------.-----------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Hanscon AFB 
Fort Devens 
Boston 
Natick 
Westover ARB 
Wal than 
Otis AGB 
Weymouth 
Watertown 

Total 

$729,575 
707,821 
465,695 
377,829 
369,569 
335,496 
296,069 
232,961 
207,673 

Marlborough 1 206,197 

I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 

Burlington 

Operations and Reports 

Payroll 
Outlays 

SO 
8,674 
3,636 
2,166 

0 
4,032 
8,947 

171,431 
7,656 
2,068 

I I 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Prime 
Contracts 

$729,575 
699,147 
462,059 
375,663 
369,569 
331,464 
287,122 
61,530 

200,017 
204,129 

Total 

3,917 
3,855 
1,540 
1,213 
1,007 
539 
538 
397 
380 
374 

Active Duty 
Military 

1,787 
2,776 
4 62 
158 
8 
1 

142 
146 
10 
4 

Civilian 

2,130 
1,079 
1,078 
1,055 
999 
538 
396 
251 
370 
370 
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MICHIGAN 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expendi tures Total & 
Marine Corps 

I. Persowl - Total 
Active Guty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National hard ........................................ 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Guty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Resente 6 National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDT6E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Ha jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

I 
-------------------- 
Sterling Heights 
Warren 
St. Joseph / Troy 
Selfridge AGE 
Battle Creek 

I K. I. Sawyer AFB Grand Rapids 
Detroit 
Ann Arbor 

Prime 
Contracts ----------- 
$697,453 
70,366 
133,097 
94,508 
9,433 
35.010 

Expenditures 

Total 
---.------------------------. 

$703,765 
234,585 
134,491 
96,862 
93,836 
91,862 

I 
Navy Other 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total Amy 6 Air Force Defense 
(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities 

........................................ 
Fiscal Year 1993 $1,335,901 $763,222 $108,173 $305,658 $158,888 
fiscal Year 1992 1,568,117 1,139,477 133,260 179,417 115,963 
fiscal Year 1991 1,336,716 846,832 14C, 504 224,544 124,836 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
D2llar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount -------------------------------------------- ------------ 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

I 

Uarren 
K. I. Sawyer AFB 
Battle Creek 
Selfridge AGE 
Detroit 
Lansing 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$6,312 
164,219 
1,394 
2,354 
84,403 
56,852 

I 1. GENERAL DYNAflICS CORPORATION 
2. ZENITH ELECTRONICS CORPORATION 
3. SMITHS lNDUSIRIES PLC 

89,788 78,917 
84,750 14,657 
76,123 45,912 
58,585 7,503 

4. ~YERICAN I~JTERNATIONAL AIRWAYS 
5. AAR COUP 

Sault Ste. Marie 165 4 161 
Grand Rapids 115 22 93 
Grand Ledge 111 3 6 7 5 
Grayling 100 0 100 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Total 
,-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 

4,554 
2,860 
1,752 
1,334 
1,084 
296 

Total of Above I $1,077,421 ( 67.3% of total awards over $25,0001 I I I 

$833,785 
137,738 
37,743 
34,124 
34,031 

I I 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 
Operations and Reports 

Active Duty 
Military 

7 
2,236 

89 
216 
561 
23 

Civilian 

4,547 
624 

1,663 
1,118 
523 
273 

Combat Assault & Tactical Veh, Tracked 
ADPE Configuration 
RDTE/Elec tronics & C:ommunicat ion Eq-Engr D 
Air Charter for Things 
Plaint & Repair of Ec,/Aircraft Comps & Accy 

$622,752 
60,599 
14,016 
33,958 
18,096 
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MINNESOTA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 . (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expend itures I Total Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities 

446 
0 

446 
0 ---------------- 

$181,507 

19,549 

0 
19,549 

0 
0 

161,958 

135,113 
22,049 
4,796 

0 
0 

Arny 
1 brine Corps 

I. Personnel - Total I 36,135 
Active Duty tlilitary 939 
Civilian 2,714 
Reserve & National Guard 32,482 

.--------------------------------------- -------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total $1,539,268 

I A. Payroll outlays - ~otal I 
1 Active hty Hilitary Pay 
I Civilian Pay 

Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 1,136,526 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I tlajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Expenditures 
Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Total 

$358,942 
207,800 
171,249 
157,814 
128,835 
36,096 
35,077 
30,580 
30,424 
27,836 

Pr h e  
Contracts Total 

890 
798 
422 
358 
325 
148 
60 
58 
37 
33 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$77,756 
54,086 
2,088 
4,306 
6,968 

29,296 
80 9 

6,079 
0 
0 

------------------------ 
Hinneapolis 
St. Paul 
Duluth 
Canp Ripley 
Ft Snelling Mil Res 
Blom ington 
Fridley 
Neu Brighton 
Rochester 
Hopkins 

Minneapolis 
St. Paul 
Brooklyn Park 
Hopkins 
Bloonington 
Duluth 
Edina 
Rochester 
Pine Bend 
Arden Hills 

Active Duty 
tlilitary 

.-----------.-----------.----------- 
386 
55 
121 
0 

183 
3 
2 
0 
22 
0 

Prime Contracts Over $25.000 

Civilian 

504 
743 
30 1 
358 
142 
145 
58 
58 
15 
33 

Other I Total I AlmY h 1 Air Force I Defense I 
(Prior Three Years1 Marine Corps Activities 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 134,089 
Fiscal Year 1991 166,106 190,777 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount 

1. GILES ALEXANDER 
2. ALLIANT TECHSYSTENS INC 
3. UNISYS CORPORATION 
4. CERI DIAN CORPORATION 
5. M C  CORPORATION 

I Total of Above ( $737,411 1 ( 64.9% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

$220,140 
166,600 
122,351 
115,210 
113,110 

P I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Bonbs 
Ammunition, 75 m though 125 mm 
Electronic Modules 
Miscellaneous Cmmurication Equipment 
Launchers, mided nissile 

$98,148 
61,836 
44,937 
75,209 
29,190 
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MISSISSIPPI 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

.------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total I Amy Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Major Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

----------------- 
Pascagoula 
Bilox.; 
Gulfport 
Madison 
Vickshurg 
Meridian 
Columbus AFB 
Bay S t .  Louis 
Jackson 
Terza 

Prhe 
Contracts 

Expenditures 
Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Total 

$1,324,136 
343,905 
240,798 
151,778 
150,496 
101,447 
86,032 
76,289 
53,452 
42,434 

Keesler AFB 
Vicksburg 
tkridian 
Columbus AFB 
alfport 
Bay St. Louis 
Pascagoula 
Jackson 
Flooood 
Biloxi 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$106,549 
290,841 
146,103 
1,865 

121,921 
87,602 
46,804 
74,864 
38,402 

0 

Prime Contracts Over $25.000 

I Military and Civilian personnel 

I N ~ V Y  Other I Total I Any & I Air Force I Defense I 

Total 

1. LITION INDUSTRIES INC 
2. RAYTHEON COMPANY 
3. TRINITY INDUSTRIES ItJc 
4. GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION 
5. BARRFI? REFINING CORPORATION 

------------ ....................... 
Active Duty 
Military 

(Prior Three Years) ' Marine Cor])s Activities 

Fiscal Year 1993 $204,086 
Fiscal Year 1992 104,856 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,792,342 1,304,9'2 108,981 131,335 

Civilian 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

I Total of Above 1 $1514,714 81.7% of total awards over $25,000) I I I 

$1,189,519 
166,686 
80,281 
39,870 
38,358 

I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornation 
Operations and Reports 

Total 
Amount --------------- 

tlajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 
............................................ ------------ 

Amphibious Assault %ips 
Haint & Repair of Ec/Miscellanenus Equipme 
Special Service Vescpls 
Torpedo Inert Complients 
Liquid Propellants 8 F l ~ e l ,  Petroleum Ease 

$744,485 
95,798 
79,130 
39,870 
36,489 
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MISSOURI 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expend i tures Total 

. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Hilitary 
Civ i 1 ian 
Reserve & National hard ----------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

Arny 
Navy 

& 
Marine Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities 

I A .  Payroll a s  - a ( 1,566,304 1 879,155 1 140,418 1 320,996 1 225,735 

Active hty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National hard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 
in this State 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

St. Louis 
Fort Leonard Wood 
Whiteman AFB 
Kansas City 
Lake City AAP 
Overland 
Springfield 
West Plains 
Jefferson City 
Chesterfield 

1. MCWNNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION 
2. OLIN CORPORATION 
3. ESCO ELEClRONI CS CORPORATI ON 
4. Ll 0 l T  HELICPTR TURBINE ENG CO 
5. ENGINEERED SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

I Total of Above 

I 

Expenditures 
I 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

Fort Leonard Wood 
St. Louis 
Whiteman AFB 
Kansas City 
her land 
JeffersonCity 
St. AM 
St. Joseph 
Lenay 
Springf ield 

? Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
[Prior Three Years1 --------------------------------------- ---------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $5,605,884 
Fiscal Year 1992 3,714,105 
Fiscal Year 1991 6.298.111 

I 

Total 
Amount 

$5,653,083 1 92.0% of total awards over E;5,0001 I I 

Prime 
Contracts 

$5,695,609 
63,301 
62,049 
30,574 
103,723 

0 
3,418 
31,487 
1,775 
16,012 

Total 

$6,086,503 
376,582 
173,705 
138,557 
103,723 
47,931 
36,752 
34,461 
30,634 
21,995 

& 

Navy I Air Force 
Marine Corps ................................ 
$3,56O,OC2 $1,347,247 
2,653,496 267,204 
3.688.878 1.759.280 

Arny 

f 617,861 
728,965 
758.164 

Eajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount .---------------.-------------------------------------------- ------------ ---l-i 
$5,384,833 

95,292 
78,123 
47,718 
47,117 

I I I I J 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$390,894 
313,281 
111,656 
107,983 

0 
47,931 
33,334 
2,974 
28,859 
5,983 

I I 

Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$80,774 
64,440 
91.789 

Total 

10,541 
9,881 
4,473 
2,360 
1,596 
397 
298 
20 3 
181 
172 

Aircraft Fixed Wing 
Operation/Ammunition Facilities 
Trailers 
RmE/Aircraft-Engine?ring Development 
Aircraft Ground Servicing Equipnent 

$3,191,906 
95,292 
31,487 
47,718 
16,319 

Active Duty 
Military 

8,895 
783 

3,741 
633 
2 

286 
0 
6 
32 
91 

Civilian 

1,646 
9,098 
7 32 

1,727 
1,594 
109 
298 
195 
14 9 
81 
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MONTANA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty flilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard 

.--------------------------------------- 
I I .  Expenditures - Total 

1 A. Payroll Outlays - Total ( 257,894 1 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

I B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total / 6 3 , 4 1 8 1  

I Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Havy Other 
h Air Force Defense 

Rarine Corps Activities 

I Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Ilalnstron AFB 
Great Falls 
Helena 
Billings 
Missoula 
Bozenan 
Kalispell 
Polson 
Butte-Silver Bow 
Libby 

Prine Contracts Over $25.000 
Other I Total I Amy h I Air Force I Defense I 

Expenditures 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities ........................................ 
Fiscal Year 1993 $30,279 
Fiscai Year 1992 14,937 
Fiscal Year 1991 82,340 38,276 25,352 17,387 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description h m n t  ------------- 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Malnsirm AFB 
Great Falls 
Helena 
Forsyth 
Butte 
Billings 
Bozenan 
Missoula 
Kalispell 
Chinook 

Total 

$143,715 
53,416 
22,611 

9,918 
8,840 
6,859 
5,501 
5,225 
4,027 
2,973 

1. GLW ENTERPRISES INC 
2. TRUCHOT CONSTRUCTION CO INC 
3. TECHNICAL h tlGT SVCS COUP 
4. HORGEN h OSUOOD CNSTR CO 
5. MONTANA POWER COHPANY INC 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$117,236 
38,336 
20,706 

8,648 
6,649 
6,117 
4,510 
1,126 
3,710 
1,360 

Nilitary and Civilian Personnel 

I Total of Above I $23,836 ( 37.6;l of total awards over $25,000) I I I 

Prine 
Contracts 

$26,479 
15,080 
1,905 
1,270 
2,191 

742 
991 

4,099 
317 

1,613 

$8,793 
5,222 
4,099 - 
2,954 
2,768 

I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornation 

Civilian 

470 
296 
258 

5 
3 
5 
8 
5 
6 
5 

Total 

4,898 
367 
263 

68 
4 5 
17 
14 
7 
6 
5 

Operations and Reports 

Active Duty 
Military 

4,428 
7 1  

5 
63 
42 
12 

6 
2 
0 
0 

Liquid Propellants % Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Office Buildings 
Antennas, Waveguide? h Related Equipment 
Other Administrative & Service Buildings 
Electric Services 

$8,793 
5,222 
4,453 
2,920 
2,768 
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NEBRASKA 

Operations and Reports 

w 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National hard 

I I. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National hard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTe Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Total 

26,874 
9,670 
3,634 
13,570 

$922,280 

612,341 

273,193 
124,217 
40,034 
174,897 

309,939 

109,933 
7,038 

157,566 
22,359 
13,043 

Ha j or Locations 
of Expenditures 

Offutt AFB 
Omaha 
Bellewe 
Lincoln 
Dakota City 
Hastings 
Saunders 
Cornhusker AAP 
Co lunbus 
Frenont 

Army 

10,655 
7 9 

1,860 
8,716 ---------------------------------------------------------.---------------------------------.----------------,---------------- 

$201,620 

126,873 

2,905 
66,679 
30,901 
26,388 

74,747 

8,478 
242 

30,625 
22,359 
13,043 

Navy 
k 

&trine Ccrps 

2,753 
518 
37 

2,198 

$49,209 

48, ,174 

20,172 
1,115 
2,?60 
24, !a27 

735 

239 
29 
3 67 
0 
0 

Expenditures 

Other 
Air Force Defense 

Activities 

13,293 173 
9,073 0 
1,564 173 
2,656 0 

$587,227 $84,224 

432,358 4,636 

250,116 0 
51,787 4,636 
6,873 0 

U3,582 0 

154,869 79,588 

24,722 76,394 
6,618 149 

123,529 3,045 
0 0 
0 0 

najor Locations 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------.-----------..---_--------------------~_------__---.-----------.__--________ 
Offutt AFB 
Omaha 
Lincoln 
Elkhorn 
St. Helena 
Bellewe 
Kearney 
North Platte 
Fremont 
Head 

Total 

$406,016 
231,307 
80,897 
68,937 
28,798 
6,589 
4,035 
3,290 
3,212 
3,161 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
IPrior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Active Duty 
Total Military Civilian 

10,353 8,879 1,474 
1,975 4 99 1,476 
623 128 495 
59 57 2 
52 0 52 
27 26 1 
22 13 9 
20 10 10 
19 15 4 
19 0 19 

Navy 
k 

Marine Corps 

$1,732 
7,503 
3,393 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$294,221 
157,455 
34,850 
43,301 

84 
3,012 

0 
0 

1,591 
3,113 

Total 

$302,064 
r'Q6,584 
253,020 

0 ther 
Air Force Def ense 

Activities 

$159,079 $70,250 
169,750 60,618 
167,724 52,080 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prhe Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. GENERAL DYNAHI CS CORPORATICN 
2. IBP INC 
3. STTT(L1NG SOITWARE INC 
4. AKSARBEN FOODS, INC. 
5. CTE CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

Prine 
Contracts 

$111,795 
73,852 
46,047 
25,636 
28,714 
3,577 
4,035 
3,290 
1,621 

48 

$71,003 
58,716 
29,826 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 

Total 
Amount 

$26,832 
26,529 
23,437 
19,112 
14,501 

$110,411 

Hdjor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Anwnt 

Systems Engineering Services $10,229 
neat, Poultry and Fish 16,447 
Automated Info Systep Design & Integration 13,557 
Heat, Poultry and Fish 19,112 
naint h Repair of E~/ADP Equip & Supplies 14,352 

( 35.6% of total awards over $25,000) 

J 
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NEVADA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures 1 Total 1 
I. Personnel - Total 

Active Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve 6 National Guard 

I!. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total ( 642,717 1 84,617 

Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RGThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

& Navy / Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Defense 
Activities 

I I I I I 

Expenditures Hili tary and Civilian Personnel 
Major Locations Pla jor Locations 
of Expenditures Payroll Prine of Personnel Active IXlty 

Total Outlays Contracts Total Military Civilian 
--------------------------------------------------------------..-----------------------..-------------__--__--_---.__________- 
1 Nellis AFB $309,692 $216,266 $93,426 Nellis AFB 8,410 7,328 1,082 
Las Vegas 193,628 178,619 15,009 Fallon 1,473 1,089 384 
Fallo? 134,140 51,861 82,279 Reno 406 88 318 
Reno 41,206 38,448 2,758 Las Vegas 145 20 125 
Sparks 37,101 11,586 25,515 Indian Springs 142 94 48 
Hawthorne AAP 34,584 0 34,584 Carson City 126 7 119 
Carson City 25,055 21,465 3,590 Hawthorne 67 2 65 
Henderson 24,120 23,878 242 Wrcury 19 1 18 
U inches ter 10,221 10,221 0 Uinchester 14 14 0 
Boulder City 7,053 6,405 648 Henderson 13 0 13 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 I Total I AmY Air Force Defense 1 6 
Navy I (Prior Three Years) Marine Corps I Activities "'"I I 

I 
--------------------------------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

I 
- -- 

lop Five Contlactors Receiving the Largest ITajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Auards Total 

in this State FSC or Service Code Description hount - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1. LORAL CORPORATI ON 
2. KAPLA S BARBARA GREENHOUSE 
3. SIERRA NEVADA COEPORATI ON 
4. I NT ERHOUNTA I N CONSTRUCII ON CO 
5. ACTUS CORP/SUNDi, JT VENTURE 

$43,480 Operation/Eiectronic: & Communication Facil $42,384 
27,348 Operation/Amunitior~ Facilities 27,348 
19,266 Miscellaneous Com~lur~ica t ion Equipment 15,858 
16,948 Other Airfield Structures 11,472 
16,100 Family Housing Facilities 16,100 

I Total of Above ( $123,142 1 1  44.9% 01 total wards over $25,0001 I I 
I I 1 I 1 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Other 
& Air Force 

tlarine Corps Activities 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National kard ....................................... - 

11. Expenditures - Total I 
( A. payroll 0ut1ays - 101.1 I 235,846 I 75,508 I 67,580 

Active hrty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & Nationdl Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I I 

I I Amy I r Y  1 Other 
Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) tlarine Corps Activities I 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Nashua 
Portsmouth 
Merrinack 
Pease AGS 
Salen 
Manchester 
Hanover 
Concord 
Hudson 1 Dover 

' 
Military and Civilian Personnel 

Total 

50 9 
353 
30 7 
156 
97 
93 
52 
27 
13 
11 

1. LOCKHEED CORPORATION 
2. SEOUA CORPORATION 
3. DIGITAL EQUIPMEM CORPORATION 
4.  n c o  INTERNATIONAL LID 
5. BECHTEL CROUP INC 

........................................ ----------------  --------------- __-_____-______-  __-________-____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Fiscal Year 1993 9396,064 $121,637 $115,557 $141,263 917,607 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

1 424,396 I I 1 145.1.3 1 114,2G7 I 22,785 
127,057 200,355 116,362 13,272 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Portsmouth 
Hanover 
Pease AGS 
Concord 
Nashua 
New Boston 
Manchester 
Londonderry 
Hudson 
Durham 

Expenditures 

Active Duty 
Military 

-----------.-----------.----------- 
178 
1 
69 
5 
19 
30 
15 
0 
0 
9 

I 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

I Total of Above 1 $282,731 1 l 76.6% of total awards over $25,0001 I I 

Total 

$185,876 
83,414 
70,946 
38,926 
19,136 
17,362 
16,517 
11,721 
8,549 
6,894 

Civilian 

331 
352 
238 
151 
78 
63 
37 
27 
13 
2 

$166,415 
65,982 
21,391 
14,513 
14,430 

5 I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Total 
Amount 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$17,516 
42,703 
3,781 
8,571 
1,643 
10,210 
14,131 
10,194 
3,993 
6,439 

Major Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

ADP Support Equip 
Night Vision Equipment, Emitted and Reflec 
ADPE Configuration 
Fiber 0p':ic Cables 
Maint/Un.improved Real Property (Land1 

Prime 
Contracts 

$168,360 
40,711 
67,165 
30,355 
17,493 
7,152 
2,386 
1,527 
4,556 
455 

$59,582 
64,141 
14,547 
10,344 
14,430 
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NEW MEXICO 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
Navy 
h 

brine Corps 

2,811 
379 
120 

2.312 --------- 
$105,496 

72,155 

11,923 
5,007 
2,593 
52,632 

33,341 

10,117 
6,536 
16,602 

86 
0 

Air Force Defense 
Activities 

--------------- 
$ 102,351 

I. Personnel - Total 

i 
37,858 

Active lbty Military 16,234 
Civilian 8,615 
Reserve & National hard 13,009 --------------------------------------- -------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total $1,713,970 

I A .  Payroll cutlays - Total 1 1,055,705 

I Active kty Military Pay 414,946 
Civilian Pay 293,809 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 33,504 
Retired Military Pay 313,446 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Tot a1 I 658,265 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Ha jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Expenditures 
Major Locations 

Prine of Personnel 
Contracts 

I Military and Civilian Personnel 

Active Duty 
Military --- ---- -. - 

4,588 
4,760 
5,269 
872 
30 6 
31 

t Payroll 
Outlays 

. ------ ----- 
$175,181 
214.391 

Total 1 Total 
+-- - - - - - - - -  

6,937 
6,007 
5,765 
3,779 
1,360 
242 

Civilian 
.---------- 

2,349 
1,247 
4 96 

2,907 
1,054 
211 

.----------------------- 
Albuquerque 
Kirtland AFB 
Lmite Sands Ilsl Rge 
Holloman AFB 
Cannoq AFB 
Laguna 
Las Cmces 
A lanogordo 
Santa Fe 
Roswell 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Other I Amy I ~ i r  torce I Defense I 

[Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities 

Fiscal Year 1993 $163,256 
Fiscal Year 1992 301,987 136,827 
Fiscal Year 1991 681,643 299,728 32,925 265,388 83,602 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Uork 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount ------------- 

1. DYNCORP 
2. HONEYWELL INC 
3. LAGUNA INDUSTRIES 1NC 
4. EG&G INC 
5. CARTIN llARImA CORPORATION 

I Total of Above 1 $205,016 1 i 31.1% of total owardn over $25,0001 1 I 

$70,164 
60,475 
35,494 
23,009 
15,874 

I I I I 1 
Prepared by: hlashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Operation/Govt-Gwned Contractor-Operated R 
RUTE/Aircraft-Operational Systems Developm 
Radio d; TV Comm Equipment, Except Airborne 
Operation/Radar & Navigational Facilities 
Plaint & Repair of Eg/Metal Bars & Sheets 

$26,478 
24,227 
24,835 
13,143 
13,270 



MAP NO. 33 

NEW YORK 

GRIFFISS AFB 

NIAGARA 

BALLSTON S P A  

*ROMULUS AWATFRVLIET ARSENAL AsENECA SCHENECTADY. 
DEPOT @ALBANY 

OWECO 

WEST P O X N T A  

STATE CAPITAL 

ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  INSTALLATION 

Preprred By: V~mhinpton Herdqurrterm Service. 
Directorate for Inform- i ion 

O~eratione and Report- 



NEW YORK 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
Navy 

& 
brine Corps 

i Air Force Defense 
Activities I Personnel/Enpendi tures 

I. Personnel - Total I 115,870 
Active hty Military 23,735 
Civilian 15,492 
Reserve & National aard 76,643 --------------------------------------- -------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total $5,523,001 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 1,893,655 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 3,629,346 I 655,855 I 1 1 354,072 I 1,480,106 1 1,139,233 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Major locations 
of Expenditures 

I---------------------- 
Be thpage 1 New York 
Fort D m  
Schenectady 
mego 
Rone 
Bingham ton 
West Point Mil Res 
Syracuse 
Great Heck 

I I 

Expenditures 

-- - 

Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

I I 1 

Total 

$668,841 
648,511 
437,941 
286,991 
265,966 
232,920 
225,918 
221,467 
218,032 
153,401 

Total I Army 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
Fort D m  
Grif f iss AFB 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$10,852 
223,146 
399,023 
21,521 

3,756 
190,981 

4,223 
149,786 
27,418 

8,155 

Defense 
Activities --------------- 

$516,026 
502,440 
520,769 1 

Pr h e  
Contracts 

$657,989 
425,365 

38,918 
265,470 
262,210 

41,939 
221,695 

71,681 
190,614 
145,246 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

52,052,782 
2,876,555 
3,613,7013 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

Total 

12,439 
5,316 

Uest Point Mil Res I 4,980 
Plattsburgh AFB 2,073 
Uatervliet 1,822 
Richmond 1,576 
Ballston Spa 1,270 
Niagara Falls 765 
Newburgh 
Fort Hamilton 

Air Force 

$1,461,199 
1,485,312 
2,187,678 

FSC or Service Code Description Anount ------------ 
Total 
Amount 

--------------- 

Active hrty 
Military 

10,529 
3,194 
2,352 
1,725 

6 
520 

1,270 
77 

30 9 
50 1 

1. NORMROP GRUMR4N CORPORATION 
2. LORAL CORPORATION 
3. GENERAL ELECIRIC COMPANY 
4. CA3 INC 
5. UNlSYS CORPORATlON 

Civilian 

1,910 
2,122 
2,628 

348 
1,816 
1,056 

0 
688 
445 
250 

Hairit h Repair of EqjAircraft Structural C $118,463 
Elct Countermeasures & Quick Reaction Eq 158,812 
@prra:ion/Govt-Owned Contractor-Operated R 174,400 
RTTE/Ot licr Def ense-Engineer ing Development 199,090 
Guided Piissile Systems, Complete 54,499 

Total of Above 1 I 52.Yi of total awards over $25,0001 I I 
Prepared by: washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornation 
Operations and Reports 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

i 

Operations and Reports 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 
1 

Persomel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h Nation31 Chard 

I I. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve k National hard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTbE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Total 

162,671 
96,188 
17,420 
49,063 

$5,348,593 

4,185,982 

2,585,791 
570,728 
114,066 
915,397 

1,162,611 

387,332 
85,628 
415,435 
224,501 
49,715 

Hajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Fort Bragg 
Camp Lejeune 
Cherry Point MAS 
Greensboro 
Jacksonville 
Fayetteville 
Seymour Johnson AFB 
Raleigh 
Charlotte 
Winston-Salem 

Army 

82,815 
41,631 
6,752 
34,432 

$2,477,940 

2,078,735 

1,374,917 
230,854 
86,871 
386,093 

399,205 

39,407 
3,759 

138,876 
167,448 
49,715 

Air Force 

16,827 
10,255 
1,233 
5,339 

$738,163 

543,342 

256,256 
29,983 
16,354 
240,749 

194,821 

106,246 
6,058 
80,440 
2,077 

0 

Navy 
k 

Marine Corps 

60.532 
44,302 
6,938 
9,292 

$1,891,664 

1,495,072 

954,618 
241,058 
10,841 

288,555 

396,592 

107,f300 
70,079 
162,837 
54,876 

0 

Expenditures 

Prime Contracts Over 525,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

2,497 
0 

2,497 
0 

$240,826 

68,833 

0 
68,833 

0 
0 

171,993 

133,879 
4,832 
33,282 

0 
0 

Ha jor Locations 
of Personnel 

--------------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------,-----------.------------ 
Fort Bragg 
Canp Lejeune 
Cherry Point MCAS 
Jacksonville 
Seymour Johnson AFB 
Pope AfB 
Raleigh 
Charlotte 
Fayetteville 
Uilmington 

Total 

$ 1,943,107 
714,132 
454,513 
283,155 
270,454 
216,217 
178,708 
130,334 
83,245 
79,750 

Total 

$1,212,482 
1,539,838 
1,560,584 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$1,676,523 
642,050 
362,673 
23,538 
260,784 
185,372 
138,439 
61,064 
53,340 
9,741 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. ATkT CORP 
2. PIZZAGALL1 CONSTRUCTION CO 
3. EXIDE ELECTRONICS GROUP INC 
4. CAROLINA PWER & LIQiT CO 
5. NORTH CAROLINA STATE OF 

Total of Above 

Prhe 
Contracts 

$266,584 
72,082 
91,840 

259,617 
9,670 

30,845 
40,269 
69,270 
29,905 
70,009 

Total 

46,487 
30,738 
11,888 
9,118 
5,519 
5,222 
1,381 
591 
459 
380 

Amy 

$383,809 
358,9@5 
525,299 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 

Total 
Amount 

$250,345 
67,474 
60,756 
29,792 
21,285 

$429,662 

Active Duty 
Military 

40,363 
27,859 
6,973 
8,946 
4,943 
4,861 
6 93 
24 1 
292 
26 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

$377,108 
677,701 
609,5:Q 

Civilian 

6,124 
2,879 
4,915 
172 
576 
361 
688 
350 
167 
3 54 

rajor Area of Work 

Air Force 

$235,751 
256,512 
219,149 

FSC or Service Code Description 

RGTE/Electronics k Comnunication Eq-Engr D 
Other niscellaneous Buildings 
Converters, Electricll, Nonrotating 
Electric Services 
Psychiatry Services 

( 37.0;L of total auartls over $25,0001 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$215,814 
246,640 
206,606 

Amount 

$53,605 
53,817 
60,689 
29,792 
20,914 
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NORTH DAKOTA 
w 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active h t y  tlilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National mard 

.--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll OJtlays - Total 1 340,399 

Active Duty tlilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National hard Pay 
Retired tlilitary Pay 

B. P r f  e Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 119,980 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contract8 
Civil Function Contracts 

Navy 
A n y  ( 6 I Air Force 

thrine Corps 

1 Other 
' 

Defense 
Activities 

I tlajor Locations 
of Expenditures 

.-------------------- 
Grand Forks AFB 
Minot AFB 
Grand Forks 
Farpo 
Mino t 
Bismarck 
Cavalier 
Devils Lake 
Janestoun 
Valley City 

Prine Contracts Over $25.000 

tlajor locations 
of Personnel 

tlinot ATB 
Grand Forks AFB 
Farpo 
Bismarck 
Devils lake 
New England 
Cavalier 
Einot 
Valley City 
Dickinson 

Expenditures Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 

I N;" Other I A m y  I liir ~orce 1 Defense 

Total 

$153,542 
145,158 
41,461 
31,134 
26,174 
18,618 
7,153 
6,255 
4,927 
2,134 

Total 

5,452 
5,295 
397 
158 
58 
32 
30 
24 
18 
6 

1. INDUSTRIAL BUILDERS, INC 
2. STRATA CORPORATI ON 
3. HEINECKE-JOHNSON COtPANY 
4. DUBOIS h SONS MSONRY INC 
5. CAPE, JAPES & SONS COMPANY 

Payroll 
htlays 

$106,952 
123,122 
23,784 
27,604 
10,691 
18,534 
1,064 
6,144 
1,635 
2,102 

Active Duty 
Military ------------.-----------.----------- 

4,869 
4,753 
106 
0 
0 
32 
25 
1 
0 
0 

(Prior Three Years) ........................................ ----------------.--------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 f 172,044 
Fiscal Year 1992 146,270 
Fiscal Year 1991 148,658 

Pr h e  
Contracts ,---.-------------------------------------.--------------------. 
$46,590 
22,036 
17,677 
3,530 
15,483 

84 
6,089 
111 

3,292 
32 

Civilian 

583 
542 
291 
158 
58 
0 
5 

23 
18 
6 

I Total of Above 1 $42,911 1 f 35.8% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

tlarine Corps ---------------- ----------------.---------------- 
$72,962 I 1 $7'1,738 
69,567 56,472 
85,536 49,878 

$14,968 
8,340 
6,975 
6,838 
5,790 

I I I I I 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Informat ion 
Operations and Reports 

Activities 

$20,794 
13,756 
9,985 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

All Other Non-Bui:.ding Facilities 
Airport Runways 
Other Administrative 6 Service Buildings 
Haint/Other Residential Buildings 
Airport Runways 

Total 
Amount .-----------------------------------------------------------------.-------------------------------------------- 

$15,100 
7,357 
6,975 
3,770 
5,790 

Hajor Area of Uork 

FSC or Sexvice Code Description 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

OHIO 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Personnel/Expendi tures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 

Air Force 

38,702 
8,284 

16,483 
13,935 

$2,893,347 

1,308,690 

306,991 
691,003 
53,467 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

13,814 
0 

13,814 
0 

$931,9n  

478,834 

0 
478,834 

0 
0 

453,093 

403,781 
212 

49,100 
0 
0 

Retired Military Pay 

B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contract6 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

14,123 
670 
221 

13, '?32 

$436,350 

148,982 

23, 535 
8,"15 

12,486 

Total 

103,705 
9,554 

31,910 
62,241 

$5,180,867 

2,215,357 

352,646 
1,226,391 

144,283 

Army 

37,066 
600 

1,392 
35,074 ---------------------------------------------------------..----------------.----------------.----------------,---------------- 

$919,243 

279,351 

22,120 
47,839 
78,330 

najor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Wright Patterson AFB 
Cincinnati 
Dayton 
Colunbus 
Lina 
Cleve:.and 
Fairborn 
Akron 
Whitehall 
Evendale 

492,037 

2,965,510 

1,842,457 
459,203 
569,522 
77,421 
16,907 

131,062 

639,892 

464,034 
57,330 
25,547 
76,074 
16,907 

103,'?46 

287,868 

220, :'87 
35,786 
31,187 

108 
0 

257,229 

1,584,657 

753,855 
365,875 
463,688 

1,239 
0 

Expenditures 
Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

Uright Patterson AFB 
Colmbus 
Whitehall 
Cleveland 
Kettering 
Newark 
Cincinnati 
Youngstown 
Dayton 
Rickenbacker AGB 

Total 

$1,192,080 
970,856 
409,019 
385,564 
337,560 
192,373 
170,319 
169,874 
163,781 
120,696 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Total 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$909,951 
36,888 
94,831 

191,551 
7,319 

94,001 
26,799 
16,033 

163,781 
5,963 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Fiscal Year 1993 I $3,445,640 
Fiscal Year 1992 3,633,026 
Fiscal Year 1991 4,760,046 

Amy 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2. GENERAL DYNAMICS CORPORATION 
3. LORAL CORPORATION 
4. BATTELLE MMORIAL INSTITUTE 
5. BRITISH PEIROLNPI CO PLC THE 

Total of Above 

Pr ine 
Contracts 

$282,129 
933,968 
314,188 
194,013 
330,241 
98,372 

143,520 
153,841 

0 
114,733 

Air Force 

$1,580,549 
1,733,550 
1,826,166 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corps 

Civilian 

14,070 
4,649 
3,835 
2,472 
2,010 
1,627 

284 
397 
254 
34 9 

Total 

21,791 
5,012 
4,015 
2,552 
2,038 
1,689 

453 
403 
40 1 
365 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$461,544 
467,336 
414,976 

$1,086,975 $316,572 I 585,474 243,666 
1,878,734 640,170 

Total 
hount 

$830,089 
323,506 
116,102 
111,103 
88,001 

$1,468,801 

Active Duty 
Military 

7,721 
363 
180 
80 
28 
62 

169 
6 

147 
16 

Ilajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Gas Turbines and Jet Engines, Acft h Comps 
Combat Assault & Tactical Veh, Tracked 
Operational Training Devices 
Systems Engineering Services 
Liquid Propellants lk Fuel, Petroleum Base 

[ 49.5% of total awards over $25,000) 

Amount 

$600,672 
350,314 
42,992 
27,325 
73,881 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

OKLAHOMA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infornation 

> 

Operations and Reports 

Personnel/Expenditures 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve tk National hard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National hard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Air Force 

29,861 
11,511 
12,699 
5,651 

$1,230,269 

879,494 

297,402 
370,524 
23,331 
188,237 

350,775 

63,452 
704 

282,228 
4,391 

0 

Total 

75,651 
28,259 
19,562 
27,830 

$2,774,272 

2,015,096 

860,602 
628,721 
93,967 
431,806 

759,176 

215,905 
8,194 

444,227 
79,758 
11,092 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

1,940 
0 

1,940 
0 

$191,038 

59,193 

0 
59,193 

0 
0 

131,845 

128,368 
0 

3,477 
0 
0 

Major Locations 
of E~penditures 

Oklahoma City 
Fort Sill 
Altus 
Tulsa 
Vance AFB 
Law ton 
Midwest City 
Nornan 
HcAle5ter 

A m y  

39,142 
16,012 
4,788 
18,342 

$1,222,334 

958,883 

517,521 
194,257 
68,391 
178,714 

263,451 

17,000 
6,585 

153,407 
75,367 
11,092 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

4,708 
736 
135 

3,837 

$130,631 

117,526 

45,679 
4,747 
2,245 
64,855 

13,105 

7,085 
90 5 

5,115 
0 
0 

Expenditures 
Najor Locations 
of Personnel 

Tinker AFB 
Fort Sill 
Altus AFE 
Oklahoma City 
Tulsa 
Vance AFB 
Mcklester 
Nornan 
Lawton 

Total 

$962,090 
692,241 
180,881 
158,745 
94,907 
85,297 
61,746 
57,927 
49,505 

Thomas 1 46,624 Lexington 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$748,241 
584,747 
104,094 
84,616 
29,199 
82,720 
2,417 
35,679 
49,333 

36 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Pr ime 
Contracts 

$213,849 
107,494 
76,787 
74,129 
65,708 
2,577 
59,329 
22,248 

172 
46,588 

Total 

- 20,015 
17,698 
3,762 
1,591 
1,419 
1,044 
972 
304 
138 
110 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corps 

$19,355 
29,302 

A m y  

$232,694 
306,155 
232,138 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Active Duty 
Military 

7,441 
15,551 
3,245 
311 
527 
919 
7 

100 
2 
0 

Total 

$633,792 
758,573 
778,981 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

1. NORTHROP GRUPMAN CORPORATION 
2. UNC INCORPORATED 
3. POEING COMPANY THE 
4. BARPETT REFINING CORPORATION 
5. SUN COMPANY INC 

Total of Above 

Civilian 

12,574 
2,147 
517 

1,280 
892 
125 
965 
204 
136 
110 

38, 5.22 I 336,476 1 171,445 

Air Force 

$356,286 
350,496 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$55,657 
72,620 

Total 
Amount 

$61,944 
61,665 
49,035 
46,588 
31,967 

$251,199 

Major Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Maint & Repair of Eq/Aircraft Structural C 
Maint & Repair of Eq/Aircraft Comps & Accy 
Program Managemer'.iSupport Services 
Liquid Propellants & Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Liquid Propellants & Fuel, Petroleum Ease 

( 33.1% of total awards over $25,0001 

Amount 

$44,684 
21,238 
33,048 
46,588 
31,967 
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OREGON 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active bty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard ---------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 496,490 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National (Xlard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Arny 
Navy 

& 
Harine Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
De f erne 
Activities 

I Prime Contracts Over $25,000 I Total 
(Prior Three Years) 

I Army 

najor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Port land 
Salen 
Beaverton 
Rockwood 
Clackmas 
Eugene 
Kingsley Field AGS 
Klmath Falls 
Corvallis 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps I 0 ther 
Air Force Defense 

Activities I 
I 
....................................... ---------------- -_-------_-_-_- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 

1 $161,835 1 $82,891 1 $17,340 1 $14,717 1 $;::ti:: 1 
205,971 124,451 23,320 15,651 42,549 

Fiscal Year 1991 316,759 145,651 35,768 36,347 

1 I 

Expenditures 

I Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State FSC or Service Code Description . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

.-----------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Portland 
Rochood 
Kingsley Field AGS 
 sale^ 
Clackanas 
Bonneville 
Hermiston 
Unatilla 
Corvallis 

Total 

$166,430 
37,811 
29,849 
19,397 
16,042 
14,610 
12,174 
11,607 
11,530 

Grants Pass 1 11,529 

1. DAIMER-BEN2 AG 
2. TEKTROtJIX INC 
3. FLlR SYSTElS INC 
4. ShVI TECHNOLOGY, INC 
5. BMGE CONSTRUCIION CO 

Parkrose 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$125,032 
35,479 
7,960 
19,397 
15,432 
12,018 
11,728 
7,367 
10,048 
10,049 

I I 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

I Total of Above 1 144,515 ( l  34.0% of total avards over $25,000) I I 

Pr ine 
Contracts 

$41,398 
2,332 
21,889 

0 
610 

2,592 
446 

4,240 
1,482 
1,480 

Total 

1,709 
4 90 
320 
232 
225 
130 
90 
84 
75 
7 5 

$12,303 
12,247 
10,540 
5,278 
4,147 

I I I I J 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Active hty 
Military 

463 
0 

211 
13 
45 
0 
5 
0 
69 
0 

Trucks and Truck Tractors, Wheeled 
Electrical & Elct Haas & Test Instruments 
Nsl Aircraft Accesscries and Components 
tliscellaneous Conmurication Equipment 
Other Conservation 8 Development Facilitie 

Civilian 

1,246 
4 90 
109 
219 
180 
130 
85 
84 
6 
75 

$12,252 
7,636 
7,745 
5,278 
3,977 



MAP NO, 39 

PENNSYLVANIA 

T O B Y H A N N A  
A R M Y  D E P O T A  

STATE C O L L E G E  

FORT 
P I T T S B U R G H  

WILKINS 

LETTERKENNY 
ARMY DEPOTA 

N A V A L  SHIPYARD 
VAVY A V N  SUI'PLY OFF 

(10/'83-C) VAVAL HOSPITAL 
NAVAL STATION 

@ S T A T E  C A P I T A L  
A A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

V D E F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Washington Headquarters Services 
I)irector-te Cor Information 

O~eration- and Report. 



FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total I Arny I 'Yy I Air Force Defense 
Marine Corps I Activities Other I 

I I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National (juard --------------------------------------- 

I!. E~penditures - Total 
( A.  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 2,646,030 1 884,276 1 1,079,854 1 264,149 1 417,751 1 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 Natio~l ~ a r d  Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 2,760,129 I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State 

Ila jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Philadelphia 
West Plifflin 
Hechanicsburg 
Pittsburgh 
Letterkenny Amy Dep 
Warminster 
Tobyhanna 
Chambersburg 
Wilkins Township 
Horshm 

1. WESIINQfOUSE ELECTRIC CORP 
2. BDEING SKORSKY LHX PROGRAM OFF 
3. BOEING COMPANY M E  
4. M C  CORPORATION 
5. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Total of Above 

Total 
Amount --------------- 

I I 

Expenditures 

I Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
(Prior Three Years) ....................................... 

Fiscal Year 1993 $2,968,230 
Fiscal Year 1992 3,064,717 
Fiscal Year 1991 2,948,522 

- - 

I Major Area of Work I 

I 

Ha jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Philadelphia 
Hechanicsburg 
T obyhanna 
Letterkenny Amy Dep 
New Cunberland 
Uaminster 
Pittsburgh 
Indiantown Gap 
Willow Grove 
Carlisle Barracks 

Total 

51,591,152 
298,263 
284,400 
216,321 
141,367 
125,056 
124,316 
123,340 
115,768 
100,843 

FSC or Service Code Description I Amount ............................................ ------------ 

Amy 

$1,024,442 
1,457,558 
1,119,353 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$793,217 
761 

251,547 
47,443 
137,360 
117,102 
124,271 
6,274 

0 
3,334 

I I 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

( 41.9% of total awards over $25,000) I 

Prhe 
Contracts 

------------------------.-------------------------------------,-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 
$797,935 
297,502 
32,853 
168,878 
4,007 
7,954 

45 
117,066 
115,768 
97,509 

Total 

17,289 
6,025 
3,396 
3,088 
2,568 
2,143 
1,802 
1,782 
1,570 
1,254 

& ~ i r  Force 
Narine Corps 

$1,283,504 $266,493 
901,077 288,686 
Navy I 1,115,975 268,042 

Operation/Govt-Owned Contractor-Operated R 
RmE/Aircraft-Advanced Development 
Maint & Repair of Eq/Aircraft Comps h Accy 
@ns, over 150 mm though 200 mm 
RmE/Other Defense-Advanced Development 

I I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for information 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$393,791 
417,396 
445.152 

$297,126 
304,599 
. 97: 138 
8E. 554 
22,342 

Operations and Reports 

Active Duty 
Military 

1,401 
122 
59 
6 1 

229 
82 
449 
112 
733 
710 

Civilian 

15;888 
5,903 
3,337 
3,027 
2,400 
2,061 
1,353 
1,670 
837 
544 
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RHODE ISLAND 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Tota l  
Navy 

h 
Marine Corps 

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  
Arny nir Force 

I .  Personnel - T o t a l  
Active h t y  M i l i t a r y  
C i v i l i a n  
Reserve & National Guard ..................................... 

11. Expenditures - T o t a l  

I A Payroll  Outlays - T o t a l  I 
Active h t y  Mi l i ta ry  Pay 
C i v i l i a n  Pay 
Reserve h National h a r d  Pay 
Retired Mi l i ta ry  Pay 

I B. P r h e  Contracts  Over $25,000 
Tota l  I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts  
RDTE Contracts  
Serv ice  Contracts  
Construct ion Contracts  
C i v i l  Function Contracts  

?end i tures  

Payro l l  
Out l a y s  

.--------- 
$316,647' 

10,824 
3,114 

0 
25,466 

1,578 
11,505 
8,751 

0 
3,607 

Pr h e  
Contracts  .----------. 

$57,529 
128,213 
131,352 
44,003 

3,480 
24,278 
7,368 
4,045 
5,730 

820 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Ha j o r  Locations 
of Personnel 

Nebport 
North Kingstovn 
Providence 
Esnond 
Coventry 
S l a t e r s v i l l e  
Warwick 
Davisvil le  
Por tsmou t h  
Kingston 

Newport 
Portsmouth 
Middletown 
Naval USC 
Providence 
Esmond 
North Kingstown 
Warwick 
East Greenwich 
Pmtucke t  

I l i l i t a r y  and Civ i l ian  Personnel 

---- 

P r h e  Contracts  Over $25,000 
' P r i o r  n r e e  Years) --------------------------------------- 

F i s c a l  Year 1993 
F i s c a l  Year 1992 
Fisca l  Year 1991 

Tota l  
-------------------------------------.-----------.----------- 

6,961 
290 
150 
4 4 
41 
39 
21 
20 
16 
13 

Total  ------- - ---- 
$374,176 

139,037 
134,466 
44,003 
28,946 
25,856 
18,873 
12,796 
5,730 
4,427 

1 Tota l  

. --------------- 
Arny 

Active Duty 
n i l i  t a ry  

3,483 
70 
31 
0 

11 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

Civ i l ian  

3,478 
220 
119 
44 
30 
39 
21 
20 
16 
0 

Air Force 
Other 

Defense 
A c t i v i t i e s  

- - -- 

Major Area of Work I Top Five Contractors  Receiving the Largest 
Dollar  Volune of Prine Contract Awards 

i n  t h i s  S t a t e  

I Tota l  
AIrlount ---------------- FSC o r  Service Code Descript ion ............................................ Amount ---------- -- 

1. RAYMEON COMPANY 
2. LUSI, A F CONSTRUmION INC 
3. MINE SAFFlY APPLIANCES CO 
4. ANALYSIS h TECHNOLOGY INC 
5. GENERAL NOTORS CORPORATION 

Underwater Sound Equipment 
Testing b tleasuremert Buildings 
Safety and Rescue Equipment 
Systems Engineering Services 
Data Collect ion Serv ices  

Tota l  of Above ( 52.5% of t o t a l  awards over $25,000) 

I I I I 1 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Di rec tora te  f o r  1 n f o n a t i o n  
Operations and Reports 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
Navy 

Plarine Corps 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 
Air Force 

I 1. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National &ard 

.--------------------------------------- 
I I. Expenditures - Total 

I A. Payroll Oytlays - Total I 2,528,789 1 
Active Duty Military Pay 1,186,602 
Civilian Pay 530,057 
Reserve 6 National Guard Pay 128,781 
Retired Military Pay 683,349 

I 8. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 998,110 I 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Expenditures 

Payroll 
Total Outlays ------------------------ 

$1,008,233 $837,286 
446,779 395,006 
269,899 23,156 
230,289 132,504 
194,985 148,420 
188,231 141,892 
150,361 5,939 
147,588 125,637 
109,947 99,653 
43,259 42,200 

Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 

Active Duty 
Total Military Civilian 

13,420 5,480 7,940 
12,939 11,185 1,754 
8,170 7,607 563 
6,291 5,687 604 
5,753 4,610 1,143 
4,015 3,267 748 
1,029 299 730 
431 12 419 
108 19 89 
77 77 0 

Ma jor Locations 
of Persorule1 Pr h e  

Contracts 

8 170,947 
51,773 
246,743 
97,785 
46,565 
46,339 
144,422 
21,951 
10,294 
1,059 

------------------------ 
Charleston 
Fort Jackson 
Greenville 
Columbia 
Shaw AFB 
Charleston AFB 
North Charleston 
Beau f or t 
Parris Island MCRD 
Sumter 

------------------------ 
Charleston 
Fort Jackson 
Parris Island HCRD 
Shaw AFB 
Charleston AFB 
Beau fort 
Columbia 
Eastover 
Greenville 
McEntire AGE 

Prine Contracts Over $25.000 
I Navy Other I Total & I liir I O I C ~  I Defense I r (Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities --------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------- --------------- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $729,552 
Fiscal Fiscal Year Year 1992 1991 756,118 $184;5951 191,565 $3 $ $77,962 138,825 

984,748 178,605 393,788 74,891 337,464 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

1. LOCKHEED CORPORATI ON 
2. BLUE CROSS BLUE SHIELD OF SC 
3. ABE ASEA BRWN BOVERI LTD 
4. SOUTH CAROLINA RESEARCH AUTH 
5. PISAFE/ALLEN & HOSHALL 

I Total of Above 1 $402,401 ( 1  40.3 of total awards over $25,0001 I I 

$233,473 
71,844 
38,726 
31,025 
27,333 

I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Informarion 
Operations and Reports 

Progran Hanagement/Support Services 
Dependent Hedicare Services 
Other Architect & Engineering Services 
RDTE/Other Defense-Basic Research 
Other Architect & Engineering Services 

5160,232 
71,052 
38,726 
29,295 
27,333 
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SOUTH DAKOTA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Navy Other 
Personnel/Expenditures Total Army h Air Force Defense 

b r i n e  Ccrps Activities 

I .  Personnel - Total 14,043 
Active Duty Hilitary 4,955 
Civilian 1,251 
Reserve h National h a r d  7,837 

--------------. 
11. Expenditures - Total $325,419 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active h t y  Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RUT&€ Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Ellsworth AFB 
Rapid City 
Sioux Falls 
Sterling 
Pierre 
Brookings 
Mitchell 
North Sioux City 
Loon is 
Sioux Empire Plaza 

1 I 

Expenditures 

P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 I Total Air Force Defense 
(Prior Three Years) Marine C o r ~ s  I Activities Othr  I 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Ellsworth AFB 
Sioux Falls 
Rapid City 
Belle Fourche 
Pierre 
Fort Thonpson 
Mitchell 
Brook ings 
Sturgis 
Pickstown 

Total 

$166,468 
31,748 
25,350 
12,609 
6,669 
5,315 
5,243 
4,037 
3,612 
2,645 

- - -  ---------------- ------------___ __-_--__--- - - - - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ___- -___________ 
Fiscal Year 1993 196,106 $30,524 $27,432 $36,395 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

82,771 I 36,452 1 36.501 1 8,492 
124,947 50,379 31,115 43,339 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Hajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in  this  State Amount FSC or Service Code Description 
............................................ 

1. RTG INC 
2. WM( TECHNOLOGIES INC 
3. RAVEN INDUSTRIES INC - 
4. MORTENSON M A COHPANI ES 
5. GIE CORPORATION 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$133,904 
31,394 
20,628 

0 
4,242 
4,230 
5,059 
229 
0 
0 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Prime 
Contracts 

$32,564 
354 

4,722 
12,609 
2,427 
1,085 
184 

3,808 
3,612 
2,645 

Total 

5,189 
336 
20 5 
91 
68 
4 5 
42 
39 
28 
23 

I Total of Above I $32,538 I ( 43.5% of total  awards over $25,000) I I 

$12,609 
6,845 
4,839 
4,206 
4,039 

P I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Active Duty 
Military 

4,635 
76 
2 
85 
5 
0 
10 
27 
14 
0 

Civilian 

554 
2 60 
203 
6 
63 
4 5 
32 
12 
14 
23 

ADP Software 
Hiscellaneous I tens 
Radio k TV Comm Equipment, Except Airborne 
Missile System Faci l i t ies  
Logistics Support Services 

$12,609 
3,425 
3,612 
4,206 
4,039 



MAP NO, 43 

TENNESSEE 

BRISTOL 
- A* 

HOLSTON KINCSPOR' 
mCLARKSVILLE ARMY AMMO P L A N T  @'C'"MC"T 

H E N D E R S O N V I L L E  
l DYER 

/ 
@NASHVILLE 

KNOXVILLE CREENEVILLI 

MILAN ARMY AMMO P L A N T  
*OLD HICKORY 

A 
*SMYRNA 
l MURFREESBORO 

*TULLAHOMA 
M I L L I N G T O N  N A V A L  H O S P I T A L  

H I S  N A V A L  A I R  S T A T I O N  
MEMPHIS D E F E N S E  D E P O T  / . C B A T T A N o o C *  

/ '  

@ S T A T E  C A P I T A L  

A A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

D E F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Washington Headquarters Service. 
Directorate for Information 

Operations and Report. 



TENNESSEE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National Guard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A.  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 1,068,382 1 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 1,172,784 I 272,094 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

1 Navy 
h Air Force 

brine Corps 

1 I I I I 

1. FEDERAL EXPRESS CORPORATI ON 
2. tANADIUM EhTERPRISES CORP 
3. SVEKDP'JP CORPORATION 
4. FAYTHEON COHF'ANY 
5. PRVlN IkIDUSIRIES INC 

Ma jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Memphis 
Arnold AFB 
Millington 
Nashville 
Clarksville 
Bristol 
Tullahona 
Knoxville 
Holston AAP 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

$937,326 
1,262,110 
2,058,601 

$326,540 
118,208 
77,436 
64,373 
61,406 

Operations and Reports 

Expenditures 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this State 

Total of Above 

tlajor Locations 
of Personnel 

.-----------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Millington 
Memphis 
Nashville 
Knoxville 
Arnold AFB 
hrfreesboro 
Chattanooga 
Smyrna 
Kingsport 

Total 

$594,329 
279,848 
229,148 
104,870 
83,179 
70,856 
62,764 
60,607 
58,340 

Chattanooga 1 37,323 

$240,429 
507, €38 
348,734 

P-senger Air Charter Service 
RmE/Other Research & Development-Mgmt h S 
RDTE/Other Research & Development-Mgmt & S 
Guided Missile Componenrs 
RmE/Other Research & Development-Mgmt h S 

Johnson City 

Total 
Amount 

$222,891 
109,291 

64,919 
45,912 
61,406 

I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for I nfornation 

$647,963 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$181,208 
9,868 

207,364 
91,990 
58,355 
5,188 
7,645 

39,445 
0 

22,753 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
[Prior Three Years) 

$136,105 
115,150 
98,643 

IYajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Anount ------------- 

( 55.TL of total awards over $25,000) 

Prime 
Contracts 

$413,121 
269,980 
21,784 
12,880 
24,824 
65,668 
55,119 
21,162 
58,340 
14,570 

Total 

6,703 
3,293 
1,391 

421 
383 
166 
98 
89 
70 
55 

$484,792 I $76,000 
495,620 143,702 

1,340,025 271,199 

--------------------------------------------------------.------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Total 

Active Duty 
Military 

5,788 
334 
439 

49 
128 
161 
37 
0 

22 
35 

Civilian 

915 
2,959 

952 
372 
255 

5 
61 
8 9 
48 
20 

Amy 
Navy 

h 
M i n e  Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities 
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TEXAS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Air Force 
brine Corps 

1 Otkr 
Defense 

I Activities 

6,736 
0 

6,736 
0 ---------------- 

$1,310,815 

217,875 

0 
217,875 

0 
0 

1,092,940 

1,040,122 
10,475 
42,343 

0 
0 

Arny 

I. Perso~el - Total 
~ctive Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Q ~ e d  

11. Expenditures - Total 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 7,201,074 1 3,088,752 

Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 8,145,430 2,498,729 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RUT&€ Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Militarv and Civilian Personnel 
k!a jor Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

Fort Worth 
San Antonio 
Fort Hood 
Dal la9 
Corpus Christi 
Fort Bliss 
Houston 
Grand Prairie 
Shep &FB/Wich Falls 
Austin 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

Expenditures 

Total Total 
.-----------------------.------------------------------------. 

$2,491,622 
2,271,483 
1,159,423 

939,598 
614,491 
608,710 
451,397 
390,250 
383,887 
370,752 

. -  
Civilian ----------- 

4,143 
14,667 
2,052 
2,973 
3,874 
2,860 
1,479 
4,167 

447 
1,592 

Active Duty 
Hilitary 

.-----------. 
29,552 
4,650 

16,123 
13,464 
8,640 
5,165 
6,519 
1,852 
5,043 
1,798 

Fort Hood 
Kelly AFB 
Fort Bliss 
Lackland AFB 
Fort San Houston 
Randolph AFB 
Shep AFB/Wich Falls 
Corpus Christi 
Dyess AFB 
Brooks AFB 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$189,070 
1,630,004 

857,030 
136,735 
274,702 
488,367 
108,447 
23,033 

204,525 
146,817 

Pr ine 
Contracts 

$2,302,552 
641,479 
302,393 
802,863 
339,789 
120,343 
342,950 
367,217 
179,362 
223,935 

1. TEXTRON ItIC 
2. LOCKHEED CORPORATION 
3. TEXAS INSI'RUMENTS INCORPORATED 
4. GENERAL DYNAHI CS CORPORATI ON 
5. LTV AEROSPACE AND DEFENSE CO 

I Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
(Prior Three Years) 

.--------------------------------------- ---------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $9,010,273 
fiscal Year 1992 8,671,793 
Fiscal Year 1991 10,225,414 

RDTE/Aircraft-Engineering Development 
Aircraft Fixed Wing 
Guided Missile Compsnents 
Aircraft Fixed Wine 
RDIE/Hissile and Space Systems-Advanced De 

I [ 40.TL of total awards over 525,000) I 

Army 

$2,484,013 
2,695,313 
2,400,595 

I Total of Above 1 $3,273,510 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State .................................................................. 

I 1 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

$1,708,662 
1,454,931 
1,758,415 

Hajor Area of Work 
Total 
Anount FSC or Service Code Description Amount ------------ 

Air Force 

-------------------------------------------------.--------------- 
$3,701,601 

3,311,311 
4,592,133 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$1,115,997 
1,210,238 
1,474,271 
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UTAH 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Air Force Defense 
Activities 

1 Total / A I 'rY 1 
Marine Corps 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National hard 

.--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total 

A. Payroll Wtlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National hard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
T otal 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTU Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Ha j or Locations 
of Expenditures Pr h e  

Contracts ----------- 
$109,999 
105,929 
99,647 
35,038 
16,149 
42,916 
23,138 
21,142 

20.095 

Expenditures 
Ha jor Locat ions 
of Personnel 

Total 

$558,614 
218,653 
157,376 
70,947 
66,800 
51,404 
28,654 
24,474 
21,595 
20,844 

Hilitary and Civilian Personnel 
I I 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$448,615 
112,724 
57,729 
35,909 
50,651 
8,488 
5,516 
3,332 
21,241 

749 

Total 
. - - - - - - - - - - . 

14,118 
3,403 
1,038 
773 
622 
2 97 
223 
136 
86 
76 

1 Active Duty Military 
. - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.791 

Civilian ----------- 
9,327 
3,368 
880 
610 
444 
197 
136 
132 
79 
76 

Hill AFB 
Tooele Arny Depot 
Salt Lake City 
Dugway 
Ogden 
Brigham City 
Logan 
Park City 
Draper 
Woods Cross 

Hill AFB 
Tooele Arny Depot 
Ogden 
Dugway 
Salt Lake City 
Draper 
Fort Douglas 
Brigham City 
Hagna 
West Jordan 

I Other 
Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Harine Corps Activities I ---------------------------------------- ---------------- --------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $542,372 $202,711 $78,1413 $177,842 $83,676 
Fiscal Year 1992 1 615,900 1 225,313 1 76,6.1 I 164572 1 149,404 
Fiscal Year 1991 801,672 206,120 140,246 265,709 169,597 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Hajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Pri~le Contract Awards Total 

in this State Anount FSC or Service Code Description 

1. EGffiINC 
2. THlOKOL CORPORATION 
3. AMOCO CORPORATI ON 
4. LUCAS INDUSTRIES PLC 
5. LITAH SATE UNIVERSITY 

I Total of Above ( $186,702 / I  35.8% of total wards over $25,0001 I I 

$81,354 
42,916 
21,391 
21,142 
19,899 

- -- - - - - -  --- - -- 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Architect-Engineering Services 
hided Missile Conponents 
Liquid Propellants L Fuel, Petio?eun Ease 
Gas Turbines and Jer Engines, Acft & Comps 
RCJTE/Other Defense-Advanced Development 

$81,354 
18,539 
21,391 
16,285 
18,079 
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VERMONT 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expend i tures Total 
Navy 
h 

brine Cc~rps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Air Force Arny 

I. Personnel - Total 7,064 
Active IlJty Military 153 
Civilian 632 

t Reserve h National hard 6,279 --------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total $151,297 

I A .  ~ayroll mtlays - Total 1 9 3 , 8 6 3 1  48,982 1 11,070 1 3 1 , 6 2 4 1  2,187 1 
Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I F. Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Military and Civilian Personnel 
I I Major Locations 

of Expenditures 

I 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

South Burlington 
Colchester 
Burlington 
Northfield 
Jericho 
Rutland 
Uinooski 
Mon tpel ier 
St. Albans 
Vergennes 

I I 

Expenditures 

I Total I Hilitary I Civilian I Active Duty 
Total 

$63,130 
13,955 
10,730 
5,740 
4,535 
3,509 
2,325 
2,070 
1,972 
1,870 

.----------------------. 
Burlington 
Colchester 
South Burlington 
Vergennes 
Northfield 
Jer icho 
St. klbans 
Arlington 
Williston 
W inooski 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$16,467 
13,693 
10,684 

933 
2,809 
3,462 
2,085 

273 
1,860 
1,802 

--------------------------------------- 1 Fiscal Year 1993 $62,735 $24,297 $13,146 $2,453 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 71,362 5,015 

Top five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description -------------------------------------------- 

Prine 
Contracts 

$46,663 
262 
46 

4,807 
1,726 

47 
240 

1,797 
112 
68 

I Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
[Prior Three Years) 

1. MARTIN MARIFlTA CORPORATION 
2. GOODRICH B F COMPANY THE 
3. J.C.N. CONSIRUCTION CO INC 
4. NECCO INC 
5. GENERAL SCIENTIFIC CORPORATION 

Guns, through 30 plm 

Flow, Level, Motion Measuring Instruments 
Maint/Maintenance BuiL2ings 
Maintenance Buildings 
Engineering Technical Services 

I A,, I r Y  I Total Air Force 
Harine Corps 

I Total of Above 1 $48,562 ( i  8c.Gi of total wards over $25,0001 I I 

0 ther 
Defense 
Activities I 

I , .4 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 
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VIRGINIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National aard --------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll &[lays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

@. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDTE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Const~ction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Total 1 Amy & 

Navy I Air Force 
Marine Cctrps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

1. TENNECO INC 
2. BUCK & DECKER CORPORATION 
3. COKPLTTER SCiaCES CORPORATION 
4. I'STERNATIONAL BUS ncHs CORP 
5. WISYS CORPORATION 

mjor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Arlington 
Norfolk 
Alexandria 
Virginia Beach 
PlcLean 
Newporr News 
Por tsnou th 
Hanp ton 
Falls Chrch 
Reston 

I Total of Above 1 $1,465,106 ( 18.3 of total wards over $25,0001 I I I 

$489,425 
271,766 
267,799 
227,535 
208,581 

1 1 

Prepared by: hlashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Expenditures 
Major Locat ions 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------------------+-------------.------------------------ 
Arlington 
Norfolk 
Portsmouth 
Virginia Beach 
Langley AFB 
Alexandria 
Fort Belvoir 
Quantico 
Fort Eustis 
Fort Lee 

Total 

$3,284,492 
3,227,924 
1,233,777 
1,209,398 
1,161,548 
925,306 
741,042 
563,408 
509,184 
503,835 

PriFe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Karine Architect & Engineering Services 
AUFE Configuration 
Orher A3P & Telecomn~unication Services 
Ur:d.!, ~ n r e ~  Sound Equipment 
AD? Suppart Equip 

Air Force 

$755,787 
706,526 
927,414 

$127,958 
75,216 
174,312 
119,181 
61,573 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$2,272,245 
2,564,906 
704,915 

1,033,814 
57,811 

384,174 
557,307 
473,947 
130,853 
77,162 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Total 

$7,482,748 
6,570,793 
6,78C,702 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$1,363,452 
1,121,630 
969,601 

TOF Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this State ------------------------------------------------- 

Prime 
Contracts 

$1,012,247 
663,018 
528,862 
175,584 

1,103,737 
541,132 
183,735 
89,461 
378,331 
426,673 

Total 

41,711 
31,777 
14,028 
11,881 
11,276 
11,194 
9,437 
8,857 
8,279 
7,398 

$1,685,269 
1,514.001 
1,592,831 

Total 
Amount --------------- 

Active Duty 
Military 

15,803 
16,749 
3,458 
9,591 
9,333 
3,206 
3,903 
6,864 
5,866 
4,360 

Navy 
& 

~arine corps 

$3,678,210 
3,228,636 
3,290,856 

Hajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount --------------------.----------------------- ------------ 

Civilian 

25,908 
15,028 
10,570 
2,290 
1,943 
7,988 
5,534 
1,993 
2,413 
3,038 
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WASHINGTON 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expenditures / Total I Army 1 1 Marine NPY Corps I Other 
Defense 
Activities 

1,726 
0 

1,726 
0 ---------------- 

$424,206 

58,138 

0 
58,138 

0 
0 

366,068 

329,133 
14,547 
22,388 

0 
0 

Air Force 

I I 
I. Personnel - Total 106.250 46.930 

Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve h National hard ---------------------------------------- 

I I. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
ROT= Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Expenditures I I Military and Civilian Personnel 
Ea jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

Hajor Locations 
of Personnel 

Total ------------ 1 Payroll Outlays I Pr h e  
Contracts - - - - - - - - - - - . 

Active Duty 
Military 

.------------ 
16,898 
1,748 
4,736 
4,258 
2,254 
3,220 
291 
775 
31 
335 

-,.-- 
Civilian ----------- 

2,572 
11,544 
1,321 
80 9 

Total ------ - 
19,470 
13,292 
6,057 
5,067 
4,508 
4,009 
2,640 
1,996 
1,497 
710 

---------------------- 
Fort Lewis 
Bremerton 
McChord AFB 
Fairchild AFB 
Bangor 
Whidbey Island NAS 
Keyport 
Seattle 
T acona 
Everett 

Brenerton 
Seattle 
Fort Lewis 
Bangor 
Lhidbey Island NAS 
HCChord AFB 
Ferndale 
Fairchild AFB 
Tacoma 
Keypor t 

I Prime Contracts Over S 25,000 Total I Arw ( 6 
Navy I Air Force Defense 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps 1 Activities O r  I r--------------------------------------- ---------------- --------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- 
Fiscal Year 1993 $1,890,677 $868,204 $253,479 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

2,217132 / $ 11:::::" 1 507,152 1 297,617 
1,759,657 311,730 582,940 355,044 519,943 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest lajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description 
............................................ 

1. BOEING COtlPANY M E  
2. ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY 
3. HUNT BUILDING CORPORATION 
4. JOHNSON CONTROLS INC 
5. CROWLEY MRITIHE CORPORATION 

I Total of Above I $989941 I I 53.2% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

Radar Equipment, Airborne 
Liquid Propellants 1L Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Family Housing Facilities 
Facilities Ope1 at ions Support Services 
Other Vthicle Char tor for Transportation o 

I I I 1 I 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$373,686 
129,227 
50,391 
49,954 
23,419 
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WEST VIRGINIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 
tlarine Ccrps I Nry 

Defense 
ac t iv i t i es  

Air Force 

I 
1. Personnel - Total 

Active Duty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard ------------------------------------- 

11. Expenditures - Total 

/ A .  Payroll Cutlays - Total I 

I Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 1 175,782 1 113,334 1 39, !333 1 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Cons t~c t ion  Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I I 

Expenditures 

Total 

$41.237 $1.237 $ 40.000 

Major Locat ions 
of Expenditures 

I 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Huntington 
Charleston 
tlartinsburg 
Sugar Grove 
Beckley 
hckhannon 
Point Pleasant 
Horgantown 
Parkersburg 
Eccles 

Shepherds town 
Rocket Center 
Charles ton 
Huntington 
Hart insburg 
Horgantwn 
:infield 
Lbeeling 
Gallipolis Ferry 
Parkersburg 

1 Prime Contracts Over $25.000 

I I 

H i l i  tary and Civilian Personnel 

1 wavy Other 1 Total I Amy & I ~ i r  ~ o r c e  I Defense I 

Total 

456 
361 
275 
213 
97 
77 
57 
55 
53 
50 

I t (Prior Three Years) Harine Corps Activities 
,-----------__-------------------------- ---------------- -------_--___--- --___----_------ 
I Fiscal Year 1993 $132,193 

Fiscal Year 1992 83,282 I69;Y6 44,117 1 $7 1 130,672 12,233 
Fiscll Year 1991 152,433 129,669 28,600 7,912- 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest llajor Area of Work 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards Total 

i n  this  State Amount FSC or Service Code Description --------------------.----------------------- 

1. CENTEX CORPORATION 
2. HERCULES INCORPORATED 
3. BTLFINGER & BERGER BAUAG 
4. KIEWIT PFTER SONS DE CORP 
5. tllrRCH-WESTIN COIIF'ANY INC 

Active Duty 
Hilitary 

15 
128 
59 
160 
72 
0 
0 
22 
2 
50 

Civilian 

451 
233 
216 
53 
25 
77 
57 
33 
51 
0 

I Total of Above I $103,740 ( 59.0% of total awards over $25,000) I I I 

$40,000 
33,083 
11,784 
11,300 
7,573 

L I , 1 I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Other Conservation 1. Development Faci l i t ie  
Maint/Haintenance Buildings 
Dams 
Other Conservation 6: Development Facilitie 
Other Administrative & Service Buildings 

$40,000 
17,120 
11,784 
8,600 
4,810 
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WISCONSIN 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Navy 
& 

Marine C:orps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Personnel/Expenditures I Total I Army 1 Air Force 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Luty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National hard 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 419,974) 239,348 

Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 773,664 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construct ion Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

tla jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

I Expenditures 1 HajorLmations 
of Personnel 

I Military and civilian personnel 

Total 

1,189 
1,105 ---F 112 

51 

Payroll 
Outlays - - - - - - - - - - - - . 
$5,483 
57,975 
40,764 
54,768 
4,442 
963 

3,267 
3,838 
3,044 
1,292 

Prime 
Contracts ----------- 
$409,750 
56,428 
41,208 
22,862 
26,292 
22,040 
17,048 
16,376 
12,759 
11,179 

I Active Duty Military I Civilian Total ------------ 
$415,233 
114,403 
81,972 
77,630 
30,734 
23,003 
20,315 
20,214 
15,803 
12,471 

- ----- - ------- 
Oshkosh 
Hi llaaukee 
Madison 
Fort McCoy 
Uaukesha 
Neenah 
Sturgeon Bay 
La Crosse 
Spar ta 
Baraboo 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I Fort McCoy 
Hiluaukee 
Mad ison 
Canp Williams 
Fountain City 
Sparta 
camp Douglas 
Cambridge 
Dane County Reg A/P 
Eau Claire 

I 

Prime Contracts Over $25.000 
1 N ~ V Y  Other I Total I Amy & I (iir rorce I 

t (Prior Three Years) ' narine CO-ps Activities 

Fiscal Year 1993 $845,488 f518;399 f 119,008 1 j $11,900 $155,881 
Fiscal Year 1992 893,464 631,424 97,962 43,735 120,343 
Fiscal Year 1991 967,548 668,818 80, !j96 38,421 179,713 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description ------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1. OSHKOSH TRUCK CORPORATION 
2. GENERAL ELECIRIC COMPANY 
3. P'DERSON BUILDERS INC 
4. 0 R C INDUSTRIES INC 
5. ASTRONAUTICS CORP OF AHERICA 

I Total of Above I $484,165 ( 62.6/. of total awards over $25,000) I I I 

$408,674 
32,289 
16,760 
13,655 
12,787 

1 I I I I 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Trucks and Truck Tractors, Wheeled 
Hospital Furniture, Equip, Utensils & Sup 
Miscellaneous Vessels 
Outerwear, Men's 
Navigational Instruments 

$390,478 
19,890 
6,858 
11,244 
4,122 
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WYOMING 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expendi tures Other I Total 1 A 1 'Ty 1 Air F o r  / f e e  I 
Marine Corps Activities 

I. Persowl - Total 
Active hrty Military 
Civilian 
Reserve & National Guard 

t 
--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total 

1 A. Payroll Outlays - Total 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I Top rive Contractors Receiving the Largest Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 
in this State ................................................. I 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

F.E. Warren AFB 
Cheyenne 
Newcast le 
Laramie 
Sheridan 
Gillet.te 
Powell 
Rock Springs 
Glenrock 

1. HERNES CONSOLIDATED, INC 
2. KLOEFKORN-BALLARD CONSTR 
3. EOWMAN, JOHN INC 
4. GROLlLING BEAR COMPANY 
5. DANES & NOORE INC 

I Total of Above I t 1 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

I I 

Expenditures 

Yajor Area of Work 

I 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

F.E. Warren AFB 
Cheyenne 
Powell 
Guernsey 
Laramie 
Casper 
Boulder 
Riverton 
Lander 

Total 

$128,664 
48,568 
16,955 
11,906 
2,921 
2,558 
2,325 
2,050 
1,519 

River ton 1 1,158 

Total 
Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

Douglas 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$102,990 
46,749 

431 
4,525 
2,779 
98 1 

2,262 
1,012 
226 

1,027 

1 I 

Rilitary and Civilian Personnel 

Pri~e Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

$30,601 1 l 54.5, of total auards over $25,000) I 

Pr h e  
Contracts 

$25,674 
1,819 
16,524 
7,381 
142 

1,577 
63 

1,038 
1,293 
131 

Total 

4,325 
375 
73 
52 
27 
21 
7 
6 
4 
3 

$16,524 
5,413 
3,377 
2,671 
2,616 

Total 

$57,804 
61,346 
63,322 

~ctive Duty 
Military 

3,739 
71 
66 
0 
20 
17 
7 
3 
3 
3 

Liquid Propellants d Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Haint/Office Buildiqgs 
Maint/Office Buildi!?gs 
Maint/Maintenance B~ildings 
Other Environ Svcs, Studies, & Analytical 

Civilian 

586 
304 
7 
52 
7 
4 
0 
3 
1 
0 

Amy 

$13,471 
12,658 
3,661 

$16,524 
5,413 
659 

2,671 
2,616 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

$0 
0 
47 

Air Force 

$21,381 
16,611 
21,5:5 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$22,352 
32,077 
38,099 



MAP NO. 52 

GUAM 

Y I C O .  

NAVAL S T A T I O N  

AREA MASTER STATION 
BARRIGADA 

* S A N T A  R I T A  

ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Vraahin~ton Heedquartera Serv~ces  
KJircctorate for Informrtion 

Operations and Report. 



GUAM 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active h t y  Hilitary 
Civilian 
Reserve & National hard ....................................... 

11. Expenditures - Total 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total I 
Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve k National hard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

I P. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RUTE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil function Contracts 

Army 

1,480 
57 
14 

1,409 

$12,176 

10,543 

2,280 
560 
60 4 

7,099 

1,633 

0 
0 

1,633 
0 
0 

Navy 
k 

brine Cc'rps 

7,962 
4,045 
3,733 

184 
---------------------------------. 

$577,780 

330,135 

193,574 
126,099 

265 
10,197 

247,645 

1,247 
0 

92,309 
153,589 

0 

Air Force 

1. MORRISON KNUDSEN CORP DEL CORP 
2. SUNM/ACIUS/IBC A JOINT V M R  
3. HANIL ROBEETS I J V )  CORP 
4. FARGO PACIFIC INC 
5 .  CONCRETE CONSIRUCIION IGUAH) I 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Agana 
Andersen AFB 
ham Nav Public Work 
Santa Rita 
Apra 
Guam Nav Sup Depot 
Finegayan 
Naval Communications 
Tamuning 
Nimitz Hill 

I Total of Above 1 $170,751 / 1 57.8% of total awards over $25,000) I I 

$59,347 
52,500 
28,374 
17,429 
13,101 

i I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Expenditures 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 I Total 
(Prior Three Years) 

....................................... 
Fiscal Year 1993 $190.870 
Fiscal Year 1992 156,298 
Fiscal Year 1991 130,380 

Ha j or Locations 
of Personnel 

Agana 
Santa Rita 
Andersen AFB 
Apra 
Harmon Village 
Finegayan 
Guam Nav Public Work 
Ninitz Hill 
Tmuning 
Naval Communications 

Other Warehouse Buildings 
Family Housing Facilities 
Maiat/kll Other Nor-Building Facilities 
Maint/Fmily Housing Facilities 
Maint/Troop Housing Facilities 

Prime 
Contracts 

$31,678 
74,825 

130,679 
0 
0 

39,113 
0 

9,530 
5,398 

0 

Total 

$230,585 
158,335 
130,679 
81,743 
47,142 
39,230 
25,510 

9,534 
6,642 
2,126 

Amy 

$9,954 
8 6 

22 1 

$22,690 
52,500 
17,461 
11,709 

6,195 

Payroll 
Outlays 

1198,907 
83,510 

0 
81,743 
47,142 

117 
25,510 

0 
1,244 
2,126 

- -- 

Military and Civilian Personnel 

Top Five Contractors iieceiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this Area 

Total 

3,382 
3,211 
2,743 
1,010 

300 
79 
65 
47 
18 
2 

b Air Force 
Marine Corps ----------------.--------------- 

$106,133 $73,175 
108,;'31 52,328 
76, E'31 Navy 1 19,883 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$1,602 
5,653 I 

33,745 

Total 
Amount 

Active Duty 
Military 

3,066 
0 

2,200 
820 

64 
39 
65 
47 
18 
0 

Eajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 
-------------  

Civilian 

316 
3,211 

543 
190 
236 

40 
0 
0 
0 
2 
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Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Di rec tora te  f o r  Information 

PUERTO RlCO 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Operations and Reports 

Personnel/Expenditures 

I .  Personnel - T o t a l  
Active Duty M i l i t a r y  
Civ i l ian  
Reserve & Nation81 Qard 

11. Expenditures - T o t a l  

A .  Payroll  Outlays - Tota l  

Active Duty M i l i t a r y  Pay 
Civ i l ian  Pay 
Reserve & National  Guard Pay 
Retired M i l i t a r y  Pay 

8. Prime Contracts  Over $25,000 
Tota l  

Supply and Equipment Contracts  
RDThE Contracts  
Service Contracts  
Construction Contracts  
C i v i l  Function Contracts  

Navy 
& 

b r i n e  Corps 

3,716 
2,457 

693 
566 

$163,054 

98,966 

69,832 
21,090 
2,074 

Total  

25,612 
2,782 
2,939 

19,891 

$520,489 

300,204 

79,996 
80,398 
72,015 
67,795 

220,285 

114,767 
0 

68,717 
21,128 
15,673 

Amy 

19,013 
286 
916 

17,811 ---------------------------------------------------------.----------------.----------------.----------------.---------------- 
$183,520 

150,850 

8,580 
25,217 
62,226 
54,827 

32,670 

3,856 
0 

12,388 
753 

15,673 

Air Force 

1,872 
39 

319 
1,514 

$40,140 

25,999 

1,584 
9,202 
7,715 

Major Locations 
of Expenditures 

Roosevelt Roads NS 
Fort Euchanan 
San Juan 
Yabucoa 
Ilayaguez 
Bayamon 
Ponce 
San Lorenzo 
Guaynabo 
Aguad.:lla 

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

1,011 
0 

1,011 
0 

$133,775 

24,889 

0 
24,889 

0 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

------------------------.-------------------------------------.-------------------------------------.-----------.------------ 
Roosevelt Roads NS 
Fort Buchanan 
Ceiba 
Sabana Seca 
Carolina 
Puerta De T i e r r a  
Aguadilla 
Sa l inas  
San Juan 
V ieques 

0 

108,886 

106,467 
0 

2,419 
0 
0 

5,470 

64, !588 

4,153 
0 

51,232 
9,203 

0 

Expenditures 

7,498 

14,141 

291 
0 

2,678 
11,172 

0 

M i l i t a r y  and C i v i l i a n  Personnel 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
(Pr ior  Three Years) ----------------------------------------- 

Pr ine  
Contracts  

$61,878 
5,161 

12,317 
28,053 
18,184 
12,174 
9,273 

15,402 
10,097 
3,295 

T o t a l  

$126,886 
47,621 
32,506 
28,215 
21,614 
18,659 
17,179 
15,705 
12,341 
11,347 

T o t a l  

2,287 
1,224 

554 
397 
234 
184 
142 
114 
97 
59 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

$78,077 
114,436 
94,331 

Payroll  
Outlays 

$65,008 
42,460 
20,189 

162 
3,430 
6,485 
7,906 

30 3 
2,244 
8,052 

Tota l  

Top f i v e  Contractors  Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Pr ine  Contract Awards 

i n  t h i s  Area 

1. SUN COMPANY INC 
2. BASON COMPANY ME (DELI 
3. G & C ENTERPRISES, INC 
4. GIBRALTAR, P R INC 
5. CORPORCION IHMBILIARIA TEXTIL 

Tota l  of Above 

Active Duty 
M i l i t a r y  

2,115 
288 

0 
282 

0 
0 
0 
3 

40 
34 

Arny 

F isca l  Year 1993 I $275,987 
F isca l  Year 1992 327,867 
F isca l  Year 1991 556.825 

Air Force 

Civ i l ian  

172 
936 
554 
115 
234 
184 
142 
111 
57 
25 

$22,051 
28,093 
37,699 

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

Tota l  
Amount 

$28,053 
12,362 
11,172 
10,057 
9,215 

$70,859 

$175,646 

475 424,320 
$ 1 185,098 

llajor Area of Work 

fSC or  Service Code Descript ion 

Fuel O i l s  
Maint/All Other Non-Building F a c i l i t i e s  
Other Administrative? & Service Buildings 
Outerwear, Men's 
Underweal and Nightuear, Men's 

[ 32.2% of t o t a l  awards over $25,0001 

h o u n t  

$28,053 
12,362 
11,172 
10,057 
9,215 
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AUSTRALIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corps 

Other 
Air Force I Defense I 

Activities 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Hili tary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll ktlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

9. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Total Army 

. - - - - - - - 
$410 
415 
4 9 

Air Force 
Harine Corps 

15 
0 
6 
0 

. - - - - - - -  9 

$6,025 

24 5 

0 
24 5 
0 
0 

5,780 

5,780 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 4 - - - - - - 

I I 

lop Five Contractors Receiving the Largest I !lajor Area of Mork 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards Total I 

I in this Country I IUount I FSC or Service Code Description I I 

I Total of Above 1 $6,612 1 l 97.VA of toral wards over $25,0001 I I 
I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. REFINERY ASSOCIATES, INC 
2. PtiAITHANA TRADING CO LTD 
3. RYAN RARINE PRODUCTS Pn LTD 
4. HYDE ENGINEERING P N  LID 
5. BRITISH PETROLEUM CO PLC THE 

I I J 
Prepare6 by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$5,689 Liquid Propellants ti Fuel, Petroleum Base 

375 Power and Hand Pump:; 
297 Other ADP & Telecomnunication Services 
159 Guns, 75 nn through 125 nn 
92 Liquid Propellants R Fuel, Petroleum Base I 

2/ For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 
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BELGIUM 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expenditures I/ I Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Hilitary 
Civilian 
Hilitary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I I I. Expenditures - Total 
I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total I 98,047 

Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Cuard Pay 
Retired flilitary Pay 

I B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 30,344 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 15,554 
RmAE Contracts 2,233 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total 

Fiscal Year 1993 $47,586 
Fiscal Year 1992 28,786 
Fiscal Year 1991 77,752 

Navy 
Army & Air Force 

Marine Ccrps 

Other 
De f ewe 
Activities 

h Air Force 
Marine Corps Activiries 

I in this Country I I FSC or Service Code Description I I 
Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 

1. PnROFINA SA 
2. FELGACM 
3. NOORD NATIE NV 

Major Area of Work 

4. EARON SEaJRITY SA 
5. FEDERAL REWBLIC OF GERMANY 

Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards Total I 
- - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

$11,253 Liquid Propellants h Fuel, Petroleum Base I 4,219 RDTE/Electronics & 3omunication Eq-Mgmt & 
2,640 Stevedoring 
1,237 Guard Services 
1,050 Haint/Troop Housing Facilities 

1/ For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  r e f e r  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

$11,253 
2,153 
2,640 
1,237 
1,050 

I Total of Above 1 
Prepared by: Lkhington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$20,399 ( 67.Z4 of total awards over $25,0001 



MAP NO. 56 

BERMUDA 

A ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Viaahinpton Headquarters Service- 

Drrectorste for lnforma tion 
Operatione and Reports 



BERMUDA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures 1/ Total 
Navy 

Army / & 
brine Corps 

Other 
A Force I Defense I 

Activities 

I. Fersonnel - Total 
Active Duty nilitary 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty nilitary Pay 
Civilian Fay 
Resente & National Guard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

0. Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Threj Years . - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Total 
Marine Corps 

Air Force 

91 
0 
79 
0 
12 

. - - - - - - -  

$3,009 

2,504 

0 
2,504 

0 
0 

50 5 

0 
0 

50 5 
0 
0 

Other 
Def ense 
Activities - - - - - - -  

1505 
747 

1.157 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. EASTERN HAINIENANCE & SERVICE 
2. G & C ENTERPRISES, INC 
3. DAMS b MOORE INC 
4. GRAY & CO LTD J U 
5. EXXON CORPORATION 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this Country 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maint/Family Housing Facilities 
Maint/Other Airfield Structures 
Other Architect (L Engineering Services 
Maimflank-Automotige Facilities 
Lease/Fuel Storage Guildings 

I Total of Above I $4,937 ( 84.JL of total awards over $25,000) I I 

Total 
Amount 

& J 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operat ions and Reports 

I /  For cost  of operations i n f o r m t i o n ,  r e f e r  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Major Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 



MAP NO- 57 

CANADA 

EDMONTON 
GOOSE B A Y *  

ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: 1Vashington Hendquartern Services 
I>ircctornte for Informntion 

Operntion. and Reports 



CANADA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

& 

Navy I Air Force 
b r i n e  Corps 

Defense 
Activities 

I .  Personnel - Total 
Active Cuty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Ewpenditures - Total 

I A.  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active h t y  Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National h a r d  Pay 
Retired tlil i tary Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior h r e e  Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. CANADIAN CCPlNERCIAL CORPORATI 
2. CANADIAN COntlERCIAL CORP 
3. LIITKING INC 
4. CANADIAN COHHERCIAL 
5. HERWX INC 

Total 

$1,192,184 
405,333 
471,189 

$ 113,157 
24,056 
9,842 
9,579 
3,978 

Rail Cars $15,057 

1/ For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volue of Prine Contract Awards 

i n  th i s  Country 

Trucks and Truck Triictors, Wheeled 
Uarehwse Irks  6; Tritctors, Self-propelled 
Miscellaneous Vehicular Components 
Aircraft Landing Gear Components 

I 

Arny 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

$990,637 
193,035 
139,216 

16,135 
9,842 
9,395 
3,978 

Total of Above 

Total 
Amount 

1 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

$64,164 
55,515 
88,818 

I 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$160,612 

Major Area of Work 

I 89.0% of total awards over $25,000) 

Air Force 

$76,211 
75,427 
115,397 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$61,172 
81,356 
127,758 

mount 



MAP NO- 58 

EGYPT 

A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

AF I N S T A L L A T I O N  

P r e p a r e d  By:  W a s h i n g t o n  H e a d q u a r t e r .  S e r v i c e s  
D i r e c t o r a t e  f o r  I n f o r m -  t i o n  

O p e r a t i o n s  a n d  R e p o r t .  



EGYPT 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
tlilitary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total 

Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 116,402 I 

Total 

1,557 
1,146 
259 
83 
69 

- - - - - - - - , - - - - - - - -  

$167,962 

51,560 

45,153 
5,745 

0 
6 62 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 
Amy 

1,091 
1,031 

37 
4 
19 

$139,323 

43,420 
I 

40,835 
2,099 

0 
486 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 
Activities 

J Prine Contracts Over $25,000 Total Air Force 1 Amy 1 brine Corps 1 Defense 
Activities (pfi2r-?e_e - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
Rm&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

5,384 
0 

49,050 
61,968 

0 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. DILLINWAM/A B B SUSA JV 
2. R4YIHEON COHPANY 
3. SEAVIN IJV) 
4. CONTRACK INTERNATIONAL INC 
5. C4LTEX PEIROLNM CORPORATION 

1,760 
0 

32,175 
61,968 

0 

$60,753 
54,581 
135,932 

$45,012 
30,056 
12,191 
11,557 
3,420 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Other Miscellaneous Buildings 
Tech Rep Svcs/Guided Missiles 
Other Professional Services 
Other tliscellaneous Buildings 
Liquid Propellants tr Fuel, Petrolem Base 

1/ For cost  of  operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Auards 

in this Country 

$45,012 
30,056 
12,191 
11,557 
3,420 

I 

35 
0 

1,159 
0 
0 

Navv 

S 38,036 
47,796 
98,038 

Total of Above 

Total 
Amount 

169 
0 

15,560 
0 
0 

$2,439 
1,236 
1,162 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$102,236 

3,420 
0 

14 6 
0 
0 

Other 

fiajor Area of Work 

1 37.8% of total awards over $25,000) 

$12,344 
4,564 
18,929 

TSC or Service Code Description 

$7,934 
975 

17,203 

Anount 



MAP NOm 59 

A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Vfoshington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 

Opermtiona and Report. 



GERMANY 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I I. Expenditures - Total 
A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 3,563,415 ( 2,614,581 1 20,037 1 664,092 1 264,705 

Active hity Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h Nationdl Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Pri~e Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Funct ion Contracts 

Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Year:) - . - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Other 
Defense 
Activities - - - - - - -  

791,755 

117,042 
20,802 
597,355 
56,556 

0 

Total 
- - - - - - -  

Top five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prbe Contract Awards 

in this Country 

2. FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 
3. VEBA AG 

$1,020,603 $706,477 $27,496 $122,493 
1,085,488 864,875 102,468 28,440 
1,369,734 996,633 70,669 162,569 

531,837 

1,669 
16,110 
457,516 
56,542 

0 

Army 

4. IT1 CORPORATION 
5. NATIONAL cIn CORPORATION 

Total of Above 

56,435 

52,082 
1,496 
2,857 

0 
0 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - -  

Major Area of Uork 

Amount FSC or Service Code Description 

128,587 

15,903 
81 

112,589 
14 
0 

Air force 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Guided Missile Systems, Complete $49,621 
tlaint/Troop Housing Facilities 22,925 
Liquid Propellants & Fuel, Petroleum Base 25,306 
Maint & Repair of Eq/niscellaneous Equipme 14,391 
Accounting Services 20,880 

$175,970 1 ( 22.2% of total awards over $25,000) I I 
PrepareC by: Waskington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

I /  For cost of operations inforimtion, refer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 



MAP NO, 60 

A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Washineton Headquarter- Services 
Directorate for Information 

Operation- and Reports 



GREECE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personrel/Expendi tures 1/ I Total 

I. Personre1 - Total I 686 
Active Duty Military 4 92 
Civilian 77 
Military Dependents 98 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 19 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

I I. Expenditures - Total $104,605 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

I 

Army 

I A. Payroll Outlays - Total 1 23,969 1 1,501 I 9,010 I 12,101 1 1,357 1 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National hard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Navy 
& 

Marine Co-ps 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Air Force 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Fiscal Year 1993 $97,322 
Fiscal Year 1992 67,729 
Fiscal Year 1991 1 252,410 

I Total of Above 1 $74,323 1 1  92.277 of total awards over $25,000) I I 

Total 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1. MOTOR OIL HELLAS CORlNM fiEFIN 
2. DEUTSCHE AEROSPACE AG 
3. PACIFIC A R W C T S  ENGINEERS INC 
4. PANDIESTRA OCEANIC NAVEWCION 
5. HELLENIC FUEL & LUBRICANT IND 

I I I I I 
Frepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$261- 
49 
886 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$28,558 Liquid Propellants 9 Fuel, Petroleum Base 
12,762 aided Missile Remote Control Systems 
11,769 Facilities Operatiow Support Services 
10,934 Marine Charter For Things 
10,300 Liquid Propellants SL Fuel, Petroleum Base I 

I /  For cost of operations informztion, refer to DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Any 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prhe Contract Awards 

in this Country 

$9,326 
6,320 
2,590 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps - - - - - -  

Total 
Amount 

$9,971 
16,560 
19?247 

Air Force 

- - - - - - -  
$78,286 
42,800 
229,687 

Major Area of Work 

Other 
Defense 
Activities - - - - - -  

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 



MAP NO, 61 

ICELAND 

A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By:  Washington  headquarter^ Service. 
1)irectorate for Informs lion 

Oper-tion- a n d  Report- 



ICELAND 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expenditures 1/ Total 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty tlilitary 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  I I I. Expenditures - Total 1 $196,784 

h 

IaVy I Air Force 
Marine Carps 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total I 107,374 I 106 1 76,707 26,728 3,833 I I 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

E. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1. ICELAND PRIME CONTRACIORS Fuel Supply Facilities 
2. KEFLAVIK CONTRACTORS naint/Fanily Housing Facilities 
3. SPEEGLE CONSTRUCTION INC A l l  Other Non-Building Facilities 
4. PADAR AGEEICY GOVERNKENI OF ICE Other Professiot?al Services 
5. OLIUFELAGID H F Operation/Fuel Storage Buildings 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Pr ime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Total of Above 1 $82,353 1 92.1% of total awards over $25,000) I 
I I J 
Prepared by: Washin~ton Headquarters %:vices 

Directorate for information 
Operations and Reports 

172 
0 

39,426 
49,812 

0 

Total 

$42,998 
48,400 
104,882 

1/ For cost of operatio~ts in formt ion ,  refer  to DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Army 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  
$0 
0 
0 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 

I Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 
in this Country 

Total 
Amount 

Major Area of Work 

:I72 
0 

37,268 
49,1312 

0 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

$38,C77 
44,407 
98,214 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Air Force 

f 0 
142 

1,148 

0 
0 

2,158 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Acrivities 

$4,921 
3,851 
5,420 



MAP NO. 62 

ITALY 

B O L O G N A  

ACTIVITY 

S A R D I N I A  

P A L E R M O  

ARMY INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Washinlton Headquarters Service* 
1)irectorate for Information 

Operations rnd Reports 



ITALY 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Di rec tora te  f o r  I n f o n a t i o n  
Operations and Reports 

Personnel/Expendi t u r e s  1/ 

I .  Personnel - Tota l  
Active Duty m i l i t a r y  
C i v i l i a n  
H i l i t a r y  Dependents 
U.S. C i v i l i a n  Dependents 

11. Expenditures - Tota l  

A .  Payroll  Outlays - Tota l  

Active Duty m i l i t a r y  Pay 
C i v i l i a n  Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired H i l i t a r y  Pay 

B. Prime Contracts  Over $25,000 
T o t a l  

Supply and Equipment Contracts  
RmhE Contracts  
Serv ice  Contracts  
Construct ion Contracts  
C i v i l  Function Contracts  

d Prime Contracts  Over $25,000 
( P r i o r  Three Year$ - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fisca l  Year 1993 

I /  For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Tota l  

30,084 
12,743 
4,880 
11,974 

487 

$996,512 

585,506 

410,280 
164,982 

0 
10,244 

411,006 

225,673 
805 

138,616 
45,912 

0 

Tota l  

$235,630 

Navy 
& 

b r i n e  Corps 

12,1304 
5,196 
1, !328 
5,556 
;24 

$432,016 

272,760 

207,399 
64,470 

0 
691 

159,256 

15,147 
275 

103,044 
40,790 

0 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 

$ 105,991 

Arny 

7,236 
2,862 
1,314 
2,857 
203 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  

$144,582 

135,785 

87,139 
43,073 

0 
5,573 

8,797 

717 
530 

4,420 
3,130 

0 

A n y  

$10,625 
Fisca l  Year 1992 1 213,535 
Fisca l  Year 1991 354,432 

108,100 
138,153 

39,330 
35,947 

Air Force 

9,117 
4,685 
762 

3,561 
109 

$173,471 

146,192 

115,542 
26,670 

0 
3,980 

27,279 

5,854 
0 

19,433 
1,992 

0 

Air Force 

$20,104 

Top f i v e  Contractors  Receiving the  Largest 
Dollar Volune of P r h e  Contract Awards 

i n  t h i s  Country 

1. PRAOIL AROHATICI E RAFFINAZION 
2. EXXON CORPORATION 
3. ALISUD SPA 
4. EN1 SPA 
5. LOTOS SNC DI LO SCIUTO GIUSEPP 

T o t a l  of Above 

Other 
De f ense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

927 
0 

876 
0 
5 1 

$246,443 

30,769 

0 
30,769 

0 
0 

215,674 

203,955 
0 

11,719 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

A c t i v i t i e s  

$98,910 
15,841 
25,686 

50,264 
154,646 

T o t a l  
Amount 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$94,957 
82,736 
36,992 
27,419 
10,002 

$252,106 

Yajor Area of Uork 

FSC o r  Service Code Descript ion 

Liquid Prope l lan ts  h Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Liquid Propellants h Fuel, Petroleum Base 
Operation/Airport Terminals 
Fuel O i l s  
O t h e r A i r f i e l d S t r u c t u r e s  

( 61.3 of t o t a l  awards over $25,000) 

Amount 

$80,520 
82,736 
36,992 
23,314 
4,882 

i 



MAP NO, 63 

ARMY I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

A F  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Wamhincton Headquarter. Services 
Directorate for Information 

Operations and Reports 



JAPAN 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Persomel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total t 

Personnel/Expendi tures I/  

I A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Navy Other 
Total AmY h Air Force Defense 

Harine Corps Act iv i t ies  

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construct ion Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
I Pr ior Threz Years ) - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

I Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in  t h i s  Country 

29,432 
385 

756,778 
8,909 

36 

Total 

2,976 
0 

609,869 
27 9 

0 

Air Force 

- - - - - - -  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1. DEFENSE FACILlTl ES ADHIN A(NC3 
2. OKIHAWA ELEmRIC POWER CO INC 
3. TOKYO ELECTRIC POWER CO I N C  
4. TCIHOKU ELECTRIC PWER CO INC 
5. SMITOM3 HEAVY INDUSTRIES LTD 

14,835 
0 

374 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Act iv i t ies  - - - - - - - -  
5572,499 
823,966 
909,251 

I llaior Area of Uork 

3,848 
385 

27,353 
3,103 

36 

Army 

Amount I FSC or Service Code Description I Amount 

7,773 
0 

119,192 
5,527 

0 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$33,587 
29,542 
41,216 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
G-peration/Other Adn.inistrative h Service B 
Electric Services 
E l e c t r i c  Services 
Electric Services 
tlaint h Repair of Eq/Ships-Sml Craft-Docks 

$118,839 
131,577 
148,453 

I /  FOP cost of operutions i n f o m t i o n ,  refer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

I Total of Above I 
Prepaxed by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$435,658 ( 54.m of t o t a l  awards over $25,000) 



MAP NO, 64 

A AR M Y  INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 



KOREA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi tures 1/ Total 
Navy 

Arny I & 
Marine Corps 

Air Force 
Other 
Defense 

Activities I 
I. Personnel - Total 

Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Cutlays - Total 1 1,239,115 1 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 425,455 

I 1. SSANG YONG OIL REFINING CO LID 
2. KYUNG IN ENERGY CO LID 
3. KOREA ELECTRIC WWER CORP 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDT&E Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Const~ction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

I 4. SJNKYWNG LTD 
5. WIN CHEON CO., LTD 

I $103,591 Liquid Propellants i l  Fuel, Petroleum Base I $92,448 
42,451 Fuel Oils 42,451 
32.557 ElectricSen,ices 32.557 I 

190,235 
0 

174,572 
60,648 

0 

Total 

$436,726 
428,488 
565,422 

I 321103 Liquid Propellants t. Fuel, Petroleum Base I 24: 906 
20,181 Guard Services 1 2 0 , D l I  

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards 

in this Country 

7,775 
0 

148,936 
60,648 

0 

Amy 
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - -  

$234,215 
200,075 
310,521 

I /  For cost  of opemtions  i n f o m t i o n ,  r e f e r  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

I I I I 

Total 
Amount 

Total of Above 

0 
0 

374 
0 
0 

Navy 
& 

Harine Corps 

$9Z8 
1,0'76 
9,7'56 

tlajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 

I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$230,883 

913 
0 

25,540 
0 
0 

Air force 

$32,576 
32,021 
6,972 

( 54.3% of total awards over $25,000) 

181,547 
0 

278- 
0 
0 

0 ther 
Defense 

Activities - 
$169,007 
195,316 
238,173 



MAP NO, 65 

NETHERLANDS 

ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Uarhin~ton  Heedquarter. Service. 
rlirectorsts for Informs tiom 

Operations and Reports 



NETHERLANDS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

I /  For cost of operations informztion, refer to DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Navy 
h 

b r i n e  Co-ps 

66 
28 
2 

35 
1 

$2, !i80 

1,263 

1,136 
67 
0 

60 

1,317 

265 
58 

e 94 
0 
0 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$2,690 
2,389 
3,867 

Amy 

1,378 
455 
108 
756 

59 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  
$ 64,337 

18,930 

14,105 
3,780 

0 
1,045 

45,407 

129 
528 

44,184 
528 
38 

Arny 

$50,026 
50,189 
74,085 

Pereonnel/Expenditures 1/ 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
tlilitary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 

11. Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active h t y  ni l i tary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years_) - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 

Total 

2,601 
826 
282 

1,400 
93 

$102,768 

45,204 

28,134 
13,744 

0 
3,326 

57,564 

6,073 
636 

50,403 
414 
38 

Total 

$76,052 

Air Force 

982 
34 3 

14 
60 9 
16 

$24,497 

17,137 

12,893 
2,023 

0 
2,221 

7,360 

3,148 
50 

4,276 
114- 

0 

Air Force 

$16,364 
22,286 
19,131 

Fiscal Year 1992 1 78,625 
f iscal  Year 1991 154,701 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards 

in th i s  Country 

1. HINISTERIE VAN DEFENSIE 
2. UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CORP 
3. EUROPE CDneINED TERMINALS BV 
4. KONINKLIJKE PTI NEDERLAND NV 
5. SWS-GROEP NV 

Total of Above 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

175 
0 

158 
0 

17 

$11,354 

7,874 

0 
7,874 

0 
0 

3,480 

2,431 
0 

1,049 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$6,972 
3,761 

57,618 

Total 
Anount 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$40,266 

5,035 
1,661 
1,049 

963 

$48,974 

. ~ a j o r  Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Other Housekeeping Services 
tlaint h Repair of Eg/Engines, Turbines L C 
Stevedoring 
Other ADP & Telecon~~unication Services 
Office Furniture 

( 85.12 of total awa:-ds over $.25,000) 

Anount 

$40,266 
2,454 
1,661 

97 1 
963 



MAP NO, 66 

PANAMA 

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACT . GALIZTA ISLAND 

NAVY INSTALLATION 

AF INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Viashin~lon Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Oper~tions and Report. 



PANAMA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Total 

I. Personnel - Total 

i 
27,092 

Active Duty tlilitary 9,479 
Civilian 5,845 
Military Dependents 9,579 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 2,189 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total 5478,267 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total I 416,599 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

8. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 5,416 
RmhE Contracts 1,940 
Service Contracts 34,157 
Construction Contracts 19,191 

964 Civil Function Contracts 

Prbe Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
( Prior-nlf.ee Years 1 - - - -  - 

Fiscal Year 1993 $52,493 
Fiscal Year 1992 52,627 
Fiscal Year 1991 64,202 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 
Air Force 

Other 
Defense 
Activities I 

I Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards 

in this Country 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1. H I H W  COWANY INC, THE 
2. ISMMNIAN ROAD nix INC 
3. HARBEKf CORPORATION 
4. C ~ R A T O S  Y m m I n I P r r o s  s A 
5. CONAJA J A 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

I 

- - - - - - - - + - - - - - - -  

Navy 
& 

tlarine _Corps - - - -  
Air Force 

Total 
Amount 

Total of Above I $20,547 ( ( 3 3 . f i  of total wards over $25,000) I I 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
All Other Non-Building Facilities 
nirport Runways 
Other niscellaneous Buildings 
Maint/All Other Non-Building Facilities 
Haint/Fuel Supply Facilities 

I I I I I 
Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

flajor Area of ldork 

$6,392 
3,988 
3,708 
2,572 
2,572 

I /  For cost of operations in formt ion ,  refer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit  OP-53. 

FSC or Service Code Description Anount 



MAP NO. 67 

PHILIPPINES 

NAVY INSTALLATION 

AF INSTALLATION 

P r e p a r e d  By: W a m h i n p t o n  H e - d q u a r t e r m  S e r v i c e s  
D i r e c t o r a t e  f o r  I n f o r m r  t i o n  

O p e r a t i o n s  a n d  R e p o r t .  



PHILIPPINES 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I I. Personnel - Total 
Active hty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I 11. E~penditures - Total 
I A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Hilitary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National kard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RmbE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Total 

279 
232 

26 
21 

0 - - - - - - - -  
$ 56,106 

54,151 

7,794 
575 

0 
45,782 

1,955 

1,224 
440 
291 

0 
0 

Navy 
Army / & 

Marine Corps 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this Country 

qwt 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1. E4C GRAPHICS ( A DIVISION OF L 
2. COPMUNICATIONS GENERAL INTL 
3. B T R  PLC 
4 .  REDCOn LABORATORIES INC 
5. HILL INTERNATIONAL INC 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
( P r i e e _ e  Years_) - - - - -  - 

Fiscal Year 1993 
Fiscal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Total 
Amount 

I llajor Area of Uork I 
I 1 

Total 

$5,364 
22,460 
56,883 

I FSC or Service Code Description 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I Printing, Duplicating & Bookbinding Equip 
Telephone and Telegraph Equipment 
RmE/Aircrafr-nanagsinent & Support 
Telephone and Telegraph Equipment 
Other Architect & Engineering Services 

Army 

$2,599 
929 
7 56 

I Total of Above I $1,758 1 I 89.YL of total awards ever $25,0001 I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
operations and Reports 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corls - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  
$527 

20 ,921 
41,531 

I /  For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Air Force 

$1,286 
4 5- 

10,398 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$952 
655 

4 ,198  



MAP NO. 68 

PORTUGAL 

BEJA 

A R M Y  INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Washxnpton Headqumrierm Servicem 
Directorate for Information 

Operations and Reports 



PORTUGAL 

I /  For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  re fer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

cr, 

Operations and Reports 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Personnel/Expendi rures 1/ 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6. National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

R. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Total 

3,604 
1,173 

919 
1,437 

75 

$79,271 

61,038 

31,270 
28,982 

0 
786 

18,233 

1,764 
0 

16,469 
0 
0 

I ,  Prine Contracts Over 525,000 Total 
(Prior Three Years) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 $19,418 
Fiscal Year 1992 12,912 
Fiscal Year 1991 22,605 

Amy 

39 
29 
2 
8 
0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  

$1,163 

1,163 

90 0 
61 
0 

202 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Arn y 

$999 
100- 
50 5 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

173 
68 
42 
63 
0 

$8,988 

4,144 

3,173 
907 

0 
64 

4,844 

0 
0 

4,844 
0 
0 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - -  
$6,782 

406 
6,948 

Top five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
'Dollar Volune of Prime Contract Awards 

in this Country 

1. HOJGAARD HOLDING A/S 
2. ADMISNlSIRAACO-GERALDOCIT 
3. MCC CONSTRUCT1 ON CORPORATI ON 
4. T F N P  HOLDINGS LTD 
5. CARTOR 

Total of Above 

Air Force 

3,268 
1,076 

7 68 
1,366 

58 

$60,341 

51,827 

27,197 
24,110 

0 
520 

8,514 

149 
0 

8,365 
0 
0 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarrers Services 
Directorate for Information 

Total 
Amount 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$3,951 
3,260 
2,001 
1,615 
1,260 

$12,087 

- - --- 

Major Area of Uork 

Air Force 

$11,637 
12,606 
15,117 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Maint/Sewage & Was:e Facilities 
Other ADP & Telecomnunication Services 
tlaint/Other n i s c e l  aneous Buildings 
Fuel Oils 
Maint/Other Miscellaneous Buildings 

I 66.JL of total awards over $25,000) 

- -- - - - 

- - -  

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

$0 
0 

35 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

124 
0 

107 
0 

17 

$8,779 

3,904 

0 
3,904 

0 
0 

4,875 

1,615 
0 

3,260 
0 
0 

Amount 

$3,951 
3,260 

97 6 
1,615 

94 6 

- 

i 



MAP NO, 69 

SAUDI ARABIA 

A R M Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  



SAUDI ARABIA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I. Personnel - Total I 1.561 1 671 1 152 1 560 1 178 

I Active Duty nilitary 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. ~ivili-in Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Expenditures - Total t 

Navy 
h 

Marine Corps 
Army Personnel/Expenditures I/ 

Active hty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National Ward Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Total 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Air Force 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 220,714 144,814 0 
RDThE Contracts 0 0 0 
Service Contracts 364,403 316,119 10,1.17 
Construction Contracts 5,891 1,215 0 
Civil function Contracts 0 0 0 

- 
Navy 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total Army & 
(Prior Three Years_) - - - - - - - - - -  Marine Corps - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

Other 
Air Force Defense 

Activities - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  i 
fiscal Year 1993 $591,436 5235,424 $13,733 $208,785 $133,494 
Fiscal Year 1992 447,776 76,999 . 11,744 311,241 47,792 
Fiscal Year 1991 1,243,614 461,568 589,366 90,246 102,434 

fop Five Contractors Receiving the Largest Major Area of Work 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this Country Amount FSC or Service Code Description Amount 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1. CARLYLE PAmERS LEVERAGED CAP 
2. PANSOUR GENERAL DYNAMICS LTD 
3. UOBIL CORPORATION 
4. SAUDI OPERATION h llAINTPlANCE 
5. ADVANCE ELECTRONIC CO LTD 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Other Education h Training Services $200,055 
Miscellaneous Battery Retaining Fixtures & 103,889 
Liquid Propellants & Fuel, Petroleum Base 69,059 
Program Hanagemenr/Support Services 36,667 
Radio & TV Corn Equipment, Except Airborne 29,360 

2/ For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  refer t o  DoD Budgc?t Exhibit OP-53. 

I Total of Above I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

$455,783 ( 77.1% of total awards over $25,000) 



MAP NO, 70 

SPAIN 

v CANARY 
ISLANDS 

4 
A ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

Prepared By: Waahinaton Heedquartera Services 
Directorate for Informa tion 

Operetionm and Report. 



SPAIN 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/Expend i tures 1/ 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Military Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

11. Ex-penditures - Total 

I A. Payroll Cutlays - Total 

I Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 183,489 
RmhE Contracts 
Service Contracts 42,584 
Construction Contracts 17,757 

B. Prhe Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

243,830 

Other 
Air Force 

Activities 

1. CIA ESPANOLA DE PFTROLEOS SA 
2. CESELSA SA 
3. FACIFIC ARCHTmS PIGINEERS INC 
4 .  tiEWIMR, S.A. 
5. AIR GROUND SERVICES ESPANA S.A 

I Prime Contracts Over $25,000 Total 
C P r i e e _ e  Years_] - - - -  - - - - - _  

Fiscal. Year 1993 $176,189 
Fiscal Year 1992 99,109 
Fiscal Year 1991 429,707 

I Total of Above 1 $209,123 ( (  85.VL of total awards over $25,000) 1 

Amy 

$0 
54- 

2,888 

$142,248 
39,700 
14,979 
8,473 
3,723 

I I I I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volune of Prine Contract Awards 

in this Country 

1/ For cost of operations i n f o m t i o n ,  re fer  t o  DoD Budgctt Exhibit OP-53. 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

$36,139 
24,611 
37,955 

Liquid Propellants b Fuel, Petroleun Base 
Electrical & Elct Meas & Test lnstments 
Warehousing k Storage Services 
Family Housing Facilities 
Operation/Airport Terminals 

Total 
Amount 

$141,059 
39,000 
14,499 
4 ,861  
3 ,723  

Air Force 

$19,899 
52,797 
26,636 

-- 

Other 
Defense 
Activities 

5120,151 
21,755 

362,218 

Rajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description Amount 



MAP NO- 7 1  

TURKEY 

TRABZON 

@.ANKARA AS 

A N K A R A  

ZMAR A S  

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 

A F  INSTALLATION 

P r e p a r e d  By: W a r h i n ~ t o n  H e a d q u ~ r t e r o  S e r v i c e .  
D i r e c t o r a t e  f o r  I n f o r m a  tion 

O p s r s t i o n m  a n d  R e p o r t .  



FISCAL YEAR 1994 

TURKEY 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Prepared by: Uashington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Information 
Operations and Reports 

I /  For cost of opemtions in formt ion ,  re fer  t o  DoD Budget Exhibit OP-53. 

Personnel/Expend i tures I/ 

I .  Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Hilitary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 

I I .  Expenditures - Total 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National Cuard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDTG Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construct ion Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years_) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

397 
0 

333 
0 

64 

$26,890 

11,993 

0 
11,993 

0 
0 

14,897 

13,403 
0 

1,494 
0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

$67,265 
16,851 
50,705 

Total 

8,325 
4,077 

802 
3,307 

139 

$247,787 

137,138 

116,083 
18,107 

0 
2,948 

110,649 

24,375 
0 

83,294 
2,980 

0 

Total 

$135,688 

Navy 
& 

Marine Corps 

59 
44 
0 

15 
0 

43,818 

2,983 

2, '345 
0 
0 

38 

H35 

0 
0 

835 
0 
0 

Navy 
& 

Ma~i? _Corps 

$2,328 
10,901 
4,710 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of PrLe Contract Awards 

in  this Country 

1. CARLYLE PAR'INERS LEVERAGED CAP 
2. GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
3. PATROL OFISI A S GEMEL MUD 
4. CUKUROVA ELEKTRIK AS 
5. KOM COWANY LTD 

Total of Above 

Army 

772 
273 

25 
467 

7 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -  
$12,386 

9,238 

8,463 
77 5 

0 
0 

3,148 

0 
0 

959 
2,189 

0 

Army 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

$ 5,950 
Fiscal Year 1992 1 215,099 
Fiscal Year 1991 273,974 

Air Force 

7,097 
3,760 

444 
2,825 

68 

$204,693 

112,924 

104,675 
5,339 

0 
2,910 

91,769 

10,972 
0 

80,006 
791 

0 

Air Force 
- - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - -  

$60,145 
187,225 
213,873 

122 
4,686 

Total 
mount 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$41,373 

16,271 
10,773 
9,461 
3,855 

$81,733 

tlajor Area of Work 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Facilities Operations Support Services 
OperatiodElectroni': & Communication Facil 
Fuel O i l s  
Electric Services 
Bakery and Cereal P:roducts 

( 73.9% of total awards over $25,000) 

hount  

$4 1,373 
16,271 
10,393 

9,461 
3,312 
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Personnel/Expenditures 1/ 

I. Personnel - Total 
Active Duty Military 
Civilian 
Mil i tary Dependents 
U.S. Civilian Dependents 

11. Expenditures - Total 
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve & National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
RDThE Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Prine Contracts Over $25,000 
(Prior Three Years) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Fiscal Year 1993 

:!::;: ;:ti ::: 

Total 

35,666 
13,781 
2,133 
18,905 

847 

$962,636 

543,574 

420,997 
81,745 

763 
40,069 

419,062 

270,950 
18,761 
109,701 
19,616 

34 

Total 

$620,895 
576,968 
773,794 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prine Contract Awards 

in this Country 

1. POLLS-ROYCE PLC 
2. SALMION INC 
3. MRTIN-BAKER AIRCRAFT CO LTD 
4 .  BOMBARDIER INC 
5. GENERAL ELECIRIC CO PLC THE 

Total of Above 

Army 

379 
243 
53 
66 
17 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - -  

$84,725 

13,373 

7,533 
1,855 

0 
3,985 

71,352 

22,499 
8,264 
24,413 
16,142 

34 

A n y  

$156,142 
93,116 
59,812 

Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 
Directorate for Infomarion 
Operations and Reports 

Total 
Anwnt 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
$90,937 
62,290 
25,449 
24,211 
17,261 

$220,148 

Navy 
h 

Harine Corps 

4,985 
2,060 
4 37 

2 263 
225 

$293,238 

93,206 

68,861 
18,838 

763 
4,744 

200,032 

132,393 
3,520 
60,545 
3,174 

0 

Navy 
& 

flarine Corps - - - - -  - 
$202, : 57 
262,654 
389,375 

Ilajor Area of Work 

Air Force 

29,399 
11,478 

80 9 
16,576 

536 

$442,572 

398,437 

344,603 
22,494 

0 
31,340 

44,135 

30,226 
1,804 
12,105 

0 
0 

Air Force 

- - - - - - - - . - -  
$38,765 
116,443 
147,104 

FSC or Service Code Description 

Gas Turbines and Jet Engines, Acft k Caps 
Fuel Oils 
llsl Aircraft Accessories and Components 
Plaint k Repair of Ea/Aircraft Caps h Accy 
Night V i s i o n  Equipment, Emitted and Reflec 

( 52.5% of total awards over $25,000) 

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

903 
0 

834 
0 
69 

$142,101 

38,558 

0 
38,558 

0 
0 

103,543 

85,832 
5,173 
12,538 

0 
0 

Other 
Defense 

Activities - - - -  
$223,831 
104,755 
177,503 

hount 

$58,642 
62,290 
19,309 
13,250 
9,791 





First the budget cutters said active-duty 
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i 'y,*E* Qw units were too costly. Now they're ask- 
'ng how ready the Guard and Reserve 

, 'Cllnust be. 
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The Force Mix Fight 
By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief 

I 

i' 

7 MAGINE this. A few yearsfrom 
noul, irtternatiottal accord is 

w t e r i o r o t i n g .  Early w ~ ~ r t t i n g  si,qns 
point to a coming corlflict t l ~ a t  
may he too t?tuchfor the pint-size 
US crrmed for-ces to handle. 

About a third o f t l~e Navy urld 
firlly half the Atmy arid tlie Air Force 
are in ntothhalls. Of the c~onlbar 
urrits asailahle and ready, more 
rllar~ forty plpr.cent ar.e in the 
Natiottal Guard or- the Reser\-e. 
Altogerher. the Air  Force has ot(/y 
a dozen f ighter  w i n ~ s .  ( /t R 

The Presirlc~nl nlohilizes the 
Irtdividlral Rcodj Reserve. As Air  
Force Mato.iel Conlnlurld plrlls 
fighfer aircrirfi out of storage, the 
recalled pilots hegirl a concentrated 
training pro~r-am to requalify for 
cockpit duty. 

w 
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It's easy to poke holes in this strat- 
egy and its shaky reliance on "stored" 
fighter wings, "cadre" divisions, and 
"nested"ships. Nevertheless, just such 
an option-called "Alternative 111"- 
was seriously floated for discussion 
in  September by the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

CBO, like others exploring ways to 
cut the defense budget, begins with Ihe 
assumption that a much smalleractive- 
duty force will be sufficient. now that 
the global threat posed by the Soviet 
Union is gone. I t  also sees the possibil- 
ity of different (and cheaper) forces i n  
[he National Guard and Reserve. 

"If the United Statcs would have 
years of warning before a major war, 
then today's selected reserves-those 
who are paid to train or drill in peace- 
time-may actually be more ready for 
war than necessary,"CBO says. "They 
may also be too costly." 

Alternative I11 is a radical applica- 
tion of the "flexible readiness" con- 
cept introduced in 1990 by Sen. Sam 
Nunn (D-Ga.), chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. Senator 
Nunn told defense leaders three years 
ago they would take heavy losses in 
force structure if they insisted on tradi- 
tional readiness levels for all units. He 

suggested that some forces be assigned 
the mission "to be ready to get ready." 

The mothball strategists might also 
claim some support from the Penta- 
gon's latest ~ o i n t  ~ i l i t a r ~  Net Assess- 
ment, which postulates extended warn- 
ing time for a major crisis and citcs 
"cadrt-type units and stored equip- 
nrcnt" among the assets that would 
allow. a "reco~stitution of forces." 

When making that assessment, of 
course, the Joint Chiefs presumed the 
standing force would be substantially 
larzer than Alternative 111 would al- 
low and that there would be consider- 
ably more capability in both the active- 
duty a ~ ~ i l  Selected Reserve components 
for thc reconstitution units to build 
on. The presumption of long warning 
time was already factored into the 
Base Force calculation. 

The real point of Alternative 111, 
however, is not strategy. It's money. 
CBO estinlates this option would cost 
about thirteen percent less than the pro- 
jected Base Force, and that will appeal 
to politicians seeking new ways to cut 
more from the battered defense budget. 

Experiments in Progress 
Current Pentagon plans call for the 

creation of two cadre divisions in the 
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Army. These units would be manned 
at about twenty-five percent of full 
strength in peacetime and fleshed out 
in wartime by Reservists. 

The Navy, prodded by Congress, is 
considering a nested ship concept for 
seventeen percent of its frigate fleet. 
These vessels, manned at ten percent, 
would be based alongside fully crewed 
"mother ship" frigates for maintenance 
and support in peacetime. 

So far, proposals for "teamed" squad- 
ons and "stored" wings in USAF have 

not gone beyond informal discussion. r' 
The teamed squadron approach would 
store aircraft at the home base of an Air 
Guard or Reserve unit, manned at a 
higher level than usual to provide a 
cadre in the event of mobilization. 

The stored wing approach would 
go further, mothballing aircraft whole- 
sale. A variation on this idea, CBO 
says, would be for pilots in the re- 
maining wings to fly all of the air- 
craft, including the stored ones, in 
rotation as an aid to keeping the entire 
fleet in working order. 

Crews for the stored wings would 
be drawn not from the Selected (or 
drilling) Reserve but from the Indi- 
vidual Ready Reserve. They would be 
veterans u.ho bcrved in the armed 
forces at some point in the last few 
years and who can be called back in a 
declared national emergency. 

CBO speculates that the new units 
might be ready for combat in a matter 
of months. The average pilot would 

The Base Force and Option C: 
' Troop Strength in Active and Reserve Components 

Air Force 

Army 

Navy 

Marine Corps 

Total 

The Base Force plan, proposed by the Bush Administration, would cut active-duty strength to 1.6 million by 
1997. Rep. Les Aspin's Optton C, endorsed by Bill Clinton in his election campaign, would lower the total to 1.4 
nillion. Alternative Ill, introduced by the Congressional Budget Ollice, would cut actlve-duty strength to 1.25 

w i l l i o n  and the Reserve Componenl lo 845.000. 

Reserve 
Active-Duty Component 

430,000 200,000 

536,000 567,000 

501,000 1 18,000 

159,000 35,000 

1,626,000 920,000 

need about six weeks of intensive fly- 
ing to requalify, the analysts figure, 
but more time would probably be re- 
quired, depending on the number of 
Reservists activated, the availability 
of practice ranges, and other factors. 

There is no realistic chance that 
Alternative Ill will be adopted out- 
right, at least not in the near future. Its 
rea: effect is to set a new bottom 
option in the force structure debate 
tha: is likcly to play out this year 
between Congress and the Clinton 
Administration. 

Reserve 
Active-Duty Component 

364,000 193,000 

476,000 550,000 

432,000 1 12,000 

137,000 49,000 

1,409,000 904,000 

Size and Mix 
l'he bedrock force-structure issues 

are how large the armed services need 
to be and how the units and person- 
nel should be distributed among the 
active-duty, National Guard, and Re- 
serve componcnts. 

l'he Bush Administration's plan, 
called the "Base Force," was to re- 
duce active-duty troop strength from 
a high of 2.3 million in the 1980s to 
1.6 million by 1997 and to make com- 
mensurate reductions in the Guard 
anci Reserve. 

l'he principal challenge to the Base 
Force plan has been "Option C," pro- 
pos,ed last year by Rep. Les Aspin (D- 
Wis.), chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee. It would reduce 
active-duty forces to 1.4 million and 
put more of the force structure in the 
Guard and Reserve. This is basically 
the approach Mr. Clinton advocated 
in his election campaign. 

F t u m  beginning to end, the Bush 
Administration clashed with Congress 
on the question of Guard and Reserve 
forces in the total mix. 

Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney 
cornplained often that Congress de- 
manded sweeping force cuts but blocked 
his ability to reduce the Guard and Re- 
serve. One cil'his favorite examples is 
the drawdown of the Army's VII Corps, 
which used to keep two divisions de- 
ployed to Europe. 

'411 Corps had 100,000 active-duty 
troops, backed up by another 140,000 
in its Guard and Reserve components. 
The entire active-duty component was 
elirninated. and VII Corps closed its 
headquarters, but, Mr. Cheney said in 
October, "I've still got the 140,000 
Guardsmen and Reservists backing i t  
up, and they no longer have a mission." 

Mr. Chency said the Defense De- 
partment is f(,rced to keep troops i t  
does not need because "my friends in 
Congress don't like to shut down Na- 
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tional Guard armories back home in 
their districts." 

For its part, Congress accused Mr. 
'heney 's Department of cooking the 

dooks when i t  computed force re- w 
quirements. According to Sen. John 
Glenn (D-Ohio), chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee's 
Manpower and Personnel Subcom- 
mittee, a 1991 Defense Department 
Study that pointed to greater reli- 
ance on Reserve forces was "watered 
down" and its conclusions were "re- 
versed 180 degrees." 

In the defense budget adopted in 
October, Congress agreed readily to 
cut another 100,400active-duty troops 
in 1993 (bringing to 309,900 the total 
cut in a three-year period). but balked 
at the proposal to take 1 15,997 troops 
out of the Reserve Componen:. The 
Senate and the House finally agreed 
in conference to approve a reduction 
of 39,6 17. 

The Air Force has not been much 
involved in the Reserve Component 
dispute for several reasons. Far more 
so than the other services, the Air 
Force embraced the Total Force Policy 
early and relies heavily O:I the Air 
National Guard and the Air Force 

eserve-both of which are superb- 
perform core missions i n  peace- 

me as well as wartime. Neither the 
Air Guard nor the Air Force Reserve 
was projected to lose much in the 
Base Force reductions. Even a pro- 
jected decrease in  Reserve Compo- 
nent fighter wings will be offset by an 
increase in air refueling units, leaving 
the personricl structure essentially 
unchanged. 

The Army's case is different. Its 
Base Force configuration was twelve 
active-duty, six Reserve, and twocadre 
divisions, down from sixteen active- 
duty and ten Reserve divisions i n  199 1 .  

The National Guard Association 
attached the Pentagon's plan, calling 
instead for a force of ten active divi- 
sions and ten National Guard division 
equivalents. It also urged that, as a 
rule of thumb, all forces should be in 
the Guard or Reserve unless there are 
"compelling reasons" why their mis- 
sion must be performed by active- 
duty personnel. 

"There is no need for additional 
tional Guard divis~ons in the struc- 
e," Gen. Colin Powell, Chairman 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the 

Senate Armed Services Committee, 
which asked hini i~bout the National 
Guard Associatioli's counterproposal. 

"If we don't need twelve active divi- 
sions in the structure and we can take 
it down to ten-I don't think we can- 
but i f  we don't need twelve and have 
to go lower, we should not compen- 
sate for it by adding more, less-ready 
National Guard formations. We do 
not need more National Guard struc- 
ture strength." 

The next round in the debate will 
draw upon a new Total Force study 
that Congress directed the Pentagon 
to conduct and provide to Congress 
by December 199'2. Secretary Cheney 
and General Powell were also told to 
submit by February 15 their assess- 
ment of the study group's findings. 

era1 types of Reserve Component units 
as a percentage of the cost of compa- 
rable active-duty units: Army Guard 
mechanized division, thirty-five per- 
cent; Army Guard infantry division, 
thirty percent; Marine Corps infantry 
battalion, thirty percent; Marine heli- 
copler squadron, seventy percent; and 
Air Force F- 16ClD squadron, seventy- 
five to eighty percent. 

TFlese savings, however, aren't a 
patch on what CBO claims might be 
achieved by moving both active-duty 
and Reserve Component forces into 
cadre, nested, or stored status. An 
active-duty F-16 wing based in Eu- 
rope costs $3 million a year, CBO 

Selected Reserve Strength (in Thousands) 

Component 1980 1988 1991 1993 1997' 

. . .. 
Air National Guard 96.3 , 115.2 1 1  7.8 119.3 ,,I18 

Air Force Reserve 59.8 82.1 84.5 82.3 ? 8 2  . ,  
> - 

Army National Guard 366.6 455.2 446.1 422.7 338 

Army Reserve 213.2 312.8 309.7 279.6 229 

Navy Reserve 97.1 149.5 151.5 133.7 118 

Marine Corps Reserve 35.4 43.6 44.9 42.3 35 

Total 868.4 1,158.4 1,154.5 1,079.9 920 

'Base Force 

Sources. Department of Defense. Congressional Budget Office, 1993 Defense Authorization Act. 

The Cost Difference 
One of the strongest arguments for 

Guard and Reserve units i n  the force 
mix is that they cost less than active- 
duty units do. The flat assertion that 
Reserve ground component units op- 
erate for twenty-five percent of the 
cost of active-duty units, however, is 
too simplistic, General Powell told 
the Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee last spring. 

"The cost figures vary," General 
Powcll said. "I've seen numbers as 
low as twenty-five percent, [but] if 
you take a more sophisticated unit 
like an attack helicopter battalion, you 
will find that i t  starts to cost you up to 
seventy-five to eighty percent of the 
cost of an active-duty unit." 

I n  a memo to members of the House 
Armed Services Committee in May, 
Chairman Aspin cited the cost of sev- 

says. A simila~ F-16 wing in the Air 
National Guard costs $2 million. In  a 
teamed configuration, the expense 
drops to $1.6 million, and a stored 
F- 16 wing would cost only $330.000. 

The Alternative 111 planners note 
that the Air Force now stores and 
maintains aircraft in contingency sta- 
tus fc'r the Navy at Davis-Monthan 
AFB, Ariz. These aircraft get some 
monthly maintenance and an annual 
engine test. The average cost to keep 
an airplane in this condition is $20,000. 

To estimate the cost of stored Air 
Force wings, CBO assumed an annual 
cost of $100,000 to "permit stored 
aircra't to be maintained at signifi- 
cantly higher levc.15 of readiness than 
today's contingency planes." 

Summing up the yield from all ser- 
vices, CBO figures the Alternative I11 
force could be budgeted at $205.9 
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billion annually in 1993 dollars--or 
$32.1 billion less than the expense of 
$e Base Force forecast by the Bush 

The Total Relationship 
"The Air Force Reserve is not a 

force in reserve. We contribute daily 
to the Air Force mission and are mea- 
sured to the same standards as our 
active-duty counterparts," declares 
Maj. Gen. John J.  Closner 111, Chief 
of Air Force Reserve. 

He has a point. The Air Force has 
been cited repeatedly as the service 
most committed to integrating and 
employing Reserve forces in the way 
the framers of the Total Force policy 
intended. 

The Air Guard and the Air Force 
Reserve are both heavily tasked for 
numerous operational missions, even 
in peacetime. They handle more than 
half of the airlift work load and large 
shares of such other missions as res- 
cue, reconnaissance, and aeromedical 
evacuation. Counting continental air 
defense interceptors flown by the Air 
National Guard, Reserve Component 
pilots will fill forty-eight percent of 
USAF's fighter cockpits by 1995. The 

rospect of assigning some of the 
w a v y  bomber mission to Reserve units 

has been discussed. 
The Arm! cxperienced a bad bounce 

when a few of its National Guard 
roundout brigades were judged not 
ready to deploy when they were acti- 
vated d u r ~ n g  the Persian Gulf War. 
Other ground units performed with 
distinction in the conflict. The Air 

Guard and Reserve began operations 
on the first day of the crisis and car- 
ried their full share of the wartime 
missions in admirable fashion. 

Most of the time, when Total Force 
planners refer to "the Reserve Compo- 
nent," what they really mean is the 
Selected Reserve, whose members train 
at least forty days a year, usually much 
more than that. Nearly all of the pilots 
and many of the other personnel are 
veterans ofthe active-duty component. 

At any given point, about 9,000 
members of the Air National Guard 
and the Air Force Reserve will be serv- 
ing tours of active duty that may last 
several years. Air Guard and Reserve 
units have some 35,000 "military tech- 
nicians," members who work full-time 
for their units while also maintaining 
their status as drilling Rescrvists. 

Also counted as part of the Ready 
Reserve-although the dcsignation 
does not fit as well-are some 600,000 
Individual Rcady Reservists. These 
are people who served a tour in either 
the active-duty force or  the Selected 
Reserve but who have not yet reached 
acombined total of eight years' active 
and inactive service. They can be called 
up in wartime or  a declared national 
emergency. The Army, in fact, did mo- 
hi!ize about 17.000 Individual Ready 
Reservists during the Gulf War. The 
Air Force recalled a few of its Indi- 
vidual Ready Reserve medical per- 
sonnel to fill specific skill shortfalls. 

Another large segment of manpower 
is in the Retired Reserve, about 1.8 
million retired military members from 
all services. They, like lndividual 

What's What in the Reserve Component 

The Ready Reserve 
Selected (or drilling) Reserve. Units  and individuals who train regularly and are 
responsible for significant portions of Total Force mission in peacetime. 

lndividual Ready Reserve. Veterans of active-duty, Guard, or Reserve service who 
have a residual obligation until they attain eight years'total active and inactive service. 

Inactive National Guard (Army only). Guardsmen who do not participate in training 
but who would report to units in a mobilization. 

The Standby Reserve Persons removed from the Ready Reserve for circum- 
stances of civilian employment, ineligibility for mobilization, temporary hardship, or 
disability. 

The Retired Reserve Retired military members who are still subject to call-up in 
Tn emergency. 

w i l i t a r y  Te~hnicians Dual-status individuals who work full-time as civilians for 
Guard or Reserve units and also part-time as drilling Reservists or Guardsmen. 

> 

9 ; *  
Ready Reservists, are seldom called 
on, but, during the Gulf War, the Air 
Force mobilized about 1,250 retirees 
and the Marine Corps recalled 700. 

The Air Force has no qualms about 
the caliber of its Guard and Reserve 
units, but reducing the active-duty corn- ' 

1 , - .  
I .  

ponent any lower than prescribed in 
the Base Force mix would probably ; . 
meet stiff objection. The Bush Admin- A - 
istration plan, attacked as insufficiently , 

ruthless, cut the active-duty Air Force ; 
by thirty percent from its peak strength " . 
in the 19SOs but left the Reserve Com- ; 
ponent levels essentially intact. 

Alternative I11 would eliminate eight 
actike-duty wings and six Reserve - 
Component wings that were forecast ' 

in the Base Force. All together, the 
active-duty Air Force and the Selected , 
Reserve would have only a dozen 
w i n ~ , s  left to operate, with the other i 
fourleen tucked away in storage. i t  

It is difficult to imaglne such a 1 
force having any quality edge on op- 
ponents in combat. The stored wing 
concept seems to assume implicitly 
that an effective fighting unit can be 
created by pulling individuals and 

- 

pieces of equipment together in the 
same 1ocat:on. It further assumes that 
a stretch of refresher training is all 
that Individual Ready Reservists will 
need before going into battles where 
peorle bleed real blood. 

Nobotly is l~ke ly  to invest much in 
new aircraft or syl;tem upgrades for a 
forct: in storage, so  the hastily re- 
qualified crews could not expect r c i  be 
flying top-of-the-line equipment. I low 
well the aircraft nould be maintained 
in storage is anotlxr question. 

C130 theorists acknowledge that the 
mothballed torce might need a lot of 
time to prcpare. They estimate that 
some stored units, especially those in 
the round forces, could require 720 
days or. n1or.r after niobilization be- 
fore they are ready to deploy. 

A critical assumption is the amount 
of warning time and what use the nation 
and its stored combat units would make 
of it. Given 720 days (or more) of stra- 
tegic warning, there i \  no assurance that 
they would be devoted to mobilization 
and reconstitution of forces. 

The politicians might view such 
preparation as provocative, increasing 
the likelihood of war. Or they may 
regard it as too great a financial burden 
for the voters to bear. I t  is entirely 
plausible that they would expend niost 
of'the warning interval making speeches 
to each other and d~thering about. m 
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PART 7. SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 
Chapter 27. GENERAL 

Section 1. POLICY 
7000. INTRODUCTION military authority. When an aircraft activity conducted 

In addition to the requirements of Part 1, this in special use airspace could measurably affect 
part contains the policy, procedures, and criteria the safety of persons or property on the surface, 
for the assignment, review, modification, and rev- the proponent shall demonstrate that provisions 
ocation of special use airspace. Special use airspace have been made for their protection. 
is airspace of defined dimensions wherein activities 7003. OPTIMUM UTILIZATION 
must be confined because of their nature, and/ To ensure optimum airspace utilization, using 
or wherein limitations may be imposed upon *aft agencies shall be encouraged to make their airspace 
operations that are not a part of those activities. available for the activities of other agencies on 
7001. CATEGORIES 

The handling of special use airspace matters 
falls into two categories. The first category consists 
of rulemaking actions which include restricted areas 
and prohibited areas. These relate to the assignment, 
review, modification, or revocation of airspace by 
a rule, regulation, or order as prescribed in Federal 
Aviation Regulations (See FAR Part 11). The second 
category consists of nonrulemaking actions and 
includes alert areas, controlled firing areas, and 
military operations areas (MOA's) where the FAA 
has the authority to make the final decision but 
does not express that decision by issuing a rule, 
regulation, or order. Also included in the noruule 
category are offshore warning areas where the 
FAA has an interest, but the final approval is 
shared by other agencies. 

7002. MINIMUM NUMBERS AND VOLUME 
a. Special use airspace programs are designed 

to accommodate national security and welfare and 
necessary military activity. They identify for other 
airspace users where the activity occurs and protect 
other users from hazardous operations. While 
establishment of special use airspace is essential 
to national security and the military mission, unneces- 
sary proliferation of these areas degrades the special 
use airspace program and adversely affects the 
overall efficiency of the National Airspace System. 

b. The volume of airspace to be included in 
1 w any specific area of special w e  airspace and the 
'\ time during which it is to be assigned shall be 

the minimum required to contain the proposed 
user activities, including safety zones required by 

a shared use basis. In this regard, dl special 
use airspace proposals shall be specifically reviewed 
for a determination of whether the military require- 
ment can be accommodated within, or by modifying, 
existing areas. 
7004. WAIVERS OF FAR'S 

The establishrnent/designation of special use air- 
space docs not, in itself, waive any part of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations. 
7005. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Special use airspace actions are subject to environ- 
mental assessments and procedures if the floor 
of the proposed area is below 3,000 feet AGL 
or if supersonic flight is anticipated at any altitude. 
Compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) is the responsibility of the proponent 
under the lead agency concept. (See Order 1050.1.) 
7006. COORDINATION OF PROPOSALS 

Prior to submission for approval, military pro- 
ponents of special use airspace will coordinate 
proposals with locally affected ATC facilities and 
military units, local FAA representativesfiaison offi- 
cers where =igned, and the ARTCC having jurisdic- 
tion over the affected airspace. All coordination 
of nonmilitary proposals will be accomplished by 
the regional Air Traffic division. 
7007. REGIONAL ACTION 

Special usc: airspace rulemaking actions shall 
be processed in accordance with the procedures 
prescribed in FAR Part 11 and in Parts 1 and 
7 of this Handbook. Nonrulemaking actions shall 
be processed in accordance with the procedures 
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w e s c r i b e d  in Pan 1 and this pan. Upon receipt 
of a special use airspace proposal, the region 
shall: 

a. Review the proposal for completeness and 
sufficient justification. 

b. Coordinate the proposal to identify conflicts 
with the requirements of other airspace users. Give 
special attention to compatible airspace use relative 
to existing and planned airports and their associated 
airspace requirements. 

c. Circularize the proposal in accordance with 
the procedures specified in Part 1 and the chapter 
of this part applicable to the type special use 
airspace proposed. Additionally, if it would increase 
the burden on the public and/or coordination and 
informal discussions indicate it will be controversial, 
circularize the proposal to interested persons under 
the procedures of Chapter 2, Section 2. Proposed 
actions which clearly do not impact aviation need 
not be circularized nor issued as an NPRM. 

d. When comments, review, and/or coordination 
indicate that the proposal will be controversial, 
an informal airspace meeting may be scheduled 
in accordance with Chapter 2, Section 3 of this 
"andbook. 

. When conclusions are reached, complete 
ocessing as specified in the appropriate chapter Q= 

of this part. When required, forward the proposal 
to ATP-200 for action. The package shall include 
at the minimum the region's recommendations, jus- 
tification, documentation of regional actions, copies 
of pertinent correspondence, original sectional charts 
showing proper coordinates, and all other related 
information contained in Section 3 of this chapter 
that could be useful to make a determination or 
complete the coordination. 

7008. JOINT USE 
Special use airspace should be available for use 

by nonparticipating aircraft when all or part of 

the airspace is not required for its prescribed purpose 
provided there is no derogation to the using agency's 
mission. Because of their small size, geographic 
location, or high degree of utilization, some areas 
are impractical for joint use. Joint use procedures 
for specific types of airspace are contained in 
the appropriate chapter of this part. 

7009. CONTROLLING AGENCY 
Joint use of special use airspace requires the 

assignment of a controlling agency. The assigned 
facility is: 

a. For joint use restricted areas, the ATC facility 
that may authorize transit through or flight within 
a restricted area in accordance with a joint use 
letter (reference FAR Part 73.17). 

b. For other than joint use restricted areas, the 
FAA or the military ATC facility. 

7010. USING AGENlCY 
Normally, the using agency is the agency, organiza- 

tion, or military command whose activity established 
the requirement for the special use airspace. An 
ATC facility may be the using agency for joint 
use areas when the facility is specified in a letter 
of procedure as having priority for use of the 
area. 

7011. CHARTING AND PUBLICATION 
With the exception of Controlled Firing Areas 

and an optional requirement for temporary MOA's 
and temporary restricted areas, special use airspace 
shall be reflected in aeronautical publications and 
depicted on aeronautical charts. New and revised 
areas normally become effective on the U.S. 56- 
day cycle publication dates (see Part 1). 
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Section 2. Dl 
, - 

7120. GENERAL 
Special use airspace is described in terms of 

horizontal (boundaries) and vertical (altitude) dimen- 
sions, effective for a specified period of time. 
7121. HORIZONTAL LIMITS 

The horizontal limits of special use airspace 
are defined by geographic coordinates or other 
appropriate references that clearly describe their 
boundaries. Where it is difficult to establish bound- 
aries easily discernible from the air, the area may 
be changed to allow the boundary to be located 
along some charted prominent terrain feature; i.e., 
rivers, highways, railroad tracks, etc. Except for 
temporary areas, boundaries shall not be described 
as "along the boundary" of another airspace area. 

7122. VERTICAL LIMITS 
a. Vertical limits shall be established, as necessary, 

to contain the planned activities. Stratification to 
enhance joint use is permitted and encouraged. 

b. Within areas solely containing aircraft oper- 
ations, altitudes at or above 18,000 feet MSL 
shall be expressed as flight levels. Within areas 
containing other than aircraft operations, altitudes 
at or above 18,000 feet MSL shall be expressed 
as feet above mean sea level (MSL). 

c. Below 18,000 feet MSL, altitudes shall be 
expressed to the nearest 100 feet. Above 18,000 
feet MSL, altitudestflight levels shall be expressed 
to the nearest 500 feet. 

d. Procedures for determining the floor of special 
use airspace vary according to area type and are 
contained in the appropriate chapters of this part. 

e. Ceilings are expressed as flight levels or feet 
above MSL. Unless otherwise specified, the word 
"to" an altitude or flight level means "to and 
including" that altitude or flight level. If the vertical 
limit does not include the altitude or flight level. 
the ceiling shall be expressed as "towbut noi 
includine." - --- 

W~ 

7123. TIMES OF USE 
a. Close scrutiny of proposed times of use is 

essential to good management of special use airspace. 
Publication of unrealistic usage times unnecessarily 
discourages pilots of nonparticipating aircraft from 
requesting transit or activity information. In determin- 
ing the times of use, the guiding factors are 
equally to: 

1. Assign the minimum period of time necessary 
to meet the requirements of the using agency. 

2. Enhance real time joint use of special use 
airspace by conveying to nonparticipants definite 
and/or probable periods of inactivity. For areas 
that permit transit without specific approval, this 
must also be weighed against the opposite effect 
of presumed inactivity luring nonparticipants into 
a lack of vigilance in the area. 

3. Keep to a minimum the amount of information 
necessary to publish and chart special use airspace 
areas. 

b. Times of use shall be expressed using the 
terms or combinations of the terms indicated below 
and should reflect normal use for the majority 
of the time. When a using agency has knowledge 
of significant seasonal differences in usage require- 
ments, different times of use may be established 
as appropriate; e.g., "Sep--Apr, Mon-Fri 0800- 
1700" and "May-Aug, Daily Sunrise-2300." 
Days of the week and/or months of the year 
should be indicated as appropriate. 

1. Sunrise and sunset: 
2. Specified time: Local time using the 24- 

hour clock. 
3. Intermittent: Requires an associated time or 

NOTAM provision. Not applicable to restricted 
areas without a "by NOTAM" provision. 

4. Continr~ous: Use only if justification exists 
for utilization 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Not applicable to warning areas or combined use 
with 1 and 2 above. 

5. By NOTAM: 
(a) May. be used alone or in combination 

with 1, 2, and 3 above when anticipated usage 
cannot be determined, or when the nature of the 
using agency's mission requires infrequent and/ 
or erratic utilization. Use of the "by NOTAM" 
provision is not intended to provide solely for 
the "possibility of unforeseen short range require- 
ments" of the using agency. 

@) Shall be applicable to an entire area 
and not only to a portion thereof. When time 
of use varies significantly from one portion of 
an area to another, action should be initiated to 
have dissimilar portions identified by subdivision 
or reestablished as separate areas. 

(c) Activation by NOTAM should normally 
be at least 24 hours in advance. This may be 
reduced if justified to gain an operational advantage. 

7124-7129. RESERVED 
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7130. DESCRIPTION 
a. Title-A short definitive description of what 

is proposed. 
b. Boundaries--A definitive description of the 

proposed area's perimeter in accordance with para- 
graph 7121. 

c. Altitudes--Minimum and maximum altitudes 
in accordance with paragraph 7122. 

d. Times of use-local time operations are nor- 
mally expected to begin and end in accordance 
with paragraph 7123. 

e. Controlling agency-Not applicable when the 
airspace will not be joint use. 

f. Using agency. 

713 1. COORDINATION 
Furnish a resume of the coordination accomplished 

in accordance with paragraph 7006. For new areas, 
indicate that shared use andlor expansion of existing 
areas has been explored and determined unacceptable 
to satisfy the requirement for the proposed airspace. 
(See paragraph 7003.) 

3. The altitudes to be used in daily aircraft 
operations (expressed in feet MSL or flight levels 
as appropriate). For each type of activity, include 
the altitudes (or blocks of altitudes) and. the number 
of hours these altitudes will be used. (See paragraph 
7122.) 

4. The intentions regarding flight at supersonic 
speeds. 

I. If the area is to be used for surface firing 
(See paragraph '7122.): 

1. Type weaponls to be fired with their associated 
firing fans, footprints, buffers, etc. 

2. Maximum altitude of surface firing (expressed 
in feet MSL) used in accomplishing required oper- 
ations. 

3. Number of hours highest altitude is to be 
used annually. 

4. Altitude normally used for daily firing oper- 
ations (expressed in feet MSL). 

5. A detailed explanation of the peak hourly, 
daily, weekly, and monthly volume of firing. 

g. Any special requirements. 
7132. JUSTIFICATION 7134. SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS 

The need for the proposed airspace must be 
definitive and able to support any resultant imposition 
on nonparticipants or affordance of priority to 
the special use proponent. Requirements, such as 
"the containment of militaq activity," or "in 
support of national defense," or other similar state- 
ments, in and of themselves are inadequate. 

7133. ACTIVITIES 
Activities include: 
a. A detailed list of activities to be conducted 

by each organization proposing to use the area. 
b. Local time daily operations normally are sched- 

uled to begin and end. Include weather requirements 
if it is a condition of use. (See paragraph 7123.) 

c. Number of hours (daily) the area will be 
used. 

d. Days per week, weeks per month, or months 
per year, as appropriate, the area will be used. 

i e. if the area is to be used for aircraft operations, 
include: 

1. The number and type of aircraft normally 
involved in performing activities for which the 
area is established. 

2. A statement as to whether ground or airborne .w radar surveillance will be used during the operation. 
If radar surveillance will be used, indicate on 
the chart where the radar coverage is available. 

Include an explanation as to how each of the 
following, if applicable, is to be accomplished. 

a. How activity will be confined within the pro- 
posed area. 

b. Procedures for handling malfunctions. 
c. Ordnance trajectory envelope. 

7135. COMMUNICATIONS AND RADAR 
Specify the availability and proposed utilization 

of ground and/or airborne communications coverage; 
e.g. range control, military radar unit (MRU), airborne 
radar unit (ARU), Fleet Area Control and Surveillance 
Facility (FACSFAC). 
7136. ENVIRONMENTAL AND LAND USE 

INFORMATION 
a. Identify the lead agency or appropriate rep- 

resentative responsible for compliance with NEPA. 
b. Certify W A  compliance. If delayed, must 

be in hand by FAA prior to issuance of final 
rule or publication cutoff date for nonrulemaking 
action. 

c. Furnish the names, addresses, and telephone 
numbers of persons to whom comments on environ- 
mental and land use aspects may be submitted 

d. Proposals requesting designation below 1,200 
feet AGL which have underlying private or public 
use land must indicate agreement to provide reason- 
able and timely aerial access to such land. Prohibited 
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restricted area proposals requesting designation 
m the surface shall indicate that the proponent W 

either owns, leases, or by agreement controls the 
underlying surface. 

7137. GRAPHIC DISPLAY 
Proposals shall include a graphic presentation 

of the proposed area on maps and aeronautical 
charts as appropriate. If applicable, the presentation 
should indicate those areas owned, leased, or con- 
trolled by the using agency. AU proposals should, 
as a minimum, be depicted on an original Sectional 
Aeronautical Chart. 

a. If the area is to contain aircraft operations, 
the following shall be depicted: 

1. The location and the representative pattern 
of firing and/or bombing nms. If appropriate, show 
where run begins, lock-on point, where firing, 

if any, commences and ends, and release point 
and pullup points. 

2. Impact areas. 
b. If the area is to contain surface-to-surface 

or surface-to-air firings, the following shall be 
depicted: 

1. Figpoints .  
2. Impact areas. 
3. Perimeter of fving fans for each type weapon 

used. 

7138. JOINT USE 
State whether the area will be joint use, and 

if not, include justification. 

7139. REMARKS 
Specify any pertinent data not indicated elsewhere. 

7140-7149. RESERVED 
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Section 4. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
7150. ANNUAL REVIEW 

ATP-200 and regional Air Traffic divisions shall 
systematically and periodically review special use 
airspace within their area of jurisdiction, and if 
required, initiate action to alter or revoke such 
airspace. As a minimum, the utilization of each 
area of special use airspace, except prohibited and 
warning areas, shall be reviewed on an annual 
basis. 
7151. FORMAUINFORMAL REVIEW 

The review of special use airspace may be 
accomplished through formal or informal procedures. 
Formal reviews are conducted by special use airspace 
teams that are established when determined to 
be appropriate by ATP-200 or a regional Air 
Traffic division. Informal reviews are condilcted 
on a continuous basis by all agency personnel 
engaged in handling special use airspace. 

7152. TEAM REVIEW 
Formal airspace reviews should be conducted 

by a special use airspace team that consists of 
three or more members. In matters involving Flight 
Standards, a representative from the Flight Standards 
division should be invited to participate as a member 
of the team. If required, representatives of more 
than one region can participate as members of 
the team. The team chairman should be an Air 
Traffic specialist of ATP-200 or the regional Air 
Traffic division. The selection and use of the 
special use airspace team should be on an "as 
required" basis, and a particular team shall be 
dissolved when its study is completed. Normally, 
team efforts should be directed toward problem 
areas evaluating the need for additional assignments 
of special use airspace and conducting reviews 
of selected special use areas for the purpose of 
developing recommendations for retention, alteration, 
or revocation based upon changing user requirements 
and/or actual utilization. 

7154. DUTIES OF CHAIRMAN 
In addition to the above general responsibilities 

of a special use airspace review team, the team 
chairman shall accomplish the following: 

a. Prior to the team's visit to the area, coordinate 
with appropriate military commands and/or civil 
users. Coordination should be initiated far enough 
in advance of the team's visit to provide local 
representatives with sufficient time to prepare required 
data. Initial coordination with the military shall 
be effected through the appropriate regional military 
representative. 

b. If deemed necessary, schedule an informal 
airspace meeting near the location of the area 
under study. Such a meeting would allow the 
users and other interested persons an opportunity 
to present their position and offer recommendations. 

7155. TEAM IREPORT 
On completion of the review, the team shall 

analyze the information obtained and develop its 
recommendations. The team findings shall be for- 
warded througli the regional Air Traffic division 
to the regional military representative for appropriate 
action. A copy shall be sent to ATP-200 and 
to the affected ATC facilityls. The report should 
include: 

a. A summary of the positions of all interested 
civil and military users to include operational require- 
ments and recommendations. 

b. The findings, conclusions, and recommendations 
of the team. 

c. Positions submitted in writing at a formal 
special use airspace review shall be attached to 
the team report. 

7156 TEAM REPORT RESPONSES 
The appropriate regional military representative 

should provide a response to the team report within 
60 days. If the military concurs with the team's 

7153. TEAM RESPONSIBILITIES findings, conclusions, k d  recommendations, the 
Air Traffic division should initiate any appropriate The team a fad Bnding body for airspace action and advise ATP-200. If the Air 

gathering Momtion coneeming the T r M c  and the are unable to 
for and use of 'pecial use reach an agreement on the team's repod, the fir It should determine the actual hours of use, altitudes Trdc division should fornard the military position 

and geographiePl u ~ e ~ ,  t Y P  of anivities .long with the fi Traffic division recommendation 
and other pninent to ATP-200 for a determination. Also, provide 

Teams accept statements from a copy of the Air Traffic division recommendation based 0' c o n j e e  regarding the Present or fut'~ to the military representative. w usage of an area. Instead, any stated requirement 
must be based on factual data. 7157-7199 RESERVED 





7400.2C CHG 4 

Chapter 28. PROHIBITED .AREAS 
Section 1, POLICY 

7200. DEFINITION "P-66 Rancho del Cielo, Goletta, CA." The identi- 
A prohibited area is airspace designated under fication number shall be assigned by ATP-200 

FAR Part 73 within which no person may operate and normally not until a ,proposal is published 
an aircraft without the permission of the using asanNPRM. - 

agency. 7203. EXTENT 
7201. PURPOSE Prohibited areas arc normally designated from 

Prohibited areas are designated when determined the s ~ r f a a  to the minimum altitude iequhed, with 
necessary to prohibit flight over a surface area a confinuous time of designation. 
in the interest of national security and welfare. 
7202. IDENTlFICATION 7204. PUBLICATION 

Prohibited areas are designated and published Prohibited areas are identified by the prefu letter in Put 73 of the Federal Aviation Regulatiom. "P," followed by a dash, a two-digit number 
and a location (city/town/m~itary reservation); e.g., 7205-7219. RESERVED 
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Qiv Section 2. PROCESSING 
7220. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAL 

A proposal for the designation or amendment 
of a prohibited area should be submitted to the 
FAA regional Air Traffic division. If the proposal 
involves more than one region's airspace, Washington 
Headquarters (ATP-200) or a lead region may 
be designated as the focal point. The restrictions 
imposed by prohibited area designation are such 
that these actions are normally highly controversial 
and require indepth study. Although specifying a 
minimum processing time is impractical, at least 
6 months is required for routine action. 

7221. REGIONd4L ACTIONS 
After completion of the requirements of Chapter 

27, prohibited area proposals shall be forwarded 
to ATP-200 for final determination. The proposal 
package shall include the region's recommendations, 
documentation of regional actions, copies of pertinent 
correspondence, ,and any other information that could 
be helpful in making a determination. 

722297299. RESERVED 
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Chapter 29. RESTRICTED AREAS 
Section 1. POLICY 

7300. DEFINITION 
A restricted area is airspace designated under 

FAR Part 73 within which the flight of aircraft, 
while not wholly prohibited, is subject to restriction. 

7301. PURPOSE 
Restricted areas shall be designated when deter- 

mined necessary to confine or segregate activities 
considered to be hazardous to nonparticipating air- 
craft. 

7302. IDENTIFICATION 
Restricted areas are identified by the prefix letter 

"R," followed by a dash, a four-digit number, 
and a location (city/town/area/military reservation 
and state); e.g., R-2904 Camp Blanding, FL. A 
letter suffix is assigned to denote subdivisions; 
e.g., R-3005A Townsend, GA. Identification numbers (w shall be obtained from ATP-200 and will not 
normally be assigned until the proposal is published 
as a proposed rule. 

7303. RESTRICTED AREA FLOOR 
Restricted area floors will not normally be des- 

ignated lower than 1,200 feet above the surface. 
If a valid requirement exists and there is minimal 
adverse aeronautical effect on the overall system, 
restricted areas can be established lower than 1,200 
feet above the surface. However, the surface may 
be designated as the floor only when the using 
agency either owns, leases, or, by agreement other- 
wise, controls the underlying surface. At a minimum, 
provisions must be made for aerial access to private 
and public use land which underlies the restricted 
area and to accommodate instrument arrivalsldepar- 
tures with minimum delay. The restricted area 
shall exclude the airspace 1,500 feet AGL and 
below within a 3 NM radius of airports available 
for public use. 

7304. PUBLICATION 
Restricted areas are designated and published I in FAR Part 73. 

7305. JOINT USE 
a. Restricted areas are designated as joint use 

areas by designating a using and a controlling 
agency and by executing a letter of procedure 

which provides for the operation of nonparticipating 
IFR and/or VFR flight within the area. Flight 
within these areas is controlled by the using agency 
except when released to the controlling agency 
during periods the airspace is not being used for 
its designated purpose. During such periods, the 
controlling agency may permit aircraft operations 
within the area. 

b. When it is determined that a restricted area 
will be designated as joint use, the appropriate 
region will assign a controlling agency which shall, 
in conjunction with the using agency, execute a 
joint use letter of procedure. The preparation of 
the letter of procedure shall be in accordance 
with Order 7210.2. Also, see Figure 7-1. The 
format may be modified where local conditions 
warrant a departure from andlor the addition of 
other provisions, such as vertical and/or lateral 
subdivision of an area to facilitate joint use. For 
VFR operations it may be desirable to base lateral 
subdivisions on obvious, well defined landmarks. 
Charting of these subdivisions is optional. 

c. The regional air traffic division shall be the 
approving authority of all joint use letters of proce- 
dure. This authority may be delegated to the facility 
designated as the controlling agency. 

d. When there is a requirement to provide air 
traffic control services within a restricted area, 
the facility providing that service will be designated 
as the controlling agency. 
Note.-Before ATC services can be provided in such airspace, 
it must be designated controlled airspace under FAR Part 71. 

e. If both IFR and VFR requirements exist and 
if the controlling agency is an ATC facility remotely 
located from the restricted area, the area may 
be "flagged" on charts indicating to pilots that 
permission to transit the restricted area may be 
obtained by contacting an area or local FSS rather 
than the ATC facility. 

f. Communications between the controlling and 
using agencies concerning the timely release of 
joint use restricted areas shall be outlined in the 
letter of procedure. Communications shall be accom- 
plished by direct access telephone whenever possible. 
A record shall be made of all such communications. 
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records shall be retained for 15 days or 

g. Procedures for clearing IFR flights with respect 
to joint use restricted areas are contained in Order 
7110.65. 

7306. TEMPORARY RESTRICTED AREAS 
a Procedures to establish temporary restricted 

areas for military exercises are specified in Section 
3 of this chapter. Temporary areas for other than 
military exercised may be designated to accommodate 
short term activities of various government or private 

- 
agencies involved in research and development or 
other activity determined to be hazardous to 
nonparticipating aircraft. 

b. Every attempt shall be made to process proposals 
in minimum time and provide the proponent assistance 
in submitting a proper proposal. Proponents shall 
be encouraged to seek permission from using agencies 
to conduct their activities within established restricted 
areas to preclude unnecessary designation of addi- 
tional restricted airspace. 

7307-7319. RESERVED 



Figure 7-1. JOINT USE LE'ITER OF PROCEDURE 

FEDERAL AVlATlON ADMINISTRATION 
Washington, D.C. 20591 

JOINT USE RESTRICTED AREA LETTER OF PROCEDURE 

SUBJECT: Joint Use Latter of Procedure for Use of I?- A m  R- 

EFFECTIVE: 

In a ~ n ~  with s73.13, 973.15, and s73.17 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, the following 
letter e s t a b l i i  procedures for the use of Restricted Area R- , by I 

the Controlling Agency, and by , the Udng Agency. 

1. The Usiw Agency shall release R -  to the Controlling Agency when not in use for the 
purpose designated. 

t,W 2. During the time when the aimpace is released to the Controlling Agency, FAA may clear IFR traf- 
fic and authorize VFR traffic into R- 

3. The Controlling Agency shall return the use of R- to the Using Agency upon request. 
Such request shall be made at least (hours/minutm) prior to urn by the Using Agency. 
(In determining this specific time, consideration should be gown to such factors as: (1) IFR pro- 
cedures which impinge upon the Restricted Area; (2) communications; and (3) time required to 
ascertain that all VFR aircraft shall be clear of the area.) Tower, 
RAPCON, RATCF, FSS, ac., is designated as libison station for the relaying of information con- 
cerning the release of the area be-n the Controlling Agency and the Using Agency. mi 
statement to be used only when required.) 

EXECUTED: 

For the Controlling Agency: For the Using Agency: 

S i g d  Sined 

Air Tlclffic Manager, (Tie) 

(Date) (Date) 
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Section 2. PROCESSING 
7320. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS 

Restricted area proposals are submitted to the 
FAA regional Air Traffic division at least 9 months 
in advance of the desired effective date. Military 
proposals shall be submitted through the appropriate 
regional military representative. The following sched- 
ule represents the minimum time to process proposals 
which require only routine coordination. 

Calendar Days 

D Proposal Received by FAA region. 
D+30 Roposal reviewed by region and submitted 

to Washington Headquarters. 
D+95 Proposal reviewed by Washington Head- 

quarters. NOS coordination and chart 
preparation and Notice of Proposed Rule- 
making (NPRM) is prepand and for- 
warded to Federal Register. 

D+100 NPRM published in Federal Register. 
D+145 Comment period for NPRM ends. Corn- 

menu are directed to appropriate region. 

Calenhr Days 

D+165 Comments reviewed by appropriate region, 
and recommendations forwarded to 
Washington Headquarters within 20 days. 

D+22O Proposal and comments receive final re- 
view. Rule is prepared and forwarded to 
Federal Register. 

D+225 Rule published in Federal Register at least 
30 days prior to effective date. 

D+225-281 NOS cutoff date/rule effective date within 
this time frame (NOS cutoff date is 8 
weeks prior to rule effective date). 

7321. REGIONAL ACTION 
After completion of the requirements of Chapter 

27, restricted area proposals shall be forwarded 
to ATP-200 for final determination. The proposal 
package shall include the region's recommendations, 
documentation of regional actions, copies of pertinent 
correspondence, and any other information that could 
be helpful in making a determination. 

732207329. RESERVED 
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Section 3. TEMPORARY RESTRICTED AREAS FOR MILITARY 
EXERCISES 

7330. HANDLING REQUIREMENTS 
The handling of temporary restricted airspace 

requirements associated with military exercises differs 
significantly from the processing of other restricted 
airspace requirements. The following paragraphs 
provide definitive guidelines for handling the details 
associated with such exercises. 

7331. INFORMAL COORDINATION 
Before submitting a formal proposal requesting 

a temporary restricted area for a military exercise, 
the proponent should be encouraged to initiate 
informal coordination with the appropriate FAA 
region. This informal review can do much in 
eliminating future objections to the proposal. Where 
potential problem areas are noted, mutually agreeable 
adjustments to the proposed area should be made 
before formally submitting the proposal. During 
this coordination, primary consideration should be 
given, but not limited, to the selection of the 
ground maneuver area. This is because the require- 
ment for restricted airspace will be directly dependent 
upon the location of the ground maneuver area. 

,)y Attention should be given to the impact that a 
particular site location would have on IFR and 
VFR airway traffic, regularly used VFR routes, 
off airway air camer routes, airports within and 
in proximity, instrument approach and missed 
approach areas, approach and departure procedures, 
and any special military operations. 

7332. MILITARY EXERCISES 
To assist FAA and military personnel in planning 

and preparing for military exercises requiring 
restricted airspace, the following time-phased listing 
of information items that are normally required 
in the processing of the request for special use 
airspace has been developed. It is unlikely that 
the list below includes all items of information 
that may be required for a specific military exercise 
and, conversely, certain items will not be applicable 
in all cases. Its primary purpose is to provide 
a common basis from which this agency and the 
DOD can proceed toward determining and meeting 
the peculiar airspace requirements associated with 
military exercises. 

7333. REQUIRED INFORMATION 
Information normally required for processing - requests, developing procedures, and time periods 

required by the FAA are described as follows: 
a. After all informal coordination has been com- 

pleted and at least 8 months prior to the desired 

effective date of a temporary restricted area, a 
fonnal proposal should be submitted to the FAA. 
The proposal should include: 

1. Name of exercise. 
2. Location and description of area. 
3. Time of designation. 
4. Controlling and using agency. 
5. Complete justification for the area to include: 

(a) Number of aircraft involved. 
@) o p e s  of aircraft and missions they will 

perform. 
(c) The exercise concept of operation (sce- 

nario). 
6. A statement explaining if the entire area, 

as requested, is required for the complete exercise 
period, or does the scenario allow for releasing 
a portion of the area. If a portion can be released, 
what part, vertically or horizontally, and for what 
period of time, 

7. Requirements for refueling tracks, location, 
VFR or IFR, in or below positive controlled airspace. 

8. Commtands that will take part in exercise. 
9. Requirements for FAA liaison personnel at 

exercise facilities and military liaison personnel 
at affected ATC facilities. 

10. Provision to be made for nonparticipating 
aircraft desiring to operate within area. 

(a) Local airport operations. 
@) Ingress and egress routes. 
(c) Over flights. 
(d) Acceptance of reverse charge telephone 

requests from pilots. 
(e) Capability of the using agency to accept 

direct radio requests from pilots. 
b. Four months prior to the proposed effective 

date of restricted area an NPRM is published 
provided the proponent furnishes the following data: 

1. Bases to be used as staging airfields and 
estimated volume of activity at each. 

2. Bare (inactive) bases to be activated and 
their locations. 

3. Military control facilities or navigation aids 
to be established where none now exist for use 
of participating aircraft outside of restricted area. 
Information provided should include locations and 
frequencies. 

4. Requirements for ingress and egress areas 
(vector areas). 
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5. Requirements for routes from staging bases 
include estimated volume of use. 

6. Location of military air traff~c facilities. 
7. Requirements for refueling tracks, location, 

VFR or IFR, in or below area positive control. 
8. Requirements for military control of exercise 

traffic outside of restricted area. 
9. Requirements for FAA liaison personnel at 

exercise facilities. 
c. Three months prior to beginning of exercise: 

1. Make provisions to assure that participating 
pilots are provided the capability of closing VFR 
flight plans. 

2. Provide information concerning other activi- 
ties not mentioned which will require development 
of special operating procedures and/or FAA military 
agreements. 

3. NPRM comment period ends. Comments 
analyzed. 

d. Two months prior to beginning of exercise 
provide any additional information deemed necessary 
by the FAA. During this period, the rule is published 
designating the restricted area, or the proposal 
i q  rejected, and the NPRM is withdrawn. 

. Forty-five (45) days prior to beginning of 
rcise: 
1. Provide any additional information deemed 

necessary by the FAA or exercise proponent. 
2. Provide copies of all established procedures 

and agreements for distribution to FAA and military 
personnel who require this information. 

7334. DISCOURAGE LATE CHANGES IN 
REQUIREMENTS 

The proponent of a temporary restricted area 
should be discouraged from making late changes 
in stated requirements which would generate different 
procedures from those previously developed. In 
any case, no change should be made within 45 
days of the exercise unless (a) absolutely essential 

to the safe and successful conduct of the exercise, 
or @) to reduce the amount of airspace to be 
restricted. 

7335. TIME REQUIREMENTS 
The agency requires a sufficient amount of time 

to designate airspace, develop procedures, and com- 
plete actions necessary to assist the proponent 
of an exercise to realize its objectives with a 
minimum of problems. To accomplish this mission, 
the planning and execution of that portion of 
the maneuver which deals with air traffic control 
must be a joint military/FAA effort from site 
selection to the final day of the exercise. In 
summary, close, early, and continuous coordination 
is essential. 

7336. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS 

Calendor Days 

Proposal received by FAA region. 
Proposal reviewed by region and submitted 

to Washington Headquarters. 
Proposal reviewed by Washington Head- 

quarters. NOS coordination and chart 
preparation. Notice of Proposed Rule- 
making (NPRM) is prepared and for- 
warded to Feded Register. 

NPRM published in Federal Register. 
Comment period for NPRM ends. Com- 

ments are directed to appropriate region. 
Comments reviewed by appropriate region, 

and recommendations forwarded to 
Washington Headquarters within 20 days. 

Proposal and comments receive final re- 
view. Rule is prepared and forwarded to 
Federal Register. 

Rule published in Federal Register at least 
30 days prior to effective date. 

Class I1 NOTAM cutoff date/Rule effective 
date within this time frame. (Class Il 
NOTAh4 cutoff date is 5 weeks prior to 
Rule effective date.) 

7337-7339. RESERVED 
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Section 4. ANNUAL UTILIZATION REPORT 
7340. REQUIREMENT 

Part 73.19 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
requires using agencies to submit an annual utilization 
report detailing the use of each assigned restricted 
area. Supplemental reports may also be required 
upon request by the FAA. . 

A detailed review of the annual utilization report 
shall be made by the appropriate regional Air 
Traffic division to: 

a. Detexmine if a particular area's utilization 
is consistent with its airspace designation or if 
an adjustment is in order. 

b. Provide data for and to supplement a team 
review of an area. 

c. Assist in resolution of questions concerning 
an area. 

7342. REPORT AMENDMENTS 
If, after reviewing a utilization report it is deter- 

mined that additional information is needed to 
evaluate the use of a restricted area, the regional 
Air Traffic division shall request the using agency 
to submit a supplemental report in accordance 
with FAR 73.19. Requests for supplemental reports 
shall identify the specific additional information 
which is to be reported. 

7343. REVIEW SUMMARY 
Regional Air Traffic divisions shall conduct annual 

utilization reviews of 'all restricted areas within 
their jurisdiction and forward recommendations for 
corrective action, if required, to the regional military 
representative.. An annual review summary including 
recommendations or actions taken, as appropriate, 
shall be submitted to ATP-200 ATTN: ATM-420 
by June 15 of each year. 

7344-7399. RESERVED 
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Chapter 30. WARNING AREAS 
Section 1. POLICY 

7400. DEFINITION 
A warning area is airspace of defined dimensions 

over international waters that contains activity which 
may be hazardous to nonparticipating aircraft. 
Because international agreements do not provide 
for prohibition of flight in international airspace, 
no restriction to flight is imposed. The term "warning 
area" is synonymous with the International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO) term "danger area." 

7401. PURPOSE 
Warning areas are established in international 

airspace to contain activity that may be hazardous 
and to alert pilots of nonparticipating aircraft to 
the potential danger. 

;(J 
7402. IDENTIFICATION 

Warning areas are identified by the prefix letter 
"W," followed by a dash, a two- o; three-digit 
number, and a location (city/town/area/military res- 
ervation and state); e.g., W-72 VACAPES VA. 
A letter suffix is assigned to denote subdivisions; 

e.g., W-72A VACAPES, VA. Identification numbers 
shall be assigned by ATP-200. 

7403. PUBLICATION 
When established, warning areas' are published 

in the National Flight Data Digest (NF'DD). Addition- 
ally, information concerning warning areas not adja- 
cent to or near the conterminous United States, 
Alaska, or Hawaii, will be disseminated by Inter- 
national NOTAM'S issued by National Flight Data 
Center (NFDC) at least 28 days prior to effective 
date. 

7404. JOINT USE 
When it is determined that a warning area will 

be established as joint use, a letter of agreement 
will be executed to assign a controlling agency 
and define the conditions under which 
nonparticipati~lg aircraft may be authorized to operate 
within the area. Apply the procedures of paragraph 
7305 as appropriate. 

7405-7419. RESERVED 
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Section 2. PROCESSING 
7420. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS Caletuiar Days 

Warning area proposals are submitted to the 
FAA regional Air Traffic division through the D+160 Warning area published in NFDD on or be- 
appropriate military representative at least 7 months fore cutoff date for next available chart- 

ing date. 
in advance of the desired effective date. The following D+16()-216 NOS cutoff dateleffective date within this 
schedule represents the minimum time to process time frame. (NOS cutoff date is 8 weeks 
proposals which require only routine coordination. prior to effective date.) 

Calendar Days 

D Roposai received by FAA region. 
D+30 Proposal reviewed by region and coordi- 

nated as required. N o d e  circularization 
published. 

D+75 Comment period for n o d e  circularization 
ends. 

D+95 Comments reviewed, and proposal for- 
warded to ATP-200 with region's rec- 
ommendations. 

D+140 E.O. 10854 and NOS coordination corn- 
pleted by ATP-200. 

7421. REGIONAL ACTION 
After completion of the requirements of Chapter 

27, warning area proposals shall be forwarded 
to ATP-200 for final coordination and publication. 

7422. E.O. 10854 COORDINATION 
In accordance with Executive Order 10854, warning 

area actions require coordination with Departments 
of State and Defense. This coordination will be 
accomplished by ATP-200 and normally requires 
a minimum of 45 days. 

7423-7499. RESERVED 
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Chapter 31. MILITARY OPERATIONS AREAS (MOA'S) 
Section 1. POLICY 

7500. DEFINITION 
A military operations area (MOA) is airspace 

established outside positive control area to separate/ 
segregate certain nonhazardous military activities 
from IFR traffic and to identify for VFR traffic 
where these activities are conducted. 

7501. PURPOSE 
The military has a continuing requirement to 

conduct nonhazardous training activities, such as 
air combat maneuvers, air intercepts, acrobatics, 
low altitude tactics, etc. MOA's are established 
to contain these activities in airspace as free as 
practicable fiom nonparticipating aircraft. 

lW 

7502. IDENTIFICATION 
MOA's shall be identified by the use of a 

nickname from a geographical -location or any 
other common name; e.g., "GATOR" or "FORT 
STEWART," and if desired, further identified in 
numerical sequence; e.g., "MOODY 1," "MOODY 
2," etc. Cardinal points, letters, or "high" and 
"low" may be used to identify subsections; e.g., 
"GATOR LOW." Lengthy composites of the above 
are cumbersome for communications and charting 
and should be avoided. 

7503. MOA FLOOR 
If a valid requirement exists and there is minimal 

adverse aeronautical effect on the overall system, 
MOA's can be established below 1,200 feet AGL. 
Determination of effect must include special consider- 
ation for aerial access to private and public use 
land and for terminal VFR and IFR flight operations. 
At a minimum, provisions must be made to accommo- 
date instrument arrivalsldepartures with minimum 
delay, and the MOA shall exclude the airspace 
1,500 feet AGL and below within a 3 nautical 
mile radius of airports available for public use. 

7504. LOCATION 
While MOh's should be located to create minimum 

adverse impact on nonparticipating aircraft operations, 
full consideration shall be given to the military 
requirement. M e r e  necessary, feasible, and a signifi- 
cant operational advantage will not be lost, airspace 
configurations may be changed and routes realigned 
or revoked to accommodate establishment of MOA's. 
Establishment of terminal or en route airspace 
to coincide with or supersede existing MOA's 
shall be avoided unless a significant operational 
advantage can be gained. MOA's shall not be 
established off-shore outside the U.S. 3 NM territorial 
limit. Additionally, and to the extent possible, locate 
MOA's: 

a. Within radar and communication coverage of 
an ATC facility or Military Radar Unit (MRU). 

b. Within 100 miles of the base of flight origin. 
c. Outside terminal airspace and away from Federal 

ainvays and regularly used VFR routes. 

7505. CONTROLLED AIRSPACE 
Designate controlled airspace to coincide with 

MOA's only if IFR ATC service is to be provided 
in that airspace by an FAA or military ATC 
facility. 

7506. JOINT USE 
MOA's, in effect, are always joint use in that 

VFR aircraft me not denied access and that IFR 
aircraft may be routed through the airspace when 
approved separation can be provided from MOA 
activity. Procedures for use of the airspace by 
nonparticipating IFR traffic shall be set forth in 
letters of agreement executed between the controlling 
and the using agencies. Such letters shall also 
include procedures for the appropriate flight service 
stations to be provided real-time activefinactive 
status of the MOA. 
7507-7519. RESERVED 
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Section 3. TEMPORARY MOA'S 
7530. GENERAL 

Regional Air Traffic divisions are the approval 
authority for temporary MOA's. Approved temporary 
MOA's shall be forwarded to ATP-200 for processing 
and publication. Disapproved proposals shall be 
fully documented in correspondence to the proponents 
with a copy to ATP-200. If the proponent resubmits 
the proposal, the regional office shall reevaluate 
and forward the package to ATP-200 for final 
determination. 

The provision for temporary MOA's is in rec- 
ognition of the military's need for additional airspace 
to periodically conduct readiness exercises that sup- 
plement routine training. When it is known that 
this need will occur on a regular and continuing 
basis, the necessary airspace should be considered 
for establishment as a permanent MOA with provi- 
sions for its activation by NOTAM/Special Notice 
disseminated well in advance of the scheduled 
activity. 
7531. LOCATION AND DURATION 

When existing airspace is inadequate to accornmo- 
date short-term military training exercises, temporary 
MOA's may be established for a period not to 
exceed 30 days. Preference will be given to expansion 
of existing MOA's over establishment of new areas. 
7532. PUBLICATION 

In all cases, approval of temporary MOA's shall 
include the provision that the military publicize 
the exercise within 100 miles of the affected airspace 
through such avenues as public media, pilot forums, 
and distribution of bulletins to known aviation 
interests. Determination of appropriate additional 
publication for temporary MOA's requires a case- 
by-case evaluation according to the scope of the 
exercise, anticipated impact on nonparticipants, time 
constraints, and other considerations. Normally, tem- 
porary MOA's will be published by NOTAM "L" 
at least 24 hours prior to activation, and Class 

I1 Graphic SOTAM'S (available through ATP-200 
on 8-9 weeks notice). Mailing the Graphic NOTAM 
to all licensed pilots within the appropriate geo- 
graphical area may be required to ensure adequate 
notification of the temporary airspace. Publication 
of temporary MOA's on aeronautical charts is 
normally not required; however, it may be a provision 
of approval if, because of anticipated impact on 
nonparticipants, such action is determined essential 
to aviation safety. Full consideration shall be given 
to the potential detrimental effect on the military 
of the additional processing time associated with 
aeronautical chart cyclic printing dates, and such 
a requirement shall not be imposed without ATP- 
200 concurrence. 

7533. SUBMJSSION OF PROPOSALS 
Temporary MOA proposals are submitted to the 

FAA regional Air Traffic division through the 
appropriate regional military representative at least 
4 months prior to the desired effective date. The 
following schedule represents the minimum time 
to process proposals which require only routine 
coordination. 

Calendar Days 

D Proposal received by FAA region. 
D+15 Proposal reviewed by region and coordi- 

nated as required. Nonrule circularization 
published. 

D+60 Comment period for nonrule circularization 
ends. 

D+80 Comments reviewed by region and ap- 
provaVdisapproval determination made 
and fomarded to Washington Head- 
quarten within 20 days. 

D+100-135 Class XI NOTAM cutoff dateJeffective date 
within this time frame. (Class I1 NOTAM 
cutoff date is 5 weeks prior to effective 
date.) 

7534-7599. RESERVED 
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Section 2. PROCESSING 
7520. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAtS 7521. REGIONAL ACTION 

MOA proposals are submitted to the FAA regional 
A r  Traffic division through the appropriate regional 
military representative at least 6 months in advance 
of the effective date. The following schedule rep- 
resents the minimum time to process proposals 
which require only routine coordination. 

Ca&n&r Days 

D Propod received by FAA region. 
D+30 Proposal reviewed by region and coordi- 

nated as required. N o d e  circularization 
published. 

D+75 Comment period for nonrule circularization 
ends. 

D+95 Comments reviewed and approval rec- 
ommendation or disapjmval determina- 
tion made by region. MOA's nc- 
ommended for approval sent to ATP-U)O 
for final determination and procesiq. 

D+11S NOS coodidon and MOA published in 
NFDD on or before cutoff date for next 
ch.rtiag date. 

D+1U-171 NOS cutoff daWeffcctive date within this 
time Inme. (NOS cutoff date is 8 weeks 

a. ATP-200 is the final approval authority for 
MOA's. After completion of the requirements of 
Chapter 27, the regional Air Traffic division shall 
forward MOA proposals which are recommended 
for approval to ATP-200 for final determination. 
The proposal package shall include the region's 
recommendations, documentation of regional actions, 
copies of pertinent correspondence, and any other 
information that can be helpful in making a determina- 
tion. 

b. Authority to disapprove MOA proposals is 
delegated to the regional Air Traffic division. Dis- 
approved proposals shall be fully documented in 
correspondence to the proponent with a copy to 
ATP-200. If the proponent resubmits the proposal, 
the regional office shall reevaluate and forward 
the package to ATP-200 for final determination. 

7522-7529. RESERVED 

prior to effcihve date.) 
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Chapter 32. ALERT AREAS 
Section 1. GENERAL 

7600. PURPOSE Flight service stations in the vicinity may broadcast 
Alert areas are established to inform pilots of information regarding the use being made of the 

specific areas wherein a high volume of pilot area, as circumstances dictate. Operations which 
training or an unusual type of aeronautical activity may be hazardous to other aircraft shall not be 
is conducted. conducted within alert areas since such activity 

must be confined within restricted areas. 
7601. ACTIVITY 

The activity within an alert area shall be conducted 7602. MINIMWM NUMBERS 
in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations, Alert areas should only be established when 
without waiver, and pilots of participating aircraft, a determination has been made that dissemination 
as well as pilots transiting the arc% shall be of the information concerning the activity would 
equally responsible for collision avoidance. 'Ibe be of opcrationd "due to the flying public 
establishment of alert areas does not impose any 
flight restrictions or communication requirements. 760397619. RESERVED 
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7620. PROPOSALSIREQUESTS 
Regional Air Traffic divisions are responsible 

for initiating proposals or processing requests for 
alert areas and submitting recommendations to ATP- 
200. 
7621. REVIEW BY ATP-200 

ATP-200 is responsible for reviewing the regional 
recommendations and making the final determination 
regarding the establishment of alert areas. 

7622. CHART DEPICTION 
Alert areas shall be flagged on aeronautical charts 

with information regarding time of use, altitudes 
employed, and type of activity conducted. They 
will be identified by the prefix letter "A" followed 
by two or more digits. ATP-200 shall assign the 
identifying number. 

7623. TIME OF SUBMISSION 

ir 
Proposals for the establishment of alert areas 

shall be submitted to the appropriate regional office 
at least 6 months in advance of the desired effective 
date. 

Calenahr Days 

D Proposal received by FAA region. 
D+30 Ptoposal reviewed by region and coordi- 

nated as required. N o d e  circularization 
published. 

D+75 Comment period for n o d e  circularization 
ends. 

D+95 Comments reviewed by region, and rec- 
ommendations forwarded to Washington 
Headquarters within 20 days. 

D+11S NOS coordination and Alert Area published 
in NFDD on or before cutoff date for 
next charting date. 

D+115-171 NOS cutoff date/effective date within this 
time h e .  (NOS cutoff date is 8 weeks 
prior to effective date.) 

7624. CONTENT OF PROPOSALS 
These proposals shall include the following 

information: 
a. Title: A definitive description of what is pro- 

posed. 
b. Purpose: A comprehensive explanation as to 

why the action is proposed. 
c. Location and Dimensions: 

1. A description of the airspace requested by 
geographic coo~rdinates or other appropriate reference 
that clearly define the areas. 

2. Minimum and maximum altitudes (MSU 
AGL) as appropriate 

3. A graphic presentation of the proposal to 
maps and aeronautical charts as appropriate. 

d. Pertinent data on activities to be conducted: 
1. A detailed list of activities to be conducted 

in the area by all user organizations. 
2. Time, expressed in local time, daily operations 

normally are scheduled to begin and end. 
3. Number of hours (daily) the area will be 

used. 
4. Days per: week, weeks per month, or months 

per year, as appropriate, the area will be used. 
5. Number and type of aircraft normally involved 

in performing activities for which the area is 
requested. 

6. Altitudes (MSUAGL) to be used in daily 
aircraft operations. 

7625. REGIONAL ACTIONS 
Upon receipt of a proposal for an alert area, 

the appropriate region shall comply with the provi- 
sions of Part 1 and this part. 

762607629. RESERVED 
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7620. PROPOSALS/REQUESTS 
Regional Air Traffic divisions are responsible 

for initiating proposals or processing requests for 
alert areas and submitting recommendations to ATP- 
200. 

7621. REVIEW BY ATP-200 
ATP-200 is responsible for reviewing the regional 

recommendations and making the final determination 
regarding the establishment of alert areas. 

7622. CHART DEPICTION 
Alert areas shall be flagged on aeronautical charts 

with information regarding time of use, altitudes 
employed, and type of activity conducted. They 
will be identified by the prefix letter "A" followed 
by two or more digits. ATP-200 shall assign the 
identifying number. 
7623. TIME OF SUBMISSION 

Proposals for the establishment of alert areas '- shall be submitted to the appropriate regional office 
at least 6 months in advance of the desired effective 
date. 

Calendar Days 

D Proposal received by FAA region. 
D+30 Proposal reviewed by region and coordi- 

nated as required. N o d e  cimlarhtion 
publisbcd. 

D+75 Comment period for n o d e  circularization 
ends. 

D+95 Comments reviewed by region, and rec- 
ommendations forwuded to Washington 
Herdquarten within 20 days. 

D+115 NOS coordination and Alert Area published 
in NFDD on or before cutoff date for 
next charting date. 

D+115-171 NOS cutoff datdeffective date within this 
time fnme. (NOS cutoff date is 8 weeks 
prior to effective date.) 

7624. CONTENT OF PROPOSALS 
These proposals shall include the following 

information: 
a. Title: A definitive description of what is pro- 

posed. 
b. Purpose: A comprehensive explanation as to 

why the action is proposed. 
c. Location and Dimensions: 

1. A description of the airspace requested by 
geographic coordinates or other appropriate reference 
that clearly define the areas. 

2. Minimum and maximum altitudes (MSU 
AGL) as appropriate 

3. A graphic presentation of the proposal to 
maps and aeronautical charts as appropriate. 

d. Pertinent data on activities to be conducted: 
1. A detailed list of activities to be conducted 

in the area by all user organizations. 
2. Time, expressed in local time, daily operations 

normally are scheduled to begin and end. 
3. Number of hours (daily) the area will be 

used. 
4. Days per week, weeks per month, or months 

per year, as appropriate, the area will be used. 
5. Number {and type of aircraft normally involved 

in performing activities for which the area is 
requested. 

6. Altitudes (MSUAGL) to be used in daily 
aircraft operations. 

7625. REGIONAL ACTIONS 
Upon receipt of a proposal for an alert area, 

the appropriate region shall comply with the provi- 
sions of Part 1 and this part. 

7626-7629. RESERVED 
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Chapter 33. CONTROLLED FIRING AREAS 
Section 1, GENERAL 

7700. PURPOSE 
Controlled firing areas are established to contain 

activities which, if not conducted in a controlled 
environment, would be hazardous to nonparticipating 
aircraft. It is the user's responsibility to provide 
for the safety of persons and property on the 
surface, and the proponent's written request for 
a controlled flring area should indicate that such 
provisions have been made. 
7701. BASIS FOR APPROVAL 

The approval of a controlled firing area shall 
only be considered for those activities which are 
either of short duration or of such a nature that 

they could be immediately suspended on notice 
that such activity might endanger nonparticipating 
aircraft. Examples of such activities are as follows: 

a. The f d g  of missiles, rockets, anti-aircraft 
artillery, and field artillery. (Includes military and 
civil firings, and in the case of rockets, also 
pertains to those fired by amateurs.) 

b. Static testing of large rocket motors. 
c. Blasting. 
d. Ordnance disposal. 
e. Chemical disposal. 

770207719. RESERVED 
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7630. GENERAL 
The criteria in this section shall be applied 

to determine whether or not alert areas should 
be established. The activity must be nonhazardous, 
and all flight activity shall be conducted in accordance 
with visual flight rules. 

7631. HORIZONTAL BOUNDARIES 
To the extent possible, these areas should be 

established so as to avoid Federal airways, major 
terminal areas, and high volume VFR routes. After 
an alert area is established, the designation of 
Federal airways through such areas should be kept 
to a minimum. 

7632. VERTICAL DIMENSIONS 
The ceiling and floor shall be established at 

levels necessary to contain the activity. In addition, 
the ceiling shall not extend into positive control 

& airspace nor the floor established below 4,000 
feet above ground level within a control zone. 

7633. TIME ASSIGNMENT 
A time period, expressed in local time, shall 

be specified to indicate hours of regularly scheduled 
use. When conditions warrant, provision may also 
be made for activation of the area by Notice 
to Airmen during other than regularly scheduled 
hours. 

7634. TYPES OF OPERATIONS 
Only the fallowing types of operations should 

be considered. 
a. Concentrated Student Training: A high volume 

of flight operations at one or more airports at 
a given location. Singly or jointly, the volume 
of activity should exceed 250,000 local operations 
annually and be generated primarily by student 
training in fixed-wing or rotary-type aircraft. A 
local operation is an aircraft arrival at or departure 
from an airport in which the aircraft: 

1. Operates in the local traffic pattern or within 
sight of the tower. 

2. Is known to be departing for, or amving 
from, flight in lacal practice areas. 

3. Executes simulated instnunent approaches or 
low passes at the airport. 

b. Unusual P~erial Activity: This type of activity 
is harder to define and must be individually considered 
as to its operational significance to the flying 
public. As an example, an alert area may be 
established where regularly used VFR routes transit 
an area which regularly contains a specialized 
type of air traffic and where prior knowledge 
of such traffic would significantly enhance aviation 
safety. 
7635-7699. RESERVED 
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Section 2. ESTABLISHMENT 
7720. RESPONSIBILITY FOR APPROVAL 

The authority to approve or disapprove controlled 
firing area proposals rests with the regional Ah 
Traffic divisions within whose jurisdiction the activity 
will take place. 
7721. SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

The proposal for a controlled firing area should 
be submitted to the appropriate regional Air Traffic 
division at least 3 months in advance of the 
desired effective date. 
7722. CONTENT OF PROPOSALS 

Controlled firing area proposals should include 
the information listed in Chapter 27, Section 3. 
7723. REGIONAL ACTION 

Upon receipt of a proposal requesting a controlled 
firing area, the responsible regional Air Traffic 
division shall: 

a. Review the proposal to determine if the proposed 
area's location would conflict with the requirements 
of other airspace users. 

b. Accomplish the following: 
1. If practicable, encourage the proponent to 

explore the feasibility of conducting the activity '" in an existing restricted area. 
2. After reaching a decision to approve or 

disapprove a proposal, inform the proponent of 
such decision by formal letter. If approval is granted, 
issue a Certificate of Waiver to FAR Part 101 
as required. 

3. If the decision is to approve a proposal, 
the letter of approval shall include, as a minimum, 
the following: 

(a) Activity for which approval has been 
granted. 

(b) Specific area for the activity. 
(c) Altitudes. 
(d) The name of the user. 
(e) Time of use. 
(f) Effective date. 
(g) Safety precautions to be observed (see 

Section 3 of this chapter). 
(h) Instructions, if applicable, for the user 

to notify the owner or manager of any airport 
that might be affected by the controlled firing 
area. 

(i) Instructions for the user to file the following 
information with the nearest flight service station 
in sufficient time to permit a notice to airmen 
to be transmitted at least 12 hours prior to scheduled 
operations: 

(1) Location of the area. 
(2) Time of use. 
(3) Activity to be conducted. 
(4) Altitudes. 
(5) User. 

c. Circularize potentially or known controversial 
proposals. 

d. Forward to ATP-200, for information purposes, 
a copy of the request for a controlled firing area 
and subsequent regional action. 
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7730. PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES 
Precautionary measures necessary to protect aircraft 

in flight, and where appropriate, persons and property 
on the surface are dependent on the type of activity, 
terrain, and other factors involved. The approving 
FAA office shall assure that adequate safety pre- 
cautions are established for each controlled firing 
area. The following precautionary measures are 
considered to be the minimum required and shall 
be mandatory for all controlled firing areas: 

a. The ceiling shall be at least 1,000 feet above 
the highest altitude of fire or other activity that 
could be hazardous to aircraft in the area. 

b. Visibility shall be sufficient to maintain visual 
surveillance of the entire controlled firing area 
and for a distance of 5 miles therefrom in all 
directions. 
7731. RADAR SURVEILLANCE 

If the approving FAA office determines that 
adequate radar surveillance is available, the criteria 
set forth in paragraph 7730a and b need not 
apply. The approving FAA office may establish 
ceiling and visibility requirements as it deems 
necessary; however, no projectile is to enter any 
cloud formation. 

7732. SAFETY OFFICER 
The user of a controlled firing area shall appoint 

a safety officer. This person is responsible to 
see that surveillance of the area and for distance 
of 5 miles therefrom is maintained immediately 
prior to and during the time that activity hazardous 
to aircraft is in progress. Surveillance may be 
accomplished by ground observers, radar, patrol 
aircraft, and/or surface vessels. While the use of 
any one or a combination of the methods in 
considered satisfactory, the limited capabilities of 
a surveillance plan based solely on the use of 
ground observers must be recognized. Although 
it would not be reasonable to restrict the altitude 
of an area on this factor alone, its limitations 
must be considered. 

7733. USER RESPONSIBILITIES 
The user must agree to cease any activity which 

creates a hazard upon notification that an aircraft 
is approaching the area. To accomplish this, each 
observer shall have continuous effective communica- 
tions with the safety officer and shall be thoroughly 
briefed as to observer responsibilities. 

773497999, RESERVED 







May 1 1, 1995 

IJPDATE 5/11/95: DISREGARD PREVIOUS COPIES 
To: CeCe, Chip, Sylvia, Cristin, David, Charlie, Wade, Chuck, John, 

Commissioners 
Fr: Jim Schufreider 
Re: Bases/facilities slated for closure (C), realignment (R), redirect (Rd), or 

receive (Rcv) and the affected Members' districts. Bold connotes an add. 
* = primary Member - 

Alabama Cm/Rdmcv Governor 
Ft. McClellan C James, Jr. (D) 

Anniston Army Dep. RCV Lb 

Redstone Arsenal Rcv bL 

Space & Strat. Cmd. C 

Alaska 
NAF Adak C Knowles(D) 

Ft. Greely R 6L 

Ft. Wainwright Rcv LC 

V 
Arizona 
Williams AFB 

Ft. Huachuca 
Yuma Proving Grd. 

Arkansas 
Ft. ChafXee 

California 
Long Beach 

w Ft. Hunter Liggett 

Senators Memberfs) 
Heflin (D) Browder (D-3) 
Shelby (R) 

Lb Browder (D-3) 
L L  Cramer (D-5) 

bL 

Stevens (R) Young (R-AL) 
Murkowski (R) 

L L  Young (R-AL) 
LL Young (R-AL) 

Rd Symington (R) McCain (R:) Hayworth (R-6) 
Jon Kyl wj 

RCV L L  Lb Kolbe (R-5) 
Rcv L& bb Pastor (D-2) 

C Tucker @) Bumpers (D) Hutchinson (R-3) 
Pryor (Dl 

C Wilson (R) Feinstein (D) Horn (R-38) * 
Boxer (D) Waters (D-35) 

Tucker (D-3 7) 
Hannan (D-36) 
Dixon (D-32) 
Torres (D-34) 

46 Farr (D- 17) 



Sierra Army Depot R 

w N. Highlands AGS 

C 
C/R 

Onizuka Air Station R 

Moffett AGS C 

East Ft. Baker C 
Rio Vista USARC C 
Branch Disciplinary C 
Barracks, Lompoc 
Reserve Center, Pomona C 
Resrv. Ctr Santa Irvine C 
Reserve Center, Stockton C 
MCAS El Toro/Tustin Rd 
NAVPERS San Diego C 
Nav. Health Res., San Diego C 
NADEP, North Island Rcv w DCMD West, El Segundo Rcv 
FISC, Oakland C 
SupShip, SF0  C 
EFAW, San Bruno C/R 
NWAD, Corona C/R 
NAWC, Pt. Mugu C/R 
Oakland A m y  Terminal C/R 

Colorado 
Lowry AFB 

Fitzsimons Hosp. C 

Ft. Carson Rcv 
Falcon AFB Rcv 
Peterson AFB Rcv 

G2n- 
Stratford Army Eng. C 

w W W C ,  New London 

Herger (R-2) 
Matsui (D-5) 
Fazio (D-3)* 
Pombo (R- 1 1) 
Kim (R-4 1 ) 
Fazio (D-3) 
Lofgren (D- 16) 
Mineta (D- 1 5) 
Eshoo (D- 14) * 
Mineta (D- 1 5) 
Lofgren (D- 16) * 
Eshoo (D-14) 
Woolsey (D-6) 
Fazio (D-3) 
Seastrand (R-22) 

Kim (R-4 1 ) 
Dornan (R-46) 
Pombo (R-1 1) 
Dornan (R-46) 
Bilbray (R-49) 
Bilbray (R-49) 
Bilbray (R-49) 
Harman (D-36) 
Dellums (D-9) 
Pelosi (D-8) 
Lantos 0-12) 
Calvert (R-43) 
Gallegly (R-23) 
Dellums (D-9) 

Romer @) Brown (R) Schroeder (D-1) 
Campbell (R) 

LC LC Schroeder (D- 1) * 
Schaefer (R-6) 

66 LL Hefley (R-5) 
LL CL Hefley (R-5) 
LL 6 L  Hefley (R-5) 

Rowland (R) Dodd (D) DeLauro (D) * 
Lieberman (D) Shays (R) 

LL (6 Gejdenson (D) 



V District of Columbia 
Walter Reed AMC Rcv 

Florida 
NAS Key West R 

Eglin AFB R 

g,",:;:BAFB 
Rd 
C 

Patrick AFB Rd 
Big Coppett Key C 
NADEP, Pensacola Rd 
NPPTC, Orlando Rd 

NTC, Orlando Rd 

NAS Cecil Field Rd 

- 

Ft. Gordon 
DCMD South, Marietta C 
NAS Atlanta C 

Guarrt 
Ship Repair Facility C 
Naval Activities R 
Public Works Center R/C 

Hawaii 
Tripler AMC Rcv 

NAS Barbers Point Rd 

Nlinois 
Price Support Center C 

Savanna Army Depot C 

--- bb Norton (D-AL) 

Chiles (D) Graham (:D) 
Mack (R) 

6b 

Lb 

u 

bb 

bL 

bb  

bb 

bb  

bb  

66  

Deutsch (D-20) 

Scarborough (R- 1) 
Gibbons (D-1 1) 
Meek (D-17) 
Weldon (R- 1 5) 
Deutsch @-20) 
Scarborough (R-1) 
Mica (R-7) 
McCollum (R-8) * 
Mica (R-7) 
McCollum (R-8) * 
Fowler (R-4) 

Miller @) Nunn @) Chambliss (R-8) 
Coverdell (R) 

66 ( 6  Norwood (R- 1 0) 
Lb Lb Barr (R-7) 
u 66 Gingrich (R-6) 

Gutierrez (D) --- Underwood (D-AL) 
b b  Underwood @-AL) 
u 66 

Cayetano (D) Inouye (D) Abercrombie (D- 1) 

bL 

Akaka (D) . b Abercrombie (D-1) * 
Mink (D-2) 

Edgar (R) Simon (D) Costello (D- 12) 
Moseley-Braun (D) 

'.b 6 6 Evans (D- 17) * 



V 
O'Hare ARS 

llzdimw 
NAWC Indianapolis C 

NSWC Crane RCV 

Kansas 
Reserve Center Olathe C 

Kentucky 
NOS Louisville C 

Ft. Knox RCV 

Louisiana 
Naval Biodynamics Lab C 

Reserve Cen., New Orleans C 

Maine 
NAS Brunswick RCV 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard C 

Mk- 
Ft. Ritchie C 

NSWC White Oak C 

Ft. Meade R 

NS WC Annapolis R 
Pub. Distrib. Center C 

Concepts Anlys Agnc. Rd 
Aberdeen Prov. Grd Rcv 

Leach (R- 1 AA) 
u Hyde (R-6) 

Bayh @) Lugar (R) Jacobs (D- 1 0) * 
Coats (R) Burton (R-6) 

bL bL Hostettler (R-8) 

Graves (R) Dole (R) Meyers (R-3) 
Kassebaum (R) 

Jones @) Ford (D) Ward (D-3) * 
McConnell (R)Hamilton (D-9AN) 

b b  LL Lewis (R-2) 

Edwards (D) Johnston (D) Jefferson (D-2) 
Breaux (D) 

b b  Lb Jefferson (D-2) 

King 0) Cohen (R) Longley (R- 1) 
Snowe (R) Baldacci (D-2) 

66 66 Longley (R-1) 

Glendening (D)Sarbanes (D) Bartlett (R-6) * 
Mikulski (ID) S huster (R-9lPA) 

LC bL Hoyer (D -5 )  
bC LL Morella (R-8) * 
bL bL  

Wynn @-4) 
Hoyer (D-5) * 

b b  CL Gilchrest (R- 1) 
Cardin (D-3) 

LL bL Gilchrest (R- 1) 
b b  $4 Ehrlich (R-2) * 

Cardin (D-3) 
Mfume (D-7) 

CL Morella (R-8) 
i b  Ehrlich (R-2) 



Ft. Detrick RCV 
Naval Med. Res. Inst. R w DIS Ft. Holabird RIC 

Massachusetts 
NAS S. Weymouth C 

Sudbury Train. Anx. C 
Hingham Cohst. USARC C 
Natick RD&E Ctr. Rcv 

Michigan 
Selfiidge Army C 
Garrsion 
Detroit Arsenal R 
Detroit Tank Plant C 
Reserve Center Cadillac C 

Minnesota 
% Mion.-St. Paul ARS C - 

NAS Meridian 

%olumbus AFB 

Missouri 
ATCOM, St. Louis 

Ft. Leonard Wood 
St. Louis Pub. Ctr. 

Montana 
Malmstrom AFB 

Ft. Ivfissoula 

R 
Rcv 

CL Bartlett (R-6) 
C L  Morella (R-9) 
66 Gilchrest (R-1) 

Weld (R) Kennedy (D) Studds (D- 10) 
Keny (D:r 

L 6 LL Meehan (D-5) 
CL CC Studds (D- 10) 
CL 66 Markey (D-7) 

Engler (R) Levin (D) Bonior (D- 1 0) 
Abraham (R) 

LL $6 Levin (33-12) 
66 66 Levin (D- 12) 
LL LL Hoekstra (R-2) 

Carlson (R) Wellstone @) Sabo (D-5) 
Grams (R,) 

Fordice (R) Cochran (R) Montgomery (D-3) 
Lott (R) 

66 66 Montgomery (D-3) 

Carnahan (D) Bond (R) Gephardt @-3) * 
Ashcroft (I<) Clay (D-1) 

Talent (K-2) 
6 6  LL Skelton (R-7) 
Lb 66 Clay (D-1) 

Gephardt (D-3) * 
Talent (R-2) 

Racicot (R) Baucus (D) Williams @-AL) 

LL 
Eh-ns (R) 

LL Williams (D-AL) 

V 
New Jersev 



NAES Lakehurst C 

Bayonne Ocean Ter. C 

Ft. Dix R 
Camp Pedricktown C 
Camp Kilmer C 

Caven Point USARC C 

Ft. Monmouth Rcv 

Kirtland AFB R 

New York 
Ft. Hamilton R 

Rome Laboratory 
Seneca Army Depot C 
Roslyn AGS C 

Griffiss AFB Rd 
Watervliet Arsenal RCV 
Bellmore Logist. Act. C 
Ft. Drum RCV 
Real-Time DCAPA, Buffalo C 
Ft. Totten C 
Reserve Center, Staten Isl. C 
~ i a ~ a r a  AM R/C 

Rec. Ctr. #2, Fayetteville C 

MCAS Cherry Point Rd 

Whitman (R) Bradley (D) Smith (R-4) 
Lautenberg (D) 

L L  L L  Menendez (D- 1 3) * 
L L  L L  Payne (D- 10) 
L L  L L  Saxton (R-3) 
L L  L L  LoBiondo (R-2) 
L L  L L  Pallone (D-6) * 
L L  

Franks (R-7) 
L L  Torricelli (D-9) * 

Payne (D- 1 0) 
L L  LC Pallone (D-6) 

Johnson (R) Domenici (R) Schiff (R- 1) * 
Bingarnan. (D) Skeen (R-2) 

Richardson (D-3) 

Pataki (R) Moynihan (D) Molinari (R-13) * 
D'Arnato (R) Schurner (D-9) 

Towns @- 10) 
Owens (D-1 1) 
Velasquez (D- 12) 

L L  Boehlert (R-23) 
L L  Houghton (R-3 1) 
<C King (R-3) * 

Ackerman (D-5) 
66 Boehlert (R-23) 
L L  

' 6  

McNulty (D-2 1 ) 
King (R-3) 

L L  McH~gh (R-24) 
L b  Quinn (R-30) 
L L  Ackerman (D-5) 
L L  Molinari (R- 1 3) 
66 LaFalce 0 - 2 9 )  

Hunt (D) Helms (R) Hefher (D-8) * 
Faircloth (K) Clayton (D- 1) 

Rose (D-7) 
L L L L  Jones (R-3) 

Schafer (R) Conrad (D) Pomeroy (D-AL) * 



V 
Minot AFB 

am 
Springfield-Beckley MAP C 
AGS 
Def Dist. Depot Columbus R 

R 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a r r e n  ARS OR 

Oklahoma 
McAlester Army Ammo. Plt. Rcv 

e i n k e r  AFB C/R 

Pennsylvania 
Greater Pittsburgh C 
IAP, ARS 
Ft. Indiantown Gap C 

y NSWC Warminster C 

Letterkenny Depot C/R 

Kelly Support Center R 
Def. Ind. Supply Ctr., Phila. R 

Tobyhanna Army Depot C 
NAESUmATSF, Phila. C 

Ft. Buchanan R 
Nav. Sta. Roosevelt Rds. 

Rhode Island 
NETC Newport 

NUWC Newport 

Rcv 

Rcv 

Dorgan (D) Peterson @-7/MN) 
Lb bL Pomeroy (D-AL) 

Voinovich (R) Glenn @) Hobson (R-7) 
Dewine (R) 

LL 66 Pryce (R- 15) * 
Kasich (R- 1 2) 

66 bL Hall (D-3) 
u 66 Traficant 0-17) 

Keating (R) Nickles (K) Brewster (D-3) 
Inhofe (R:) 

u 66 Watts (R-4) * 
u 66 Istook (R-5) 
u 66 Lucas (3-6) 

Ridge (R) 

bL 

LL 

LL 

U 

u 

bL 

bb 

u 

Lb 

Specter (R.) Doyle (D- 1 8) 
Santorum (R) 

bb Gekas (R- 17) 
LL Greenwood (R-8) * 
$6 McHale (D- 1 5) 

Fox (R- 1 3) 
66 Shuster (R-9) * 
66 Bartlett (R-6/MD) 
LL Doyle (D- 18) 
Lb Borski (D-3) * 

Fattah (D-2) 
Foglietta (D- I) 

66 McDade (D-10) 
Lb Borski (D-3) 

Rossello (NP) --- Romero-Barcelo (D) 
Lb LL Romero-Barcelo (D) 

Almond (R) Pel1 (D) Kennedy (D- 1) 
Chafee (R) 

LL CL Kennedy (D- 1) 



Ft. Jackson RCV Beasley (R) Thurmond (R) Spence (R-2) 

Reserve Center Charleston C 

FISC, Charleston C L L  

WPNSTA Charleston Rcv L L  

Hollings ID) 
L b  Sanford (R-1) * 

Clyburn (D-6) 
Spence (R-2) 

L L  Sanford (R- I) * 
Clyburn (D-6) 
Spence (R-2) 

L L  Sanford (R- I )  * 
Clyburn (D-6) 
Spence (R-2) 

an- 
Def. Dist. Depot, Memphis C Sundquist (R) Thompson (R) Ford (D-9) * 

Frist (R) Larnbert (D- 1 /AR) 
NAS Memphis Rcv LL L b  Tanner (D-8) 

Texas 
Red River Depot 

Lone Star Ammo. 
(I Reese AFB 

Brooks AFB 

NAS Corpus Christi 

Reserve Center, Laredo 
Bergstrom ARB 

F ~ e l l ~  AFB 
(include. San Ant. ALC) 

Ft. Sam Houston 
Ft. Bliss 

Elec. War. Eval. Sim. Act. 

t , NAS Kingsville 

Rcv 
Rcv 

C 
Rcv 

C/R 

Bush, Jr . (R) Grarnrn (R) Chapman (D-1) * 
Hutchison (R) Dickey (R-AR/4) 

McCrery (R-LA/S) 
Brewster (D-OK13) 

C L  b b  Chapman (D- 1) 
6 6  L b  Combest (R- 19) 
L L  L L  Gonzalez (D-20) 

Bonilla (R-23) 
Smith (R-2 1) 
Tejeda (D-28) * 

L L  LC Ortiz (R-27) * 
bb de la Garza (D- 1 5) 

Laughlin (D- 14) 
L b  L L  Ortiz (D-27) 
b b  L b  Doggett (D- 10) * 

Laughlin (D- 14) 
bb 66 Gonzalez (D-20) * 

Smith (R-21) 
Bonilla (R-23) 
Tejeda (D-28) 

L L  L L  Gonzalez (D-20) 
b L  6 L  Coleman (D-16) * 

Skeen (R-2) 
.L .L Geren (D- 13) 
.L .L Ortiz (D-27) 

66 bb Geren (D-12) 



Laughlin AFB - rrteh 
Dugway Proving Grd 

Def. Depot, Ogden 

Yirginia 
Ft. Pickett 

Ft. Lee 

Ft. Lee-Kenner Hosp. 
Ft. Belvoir 
ISSC, Fairfax Lease 
NAS Oceana 

NUWC Keyport 

Camp Bonneville 

Ft. Lewis 

NAS Whidbey Island 

Valley Grove AMSC 

Wisconsin 
Rsrv. Ctr. Sheboygan 

 en. Mitchell ARS 

R 
Rcv 
R 
Rcv 

R 

C 

RCV 

Rcv 

66 66 Bonilla (R-23) 

Leavitt (R) Hatch (R) Hansen (R-1) 
Bennett (R) 

66 U Hansen (R-1) * 
66 U Waldholtz (R-2) 
Lb LC Waldholtz (R-2) 

bb Hansen (R- 1 ) * 

Allen (R) Warner (It) Sisisky (D-4) 
Robb (D) 

Lb LL Sisisky (D-4) * 
Scott (D-3) 
Bliley (R-7) 

bb bL Sisisky (D-4) 
bL bb Moran (D-8) 
bb bb Davis (R-1 1) 
bb LL Sisisky (D-4) * 

Clayton (D- 1 /NC) 

Lowry (D) Gorton (R) White (R-1) 
Murray (D) 

LL bL Smith (R-3) * 
Tate (R-9) 

bL Lb Dicks (D-6) * 
Tate (R-9) 

bb bb Metcalf (R-2) 

Caperton (D) Byrd (D) Mollohan (D-1) 
Rockefeller (D) 

Thompson (R) Kohl @) Sensenbrenner (R-9) 
Feingold @) 

66 u Kleczka 0 -4 )  



104th Congress Roster 1 

United States Senate 
04TH CONGRESS 

Notes: 

(1) Building abbreviations are: 
DSOB = Dirksen Senate Office Building 
HSOB = Hart Senate Ofice Building 
RSOB = Russell Senate Office Building 

(2) Use of ZIP+Four in mail to Senators' offices will expedite delivery. 
When writing, do not use room or building. The correct form is, e.g.: 

Honorable Spencer Abraham 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10-2203 

(3) Note: Some room assignments will change before publication of the 
Spring edition of the Congressional Yellow Book. 

104th Congress: Republicans: 4 Democrats: 4 6  
103rd Congress: Republicans: 47 Democrats: 53 

'lame Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 

Abraham, Spencer (R-Mich.) ............... .*SD-B40 DSOB ..... .205 10-2203 ....... .224-4822 ......... .224-8834 
Akaka, Daniel K. (D-Hawaii) ................ .SH-720 HSOB ..... .205 10- 1 103 ....... .224-6361 ......... .224-2126 
Ashcroft, John (R-Mo.) .................... .*SH-705 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-2504 ....... .224-6 154 .................. 

B 
Baucus, Max (D-Mont.) ..................... .SH-5 1 1 HSOB ..... .205 10-2602 ....... .224-265 1 .................. 
Bennett, Robert F. (R-Utah) .................. .SD-241 DSOB ..... .205 10-4403 ....... .224-5434 .................. 
Biden, Joseph R., Jr. (D-Del.) ................. .SR-221 RSOB ..... .205 10-0802 ....... .224-5042 ......... .224-0139 
Bingaman, Jeff (D-N.M.) .................... .SH-1 I0 HSOB ..... .205 10-3 102 . . . . . . .  .224-5521 .................. 
Bond, Christopher (Kit) (R-Mo.) .............. .SR-293 RSOB ..... .205 10-2503 ....... .224-572 1 ......... .224-8 149 
Boxer, Barbara (D-Calif) .................... .SH- 1 12 HSOB ..... .205 10-0505 ....... .224-3553 .................. 
Bradley, Bill (D-N.J.) ....................... .SH-73 1 HSOB ..... .205 10-300 1 . . . . . . .  .224-3224 . . . . . . . . .  .224-8567 
Bream, John B. (D-La.) ..................... .SH-5 16 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10- 1803 ....... .224-4623 .................. 
Brown, Hank (R-Colo.) ..................... .SH-7 16 HSOB ..... .205 10-0604 ....... .224-594 1 .................. 
Bryan, Richard H. (D-Nev.) .................. .SR-364 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-2804 ....... .224-6244 .................. 
Bumpers, Dale (D-Ark.) ..................... .SD-229 DSOB ..... .205 1 0-040 1 ....... .224-4843 .................. 

..... ....... ......... Burns, Conrad (R-Mont.) .................... .SD-183 DSOB .205 10-2603 .224-2644 .224-8594 

..... ....... ......... Byrd, Robert C. (D-W.Va.) ................... .SH-3 1 1 HSOB .205 10-4801 .224-3954 .224-8070 

C 
Campbell, Ben Nighthorse (R-Colo.) .......... .SR-380 RSOB ..... .205 10-0605 . . . . . . .  .224-5852 ......... .224- 1933 
Chafee, John H. (R-R.I.) ..................... .SD-567 DSOB ..... .205 10-3902 . . . . . . .  .224-292 1 .................. 
Coats. Dan (R-Ind.) ......................... .SR-404 RSOB ..... .205 10-1403 ....... .224-5623 .................. 
"ochran, Thad (R-Miss.) .................... .SR-326 RSOB ..... .205 10-2402 . . . . . . .  .224-5054 .................. 

hen, William S. (R-Maine) ................ .SH-322 HSOB ..... .205 10-1 90 1 ....... .224-2523 .................. 
onrad, Kent (D-N.D.) ...................... .SH-724 HSOB ..... .205 10-3403 ....... .224-2043 .................. 

*Tempomry location. 
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104th Congress Roster 3 

'Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 

Kohl, Herb (D-Wis.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-330 HSOB . . . .  ..205 10-4903 . . . . . . .  .224-5653 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kyl, Jon ( R-Ariz.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .*SR-363 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-0304 . . . . . .  ..224-459 1 ........ ..224-2207 

-7, 
Lautenberg. Frank R. (d-N.J.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-506 HSOB ..... .205 10-3002 . . . . . . .  .224-4744 . . . . . . . .  ..224-9707 
Leahy, Patrick J. (D-Vt.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-433 RSOB .... ..205 10-4502 . . . . . . .  .224-4242 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Levin, Carl (D-Mich.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-459 RSOB ..... .205 10-2202 ....... .224-622 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lieberman, Joseph I. (D-Conn.) .............. .SH-3 16 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-0703 . . . . . .  ..224-4041 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Lott, Trent (R-Miss.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-487 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-2403 . . . . . . .  .224-6253 . . . . . . . .  ..234-2262 
Lugar, Richard G. (R-Ind.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-306 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10- 140 1 . . . . . . .  .224-48 14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

M 
. . . . . .  ................,. Mack, Connie (R-Fla.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-5 17 HSOB .... ..205 10-0904 ..224-5274 
...... McCain, John (R-Ariz.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-111 RSOB ..... .205 10-0303 ..224-2235 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . .  McConnell, Mitch (R-Ky.) ................... .SR- 120 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10- 1 702 ..224-254 1 . . . . . . . . .  .224-2499 

Mikulski. Barbara A. (D-Md.) ................ .SH-709 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-2003 . . . . . .  ..224-4654 . . . . . . . .  ..224-8858 
Moseley-Braun, Carol (D-Ill.) ................ .SH-320 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10- 1303 . . . . . . .  .224-2854 .................. 
Moynihan, Daniel I? (D-N.Y.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-464 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-3201 . . . . . . .  .224-445 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Murkowski, Frank (R-Alaska) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-706 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-0202 ...... ..224-6665 . . . . . . . . .  .224-530 1 
Murray, Patty (D-Wash.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-302 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-4704 . . . . . . .  .224-262 1 . . . . . . . . .  .221-0236 

N 
Nickles, Don (R-Okla.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-133 HSOB ..... .205 10-3602 . . . . . . .  .224-5754 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nunn, Sam (D-Ga.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SD-303 DSOB . . . . .  .205 10-1 00 1 . . . . . .  ..224-352 1 . . . . . . . . .  .224-0072 

P 
Packwood Bob (R-Ore.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-259 RSOB ..... .205 10-3702 . . . . . . .  .224-5244 .................. 
'ell. Claiborne (D-R.I.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-335 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-390 1 . . . . . .  ..224-4642 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

w r e s s l e r ,  ~ a r r y  (R-s.D.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-243 RSOB . . . .  .205 10-4 10 1 . . . . . . .  .224-5842 . . . . . . . . .  .221- 1630 
Pryor, David (D-Ark.) ....................... .SR-267 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-0402 . . . . . . .  .224-2353 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

R 
..... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Reid, Harry (D-Nev.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-324 HSOB .205 10-2803 ..224-3542 .224-7327 

Robb, Charles S. (D-Va.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-493 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10-4603 ....... .224-4024 . . . . . . . . .  .224-8689 
. . . . .  ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rockefeller, John D. (Jay), IV (D-W.Va.) . . . . . . .  .SH- 109 HSOB .205 10-4802 .224-6472 

Roth, William Y, Jr. (R-Del.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH- 104 HSOB ..... .205 10-080 1 . . . . . . .  .224-2441 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

S 

. . . . . . .  Santorum, Rick (R-Pa.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .*SD-B40 DSOB ..... .205 10-3804 .224-6324 . . . . . . . . .  .228-499 1 

. . . . . . .  Sarbanes, Paul S. (D-Md.) ................... .SH-309 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-2002 .224-4524 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Shelby, Richard C. (R-Ala.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-509 HSOB . . . .  ..205 10-01 03 . . . . . . .  .224-5744 . . . . . . . . .  .224-34 16 

. . . . . .  Simon, Paul (D-111.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SD-462 DSOB . . . . .  .205 10-1302 ,224-2 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Simpson. Alan K. (R-Wyo.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SD- 105 DSOB . . . . .  .205 10-5002 . . . . . .  ..224-3424 . . . . . . . . .  .224- 13 15 

. . . . . . .  Smith, Robert C. (R-N.H.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SD-332 DSOB ..... .205 10-2903 .224-2841 .................. 
Snowe, Olympia J. (R-Maine) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .*SR- 174 RSOB . . . . .  .205 10- 1903 . . . . . . .  .224-5344 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Specter, Arlen (R-Pa.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-530 HSOB ..... .205 10-3802 . . . . . . .  .224-4254 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Stevens, Ted (R-Alaska) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SH-522 HSOB . . . . .  .205 10-0201 . . . . . .  ..224-3004 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T 
. . . . . . .  ......... Thomas, Craig (R-Wyo.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .*SD-B34 DSOB . . . . .  .205 10-5003 .224-6441 .224- 1724 
. . . . . .  ........ Thompson, Fred (R-Tenn.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .*SD-506 DSOB ..... .205 10-4704 ..224-4944 ..228-3679 

Thurmond, Strom (R-S.C.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .SR-2 17 RSOB . . . . .  ,205 10-300 1 . . . . . .  ..224-5972 . . . . . . . . .  .224- 1300 
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m W 
. . . . . .  ........ . . . .  Warner, John (R-Va.) ........................ .SR-225 RSOB ..205 10-460 1 ..224-2023 ..224-6295 

........ ..... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  ry Wellstone, Paul David (DFL-M~M.) .SH-7 17 HSOB .205 10-2303 ..224-564 1 ..224-8438 
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104th Congress Roster 9 

'Jnited States House of Representatives 
W O ~ T H  CONGRESS 

Notes: 

(1) Building abbreviations are: 
CHOB = Cannon House Office Building 
LHOB = Longworth House Office Building 
RHOB = Rayburn House Office Building 

(2) Use of ZIP+Four in mail to Representatives' offices will expedite delivery. 
When writing, do not use room or building. The correct form is, e.g.: 

Honorable Neil Abercrombie 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15- 1 10 1 

104th Congress: Republicans: 230 Democrats: 208 Independent: 2 
103rd Congress: Republicans: 177 Democrats: 26 1 Independent: 1 Vacant: 1 

Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 

A 
.............. ....... .................. bercrombie, Neil (D-Hawaii, 1 st) .I233 LHOB ..... .205 15-1 10 1 .225-2726 

( r c k e r m a n ,  Gary L. (D-N.Y., 5th) ............... .2243 RHOB ..... .205 15-3205 ....... .225-260 1 . . . . . . . .  .225-1589 
.................. .................... . . . . .  . . . . . . .  Allard, Wayne (R-Colo., 4th) .422 CHOB .205 15-0604 .225-4676 

....... ......... Andrews, Robert E. (D-N.J., 1st) ................ .2439 RHOB ..... .205 15-300 1 .225-6501 .225-6583 

....... ......... Archer, Bill (R-Tex., 7th) ...................... .I236 LHOB ..... .205 15-4307 .225-2571 .225-438 1 
Armey, Dick (R-Tex., 26th) ..................... .301 CHOB ..... .205 15-4326 ....... .225-7772 ......... .225-7614 

B 
Bachus, Spencer (R-Ala., 6th) ................... .I27 CHOB ..... .205 15-0 106 ....... .225-492 1 ......... .225-2082 

. . . . . . .  .................. Baesler, Scotty (D-Ky., 6th) ..................... .I13 CHOB ..... .205 15- 1706 .225-4706 
Baker, Bill (R-Calif., 10th) ..................... .I724 LHOB ..... .205 15-05 10 ....... .225-1880 ......... .225-2 150 
Baker, Richard (R-La., 6th) ..................... .434 CHOB ..... .205 15-1 806 ....... .225-390 1 .................. 
Baldacci, John (D-Maine, 2nd) ................. .I740 LHOB ..... .205 15- 1902 ....... .225-6306 .................. 
Ballenger, Cass (R-N.C., 10th) ................. .2238 RHOB ..... .205 15-33 10 . . . . . . .  ,225-2576 ......... .225-03 16 
Barcia, James A. (D-Mich., 5th) ................. .14 10 LHOB ..... .205 15-2205 ....... .225-8 17 1 ......... .225-2 168 
Barr, Bob (R-Ga., 7th) ......................... .I607 LHOB ..... .205 15-1 007 . . . . . . .  .225-293 1 ......... .225-2944 
Barren, Bill (R-Neb., 3rd) ...................... .I213 LHOB ..... .205 15-2703 ....... .225-6435 .................. 

. . . . . . .  .................. Barren, Thomas M. (D-Wis., 5th) ............... .I224 LHOB ..... .205 15-4905 .225-3571 

....... .................. Bartlen, Roscoe G. (R-Md., 6th) ................. .322 CHOB ..... .205 15-2006 .225-2721 
Barton. Joe (R-Tex., 6th). ...................... .2264 RHOB ..... .20515-4306 . . . . . . .  .225-2002 ......... .225-3052 
Bass, Charles F. (R-N.H., 2nd) .................. .I725 LHOB ..... .205 15-2902 . . . . . . .  .225-5206 ......... .225-2946 
Bateman, Herbert H. (R-Va., 1 st) ................ .2350 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-460 1 . . . . . . .  .225-426 1 . . . . . . . . .  .225-4382 

. . . . . . .  ......... Becerra, Xavier (D-Calif., 30th) ................ .I119 LHOB ..... .205 15-0530 .225-6235 .225-2202 
.......... ....... .................. Beilenson, Anthony C. (D-Calif., 24th) .2465 RHOB ..... .205 15-0524 .225-5911 

Bentsen, Ken (D-Tex., 25th) ..................... .128 CHOB ..... .205 15-4325 ....... .225-7508 ......... .225-7492 
....... .................. Bereuter, Doug (R-Neb., 1 st) ................... .2348 RHOB ..... .205 15-270 1 .2254806 

.................. ............. ..... ....... 'erman, Howard L. (D-Calif., 26th) .223 1 RHOB .205 15-0526 .225-4695 
. . . . . . .  .................. evill, Tom (D-Ala., 4th) ...................... .2302 RHOB ..... .205 15-0 104 .225-4876 
....... ......... Bilbray, Brian (R-Calif., 49th) .................. .lo04 LHOB ..... .205 15-0549 .225-2040 .225-2948 
. . . . . . .  ......... Bilirakis, Michael (R-Fla., 9th) ................. .2240 RHOB ..... .205 15-0909 .225-5755 .225-4085 
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Bishop. Sanford (D.Ga.. 2nd) ................... 1632 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 002 ....... .22 5.363 1 ......... .22 5.2203 
I Bliley. Thomas J.. Jr . (R.Va.. 7th) ................. 2241 RHOB ...... 205 154607 ....... .22 5.28 15 .................. 

Blute. Peter I . (R.Mass.. 3rd) .................... 1029 LHOB ...... 205 15-2 103 ....... .22 5.6 101 ......... .22 5.22 17 
....... ......... *Boehlert, Sherwood L . (R.N.Y.. 23rd) ............ 2246 RHOB ...... 205 15-3223 .22 5.3665 .22 5. 189 1 

w . .................. ...... ....... ......... 
ID 

Boehner. John A (R.Ohio. 8th) 1009 LHOB 205 15-3508 .22 5.6205 .22 5.0704 
....... ......... ...... ................... 

3 
Bonilla. Henry (R.Tex.. 23rd) 1427 LHOB 205 15-4323 .22 5-45 1 1 .22 5.2237 

......... ...... ....... ................ Bonior. David E . (D.Mich.. 10th) 2207 RHOB 205 15-22 10 .22 5.2 106 .22 6.1169 
. . . . . . .  ......... ..................... ...... t Bono. Sonny (R.Calif.. 44th) 5 12 CHOB 205 15-0544 .22 5.5330 .22 5.2961 
....... ......... . . . . . .  ................... Borski. Robert A . (D.Pa .. 3rd) 2 1 82 RHOB 205 15-3803 .22 5.825 1 .22 5-4628 

.................. ..... .  ....... ...................... Boucher. Rick (D.Va.. 9th) 2245 RHOB 205 15-4609 .22 5.3861 
...... ......... Brewster, Bill (D.Okla.. 3rd) .................... 1727 LHOB ...... 205 15-3603 ..22 5.4565 .22 5.9029 
....... ......... Browder. Glen (D.Ala.. 3rd) ..................... 2344 RHOB ...... 205 15-0 103 .22 5.326 1 .22 5.9020 

Brown, Corrine (D.Fla.. 3rd) .................... 16 10 LHOB ...... 205 15-0903 ....... .22 5.0123 ......... .22 5.2256 
Brown. George E.. Jr . (DXalif.. 42nd) ............ 2300 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-0542 ....... .22 5.6 161 .................. 
Brown, Sherrod (D.Ohio. 13th) .................. 1019 LHOB ...... 205 15-35 13 ....... .22 5.3401 .................. 
Brownback, Sam (RXan.. 2nd) .................. 13 13 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 602 ....... .22 5.6601 ......... .22 5.2983 
Bryant. Ed (R.Tenn.. 7th) ....................... 15 16 LHOB ...... 205 15-4207 ....... .22 5.28 1 1 ......... .22 5.2989 
Bryant, John (D.Tex.. 5th) ...................... 2330 RHOB ...... 205 15-4305 . . . . . .  ..22 5.223 1 .................. 
Bunn. Jim (R.Ore.. 5th) ......................... 15 17 LHOB ...... 205 15-3705 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5711 .................. 
Bunning. Jim (R.Ky., 4th) ....................... 2437 RHOB ...... 205 15-1 704 ....... .22 5.3465 .................. 
Bun; Richard (R.N.C.. 5th) ..................... 143 1 LHOB ...... 205 15-3305 ....... .22 5.207 1 ......... .22 5.2995 
Burton. Dan (Rhd. .  6th) ....................... 24 1 1 RHOB ...... 205 15-1406 . . . . . . .  .22 5.2276 ......... .22 5.00 16 
Buyer, Steve (Rhd.. 5th) ........................ 326 CHOB ...... 205 15-1405 ....... .22 5.5037 .................. 

C 
....... ......... ...... Callahan. Sonny (R.Ala.. I st) ................... 24 18 RHOB 205 15-01 0 1 .22 5.493 1 -225-0562 
. . . . . . .  Calvert. Ken (RXalif., 43rd) .................... 1034 LHOB ...... 205 15-0543 .22 5. 1986 .................. 
..... . .  . ........ . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Camp. Dave (R.Mich.. 4th) 137 CHOB 205 15-2204 .22 5.3561 .22 5.9679 

W c a n a d y ,  ~ h a r l e r  T . (R.FI~., 12th) ................. 1222 LHOB ...... 205 15-09 12 ....... .22 5. 1252 ......... .2? 5.2279 
. . . . . . .  .................. . . . . . .  ................. Cardin. Benjamin L . (D.Md.. 3rd) 104 CHOB 205 15-2003 .22 5-4016 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  ......... Castle. Michael N (R.De1.. At Large) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1207 LHOB 205 15-0801 .22 5-4 165 .22 5.2291 
. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  ...... Chabot. Steve (R.Ohio. 1 st) ..................... 164 1 LHOB 205 15-3501 ..22 5.2216 .22 5.3012 
. . . . . . .  Chambliss. Saxby (R.Ga.. 8th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1708 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 008 .22 5.653 1 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3013 
. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Chapman. Jim @.Tex.. 1 st) ..................... 24 17 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4301 .22 5.3035 .22 5.7265 
. . . . . .  Chenoweth. Helen (R.Idaho. 1 st) ................. 171 9 LHOB ...... 205 15-1201 ..22 5.6611 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3029 
. . . . . . .  Christensen. Jon (R.Neb.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1020 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-2702 .22 5-4 155 ......... .22 5.3032 
. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  Chrysler. Dick (R.Mich.. 8th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  327 CHOB 205 15-2208 2254872 ..23 5.3034 
....... Clay. William L . (Bill) (D.Mo.. 1 st) .............. 2306 RHOB ...... 205 15-2501 .22 5.2406 ......... .22 5.1 725 
. . . . . .  Clayton. Eva (D.N.C.. 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  222 CHOB ...... 205 15-330 1 ..22 5.3 10 1 .................. 
. . . . . .  Clement. Bob (D.Tenn.. 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2229 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4205 ..22 5.43 1 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  Clinger. William F.. Jr . (R.Pa.. 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 160 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3805 .22 5.5 121 . . . . . . . . . .  225-468 I 
. . . . . .  Clyburn. James E . (D.S.C .. 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 19 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4006 ..22 5.33 15 ......... .22 5.23 13 
. . . . . . .  Coble. Howard (R.N.C.. 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  403 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3306 .22 5.3065 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.8611 
....... Coburn. Tom (R.Okla.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 1 1 CHOB ...... 205 15-3602 .22 5.2701 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3038 

Coleman. Ronald D . (D.Tex.. 16th) ............... 23 12 RHOB ...... 205 15-43 16 . . . . . . .  .22 5-483 1 .................. 
. . . . . .  . . . . , . .  ........ Collins. Barbara-Rose (D.Mich.. 15th) . . . . . . . . . . . . .  401 CHOB 205 15-23 15 .22 5.226 1 ..22 5.6645 

. . . . . . .  Collins. Cardiss (D.111.. 7th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2308 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-1 307 .22 5.5006 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.8396 
...... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Collins . Mac (R.Ga.. 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 130 LHOB 205 1 5-1 003 ..22 5.5901 

.. . . . . . . .  Combest. Larry (R.Tex 19th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 1 1 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-43 19 .22 5-4005 .................. 
. . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Condit. Gary A . (DXalif.. 18th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2444 RHOB ..2051 5.05 18 .22 5.613 1 

. . . . . .  Conyers. John. Jr . (D.Mich.. 14th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2426 RHOB ...... 205 15-22 14 .22 5.5 126 ......... .22 5.0072 

. . . . . .  Cooley. Wes (R.Ore.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1609 LHOB ...... 205 15-3702 .22 5.6730 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3046 

. . . . .  Costello . Jerry F . (D.111.. 1 Zth) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2454 RHOB . . . . . .  105 15-1 3 12 ..22 5.5661 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.0285 
...... . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  ox. Christopher (RXalif.. 47th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2402 RHOB 205 15-0547 .22 5.5611 ..22 5.9177 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  oyne. William J (D.Pa.. 14th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2455 RHOB 205 15-38 14 ..22 5.2301 
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a 
L Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 
Y 

.I Flanagan. Michael F? (R.111.. 5th) ................. 1407 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 305 ....... .22 5-4061 ......... .22 5.3 128 
I . ................. ...... ....... ......... w Fogliena. Thomas M (D.Pa.. 1 st) 34 1 CHOB 205 15-3801 .22 5.473 1 .22 5.0088 

....... ......... ....................... ...... f ley. Mark (R.Fla., 16th) 506 CHOB 205 15-09 16 .22 5.5792 .22 5.3 132 ..... ...... ......... rbes. Michael P. (R.N.Y.. I st) ................... 502 CHOB .2051 5.3201 ..22 5.3826 .22 5.3 143 
.................. . ...... ....... Ford, Harold E (D.Tenn.. 9th) ................... 2 1 1 1 RHOB 205 15-4209 .22 5.3265 

0 ...... ....... ......... ....................... 
3 

Fowler. Tillie (R.Fla.. 4th) 4 13 CHOB 205 15-0904 .22 5.2501 .22 5.93 18 
......... Fox, Jon (R.Pa., 13th) ........................... 5 10 CHOB ...... 205 15-38 13 ....... .22 5.6111 .22 5.3 155 
.................. .................... ,..... ....... I . Frank, Barney (D.Mass.. 4th) 22 10 RHOB 205 15-2 103 .22 5.593 1 

Franks. Bob (R.N.J.. 7th) ........................ 429 CHOB ...... 205 15-3007 ....... .22 5.5361 ......... .22 5.9460 
Franks. Gary A . (R.Com.. 5th) ................... 133 CHOB ...... 205 15-0705 ....... .22 5.3822 ......... .22 5.5085 

. ........ ...... ....... ......... Frazer. Victor 0 (Ind..Virgin Islands. Del.) 171 1 LHOB 205 15-5501 .22 5.1790 .22 5.3 171 
Frelinghuysen. Rodney (R.N.J.. 1 1 th) .............. 514 CHOB ...... 205 15-301 I ...... . .22  5.5034 ......... .22 5.3 186 
Frisa. Dan (R.N.Y.. 4th) ........................ 1529 LHOB ..... .2051 5.3204 ....... .22 5.55 16 ......... .22 5.3817 
Frost, Martin (D.Tex.. 24th) ..................... 2459 RHOB ...... 205 15-4324 ....... .22 5.3605 ......... . 2 2 1  5.495 
Funderburk. David (R.N.C.. 2nd) ................. 427 CHOB ...... 205 15-3302 ....... .22 5-453 1 ......... .22 5.3 19 1 
Furse. Elizabeth (D.Ore.. 1st) .................... 3 16 CHOB ...... 205 15-3701 ....... .22 5.0855 ......... .22 5.9497 

G 
Gallegly. Elton (R.Calif. 23rd) .................. 244 1 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-0523 . . . . . .  ..22 5.58 1 1 .................. 
Ganske. Greg (R.Iowa. 4th) ..................... 1108 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 504 ....... .22 5.4426 ......... .22 5.3 193 
Gejdenson. Sam (D.Com.. 2nd) ................. 2416 RHOB ...... 205 15-0702 ....... .22 5.2076 ......... .22 5-4977 
Gekas, George W . @.Pa.. 17th) .................. 24 10 RHOB ...... 205 15-38 17 ....... .22 5.43 15 ......... .22 5.8440 
Gephardt. Richard A . (D.Mo.. 3rd) ............... 1226 LHOB ...... 205 15-2503 ....... .22 5.2671 ......... .22 5.7452 
Geren. Pete (D.Tex.. 12th) ...................... 2448 RHOB ...... 205 15-43 12 ....... .22 5.507 1 ......... .22 5.2786 

. Gibbons. Sam M (D.Fla.. I lth) ................. 2204 RHOB ...... 205 15-091 1 ....... -225-3376 .................. 
Gilchrest, Wayne T . (R.Md., 1 st) .................. 332 CHOB ...... 205 15-2001 ....... .22 5.53 1 1 .................. 
Gillmor. Paul E . (R.Ohio. 5th) ................... 1203 LHOB ...... 205 15-3505 ....... .22 5.6405 .................. 

'lman. Benjamin A . (R.N.Y.. 20th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2449 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3220 ....... .22 5.3776 .................. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  v grich. New ((RGa.. 6th) 2428 RHOB 205 15-1 006 ..22 5.4501 .22 5.4656 

onzalez. Henry B . (D.Tex.. 20th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2413 RHOB ...... 205 15-4320 . . . . . . .  .22 5.3236 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Goodlatte. Robert W . (R.Va.. 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  123 CHOB ...... 205 15-4606 . . . . . .  .22 5.543 1 . . . . . . . . .  . 2 2 1  5.968 

. Goodling. William F (R.Pa.. 19th) ............... 7263 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-38 19 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5836 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
....... . . . . . . . . .  Gordon. Bart @.Tern.. 6th) ..................... 320 1 RHOB ...... 205 15-4206 .22 5-423 1 .22 5.6887 

Goss. Porter J . (R.Fla.. 14th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  108 CHOB ...... 205 15-0914 . . . . . . .  .22 5.2536 . . . . . . . .  ..22 5.6820 
.. Graham. Lindsey (R4.C 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1429 LHOB ...... 305 15-4003 ...... ..22 5.5301 . . . . . . . .  . . 2 2  5.3216 

Green. Gene (D.Tex.. 29th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1024 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4329 . . . . . .  ..22 5.1688 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.9903 
....... ......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Greenwood, Jim (R.Pa.. 8th) 430 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3808 .22 5.4276 .22 5.95 1 1 

Gunderson. Steve (R.Wis .. 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 185 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4903 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5506 .................. 
Gutierrez, Luis Y (D.111.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  408 CHOB ...... 205 15-1 304 . . . . . .  ..22 5.8203 ......... .22 5.78 10 
Gutknecht. Gil (R.Minn.. 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  425 CHOB ...... 205 15-3301 . . . . . . .  .23 5.2472 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

H 
Hall. Ralph hl . (D.Tex.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2236 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4304 . . . . . . .  .22 5.6673 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3332 

...... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hall. Tony F? (D.Ohio. 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1436 LHOB 205 15-3503 ..22 5.6465 
Hamilton, Lee H . (D.Ind., 9th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2314 RHOB . . . . .  .2051 5.1409 . . . . . . .  .22 5.53 15 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.1101 

. . . . . .  ......... Hancock, Mel (R.Mo.. 7th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  438 CHOB 205 15-3507 . . . . . . .  225.6536 .22 5.7700 
Hansen, James I! (R.Utah, 1 st) .................. 2466 RHOB ...... 205 15-4401 . . . . . .  . . 2 2  5.0453 . . . . . . . .  ..22 5.5857 

. . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Harman, Jane (D.Calif., 36th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  325 CHOB ..2051 5.0536 .22 5.8220 

. . . . . .  Hastert, J . Dennis (R.Ill., 14th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2453 RHOB 205 15- 13 14 . . . . . .  ..12 5.2976 . . . . . . . .  ..22 5.0697 
Hastings, Alcee L . (D.Fla., 23rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1039 LHOB ...... 205 15-0923 . . . . . . .  .22 5.13 13 . . . . . . . . .  .22 6.0690 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  Hastings, Richard (Doc) (R.Rgsh.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . .  1229 LHOB ...... 205 15-4704 ..22 5.58 16 ..22 5.325 1 
. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hayes, Jimmy (D.La., 7th) 2432 RHOB 205 15- 1807 . . . . . .  ..22 5.203 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  qayworth. J.D. (R.Ariz., 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1023 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-0306 .22 5.2 190 .22 5.3263 

....... ey, Joel (R-Colo., 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  235 1 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-0605 .23 5.1422 . . . . . . . .  ..22 5.1942 

. . . . . .  .................. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  er, W.G. (Bill) (D.N.C., 8th) 2470 RHOB 205 15-3308 . .21 5.3715 
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Heineman. Fred (R.N.C .. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1440 LHOB ...... 205 15-3304 . . . . . . .  .22 5.1784 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.3269 
~ H e r g e r .  Wally (R.Calif .. 2nd) .................... 2433 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-0502 . . . . . . .  .22 5.3076 .................. 

Hilleary, Van (R.Tenn., 4th) ...................... I14 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4204 . . . . . . .  .22 5-683 1 ......... .22 5.3272 
. ...... . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Hilliar d. Earl F (D-Ala., 7th) .................... 1007 LHOB 205 15-0 107 .22 5.2665 .22 6.0772 

Hinchey, Maurice D . (D.N.Y., 26th) .............. 1534 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3226 . . . . . . .  .22 5.6335 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hobson. David L . (R.Ohio. 7th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 14 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3507 .22 5.4324 

...... . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hoekstra, Peter (R.Mich., 2nd) .................. 1 122 LHOB 205 15-2202 .22 5-430 1 
Hoke, Martin R . (R.Ohio, 10th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 I2 CHOB ...... 305 15-35 10 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5871 ........ ..22 6.0994 
Holden. Tim (D.Pa., 6th) ........................ 142 1 LHOB ...... 205 15-3806 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5546 . . . . . . . . .  .22 6-0996 
Horn, Steve (RXalif.. 38th) ...................... 129 CHOB ...... 205 15-0538 . . . . . .  ..22 5.6676 . . . . . . . . .  .22 6.1012 

. . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  Hostettler, John N . (Rhd . ,  8th) .................. 1404 LHOB 205 15-1 408 ..22 5.4636 ..22 5.3284 

...... . . . . . . .  ......... Houghton, Amo (R.N.Y., 3 1st) ................... 1 1 10 LHOB 205 15-323 1 .22 5.3 161 .22 5.5574 
Hover, Sreny H . (D.Md., 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1705 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-2005 . . . . . . .  .22 5-413 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. Hunter. Duncan L (R.Calif.. 52nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2265 RHOB ...... 205 15-0552 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5672 ......... .22 5.0235 
Hutchinson. Tim (R-Ark.. 3rd) ................... 1005 LHOB ...... 205 15-0403 . . . . . .  .22 5-4301 .................. 

. ...... Hyde. Henry J (R.Ill., 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 1 10 RHOB 205 15-1306 . . . . . . .  .22 5-4561 .................. 

I 
Inglis. Bob (R.S.C.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1237 LHOB ...... 205 15-4004 . . . . . . .  .22 5.6030 . . . . . . . .  ..22 6.1177 
Istook, Ernest Jim (R.Okla.. 5th) .................. 1 19 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3605 . . . . . . .  .22 5.2132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

J 
. . . . . . . .  .................. Jacobs. Andrew. Jr (D.Ind.. 10th) ................ 23 13 RHOB ...... 205 15- 141 0 .22 5.4011 
. . . . . . .  ...... .................. Jefferson. William J (D.La.. 2nd) ................ -240 CHOB 205 15-1 802 ..22 5.6636 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............ . . . . . .  Johnson. Eddie Bernice (D.Tex.. 30th) 1123 LHOB 205 15-4330 .22 5.8885 
. . . . . . . .  ......... Johnson. Nancy L (RXonn.. 6th) ................. 343 CHOB ...... 205 15-0706 .22 5-4476 .22 5.4488 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  ohnson. Sam (R-Tex.. 3rd) ..................... 1030 LHOB ...... 205 15-3303 .22 5-420 1 .27 5. 1485 

. . . . . . .  ......... Johnson. Tim (D-S.D.. At Large) ................. 2438 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4 10 1 .22 5.2801 .22 5.2427 u' 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Johnston. Harry (D-Fla.. 19th) ................... 2458 RHOB ...... 205 15-09 19 .22 5.300 1 . 2 2 1  5.879 
. ...... . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Jones. Walter B.. Jr (R.N.C.. 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  214 CHOB 205 15-3303 .22 5-3415 .22 5.3286 

K 
. ....... .................. Kanjorski. Paul E (D.Pa.. 1 1 th) ................. 2429 RHOB ...... 205 15-38 1 1 .22 5.65 1 1 

Kaptur. Marcy (D.Ohio. 9th) .................... 2 104 RHOB ...... 205 15-3509 ....... .22 5.4146 . . . . . . . . .  .22 5.7711 
. Kasich. John R (R.Ohio. 12th) .................. 1 13 1 LHOB ...... 205 15-35 12 ....... .22 5.5355 .................. 

Kelly. Sue (R.N.Y.. 19th) ....................... 1037 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15-32 19 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5441 ......... .22 5.3289 
Kennedy. Joseph P.. I1 (D.Mass., 8th) ............. 2242 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-2 108 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5 1 1 1 ......... .22 5.9322 

.. Kennedy. Patrick (D.R.1 1st) ................... 1505 LHOB ...... 205 15-390 1 . . . . . . .  .22 5-4911 ......... .2 25.3290 
. . . . . . . .  ......... Kennelly. Barbara B (DXonn.. 1 st) ............... 20 1 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-070 1 .22 5.2265 .22 5. 103 1 

Kildee. Dale E . (D.Mich.. 9th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 187 RHOB ...... 205 15-2209 . . . . . . .  .22 5.36 1 1 .................. 
. . . . . .  ....... ......... Kim. Jay (R.Calif.. 41 st) ......................... 435 CHOB 205 15-05-11 .22 5.3201 .22 6. 1485 

. King. Peter T (R.N.Y.. 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  224 CHOB ...... 205 15-3203 . . . . . . .  .22 5.7896 ......... .22 6.2279 
Kingston. Jack (R.Ga.. 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1507 LHOB . . . . . .  205 15- 100 1 . . . . . . .  .22 5.583 1 . . . . . . . . .  .22 6.2269 

. . . . . . . .  ......... Kleczka. Gerald D (D.Wis.. 4th) ................. 230 1 RHOB . . . . . .  205 15-4904 .22 5-4572 .22 5.8 135 
...... .................. Klink. Ron (D.Pa.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  125 CHOB . . . . . .  205 15-3804 ..22 5.2565 
. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Klug. Scott (R.Wis.. 2nd) ....................... 1113 LHOB . . . . . .  305 15-4902 .22 5.2906 
. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Knollenberg. Joe (R.Mich.. 1 I th) ................ 122 1 LHOB ...... 205 15-22 1 1 .22 5.5802 .22 6.2356 
. . . . . .  ......... . . . . . .  Kolbe. Jim (R.Ariz.. 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  205 CHOB 205 15-0305 ..22 5.2542 .23 5.0378 

L 
. . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  LaFalce. John J (D.N.Y.. 29th) .................. 23 10 RHOB 205 15-3229 .22 5-323 1 .22 5.8693 

.......... . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  .. LaHood Ray (R.111 18th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  329 CHOB 205 15-1 3 18 .22 5.6201 225.9249 
. . . . . . .  .................. ...... Lantos, Tom (DXalif., 12th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 17 RHOB 205 15-05 12 .22 5.353 1 

-Largent, Steve (R.Okla .. 1st) ..................... 410 CHOB . . . . .  .2051 5.3601 . . . . . . .  .32 5.2211 ......... .22 5.9187 
Latham, Tom (R.Iowa, 5th) ...................... 5 16 CHOB ...... 205 15-1 505 . . . . . . .  .22 5.5476 . . . . . . . . .  . 2 2 1  5.330 
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104th Congress Roster 15 

Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 

Molinari, Susan (R-N.Y., 13th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2435 RHOB ..... .205 15-32 13 ...... ..225-337 1 ......... .226-1272 
lollohan, Alan B. (D-W.Va., 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2427 RHOB ..... .205 15-480 1 ....... .225-4 172 . . . . . . . . .  .225-7564 

'crrrll ontgornery, G.V. (Sonny) (D-Miss., 3rd) . . . . . . . .  .2 183 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-2403 . . . . . . .  .225-503 1 . . . . . . . . .  ,225-3375 
Moorhead Carlos J. (R-Calif., 27th) . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..2346 RHOB ..... .205 15-0527 . . . . . .  ..225-4 176 ..... ; ... .226-1279 
Moran, James P. (D-Va., 8th) .................... .305 CHOB .... ..205 15-3608 . . . . . . .  .2253376 ......... .225-00 1 7 
Morella, Constance A. (R-Md., 8th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .I06 CHOB ..... .205 15-2008 . . . . . . .  .225-534 1 ......... .225- 1389 
Murtha, John P. (D-Pa., 12th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .24?3 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-38 12 . . . . . . .  .225-2065 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Myers, John T. (R-lnd., 7th) ................... ..2372 RHOB . . . .  ..205 15- 1407 . . . . . . .  .225-5805 . . . . . . . . .  .225- 1649 
Myrick, Sue (R-N.C., 9th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .509 CHOB ..... .205 15-3309 . . . . .  ..225- 1976 ......... .225-3389 

N 
. . . . . . . . .  . . , .  . . . . . .  Nadler, Jerrold (D-N.Y., 8th) .................... .I09 CHOB ..I05 15-3208 ..2?5-5635 .225-6923 
......... . . . . .  . . . . . . .  Neal, Richard E. (D-Mass., 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .243 1 RHOB .205 15-2 102 .225-5601 .225-8 1 12 
......... ..... ...... Nethercutt, George R., Jr. (R-Wash., 5th) . . . . . . . . .  .I527 LHOB .205 15-4705 ..225-2006 .225-3392 

Neumann, Mark W. (R-Wis., 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .I725 LHOB ..... .205 15-490 1 . . . . . . .  .225-303 1 ......... .225-3393 
. . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  Ney, Bob (R-Ohio, 18th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .I605 LHOB .205 15-35 18 . . . . . . .  .225-6265 .225-3394 

Norton, Eleanor Holmes (D-D.C., Del.) .......... .I424 LHOB ..... .205 15-5 10 1 . . . . . .  ..225-8050 ......... .225-3002 
Norwood, Charlie (R-Ga., 10th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .I707 LHOB . . . .  ..205 15-1 0 10 . . . . . . .  .225-4101 ......... .225-3397 
Nussle, Jim (R-Iowa, 2nd) ...................... .303 CHOB . . . .  ..205 15- 1502 ...... ..225-29 1 1 . . . . . . . . .  .225-9 129 

0 
Oberstar, James L. (DFL-Minn., 8th) . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2366 RHOB .... , 2 0 5  15-2308 . . . . . . .  .225-62 1 1 ......... .225-0699 
Obey, David (D-Wis., 7th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2462 M O B  ..... .205 15-4907 . . . . . . .  .225-3365 .................. 
Olver, John W. (D-Mass., 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .I027 LHOB .... ..205 15-2 10 1 . . . . . .  ..225-5335 ......... .226-1224 
Ortiz, Solomon P. (D-Tex., 27th) ................ .2 136 RHOB ..... .205 15-43?' . . . . . .  ..225-7742 ......... .226-1134 
Orton, Bill (D-Utah, 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .440 CHOB . . . . .  .205 15-4403 ....... .225-775 1 .................. 
>wens. Major R. (D-N.Y., I 1 th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2305 RHOB . . . . .  .20515-3211 . . . . . . .  .225-6231 . . . . . . . . .  .226-0112 

. . . . . .  .................. -.ley, ~ i c h a e l  G. (R-~h io ,  4th) ................ .2233 RHOB .... ..205 15-3504 ..225-2676 

P 
Packard, Ron (R-Calif., 48th) ................... .2162 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-0548 ...... ..225-3906 ......... .225-0134 
Pallone, Frank, Jr. (D-N.J., 6th) .................. .420 CHOB ..... .205 15-3006 ....... .225-467 1 ......... .225-9665 
Parker, Mike (D-Miss., 4th) .................... .2445 RHOB .... ..20515-2404 ....... .225-5865 ......... .225-5886 
Pastor, Ed ( ,D-kz . ,  2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..223 CHOB ..... .205 15-0302 . . . . . . .  .225-4065 .................. 
Paxon, Bill (R-N.Y., 27th) ..................... .2436 RHOB ..... .205 15-3227 . . . . . . .  .225-5265 ......... .225-5910 

....... ......... Payne, Donald M. (D-N.J., 10th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..2244 RHOB ..... .205 15-30 10 .225-3436 .225-4 160 
Payne, L.F. (D-Va., 5th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .24 12 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-4605 ....... .225-4711 . . . . . . . . .  .226-1147 
Pelosi, Nancy (D-Calif., 8th) ................... .2457 RHOB ..... .205 15-0508 ....... .225-4965 ......... .225-8259 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Peterson, Collin C. (DFL-Minn., 7th) .13 14 LHOB ..... .205 15-2307 ..225-2 165 
Peterson, Douglas (Pete) (D-Fla., 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . .  .306 CHOB . . . . .  .205 15-0902 . . . . . . .  .225-5235 ......... .225-1586 

. . . . . .  .................. Petri, Thomas E. (R-Wis., 6th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2262 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-4906 ..225-2476 
Pickett, Owen B. (D-Va., 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .2430 RHOB . . . . .  .205 15-4602 . . . . . . .  .225-42 15 .................. 
Pombo, Richard W. (R-Calif., 1 1 th) .............. .15 19 LHOB .... ..205 15-05 1 1 . . . . . .  ..225-1947 .................. 
Pomeroy, Earl (D-N.D., At Large) ............... .I533 LHOB ..... .205 15-3401 ........ .225-26 1 1 ........ ..226-0893 
Porter, John Edward (R-Ill., 10th) ............... .2373 RHOB ..... .205 15- 13 10 ........ .225-4835 .................. 
portman, ~ o b  (R-~h io ,  2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .238 CHOB . . . .  ..205 15-3502 . . . . . . .  .225-3 164 .................. 
Poshard, Glenn (D-Ill., 19th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..2334 RHOB . . . .  ..205 15-1 3 19 . . . . . .  ..225-520 1 ......... .225- 1541 
Pryce, Deborah (R-Ohio, 15th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .22 1 CHOB .... ..205 15-35 15 . . . . . . .  .225-20 15 ......... .226-0986 

Q 
Quillen, James H. (R-Tenn., 1 st) ................. .I02 CHOB .... ..205 15-420 1 . . . . . . .  .225-6356 ......... .225-78 12 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  ....... Q u i ~ ,  Jack (R-N.Y., 30th) .33 1 CHOB ..205 15-3230 .225-3306 

U: 
Radanovich. George (R-Calif., 19th) .............. .3 13 CHOB ..... .205 15-05 19 ....... .225-4540 . . . . . . . . .  .225-3402 
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Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 

...... ........ .. ..... . Rahall Nick (D.U!Va 3rd) ..................... 2269 RHOB -205 15-4803 ..22 5.3452 ..22 5.906 1 
Ramstad, Jim (R.Minn.. 3rd) ..................... 103 CHOB ...... 205 15-2303 ...... ..22 5.287 1 ......... . 2 2 1  5.635 

...... ......... Rangel, Charles B . (D.N.Y., 15th) ................ 2353 RHOB ...... 205 15-32 15 ..22 5-4365 .22 5.08 16 
Reed. Jack (D.R.1 .. 2nd) ........................ 15 10 LHOB ...... 205 15-3902 ...... ..22 5.2735 .................. 
Reyla. Ralph (R.Ohio, 16th) ................... 2309 RHOB ..... .2051 5.35 161 ....... .22 5.3876 ......... .22 5.3059 
Reynolds. Me1 (D.111 .. 2nd) ...................... 3 12 CHOB ...... 205 15-1 302 ...... . .22 5.0773 .................. 
Richardson . Bill (D.N.M.. 3rd) .................. 2209 RHOB ...... 205 15-3 103 . . . . . .  ..22 5.6 190 .................. 
R i g s  . Frank (RXalif.. 1st) ..................... 171 4 LHOB .... ..2051 5.0501 ...... . .22 5.33 1 1 ........ ..22 5.3403 
Rivers . Lynn (D.Mich .. 13th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 16 LHOB ...... 205 15-22 13 . . . . . .  ..22 5.6261 . . . . . . . .  ..22 5.3404 
Roberts . Pat (R.Kan., 1st) ....................... 1126 LHOB ...... 205 15-1 60 1 ...... ..22 5.27 15 ........ ..22 5.5375 
Roemer, Tim (D.lnd., 5rd) ....................... 407 CHOB ...... 205 15-1403 ...... ..22 5.39 15 .................. 
Rogers, Harold (R.Ky., 5th) .................... -2468 RHOB ...... 205 15-1 705 . . . . . .  ..29 5.4601 ......... -225-0940 

............... ...... Rohrabacher . Dana (R.Calif .. 35th) 2338 RHOB 205 15-0545 ...... ..22 5.2415 ........ ..22 5.0145 . Romero.Barceio Carlos (D.P.R.. Res . Comrn'r.) .... 428 CHOB ...... 205 15-5401 ...... ..22 5.26 15 ........ ..22 5.2 154 
Ros.Lehtinen . Ileana (R.Fla., 18th) ............... 2510 RHOB ...... 205 15-091 8 ...... ..22 5.393 1 .................. 
Rose . Charlie (D.N.C., 7th) ...................... 242 CHOB ..... -205 15-3307 . . . . . .  ..22 5.273 1 ......... .22 5.0345 
Roth, Toby (R.Wis.. 8th) ........................ 3334 RHOB ...... 20 5 15-4908 ...... ..29 5.5665 ........ ..22 5.0087 

................... Roukema . Marge (R.N.J.. 5th) 2469 RHOB ...... 205 15-3005 ........ 2 2 4 4 6 5  ......... .22 5.9048 
Roybal-Allard Lucille (DXalif.. 33rd) ............. 324 CHOB ..... .2051 5.0533 ...... . . I2 5.1766 .................. 
Royce . Ed (RXalif.. 39th) ...................... 1 133 LHOB ..... .2051 5.0539 ....... .22 5-4111 ........ ..22 6 4 3 3 5  
Rush, Bobby L . (D.Ill., 1st) ...................... 13 l CHOB ..... -20515-1301 ....... .22 5-4372 ........ ..22 6.0333 

S 
Sabo . Martin Olav (DFL.Minn.. 5th) ............. 2336 RHOB ..... .2051 5.2305 ....... .22 5.4755 .................. 

.. .... ....... ........ Salmon. Man (R.Ariz I st) ...................... 115 CHOB - 2 0 5  15-0301 .22 5.2635 ..22 5.3405 
........ Sanders. Bernard (Ind..Vt.. At Large) .............. 2 13 CHOB ..... -205 154501 225-4 1 15 ........ ..22 5.6790 
...... Sanford, Mark (R.S.C.. l st) ..................... 1223 LHOB ...... 205 15-4001 ..22 5.3 176 .................. 

. ....... Sawyer Thomas C . (D.Ohio . 14th) ............... 14 14 LHOB ..... -205 15-3514 225-523 1 .................. 
. . .. .................... ..... . . . . . . .  ......... II Saxton H James (R.N.J 3rd) 239 CHOB .2051 5.3003 225-4765 .22 5.0778 

. ....... Scarborough Joe (R.Fla .. 1 st) ................... 1523 LHOB ...... 205 15-0901 225-4 136 ........ ..22 5.3414 
. ...... Schaefer Dan (RColo.. 6th) .................... 2353 RHOB .... ..2051 5.0606 . .72 5.7882 ........ ..22 5.7885 

........ Schi ff. Steven H . (R.N.M.. 1 st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2404 RHOB ..... .2051 5.3 101 225.63 16 ........ ..32 5-4975 
Schroeder. Pamcia (D.Colo .. 1 st) ................ 2307 RHOB ...... 205 15-060 1 . . . . . . . .  2 7 5 4 3  1 ........ ..22 5.5842 

...... Schurner. Charles E . (D.N.Y.. 9th) ............... 22 1 1 RHOB ..... -205 15-3209 ..22 5.6616 ........ ..23 5-4 183 
. Scon . Roberr C (D.Va .. 3rd) ..................... 501 CHOB ...... 205153603 ...... ..22 5.835 1 ........ ..22 5.8354 

. . . . . .  Seastrand Andrea (R.Calif .. '2nd) ............... 12 1 6 LHOB ...... 205 15-0522 ..2 2.360 1 ........ ..12 5.3426 
. ...... Sensenbrenner Jim . Jr . (R.Wis.. 9th) ............. 2332 RHOB ..... .2051 5-4909 ..22 5.5101 .................. 

...... ......... ..... . . Serrano Jose E (D.N.Y.. 16th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3342 RHOB -205 15-32 16 . .22  5.4361 .22 5.6001 
.. ..................... Shadezg. John (R.Ariz 4th) 503 CHOB ...... 205 15-0304 . . . . . .  . .22 5.3361 ........ . .22 5.3462 

. . .... ...... ........ . . Shaw E Clay Jr (R.Fla.. 29nd) ................. 2267 RHOB ..2051 5.0922 ..32 5.3026 ..1?3 5.8398 
.. ...... . . . . . . . .  Shays . Christopher (R.Conn 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1502 LHOB 205 15-0704 335.554 1 ......... .22 5.9629 

. ....... Shuster Bud (R.Pa .. 9th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2188 RHOB ...... 205 15-3809 21 5.243 1 .................. 
...... Sisisky Norman (D.Va .. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  737 1 RHOB ...... 205 15-4604 ..22 5.6365 ........ ..32 6.1170 

. ...... Shggs David E . (D.Colo.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1124 LHOB ..... -205 15-0602 ..22 5.116 1 .................. 
....... Skeen. Joe (R.N.M.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1367 RHOB ...... 205 15-3 102 225-2365 ......... .22 5.9599 

. ...... ...... Skelton Ike (D.Mo .. 4th) ....................... 2227 RHOB 205 15-2504 ..21 5.2876 .................. 
.. . . . . .  . .. ..... ........ Slaughter. Louise M ( D 3 . Y  28th) .............. 2317 RHOB -205 15-3228 .22 5.36 15 ..21 5.7822 
....... . . . . . . . .  .................. Smith Christopher H (R.N.J.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2370 RHOB 205 15-3004 .2 15.3765 

..... . . . . . .  .................. Smith. Lamar (R.Tex.. 2 I st) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2443 RHOB 20515432 1 .22 5-4236 
.. ...... ....... . . . . . . . . .  Smith. Linda (R.Wash 3rd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 17 LHOB 205 154703 .22 5.3536 225-3478 

. . . . . .  .................. .. ...... Smith. Nick (R.h.lich 7th) ...................... 1550 LHOB 205 15-2207 . . I3  5.6276 

....... . . . . . . . .  ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Solomon Gerald B (R.K.Y.. '2nd) 2206 RHOB 2051 5.3222 225-5614 ..22 5.6234 
. . . . . .  ........ . . . . . . . .  . Souder Mark (R.lnd.. 4th) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  508 CHOB 205 15-1404 3 7 5 4 3 6  ..22 5.3497 
...... ....... ........ Spence. Floyd (R.S.C.. 2nd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2405 RHOB 305 154002 .22 5.1452 ..22 5.2455 
...... Spratt, John M .. Jr . (D.S.C .. 5th) ................. I536 LHOB 205 154005 ...... -225-550 1 ........ ..22 5.0464 
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E Name Location ZIP+Four Telephone Fax Number 
.I 

...... ......... Whitfield, Ed (R-Ky., 1 st) ...................... . 1 4  1 LHOB .... ..I05 15-1 701 ..225-3 1 15 .225-3547 
7 ...... ........ ................. .... Wicker. Roger F. (R-Miss., I st) ..206 CHOB ..205 15-2401 ..225-4306 ..225-3549 

.................. .... ...... ............. .(II Williams. Pat (D-Mont.. At Large) ..I329 RHOB ..205 15-2601 ..2?5-32 1 1 
...... ......... ................. .... Wilson, Charles (D-Tex., 2nd) ..2356 RHOB ..205 15-4303 ..225-240 1 .225- 1 764 

........ .... ....... Wise, Bob (D-W.Va., 2nd) ..................... .2434 M O B  ..20515-4802 .225-2711 ..225-7856 
. . . . . .  ......... ..................... . . . .  Wolf, Frank R. (R-Va., 10th) .24 1 CHOB ..205 15-461 0 ..225-5 136 .235-0437 

a .................. . . . . . . .  ................. ..... 
0 

Woolsey, Lynn C. (D-Calif., 6th) .439 CHOB .20515-0506 .225-5161 
.................. .... ....... ..................... Wyden. Ron (D-Ore., 3rd) . I  I I I LHOB ..105 15-3703 .935-48 1 1 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  ................... .... Wynn, Albert R. (D-Md., 4th) .4 18 CHOB ..205 15-2004 .225-8699 225-87 14 

Y 
.... ....... ........ Yates, Sidney R. (D-Ill., 9th) ................... .2 109 RHOB ..205 15-1309 .225-2111 ..225-3493 

Young, C.W. Bill (R-Fla., 10th) ................. .2407 RHOB .... ..205 15-09 10 . . . . . .  . . I 5 5 9 6  1 .................. 
Young, Don (R-Alaska, At Large) ............... .233 1 RHOB .... ..205 15-020 1 . . . . . . .  .225-5765 ........ ..225-0425 

z 
Zeliff, Bill (R-N.H., I st) ....................... .12 10 LHOB .... ..205 15-3901 . . . . . .  ..235-5456 ......... .235-4370 
Zimmer, Dick (R-N.J., 12th) ..................... .228 CHOB ..... .205 15-30 12 . . . . . .  ..225-5801 ......... ,225-9 18 1 + 
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ALABAMA 

Number of House Seats: 
3 Republicans 
3 Democrats 

w 
GOVERNOR b 

2ndITERRY EVERETT ................. (202) 225-2901 
Dem. of Birmingham 
1942 in Birmingham 
Univ., 1970; JD Howa 
attorney; member. Sta 
80, State Senate 1980.' 
to Congress in 1992 

Rep. of Enterprise; born Feb. 15, 
1937 in Dothan: newspaper execu- 
tive; served 4 years in Air Force; 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd terni. 

.................. 3rdIG1,EN BROWDER (202) 225-3261 
Dem. ofJacksonville; born Jan. 15, 
1943 in Sumter, SC; PhD Emory 
Univ., 197 1 ; college professor; 
member, State House 1983-87; sec- 
retary of state 1987-89: first elected 
to Congress in a special election in 
1989-4th term. 

ALASKA 
FOB JAMES, JR. 

Rep. of Magnolia Springs; born 
September 15, 1934 in Lanett, AL; 
BS Auburn University; busincss- 
man; CEO, Coastal Erosion Con- 
trol, Inc.; CEO, Escambia County 
Environment Corp.; governor, 1979- 
82; re-elected governor in 1994,- 
term ends 1998. 

Number  of 
House Seats: 
1 Republican 

.- 
........................... 4thlTOM BEVILL (202) 225-4876 

Dem. of Jasper; born March 27, 
1921 in Townley; LLB Univ. of 
Ala., 1948; practiced Inw 18 years 
in Jasper; first elected to Congress 
in 1966-15th term. 

SENATORS 

HOWELL T. HEFLIN .................... (202) 224-4124 
Dem. of Tuscumbia; senior sena- 
tor; born June 19, 1921 in Poulan, 
GA; JD Univ. of Ala., 1948; chief 
justice, Ala. Supreme Court 197 1 - 
77; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1978, 3rd term ends in 1997. 

GOVERNOR 

TONY KNOWLES 
SthIROBERT E. " B U D  

................................... CRAMER, JR (202) 225-4801 
Dem. of Anchorage: 
1, 1943 in Tulsa, ( 

University, 1968: U .  
65; roughneck; bu\,l 
ber Anchorage Ass; 
mayor, Anchorage : 
Pacific FisheriesMan;' 
1988-89; candidate f o ~  
elected governor in I 

Dem. of Madison County; born Aug. 
22, 1947 in Huntsville; JD, Univ. 
of Ala. School of Law. 1972; in- 
structor. Univ. of Ala. School of 
Law. 1972-73: asst. dist atty.. 1973- 
75: attorney. 197.5-80: dist. atty. 
198 1-90: first elected to Congress 
in I990 -3rd term. 

................. RICHARD C. SHELBY (202) 224-5744 
Rep. of Tuscaloosa; junior senator; 
horn May 6,  1934 in Birmingham; 
LLB Univ. of Ala. Law School, 
1963: Tuscaloosa City Prosecutor 
1963-7 1 :member. State Senate 1970- 
78: mcmher of U . S .  House 1979- 
86: clcctcd to the L'.S. Senate 111 

I Y S h .  2nd tern\ end5 In I Y Y q .  

1998. 

SENATORS 

................................ TED STEVENS (I Rep. of \ c\r.l\la. ho1.11 Drc.  3s. 
1947 111 Rocky Rid:?: JD U n 1 1 ,  ul 
Alabama Law School. 1972: attor- 
ney: member. State Senate 1982- 
83. State House 1983-86. State Board 
of Education 1987-9 1 : first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

Rep. of Gerwood: \ 
bornNov. 18, 1923 i~ 
IN; LLB Harvard Lait 
U.S. Atty.. Fairbank\ 
56; member, Alaska 
68; appointed to the 
1968, 5th term ends 

DISTRICTSIKEPRESENTATLVES 

IstIHERBERT L. "SONNY" 
CALLAHAN ..................................... (202) 225-4931 

Rep. of Mobile; born Sept. 1 1,1932 
in Mobile; attended Univ. of Ala., 
klobile; business executive: men>- 
ber, StateHouse 1970-78. State Senate 
1978-82; first elected to Congress 
i n  1984-6th term. 



ZVERETT ................. (202) 225-2901 7thlEARL HILLIARD .................... (202) 225-2663' FRANK H. MURKOWSKI ........... (2021 224-6665 
Rep. of Enterprise; born Feb. 15, Dem. of Birmingham: born April 9. Rep. of Fairbanks; junior senator; 
1937 in Dothan; newspaper execu- 1942 in Birmingham; MBA Atlanta born March 28, 1933 in Seattle, 
tive; served 4 years in Air Force: Univ., 1970; JD Howard Univ., 1967; WA: BASeattle Univ., 1955; banker; 
first elected to Congress in 1992- attorney; member. State House 1974- commissioner of Economic Devel- 
2nd term. 80, State Senate 1980-92; first elected opment, State of Alaska 1967-70; 

to Congress in 1992-2nd term. president, AlaskaNational Bank 197 1 - 
80; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1980: 3rd term ends in 1999. 

OWDER .................. (202) 225-3261 
Dem. ofJacksonville; born Jan. 15. 

DISTRICTIREPRESENTATIVE 

................. 1YA; in Sunitrr. SC: PhD Ernor! ALASKA O U N G  (202) 225-2765 
Univ.. 1971; c o l l e ~ e  professor: Rep. of Fort Yukon: born June 9. 
member. State House 1983-87; sec- 1933 in Meridian. CA: BA Chico 
retary of state 1987-89; first elected Number of 

- ,  * State College, CA. 1958; member. 
~ to Cnncress in a special election in House Seats: ort Yukon City Council 6 years; 

I ' w term' 

1 Republican member, State House 1966-70, State 
Senate 1970-73; first elected to 
Congress in a 1973 special elec- 
tion-12th term. 

L L  ........................... (202) 225-4876 
Dem. of Jasper; born March 27, 
1921 in Townley; LLB Univ. of 
Ah. ,  1948; practiced law 18 years 
in Jasper; first elected to Congress .. --- / 
in 1966-15th term. A.RIZONA ~~ . . - --. . 

House Seats: 
5 Republicans 

. "BUD" TONY KNOWLES l Democrat 
(202) 225-4801 Dem. of Anchorage; born January ................................ 

Dern. of Madison County; born Aug. 1, 1943 in Tulsa, OK; BA, Yale 

22, 1947 in Huntsvil!e; JD, Univ. University. 1968: U.S. Army 1962- 

of Ala. School of Law, 1972; in- 65; roughneck; businessman: mem- 

structor, Univ. of Ala. School of her Anchorage Assembly 1975-79; 

Law, 1972-73; asst.dist atty., 1973- mayor, Anchorage 198 1-87; North 

75; attorney. 1975-80; dist. atty, Pacific Fisheries Managementcouncil 

198 1-90; first elected to Congress 1988-89;candidate for governor 1990: 

in 1990 -3rd term. 
19911 

I elected governor in 1994, term ends GOVERNOR 

1 FIFE SYlZIINGTON 

ACHUS ............... (202) 225-4921 SENATORS Rep.; born Aug 12, 1945 in New 

Rep. of Vestavia; born Dec. 28, York City; U.S. Air Force, 1968- ................................ 
1947 in Rocky Ridge; JD Univ. of 

TED STEVENS (202) 224-3004 72; commercial & industrial devel- 

4labama Law School, 1972; attor- Rep. of Gerwood; senior senator; oper, 1972-76; pres. & CEO, 

ley; member, State Senate 1982- born Nov. 18, 1923 in Indianapolis. Symington Co., 1976-89; CEO, 

g3,State House 1983-86, State Board IN; LLB Harvard Law School, 1950; Symington Co., 1989-91; elected 

f lion 1987-91; first elected U.S. Atty., Fairbanks, Alaska, 1953- governor in I99 I; re-elected in 1994, 

0-is in 1992-2nd term. 56; member, Alaska House 1964- term ends 1999. 
68; appointed to the U.S. Senate in 
1968. 5th term ends in 1997. 





LDEGG .................... (202) 225-3361 I SENATORS 
Rep. of Phoenix; born Oct. 22, 1949 
in Phoenix; JD University of Ari- 
zona, 1975; BA University of Ari- 
zona, 1972; attorney; Special As- 
sistant to State Attorney General 
1985-90; foundingdirector,Goldwater 
Institute for Public Policy; board 
member. Crime Victim Foundation. 
ASU Law Society; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1st term. 

E .............................. (202) 225-2342 
Rep. ofTucson: horn June 28. 1912 
In Evanstoii. IL: XlBA StanfordUn~\ .. 
1967: member. State Senate 1976- 
82: first elected tocongress in 1984- 
6th term. 

. -- 
IRTH ................... (202) 225-2190 
tep. of North Scottsdale; born July 
2. 1958 in High Point, NC; BA 
ionh Carolinastate University; public 
elations consultant; businessman: 
'V sportscaster; insurance agent: 
lember, Governor's Task Force on 
fiolence Against Women; elected 
> Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

tine 13, 1943 in Okla- 
~ 1 ~ ~ K ;  1D University of 
.an&. .. 968: war correspondent 
South Vietnam 1965 and 1967; 
:ted state attorney general 1972 
1974: member U.S. House 1976- 
attorney; businessman; elected 
tenant governor 1990; appointed?' 
ernor Dec. 1992: elected gover- 
1994. term ends 1998. 

............................ DALE BUMPERS (202) 224-4843 
Dem. of Charleston: senior sena- 
tor; born Aug. 12. 1925 in Charles- 
ton:LLB Northwestern Univ., 195 I; 
admitted to the Ark. Bar in 1952; 
governor 1970-71: elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1974. 4th term ends 
in 1999. 

I)rl\'ID PRYOR ............................... I 201)  221-2353 
Dem. ot Cu~n~lsn :  junior senator: 
born Aug. 79. 1934 i n  Camden: 
LLB Univ. of Ark., 1964: member. 
State House 1961-66: Member of 
Congress 1966-72: governor 1975- 
79: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1978. 3rd term ends in 1997. 

DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATIVES 

IstlBLANCHE LAMBERT ........... (202) 225-4076 
Dem. of Helena; born Sept. 30,1960 
in Helena; BA Randolph Macon Col- 
lege for Women. 1982; government 
relations specialist, former aide to 
Rep. Bill Alexander; first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

2ndlRAY THORNTON .................. (202) 225-2506 
Dem. of Little Rock: born July 16. 
1928 in Conway: JD Univ. of Ark. 
Law School. 1956: US Navy 1951- 
53;attorney. 1956-70:atty. gen. 1971- 
73; Member of Congress 1973-79; 
pres., Ark. State Univ. 1980-84;pres.. 
Univ. o f  Ark. 1984-89: re-elected 
to Congress in 1990-3rd term. 

............... 3rdlTIM HUTCHINSON (202) 225-4301 

Rep. of Bentonville; born August 
I I .  1949 in  Cravette: MA Univ. of 
Arknnhas. 1990: ininisterlprofessor; 
mcmher, State House 1984-02; first 
elected to Congre\\ in 10')1-1nd 
term. 

............................ 4lhlJAY DICKEY (202) 225-3772 
Rep. of Pine Bluff; born Dec. 14, 
1939 in Pine Bluff; ID Univ. of 
Arkansas, 1963; attorney, business- 
man: city attorney 1968-70; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

CALIFORNIA 

Number of House Seats: 
25 Rep~iblicans 27 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

PETE WILSON 
Rep.; born Aug. 23, 1933 in Lake 
Forest. IL; JD Univ. of Calif., 1962; 
U.S.  Marine Corps 1955-58; mem- 
ber. State Assembly 1967-70; mayor 
of San Diego 197 1-82; member, U.S. 
Senate 1982-9 1; elected governor 
in 1990; re-elected in 1994, term 
ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

DIANNE FElNSTElN .................... (202) 224-3841 
Dem. of San Francisco; senior senator; 
horn June 22, 1933 in San Fran- 
cisco: BA Stanford University. 1955; 
mayor of San Francisco 1978-88. 
member Bo;rrdof Supervisors 1970- 
78. President Board of Supervisors, 
1970-7 I .  1974-75, 1978. Electedto 

, 1 the U S Senate In 1992, re-elected 
\ in 1994. 2nd term end\ ~n 1001 





......... ......................... . MATSUI ............. (202) 225-7163 I 1OthlBILL BAKER (202) 225-1880 15chlNORMAN Y. MINETA (202) 225-2631 
Dem. of Sacramento; born Sept. 
17,1941 in Sacramento; JDHastings 
School of Law, Univ. of Calif., 1966; 
member, Sacramento City Council 
1971-78; first elected to Congress 
in 1978-9th term. 

bLSEY e.................. (202) 225-5161 
Dem. of Prtaluma: horn Xo\.. 3. 
1937 in Seattle. WA: BA L'niv. of 
San Franci.\co. 1480: business- 
woman: councilwoman PetalumaCity 
1985-92, vice mayor 1991-92: first 
zlected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
te r r  

)em. of Martinez; born May 17, 
945 in Richmond; JD Univ. of 
:alif. at Davis Law School, 1972; 5 
ears as legis. aide. State Assem- 
ly; first elected to Congress in 
974-1 Ith term. 

,em. of San Francisco; born March 
6. 1940 in Baltimore, MD; AB 
rinity College, Washington, DC, 
362; public relations consultant; 
alif. State Chair, Democratic Na- 
~ n a l  Comnlittee 198 1-83; Finance 
hair, Democratic Senatorial Cam- 
lign Committee 1985-86; first elected 
Congress in 1987-5th term. 

Rep. of Danvilie: born June 14,1940 
in Oakland; BS San Jose State Univ., 
1963: budget analyst: member. State 
Assembly 1980-92: first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

l l t h l  RICHARD POMBO ............. (202) 225-1947 
Rep. ol'Trac1: borll Jan. S. 1961 I n  

. . . . .  T~~ L!. . ~ f t c n ~ l ~ J C , ~ l i I l ~ r n i a S ~ a t c  Un11. 

at Polnona: rancher: 1nernbc.r. Trac? 
City Council 19c10-c12 : first elcctrd 
to Coneress I n  1992-2nd term. 

....................... 12thITOM LANTOS (202) 225-3531 
I Dem. of South San Francisco; born 
Feb. 1, 1928 in Budapest. Hungary; 
PhD Univ. of Calif., 1953; eco- 
nomics professor. San Francisco State 
College; member, Millbrae Board 
of Education; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1980-8th term. 

13thlFORTNEY H. "PETE" 
STARK ............................................... (202) 225-5065 

Dem. of Hayward: born Nov. 11, 
193 1 in Milwaukee. WI; MBA Univ. 
of Calif.. 1960; founder and presi- 
dent. Security ~ ~ t i o n a l  Bank 1963: 
72: lirst elected tocongress in 1972- 
12th tern]. 

Dem. of San Jose; born Nov. 12, 
1931 in San Jose; BS, Univ. of Ca- 
lif., Berkeley, 1953; San Jose city 
councilman 1967-7 1, mayor 197 1- 
74: first elected to Congress in 1974- 
11 th term. 

..................... l6thlZOE LOFGREN (202) 225-3072 
Dem. of S;III J o b t ' :  born Drc. 71. 
1917 In I'al~l ,4110: J D  Univertity o i  
Santa Clara. 1975: attorney: pro- 
fessor, Santa Clara School of Law: 
staff assistant to Congressman Don 
Edwards: Santa Clara Board of Su- 
pervisors 1980-94; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1st term. 

.............................. 17thlSAM FARR (202) 225-2861 
Dem. of Carmel: born July 4, 1941 
in San Francisco; BA Willamette 
Univ., 1963; Peace Corps volunteer 
1963-65; budget analyst and con- 
sultant. Assembly CommitteeonCon- 
stitutional Amendments 1969-77; 
State Assemblyman 1981-93; first 
elected to Congress i n  special elec- 
tion in 1993-2nd term. 

Dem. of Ceres; born Apr. 21, 1948 
in Salina, OK; BA Calif. State Univ., 
1972: member, Ceres City Council 
1972-76, mayor 1974-76; member 
Stanislaus Cty. Board of Supervi- 
sors 1976-82, chairman 1980; member, 
Calif. Assembly 1983-89; firstelected 
to Congress in 1989-4th term. 

IELLUMS ........ (202) 225-2661 19thl'GEORGE P. 
:m. of Oakland; born Nov. 24, ....................... (202) 225-8104 RADANOVICH ................................ (202) 225-4540 
35 in Oakland; MSW Univ. of Deni. of Atherton: born Dec. I I .  Rep. of Mariposa; born June 20, 
lif., 1962; member, Berkeley City 1942 in New Britain.CT; AA Canada 1955 in Mariposa; BS Cal State 
~uncil 1967-71: first elected to College, 1978; San Mateo County Polytechnic University; pioneered 
Ingress in 1970-13th term. Supervisor 1982-92; first elected to grape industry in MariposaCounty, 

Congress in 1992-2nd term. 1982; winery owner; member, Mari- 
posa ChamberofCommerce; Mariposa 

I 

I County Supervisor 1988-92:elected 
to Congress in 1994-1st term. 

I 

1 

I 
i 

I 

1 





D "RIJCK" 

Rep. of Santa Claritn; born Sept. 9, 
1938 in Tugunga. CA; BS Brigham 
Young Univ.. 1985: businessman; 
high school district trustee 1979- 
87, mayor of Santa Clarita 1987- 
92: firstelected tocongressin 1992- 
2nd term. 

) HERXI.AS ........... (202) 225-1695 
Drni. of Sherman Oaks: born April 
15. 194 l In Los Ange'es: LLB Lni\ 
of Calif. Los Angeles. 1965: attor- 
ney: member. State Assembly 1973- 
87, majority floor leader 1974-79, 
I' ,lairman 1979-80: first elect- 

.i;ress in 1933-7th term. 

I .  
................................. (202) 225-4176 
Rep. of Glendale; born May 6,1922 
in Long Beach; JD Univ. of So. 
Calif., School of Law, 1949; prac- 
ticing attorney; member, State As- 
sembly 1967-72; first elected to 
Congress in 1972-12th term. 

EIER .................... (202) 225-2305 
Rep. of Lavern; born July 5,  1952 
in Kanqas City, MO; MA Claremont 
Graduate School 1974; vice presi- 
dent. Dreier Development Company; 
first elected to Congress in 1980- 
8th term. 

WAXMAN ......... (202) 225-3976 
Dem. of Los Angeles; born Sept. 
12, 1939 in Los Angeles; JD Univ. 
>f Calif. Los Angeles: admitted to 
?alif Bar in 1965; 3 terms in State 
, V ;  first elected to Congress 

30thmAVIER BECERRA ............. (202) 225-6235 35thlhIAXINE WATERS .............. (202) 225-2201 
Dem. of blonterey Hills: born Jan. 
26,1958 in Sacramento: JD Stanford 
Law School. 1984; attorney: mem- 
ber. State As\embly 1990-92: first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

lIe111 i l l  \l~~lllcr-c! l';1rk: tx1r11 l ~ c h .  
14. l L ! ? ' ~  I l l  i'. ~ i ~ \ c l l ~ l l l r ~ .  <:o. 1-0, 
.An;t.lc\ Tra~Ie I'ech S C I ~ ( U ~ I .  1040: 
husinrhx~nan: citvcouncilman. mayor 

. . of Monterey Park 1976-80: ~ n i r n -  . . ber. State A\semblv 1980-87: first - elected to Con;re\s in 1982-8th 
terni, 

Dem. of Los Angeles: born Aup. 8. 
1934 in Washington, DC; LLB South- 
western Univ., Calif.. 1967: men)- 
ber. State Assembly 1972-78, chair- 
man. Democratic Caucus; first elected 
to Congress in 1978-9th term. 

Dcm. of Los Angcles; born June 
12. 1911 in Boyle Heights: B A  
California State Uli~v.  at Los Ange- 
Ies. 1965: niembcr. State Ahsemhlq 
1987-92; first electcd to Congress 
in 1992-2nd term. 

3JthIESTERAN EDWARD 
............................................ TORRES (202) 225-5256 

DCIII. 01' Wrlrt Cavilii~: bort~ Jan. 27. 
1930 ~ I I  Miami. AZ; Iionorc~ry Doc- 
torate, Nat'l Uliiv.. S ; I ~  Diego, Cii- 
lif.: CiAW official 1957-68. 11174- 
77: rxcc. director. TEI.ACU 1968- 
74: U.S. Ambass;ldor to UNESCO. 

Dem. of Los Angeles: born Aug. 
31. 1938 in St. Louis, MO; BA 
Calif. State Univ. at Los Anpeles. 
1970: former chief deputy to a L.A. 
city council representative: mem- 
ber. State Assembly 1976-90: firbt 
elected to Congress in 1990-3rd 
term. 

3hthlJANE HARhLAN ................... (202) 225-8220 
Dem. 1>1'\la1-1n.i Dcl KAY: horn Junc 
38. I1II' 111 1.0.. .-?nfcle\: J D  H;lr\ art! 
L i ~ u  SCIIOIII. lL)hO: t3,A S I ~ I ~ I I I  Col- 

; I c y .  11)6h: .111ornc! : cleniocraric [)at-t! 
j activi\t; fir.;[ elcctrd to Congrrsh ill 

1992-2nd term. 

37l.hlWALTER TUCKER 111 ........ (202) 225-7924 
Dem. of Compton: born May 28. 
1957 in Compton: JD Georgetown 
Univ. Law School, 198 I: BA Univ. 
of Southern California, 1978: attor- 
ney; mayor City of Compton 1991- 
92; first elected tocongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

38i h/STEVE HORN ........................ (202) 225-6676 
Rep. of Long Beach: born May 3 1 ,  
1931 in Gilroy: PhDStanford Univ., 
1958: MPA Harvard Univ., 1955: 
professor. former president of Cal 
State Long Beach: first elected to 
Congress in 1993-2nd term. 

................ 39lhlEDWARD ROYCE (202) 225-41 1 1  

Rep. of Fullerton: born October 12. 
195 1 in Los Angeles: BA Califor- 
nia State Univ. o f  Fullerton. 1977: 
busi~ir.\sma~i: member, State Srn-  
ate 1982-92: First elected to Con- 
gress in  1992-2nd term. 



40thlJERRY LEWIS ....................... (202) 225-5861 45thlDANA ROHRABACHER .... (202) 225-2415 50thlROBERT "BOB" 5 

Rep. of Redlands: born Oct. 21. 
1934 in Seattle. WA; B A  Univ. of 
Calif. Los Angeles, 1956: life un- 
derwriter; member. State Assem- 
bly 1968-78: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1978-9th tcrni. 

Rep. of Huntington Beach; born 
June 21. 1947 in Coronado: MA 
Univ. of Southern Calif., 1971; se- 
nior speech writer. special asst. to 
thc President 1981-1988; journal- 
ist: first elected tocongress in 1988- 
4th term. 

FILNER ............ " v ................................. ( 

Dem. of Burlingcimt 
1942 in Pittsburg. P, 
Univ., 1972: profess(, 
Diego Board of Educ 
San Diego City Col 
first elected to  con^ 
2nd term. 

4lstIJAY K I M .  46thlROBERT K. DORNAN ......... (202) 225-2965 
Rep. of Diamond Bar; born March 
27, 1939 in Korea; MS Univ. of 
Southern Ca1ifornia;engineer: ~ne~iiber 
Diamond Bar City Council 1990- 
92, mayor Diamond Bar 1991-92; 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd terni. 

Rep. of Garden Grove, born April 
3, 1933 in New YorkCity: attended 
Loyola Univ., Los Angeles; fighter 
pilot, U.S. Air Force. 1953-58; broad- 
caster,journalist, producedlhosted 
television public affairs shows, 1965- 
73; first elected to Congress in 1976, 
re-elected in 1984-6th term. 

5lstlRANDY "DUKE" 
CUNNINGHAM ............................... ( 

Rep. of Chula Vist: 
1941 in Los Angelt 
Univ., 1985; U.S. ( 

coach: businessnian; 
Navy Fighter Pilot \ 
(Top Gun) at Miran) 
tion School, Natio~ 
U. S. Navy 1967-87. 
Congress in 1990- 42ndlGEORGE E. 

BROWN, JR ..................................... (202) 225-6161 

Dem. of Riverside; born March 6. 
1920 in Holtville; BA, Univ. of 
Calif. Los Angeles, 1946; Member 
of Congress 1963-71; re-elected to 
Congress in 1972-12th term. 

......... 47thlCHRISTOPHER COX (202) 225-5611 
Rep. of Newport Beach; born Oct. 
16,1952 in St. Paul, MN; JDIMBA 
Harvard Univ.,1977; senior assoc. 
counsel to the President 1986-88; 
attorney; teacher; businessman; 
publisher; first elected to Congress 
in 1988-4th term. 

....... 52ndJDUNCAN L. HUNTER ( 

.................... 48thlRON PACKARD (202) 225-3906 

Rep. of Oceanside: born Jan. 19, .................... 43rdIKEN CALVERT (202) 225-1986 
Rep. of Corona; born June 8, 1953 
in Corona; BA San Diego State Univ., 
1975; small business owner; Re- 
publican party activist: first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd terni. 

193 1 in Meridian, ID; DMD, Univ. 
of Oregon Dental School. 1957: U.S. 
Navy 1957-59; chairman, trustee. 
Carlsbad Unified School District 
1962-71; member, Carlsbad City 
Council 1976-78: mayor. City of 
Carlsbad 1978-82: first elected t o  
Congress in 1987-7th term. 

COLORADO 

19thlBRIAN BILHRAY .................. (2021 225-2040 
41thlSONNI' H O N O  ....................... (202) 221-1330 Rcp. (11 .  Impcr.~;~l tiedch. l r i ) i - ~ i  . I 1 t ~ ~  

1 8 .  195 I in Coron;~do: Vve>rern Srari 
University San D~ego: Imperial Beach 
City Council 1976: Mayor of Impe- 
rial Beach 1979-84; San DiegoCount) 
BoardofSupervisors 1985-94: elected 
to Coneress in 199.1-1 st term. 

Rep. o f  Palm Springs: born Feh. 
Ib. 19-35 in Detroit. MI: lnglewood 
High School: songwriter, singer. 
and producer; early anti-drug ac- 
tivist; restaurant consultant; mayor 
of Palm Springs 1988-92; candi- 
date for U.S. Senate 1992; elected 
to Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

GOVERNOR 

ROY ROMER 
Dem.; born Oct. 3 1 
den City, KS; LLB 
1952: member, Star 
62, State Senate 196. 
riculture Com~nissio 
of staff to governor 
83; state treasurer 1 
governor in 1986, re- 
and 1994, term end: 



OHRABACHER .... (202) 225-2115 
Rep. of Huntington Beach; born 
June 21, 1947 in Coronado; MA 
Univ. of Southern Calif., 1971: se- 
nior speech writer, special asst. to 
the President 1981-1988: journal- 
1st; first elected tocongress in 1988- 

I 4th term. 

K. DORNAN ......... (302) 225-2965 
Rep. of Gard?n Gro\,e. horn April 
3.  I933 in Neu York City: attended 
Loyola Univ.. Los Angeles: fighter 
pilot. U.S. Air Force, 1953-58: broad- 
caster, journalist. producedlhosted 

, tel-..'-ion public affairs shows. 1965- 
-lected to congress in 1976. 

1-d in 1981-6th term. 

1PHER COX ......... (202) 225-5611 
Rep. of Newport Beach; born Oct. 
16, 1952 in St. Paul, MN; JDIMBA 
Harvard Univ.,1977; senior assoc. 
counsel to the President 1986-88; 
attorney; teacher; businessman: 
publisher; first elected to Congress 
in 1988-4th term. 

KARD .................... (202) 225-3906 
Rep. of Oceanside; born Jan. 19, 
193 1 in Meridian, ID. DMD, Univ. 
of Oregon Dental School, 1957; U.S. 
Navy 1957-59; chairman,-trustee, 
Carlsbad Unified School District 
1962-74; member, Carlsbad City 
Council 1976-78; mayor, City of 
Carlcbad 1978-82; first elected to 
Congress in 1982-7th term. 

Rep. of Imperial Beach; born Jan. 
28, 195 1 in Coronado; Western State 
University San Diego; ImperialBeach 
City Council 1976; Mayor of Impe- 
rial Beach 1979-84; SanDiegoCounty 
R -  fSu~ervisors 1985-94;elected 
ye" in "94-1st term 

!E* I I 

50th/ROBERT "BOB" SENATORS 
FILNER ............................................. (202) 225-8015 

Dem. of Burlingame; born Sept. 4, 
1942 in Pittsburg. PA; PhD Cornell 
Univ.. 1972: professor; member, San 
Diego Board oPEducation 1979-83, 
San Diego City Council 1987-92: 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

Krp. 01 Chulu VISLI: born Dec. S. 
19-11 In Los Aneeles; MBA. Nat. 
Univ.. 1985: U.S. Olympic Swim 
coach: businessman: instructor. U.S. 
Navy Fighter Pilot Weapons School 
(Top Gun) at Miramar; dean. Avia- 
tion School. National University; 
U. S. Navy 1967-87; first elected to 
Congress in 1990-3rd term. 

52ndIDUNCAN L. HUNTER ....... (202) 225-5672 
Rep. of El Cajon; born May 3 1, 
1948 in Riverside; JD Western State 
Univ. of Law, 1976; practicing trial 
attorney 1976-80; first elected to 
Congress in 1980-8th term. 

COLORADO 

HANK BROWN ............................... (202) 224-5941 
Rep. of Greeley; senior senator; born 
Feb. 12, 1940 in Denver; LLM. 
George Washington Univ., 1986: 
cattle feeder and meat processor 
1969-80; member, State Senate 1972- 
76; Member of U.S. House 1980- 
91; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1990. 1st term ends in 1997. 

HEN NI(;HTHOKSI< 
..................................... C \ICIPBELL (202) 224-5852 

Dem. o f  Ignacio: junior senator: 
born Apr. 13, 1933 in Auburn. CA: 
BA San Jose State College, 1957: 
rancher: jewelry designer: member. 
State Hottse 1982-86; Member of 
U.S. House 1986-92; elected to U.S. 
Senate 1992, 1 st term ends in 1999. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

...... IstIPATRICIA SCHROEDER (202) 225-4431 
Dem. of Denver; born July 30,1940 
in Portland, OR; J D  Harvard Law 
School, 1964: field attorney, National 
Labor Relations Board 1964-66; 
instructor, Regis College 1970-72; 
first elected to Congress in 1972- 
12th term. 

2ndlDAVID SKAGGS .................... (202) 225-2161 
Dem ot Boulder, born Feb 22. 

Number of 1943 ~n C ~ n c ~ n n a t ~ ,  OH. LLB Ydle 
House Seats: 

2 Democr'tts &g Law School, 1967, attorney, meln- 
4 Republ~cans ber. State House 1980-86. mlnortty 

p leader 1982-85, f ~ r s t  elected to 
Congres  In 1986-5th term 

GOVERNOR 
Rep. of Glenwood Springs: born 
May 9, 1953 in Glenwood Springs; 

Dem.; born Oct. 3 1, 1928 in Gar- JD St. Mary's Univ. in San Antonio 
den City. KS; LLB Univ. of Colo.. Law School, 1980; attorney; busi- 
1952; me~nber. State House 1958- nessrnan; member, State House 1982- 
62. State Senate 1962-66; Colo. Ag- 92. house majority leader 1990-92; 

I riculture Conirnissioner 1975; chief first elected to Congress in 1992- 
I of staff to governor 1975-77, 1982- 2nd term. 

83: state treasurer 1977-87: elected 
governor in 1986. re-elected i n  1990 

I and 1994. term ends 1999. 



" w 
Rep. of Lorland: born Dec. 2. 1913 
in Ft. Collins: DVM. Colo. Slate 
Llniv.. 1968: vcteri~iar~an:city health 
officer. 1970-7s: ~iienihcr. State Senate. 
1982-90: Sirst clccled lo Congress 

I<ep. ofColorado Springs: horn April 
18. 1935 in Ardniore. OK; MS Okla. 
State Univ., 1962: exec. dir.. Com- 
~nunity Planning 8: Rese~lrch Council 
i9h(>-Xh: member. vice chairman, 
State House 1077-78. State Senate 
1979-86; Cirst elected to Congress 
in 1Y86-5th term. 

Rep. of Inglewood; born Jan. 25, 
1936 in Gutenberg. 1A: BA Niag- 
ara Univ., NY. 1961; teacher; pub- 
l~crelationsconsultant 1967-84;mem- 
her. State House 1977-83: first elected 
to Congress in 1983 in a special 
election-7th term. 

CONNECTICUT 

N~lmber of 

GOVERNOR 

JOHN ROWLAND 
Rep. of Waterbury: born May 24, 
1957 in \\laterbur!. CT: BA Villanova 
University: businessman: State 
Legislature 1980-83; hlemberof U.S. 
House 1984-89: member, Armed 
Services and Veterans' Affairs com- 
mittees: candidate for governor 1990: 
elected Sovernor in 1991. term ends 
1998. 

CHRISTOPHER J. 1)OI)D ............ (202) 224-2823 
Dem. of East H;tddatu: senior sena- 
tol-: horn May 27. I944 in Willimantic; 
JD Univ. of Louisville School of 
Law. 1972: Pcace Corps volunteer. 
Dominican Rcpuhlic 1966-68: Mem- 
her of U.S. House 1975-80: elected 
tothe U.S. Scnate in 1980,3rd term 
ends in 1999. 

-. 

Dem. of New Haven; junior sena- 
tor; born Feb. 24, 1947- in Stam- 
ford: LLB Yale Law School. 1967: 
practicingottorney. 1967-88:member. 
State Sen:lte 197 1-8 1 :Majority Leader 
1975-8 1: state atty. fen.  1983-89: 
elected to thc U.S. Senate in 1988. 
?nd term ends in 2001. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

IstlHARBARA B. 
...................................... KENNELLY (202) 225-2265 

Deni. of Hartford; born July 10. 
193hin Hartford: MA. Trinity College, 
Hartford. 197 1 : member, Hartford 
City Council 1975-79; \ecretary of 
state 1979-82: tlrst elected to Con- 
gress in 1982-8th term. 

................. ZndlSAM GEJDENSON (202) 225-2076 
Deni. o f  Ht)trah: horn Xla! 70. 
1918 in Erchu.cge. German!: BiZ 
Univ. of Conn.. 1970: nl;lliapcmenl 
position in merchandising. tradinf 
compan! brokcr. ~ n t ~ n b e r .  St;irr. 
A\\enibI) !9-5--\  I I ? \ I  : I P L ~ I L ~ ~ I  I 
~ , , 1 1 ~ ~ ~ , <  11, l l \ > t '  . - \ I ! .  .<,! !3!  

Dem. ofN\ir\v Haven: horn Xlar. 7. 
1943 in  N e w  H a v e n :  h l A  Columbia 
Univ.. 1966: exec. aast. to mayor of 
Ne,w Haven 1976-78. to New H3- 
ven development a d t ~ ~ i n i s t r a t o r  
1978-79: chielof staffto U.S. Senator 
Chris Dodd 198 1-87: partner, 
DeLauro-Geller 1987-88: exec. dir.. 
EMILY'S List. 1989: first elected 
to Congress in 1990-3rd term 

...... 4thlCHRISTOPHER SHAYS (. 

Rep. of Stamford: 
1945 in Stamford: h 
MBA, 1974, New Yot 
in Peace Corps. 196. 
State Assembly 1975- 
to Congress in 1987 

5thlGARY A. FRANKS .................. ( 
Rep, of Waterbury; b, 
in Waterbury; BA Y; 
member. Board of A 
90; businessman; first 
gress in 1990-3rd te, 

........... 6thlNANCY L. JOHNSON (: 

Rep. of New Britair' 
1935 in Chicago, 1L. 
College, 1957; memi 
ate 1977-82; first el 
gress in 1982-7th I S  

DELAWARE 

Number of House Seats: 
I Republican 

GOVERNOR 

THOMAS R. CARPER 
Dem. of Wilmington 
1947 in Beckley, U'\ 
of Del., 1975; U.S. ? 
economic developm 
1975-76; state trea\ 
member of U.S. Hc 
elected governor in I '  
1997. 



ER J. DODD ............ (202) 224-2823 
Dem. of East Haddam: senior sena- 
tor; born lMay 27. 1944 in Willimantic; 
JD Univ. of Louisville School of 
Law, 1972; Peace Corps volunteer. 
Dominican Republic 1966-68; Mem- 
ber of U.S. House 1975-80: elected 

I 
to the U.S. Senate in 1980.3rd term 
ends in 1999. 

EBERXI.AS .............. (102) 224-4041 

I 
Dem. ot' SCIV Hi1vc.n: junlor sen,)- 
tor: born Feb. 24. 1942 in Stam- 
ford; LLB Yale Lab School. 1967: 
prarticingattorney. 1967-88:member. 

1 ,- ate 197 1-8 I :  Maioritv Leader 
5tdte dtty g e i  1983-89. 

to the U S Sendte ~n 1988. 1 2nd term ends in 2031 

B. 
.................................. (202) 225-2265 

Dern. of Hartford; born July 10, 
1936 in Hartford: MA, Trinity College, 
Hartford, I97 1 ; member, Hartford 
City Council 1975-74; secretary of 
state 1979-82; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1982-8th term. 

ENSON ................. (202) 225-2076 
Dem. of Bozrah: born May 20. 
1948 in Eschwege. Germany; BA 
Univ. of Conn.. 1970: management 
position in merchandising. trading 
company broker: member, State 
Assembly 1975-78: first elected to 
Congress in 1980 -8th term. 

1,AURO ............... (202) 225-3661 
De~n o f  New Haven: born Mar. 2, 
I' 'ew Haven: MA Columbia 

16: exec. asst. to mayor of kw- t n  1976-78, to New Ha- 
icn developnient aclministrator 
1978-79: chiefofstaffto U.S. Senator 
Zhris Dodd 198 1-87: partner. 
IeLnuro-Geller 1987-88; exec. dir., 
5MILY's List. 1989; first elected 
o Congress in 1990-3rd term. 

Rep. of Stamford: born Oct. 18. 
1945 in Stamford: MPA. 1978 and 
MBA, 1974, New YorkUniv.; served 
in Peace Corps. 1968-70; member. 
State Assembly 1975-87: first elected 
to Congress in 1987-5th term. 

.................. Sth/GARY A. FRANKS 1202) 225-3822 
Rep. of Wnterhur!: h<):n Feh. Q. l'Ii.2 
in \Valerbt:r> : i3 \ ! . ~ i c  L'n:\ . lc l -5 ,  
member. Board \>I' .-\lclrrmrn. 1985- 
90: bus~nessman: f~r\ t  rlccrccl lo Carl- 
gress in 1990--3rd term. 

6thlNANCY L. JOHNSON ........... (202) 225-4176 
Rep. of New Britain: born Jan. 5. 
1935 in Chicago. IL; BA Radcliffe 
College, 1957; member, State Sen- 
ate 1977-82; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1982-7th term. 

DELAWARE 

Number of House Seats: 1 
1 Republican 

THOMAS R. CARPER 
Dem. of Wilmington: horn Jan. 13. 
1947 in Beckley. WV: MBA Univ. 
of Del.. 1975: U.S. Navy 1968-73: 
economic develop~~ient specialist 
1975-76: state treasurer 1'176-82: 
member of U.S. Housc 1982-92: 
elected governor in 1992, term ends 
1997. 

WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR..  ............. (202) 221-2441 
Rep. of Wilmington; senior sena- 
tor; born July 22, 1921 in Great 
Falls. MT; LLB Harvard Law School. 
1949: member. RepublicanNational 
Committee 1961-64; memberofU.S. 
House 1967-70: elected to the U.S. 
Senate i n  1970. 6th term ends in 
200 1. 

.IOSEPH R. BIDES. .IK ................. (202)  224-5042 
Den,. o l  LV~Im~nyron: lunior w n a -  
tor: born N o \ .  20. 1042 in Scranton. 
PA: J D  Syracuse Univ. College of  
Law, 1968: practiced law 1968-72: 
member. Neiv Castle City Council 
1970-71: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1972. 4th term ends in 1997. 

At Large/MICHAEL N. 
CASTLE .......................................... (202) 225-4165 

Rep. of Dover; born July 2, 1939 in 
Wilmington; LLB GeorgetownUniv. 
Law School, 1964; attorney; mem- 
ber,State House 1966-68, State Senate 
1968-74, lieutenant governor I98 1 - 
85, governor 1985-92; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

FLORIDA 

Nuinher of 
House Seats: 
IS l<epublican\ 
8 Democrat5 

GOVERNOR 
21 

LAINTON CHILES 
Dem.: born Apr. 3. 1930 in Lake- 
land; LLB Utiiv. of Fla. College of 
Law, 1955; member, State Hoube 
1959-67, State Senate 1967-70; niem- 
ber. U.S. Senate 1971-89;dir .Collins 
Center for Public Policy 1989-90; 
elected governor in 1990: re-elected 
in 1994, term ends 1999. 



SENATORS 

................................ ROB GRAHAM (202) 224-3041 
Dem. of Miami Lakes: senior aenator: 
horn Nov. 9. 1936 in Miami: LLB 
H;lrvard Law School, 1962: memher. 
Statc House 1967-70. Statc Scnate 
197 1 -78:governor 1979-87:clectedto 
the U.S. Scnate in 1986: 2nd ter~nends 
i n  1999. 

CONNIE MACK .............................. (202) 224-5274 
Rep. of Cape Coral; junior senator; 
born Oct. 29, 1940 in Philadelphia. 
PA: BS Univ. of Fla., 1966: banker: 
president. Fla. National Bank 1975- 
82; member of U.S. House 1983- 
89: elected to U.S. Senate in 1988, 
2nd term ends in 2001. 

DISTKICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

1stlJOE SCARBOROUGH ............ (202) 225-4136 
Rep. of Pensacola; born April 9, 
1963 in Atlanta, GA; JD University 
of Florida; BA University of Ala- 
bama; attorney; businessman: ex- 
ecutive board member, Escambia- 
Santa Rosa Bar Assn.; board of di- 
rectors, Navy League of the Pensacola 
Area, Emerald Coast Pediatric Pri- 
marv Care: elected to Conrress in - 
1994-1 st term. 

2ndlPETE PETERSON .................. (202) 225-5235 
Dem. of Jackson City; born June 
26. 1935 in Omaha. NE: BS Univ. 
of Tampa; U.S. Air Force 1954-8 1 ; 
founder. CRT Computers: program 
dir.. Dozier School for Boys. 1981- 
90: first elected toConsri.\\ in  1 OC)0- 
3rd tcrn~ 

3rdlCORRINE BROWN ................ (202) 225-0123 

4thlTII~I~IE K. FOIVLER .............. (202) 225-2501 gth/MICHAEL BILIRAKIS .......... ( 
Rep. of Jackson\ ille; born Dec. 23, 
1942inMiIladgeville.GA:JDEmory 
Univ. School of Law, 1967: attor- 
ney; memhcr. Jack\onville City 
Council 1985-92: first elected to 
Congress i l l  1'192-2nd term. 

5thlKAREN 1,. THURMAN .......... (202) 225-1002 
Dem. of Dunnellon; horn Jan. 12, 
1951 in Rapid City. SD; BA Univ. 
of Florida. 1973; teacher: member, 
Dunnellon City Council, State Sen- 
ate 1982-92: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1992-2nd term. 

6thlCLIFF STEAHNS .................... (202) 225-5734 
Rep. of Ocala: born April 16, 194 1 
in Washington. DC; BS George Wash- 
ington Univ.. 1963: U.S. Air Force 
1963-67; executive,CBS. Inc. 1969- 
70; acct. exec.,"lmages 70" 1970- 
72; motel industry 1972-77; presi- 
dent, Stearns House. Inc. 1977-88; 
first elected to Congress in 1988- 
4th term. 

............................. 7thlJOHN MICA (202) 225-4035 
Rep. of Winter Park: born Jan. 27. 
1943 in Binghamton. NY:  BA Univ. 
of Florida. 1967: businessman: 
member. State House 1976-80; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
terln. 

Rep ~ i f O ~ - l : ~ ~ i ~ l ~ ~ .  kx>r11 lul! I2 IQ4: 

il l  B~ooh, \  1 1 1 ~ .  11) L ' I I I \ .  ~ ~ ' F - I ~ ~ I I L I ~ ! .  
IYhS: L .S X a \ !  .lucif~. A d \ o c . ~ ~ c  
General's Corp 1969-72; practic- 
in2 attorney in Orlando: first elected 
to Congress In 1980-8th term. 

Rep. of Palm Harhu 
1930 in Tarpon Spl 

Petersburg Junior Col 
to Congress in 198. 

......... IOthlC. W. "BILL" YOUNG I 

Rep. of St. Petersh 
16, 1930 in Harmar! 
ber, Statesenate 196( 
to Congress in 197( 

................ IlthISAM M. GIBBONS I 

Dem. of Tampa; bol 
in Tampa; JD Uni\ 
member. State Housb 
Senate 1958-62; f 
Congress in 1962- 

....... 12tNCHARLES T. CANADY I 

Rep. of Lakeland: 
1954 in Lakeland: 
School, 1979; BA I 
lege, 1976; attorne! 
House 1984-90: 1' 
Consress in 1992- 

l3thlDAN MILLER ........................ I 



................. .......... i. FOWLER .............. (202) 225-2501 9thlMICHAEL BILIRAKIS (202) 225-5755 11thIPORTER J. GOSS (202) 225-2536 
Rep. of Jacksonville: born Dec. 23. Rep. of Palm Harbor; born July 16, Rep. of Sanibel; born Nov. 26,1938 
1942 in Milladgeville, GA; JD Emory 1930 in Tarpon Springs; J D  Univ. in Waterbury, CT; BA Yale Univ.. 
Univ. School of Law. 1967; attor- of Fla., 1963: attorney: business- 1960; CIA officer 1962-72; mayor, 
ney: member. Jacksonville City man; engineer: judge: educator. St. City of Sanibel 1974-82; city com- 
Council 1985-92: first elected to Petersburg Juniorcollege; first elected missioner. Lee City 1983-88; in- 
Con,oress in 1992-2nd term. to Congress in 1982-7th term. vestor; first elected to Congress in 

% 1988-4th term. 
::1 
* .. z 

THUR,1I:\N I 202) 225-1002 IOthIC. W. LLBILL" YOUNG ......... 1202) 225-5961 15thIDAVID WELDON .................. (202) 225-3671 . .......... 
Drru. ot Durincllo~: horn J a n .  12. 

I l?5 I i l l  U:~picl Ci11, Sll :  B.A i i ~ r \  

of Flol-ids. 197.;: te.~chrr: member. 
Dunnellon Cit) Council. State Sen- 
ate 1982-92: first elected to Con- 
pv in I902-2nd term. 

lw 
EARNS .................... (202) 225-5744 

Rep, of St. Petershurg: horn Dec 
16. 1~ ) . 7o  H:~rtn:lr\ I I I C .  rj.-\: I ~ I C I I I -  

ber. State Senatc IOhO-70: fir\t c'lcctsd 
to Congress in 1970-1 3111 tertn. 

................ I l th lSAM M. GIBBONS (202) 2-5-3376 

Rep. of Palm Bay: born Aug. 31. 
195.3 in r\rniryv~llr. NY': h,lDSCNI' 
at Bufhlo; BS SUNY at Stoneybrook. 
1978: Major. U.S. Army; physi- 
cian; member, Florida Medical Assn.: 
founder, Space Coast Family Fo- 
rum, a citizens committee to pro- 
mote family issues; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

16thlMARK FOLEY ....................... (202) 225-5792 
Rep. of Ocala: born April 16. 1941 Dem. of Tampa; born Jan. 20, 1920 Rep. of West Palm Beach; born 
in Washington, DC; BS George Wash- in Tampa; JD Univ. of Fla.. 1947; Sept. 8, 1954 in Newton, MA; Palm 
ington Univ.. 1963; U.S. Air Force member, State House 1953-58. State Beach Community College;real estate 
1963-67; executive, CBS, Inc. 1969- Senate 1958-62; first elected to broker, president of Foley-Smith 
70: acct. exec.,"lmages 70" 1970- Congress in 1962- 17th term. and Associates, Inc.; chairman, Palm 
72; motel industry 1972-77; presi- Beach Regional Hospital; State 
dent, Stearns House, Inc. 1977-88; Representative 199 1-92: State Senator 
first elected to Congress i n  1988- 1993-94;elected to Congress in 1994-- 

14th  term. I st term. 

:A ............................. (202) 225-1035 

I 
Rep. of Winter Park; born Jan. 27, 
1943 in Binghamton. NY; BA Univ. 
of Florida. 1967: businessman: 
member. State House 1976-80; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 

OLLUbI .................. (202) 225-2176 
Rep. of Orlando; born July 12, 1944 
in Brooksville; JD Univ. of Florida, 
1968: U.S. Navy Judge Advocate 
Generill's Corp 1969-72; practic- 
ing attorney in  Orlancio; first elected 
to Congress i n  1980-8th term. 

....... 12thICHARLES T. CANADY (202) 225-1252 
Rep. of Lakeland; born June 22. 
1954 in Lakeland; JD Yale Law 
School. 1979; BA Haverford Col- 
lege. 1976; attorney: member, State 
House 1984-90: first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

l3thlDAN MILLER ........................ (202) 225-5015 
Rep. of Brndenton: born May 30, 
1942 in Highland Park, MI; PhD 
Louisiana State Univ.. 1070: M B A  
Emory Univ.. 1965: businessman. 
real estate developer; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

..................... 17thlCARRIE MEEK (202) 225-4506 

I8thlILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINE 

Dem. of Miami; born April 29,1926 
in Tallahassee; MS Univ. of Michi- 
gan; Miami-Dade Community Col- 
lege administrator; member, State 
House, State Senate 1982-92; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

............................ :N (202) 225-3931 
Rep. of Miami; born July 15, 1952 
in Havana. Cuba: MS Fla. Interna- 
tional Univ.,1987; teacher; school 
administrator: member, State House 
1982-86, State Senate 1986-89; first 
elected to Congress in 1989-4th 
term. 



I Dem. of  West Palm Beach: horn 
Dec. 2. 1931 in W. Palm Beach: 
LLB Univ. of Fla. Law School. 1958: 
member. Stale Senate 1974-86: at- 
torney 1958-88: first clcclcd to 
Conpre\\ in 1988-4th terni. 

ZOthlPETER DEUTSCH ................ (202) 225-7931 
Dem. of Laudcrhill; born April 1 .  
1957 in Bronx. NY; JD Yale Law 
School, 1982; BA SwarthmoreCol- 
lege. 1979: attorney; member. State 
House 1982-92; first e l e c ~ e d  to 
Congress in 1992-2nd terni. 

jer of House Seats: 
7 Republicans 4 Democrats 

2lstlLINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART ................................ (202) 225-421 1 G O V E R N O R  

Rep. of Miami; born Aug. 13. 1954 
in Havana, Cuba; JD Case Western 
Reserve Univ. Law School, 1979; 
attorney; member. State Senate 1986- 
92: first elected toCongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

......................... 22ndlCLAY SHAW (202) 225-3026 
Rep. of Fort Lauderdale; born Apr. 
19,1939in Miami: JDStetson Univ. 
College of Law. 1966; former prac- 
ticing attorney: f0rmerC.P.A.: Fort 
Lauderdale vice mayor 1973-75. mayor 
1975-80; first elected to Congress 
in 1980-8th tern]. 

- - . - - -. - - 

ZELL MILLER 
Dem.; born Feb. 24, I932 in Young 
Harris: MA Univ. of Ga.; mayor of 
Young Harris; professor; writer; 
member. State Senate 1960-64; exec. 
secy. to the governor 1968-71: lieu- 
tenant governor 1975-90; elected 
governor in 1990: re-elected in 1994, 
term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

....................................... SAM NUNN (202) 224-3323 

PAUL COVERDELL ...................... (202) 224-3643 
Rep. of Atlanta: junior senator: born 
Jan. 20. 1939 in Des Moines. IA: 
BA journalism. Univ. of Missouri. 
1961 : businessnian: member. State 
Senate 1970.89: Dirrctol-. PeaceCorp\ 
1989: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1993, l st term end\ in 1999. 

v w DISTRICTSIREPRESENTA 

IstfJACK KINGSTON ................... (: -- 7 - 
Rep. of Savannah; I 
1955 in Bryan. TX. 

@=?a Georgia. 1977; insur: 
member, State Housi 
elected to  Congress 
term. 

............... 2ndlSANFORD BISHOP (. 

Dem. of Colunlbus; 
4, 1947 in Mobile, A 
Univ. School of L; 
Morehouse College 
ney; member. Statc 
90. State Senate 1990. 
to Congress in I992 

LTV steel: Cedar S 

............. COLLINS ( 

Rep. of Jackson; bor 
in Jackson; truckingc 
member State Senatt 
elected to Congre\\ 
term. 

4thIJOHN LINDER ......................... I 
Rep; of Atlanta: bol 
1942in Deer River. : 
of Minnesota. 196' 
dentist; member. St. 
80. 1981-90: first c 

gress in 1992-2111. 

5thlJOHN LEWIS ........................... 
Dern. ol ,Atlanta: ho 
in Troy. AL: B A  FI 
chairman. Studen 
Coordinating Coml 
dir., Voter Educatic 
76; assoc. dir.. AC 
member, Atlantacir 
86; first elected toCo 
5th term. 



.................. 1 DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES hthlNEWT GINGRICH (202) 225-4501 ...... - ~ -  -~ , , 

Rep. of North Atlanta; born June 
IstlJACK KINGSTON ................... (202) 225-5831 17, 1943 in Harrisburg, PA: PhD 

1 Rep. of Savannah; born April 24. Tulane Univ., 1971; teacher. West 
1955 in Bryan. TX; AB Univ. of Ga. College 1970-78: first elected & Georgia. 1977; insurance salesman: to Congress in 1978-9th term. 

I 
member, State House 1984-92; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

................................ 7thlBOB BARR (102) 22-5-2931 

2ndIS.ANFOHD BISHOP ............... I 102 1 225-36.31 
Dem. ot 'Culu~~ihu\:  burn Fsbruar! 
4, I947 in Mobile. .AL: LLD Emory 
Univ. School of Law, 1971: BA 
Morehouse College. 1968: attor- 
ney; member. State House 1976- 
90. State Senate 1990-92: first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

LTV Steel: Cedar spyin is  

Rep. or' Snlyrna: born N o v .  5 .  1 W S  
in I < I \ \ . L  CI~!.  I.-\: J D  Grorgrku\\n. 
MA Gcoryc Washington Unibcr- 
sit?: attorney: CIA analyst 1970- 
78: U.S. Attorney 1986-89: direc- 
tor. U.S. Attorney General's Pub- 
lic Corruption Subcommittee 1987- 
88: cand~date for U.S. Senate 1992: 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

............. R I 8thlSAXBY CHAMBLISS (202) 225-6531 I 
CR 

I 
Dem.; born Feb. 23. 1932 in Young 
Harris: MA Univ. of Ga.: mayor of 
Young Harris: professor; writer; 
member, State Senate 1960-64: exec. 
secy. to the governor 1968-71; lieu- 
tenant governor 1075-90; elected 
governor in 1990; re-elected in 1994. 
term ends 1999. 

I 
Dem. of Perry; senior senator: born 
Sept. 8, 1938 i n  Perry; LLB Emory 
Univ.. 1962: attorney and farmer; 
memher. State House 1968-72: elected 
to the U.S. Senate i n  1972.4th term 
ends in 1997. 

IDELL ...................... r 202) 224-3633 
(Atlanta: juniorsenator: born I 
), 1939 in Des Moines. ]A; 

~ ~ I r n a l I ~ r n .  U n ~ v  of M~ssouri. . 1961. b u \ ~ n e \ \ ~ n ~ n  member. State 
r.j Senate 1970-89: D~rector. Peacecorps I 

............. COLLINS (202) 225-5901 
Rep. of Jackson; born Oct. 15,1944 
in Jackson; truckingcompany owner; 
member State Senate 1988-92; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

Rep ot Moultr~e,  horn Nov 10, 
1943 In Wdrrenton, NC; JD Unl- 
verslty ofTennessee, attorney; busl- 
nessman; served on the Moultr~e- 
Colqu~t County Econom~c Devel- 
opment Author~ty andColqu~ttCounty 
Econom~c Development Corpora- 
tton, cand~date for U.S. House, 1992, 
elected to Congress in 1994-l5t 
term 

....................... ......................... 4thlJOHN LINDER (202) 225-4272 9thlNATHAN DEAL (202) 225-521 
Rep. of Atlanta: born September 9. Dem. of Gainesville; born Aug. 25. 
19=:2 in Deer Kiver, MN; DDS Univ. 1942 in Millen; JD Mercer Univ. 

of Minnesota, 1967; businessman: Law School. 1966: Hall County at- 

dentist: member. State House 1976- torney. formerjuvenile courtjudge; 

80, 198'7-90; first elected to Con- member, State Senate 1980-92; first 

gress in 1992-2nd term. elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

5thIJOHN LEWIS ........................... (202) 225-3801 IothlCHAKLES ....... (202) 225-4101 
Dem. of Atlanta: born Feb. 2 1, 1940 
in Troy. AL; BA Fisk Univ.. 1967; 
chairman. Student Non-Violent 
Coordinating Co~n~ni t tee  1963-66; 
dir., Voter Educalion Project 1966- 
76; assoc. dir., ACTION 1977-80; 
melnher, Atlantacity council 1982- 
86; firstelected tocongress in  1986- 
5th term. 

Rep. of Augusta; born July 27, 1941 
in Valdosta; DDS Georgetown Uni- 
versity, 1969; BS Georgia South- 
ern University. 1964; dentist; Cap- 
tain. U.S. Army 1967-69; president. 
Georgia Dental Association; elected 
to Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

I 2  

4 1989; elected to the U.S. Senate in 

I 1992. 1 \t term end\ in 1999. 



Dem. of Lithonia; born March 17, 
1955 in Atlanta; BA Univ.ofSouthern 
California; educator: member. State 
House 1988-92; first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

........... IstlNEIl, ABERCROMBIE (202) 225-2726 
Dem. of Honolulu; born June 26, 
1938 in Buffalo. h'Y; PhD, Univ. 
of Hawaii. 1974; college profes- 
sor: member, State House 1974-78, 
State Senate 1978-86; member of 
U.S. House 1986-87; nien~ber. city 
council 1988-90; re-elected tocon-  
gress in 1990-4th term. 

LARRY CRAIG ............................... ( 

Rep. of Midvale: \ 

I rancher; meniber, Stit 
80; member of U.S 
91; clected to the 

L 1990, I st term end, 

.................. 2ndlPATSY MINK .......................... (202) 225-4906 DIRK KEMPTHORNE ( 
HAWAII 

Dem. of Honolulu; born Dec. 6 .  Rep. of Boise: junic 
1927 in Paia; JD Univ. of Chicago, Oct. 29, 1951 in S 

#*7J\ House 195 1 ; member, 1956-58, Hawaii Senate Territorial 1958-59: BA University of Ida, @==a of Boise 1986-92. 

*- State Senate 1962-64: member of manager; administr 
Number of House Seats: 1 . U.S. House 1965-77; member, Ho- the U.S. Senate in 
2 Democrats nolulu City Council 1983-87; re- ends in 1999. 

elected to Congress in 1990-10th 
term. Kc3 I 

GOVERNOR i 
BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO 

Dem. of Honolulu; born Nov. 14, 
1939 in Honolulu, HI; JD Loyolaof 
Los Angeles, 197 1 ; BA UCLA, 1968; 
attorney; State Representative 1975- 
78: State Senate 1979-86; Lieuten- 
ant Govenor 1990-94; elected gov- 
ernor in 1994, term ends 1998. 

SENATORS 

YIEL K. INOUYE ..................... (202) 224-3934 
Dem. of Honolulu: senior senator; 
born Sept. 7. 1924 in Honolulu: JD 
George Washingon Univ.. 1952: 
member. Tcnitorial Legislature 1954- 
59: niemher of Con;re\\ lO5u-62: 
~electrd thr I ' .S. S~.n;~tc 111 lOh2. 
Ot l l  I~,rlll C I I ( I \  i i )  l ~ ~ ' ~ ' ! .  

DANIEL K. AKAKA ...................... (202) 224-6361 
Dem. of Honolulu; junior senator; 
born Sept. 1 1 .  I924 in Honolulu; 
Master of Education. Univ. of Ha- 
waii. 1966: school principal 1963- 
68; director. Hawaii Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity; member of 
Congress 1977-90; elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1990.3-nd term ends 
in 3-001. 

IDAHO 

Number of 
House Seats: 
? Republicans I 

GOVERNOR 

PHIL IIATT 
I<cp \\ 1iJcr. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i l  \ l a j ~ ~ l ~ 4 .  iLj:- 

i n  \i i1dc.r. ID: C n i \ ~ , ~ \ l i !  of ld;~rlu. 
U.S. Army Air Force: turmer: State 
Representative 1965-67:State Senator 
1967-78; six years as Majority Leader. 
two as President Pro Tempore: Lt. 
Governor 1978-82; candidate for 

governor 1982: chair. State GOP 
1993: elected povernor in 1994. term 

D I S T R I C T S I R E P R E S E N T P  

lsUHELEN CHENOWETH .......... ( 

Rep. of Boise; born 
Topeka, KS; Whit. 
medical and legal ma 
instructor at the Uni 
School ofLaw; envi~ 
consultant; GOP Stat 
77; chief of staff to 
Steve Symms, R-ldai 
to Congress in 199. 

2ndlMIKE CRAPO ......................... ! 



3lREPRESENTATIVES SENATORS ILLINOIS 

RCROMBIE ........... (202) 225-2726 LARRY CRAIG ............................... (202) 224-2752 ~ , ~ ~ b ~ ~  of 
Dem. of Honolulu; born June 26. 

I 1938 in Buffalo, NY; PhD, Univ. 
of Hawaii, 1974; college profes- 
sor; member, State House 1974-78, 

I 
State Senate 1978-86; member of 
U.S. House 1986-87; member, city 
council 1988-90; re-elected to Con- 

I gress i n  1990-4th term. 

INK .......................... (202) 225-4906 
Dem ol Honolulu. born Dec 6. 
197-7 In Pala, JD U n ~ v  of Ch~cago.  ' 195 1 ,  member, Hawall Terrltorlal 

P 1956-58, Senate 1958-59. 
.ndte 1962-64, member of 
use 1965-77, member, Ho- 

Councll 1983-87, re- 
elected to Congress In 1990-10th 
term 

Rep. of Wilder; born March 4,1927 
in Wilder, ID; University of Idaho; 
U.S. Army Air Force; farmer; State 
Representative 1965-67; State Senator 
1967-78; six yearsasMajority Leader, 
tr 3resident Pro Tempore; Lt. 

1978-82; candidate for 
1982; chair, State COP 

governor in 1994, term 
ends 1998. 

DIRK KEhIPTI 

Rep. of Midvale: senior senator: 
born July 20, 1945 in Council; BA 
Univ. of Idahd. 1969; farmer and 
rancher; member, State Senate 1975- 
80; member of U.S. House 1980- 
91; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1990. l st term ends in 1997. 

Rep. o f  Koi\c: lunior \enator: born 
Oct. 29. 1951 in San Dieso. CA: 
BA University of Idaho. 1975: mayor 
of Boise 1986-91. public affairs 
manager: administrator; elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1992. 1st term 
ends i n  1999. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 
.......... IstIHELEN CHENOWETH (202) 225-661 1 

Rep. of Boise; born Jan. 27, 1938 in 
Topeka, KS: Whitworth College; 
medical and legal management; guest 
instructor at the University of ldaho 
School of Law; environmental policy 
consultant; GOPState Director 1975- 
77; chief of staff to then U.S. Rep. 
Steve Symms, R-Idaho, 1977; elected 
to Congress in 1994-1st term. 

......................... 2ndIMIKE CRAPO (202) 225-5531 
Rep. of ldaho Falls; born May 20, 
1951 in ldaho Falls; JD Harvard 
Law School, 1977; BA Brigham 
Young Univ., 1973; attorney: member, 
State Senate 1984-92; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

House Seats: 
11) Republicans 
I0 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

JIM EDGAR 

Area 

Rep. of Springfield; born July 22. 
1946 in Vinita. OK; BA Eastern 
Illinois Univ., 1968; member, State 
House 1976-79; dir. of legis. af- 
fairs for governor 1979-80; secy. 
of state 198 1-9 I; elected governor 
in 1990: re-elected in 1994, term 
ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

.................................. PAUL SIMON (202) 224-2152 
Dem. of Maknnda; senior senator: 
born Nov. 29, 1928 in Eugene, OR; 
Dana College; newspaper publisher 
1948-66; meln her State House 1955- 
62, State Senate 1963-68: It. gov- 
ernor 1969-72; memberof U.S. House 
1975-84; elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1984. 3rd term ends in 1997. 

....... CAROL MOSE1,EY-BKAUN (202) 224-2854 
Dern. of Chicago; junior senator; 
born Aug. 16, 1947 in Chicago; JD 
University of Chicago Law School 
1972: University of Illinois at Chi- 
cago; member. State House 1978- 
87; Cook County Recorder of Deeds 
1987-92: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1992, 1st term ends in 1999. 



DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 6thlHENRY J. HYDE ..................... (202) 225-4561 I ~ ~ ~ ~ J E R R Y  WELLER .................. (2 

1stlBOBBY RUSH ........................... (202) 225-4372 
Dem of Ch~cdpo. born Nov 23. 
1946 In Albany, GA, BA Roo\evelt 
U n ~ v  .community actlvl\t. Ch~c'lgo 
alderman 1983-92. flrst elected to 
Congre\\ In 1992-2nd term 

2ndIMEL REYb llOLDS ................... (202) 225-0773 
Dem. of Chicago; born Jan. 8. 1952 
in Mound Bayou; JDS Oxford Univ. 
in England, 1981; MPA Harvard 
University; city alderman; profes- 
sor: community activist; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

1937 in 
College; 
Chicago 

Chic; 
city 
Park 

ago; 
aldr 
Disc 

attenc 
:rman 
trict sl 

ied LI 
1975. 

upervi 

Rep. of Bensen\,ille: born April 18, 
1924 in Chicago; JD Loyola Univ., 
1949: member, State Assembly 1967- 
74; majority leader 1971-72; first 
elected to Congress in 1974-1 1th 
term. 

Dem. of Chicago: born Sept. 24, 
1931 in St. Louis. MO; attended 
Northwestern Univ.; revenue audi- 
tor. Ill. Dept. of Revenue; Commit- 
teewoman of Chicago's 24th ward; 
first elected to Congress in 1973- 
12th term. 

................. 8thlPHILIP M. CRANE (202) 225-3711 

Rep. of Morris; b o r ~  
in Streator; BS Uni. 
nois, 1979; aide to 
Toni Corcoran 1977- 
Agriculture Secy. Jol 
85; State Represent. 
co-chair~nan. State 
lican Policy Commil 
Congress in 1994- 

1,TV Steel: Chicag~ 

12th/JERRY COSTELLO ............. ( 
Dem. of Belleville: 
1949in East St. Loui? 
College of the Sacrk 
bailiff; deputy sheri 
tigalor, stale attorne! 
circuit probation dil- 
St. Clair Cty. Board( 
88; first elected t o C o ~  
5th term. 

Rep. of Mt. Prospect; born Nov. 3, ......... 3rdlWILLIAM 0. LIPINSKI ....... (202) 225-5701 1930in Chicago: PhD Indiana Univ.; 13thfHARRIS W. FAWELL ( 

Dem. of Chicago; born Dec. 22, LLDGroveCity College. 1975; taught ma Rep. of Naperville; I 
1937 in Chicago; attended Loras U.S. and Latin American History at 1929 in West Chicap 
College; city alderman 1975-82; I Bradley Univ., Peoria, 1963-67; first Kent College of La\ 
Chicago Park District supervisor, elected to Congress in 1969-14th partner of law firm: 
17 years; first elected to Congress term. Senate 1963-77; first 
in 1982-7th term. gress in 1984-6th 

9thlSIDNEY R. Y ATES ................. (202) 225-2111 

................. 4thlLUlS GUTIEKREZ (202) 225-8203 
Dern. of Chicago; born Dec. 10, 
1953 in Chicago: BA Northeastern 
Illinois Univ. in Chicago, 1975: 
educator; city alderman 1986-92; 
first elected to Congress in 1991- 
2nd term. 

Rep. ofChicago. born 9 0 ~ .  9. I967 
in Chicago: J D  Loyola University. 
1988: U.S. Army; attorney; volun- 
teer with AIDS patients, Howard 
Brown Memorial Center; elected 
to Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

Rep. of Mt. Prospect; born Nov. 3, ......... 1930in Chicago: PhD Indiana Univ.; 13thfHARRIS W. FAWELL ( 

LLDGroveCity College. 1975; taught ma Rep. of Naperville; I 
U.S. and Latin American History at 1929 in West Chicap 

I Bradley Univ., Peoria, 1963-67; first Kent College of La\ 
elected to Congress in 1969-14th partner of law firm: 
term. Senate 1963-77; first 

gress in 1984-6th 

9thlSIDNEY R. Y ATES ................. (202) 225-2111 
Dem. of Chicago; born Aug. 27, 

+7= 1909 in Chicago; JD U n ~ v .  of Chi- 
5 .  \ cago, 1933: attornev-at-law slnce 

10thlJOHN E. PORTER ................ (302) 225-4835 
Rep. ot \\'innr.~A:i: n o r n  .iu~le I . i o?; 
in Evanh~on: ,111 I n 1 1 ,  uf  \ l~ci l  
La\\ School. 1961; prnctlcing ar- 
torneg 196 1-63: member. S t a ~ c  
Assembly 1973-79: first elected ro 
Congress in 1980-9th term. 

.......... 14thlJ. DENNIS HASTERT ( 

Rep. of Yorkville: b 
in Aurora: M S  Nor1 
1967: h i ~ h  school tr 
wrestling coach l9(  
State Assembly 198 I 
to Congress in 1 9SS 



I. HYDE ..................... (202) 225-4561 

1 
Rep. of Bensenville; born April 18, 
1924 in Chicago: JD Loyola Univ.. 
1949: member, State Assembly 1967- 
74; majority leader 1971-72; first 
elected to Congress in 1974-1 1 th 
term. 

.................. 11 th/JERRY WELLER (202) 225-3635 
Rep of Morrts. born July 7, 1957 
In Streator BS U n ~ v e r s ~ t j  of 1111- 

; nots. 1979, a ~ d e  to Congressman 
Tom Corcoran 1977-78. atde to U S 
Agrtculture Secy John Block 198 1- 
85, State Repre\entattve 1989-94. 
co-chatrman. State Hou4e Repub- 
ltcan Pol~cy  Comm~ttee,  elected to 
C o n g r e s ~  In 1994-1 \t term 

...... 16thl  DONALD MANZULLO (202) 225-5676 
p of Byron, born March 24, 1944 
Rockford, JD Marquette, 1970. 

BA Amerlcan U n ~ v  , 1967. attor- 
ney; f ~ r s t  elected to Congreps In 
1992-2nd term 

......................... COLLINS (202) 225-5006 LTV Steel: Cht i . :~ :~  17th11,ANE EVANS (202) 235-5901 ............... I 
Dem. or' Chlcaso: horn Sept. 24. 
19.3 I in St. Loui>. h10: attended 
North*estern Vni\ .: r t \ enur  audl- 
tor. Ill. Dept. of Re~.enue: Comm~t-  

I teewoman of Chicago's 24th ward: 
'' -1rcted to Congress in 1973- 

. CRANE ; ................ (202) 225-3711 
Rep. of Mt. Prospect: born Nov. 3, 
1930 in Chicago: PhD Indiana Univ.; 
LLD Grovecity College. 1975; taught 
U.S. and Latin American History at 
Bradley Univ., Peoria, 1963-67; first 
elected to Congress in 1969-14th 

. term. 

. YATES ................. (202) 225-2111 
Dem, of Chicago: born Aug. 27, 
1909 in Chicago; JD Univ. of Chi- 
cago, 1933: attorney-at-law since 

-- 1933; first elected to Congress in 
1948-16th term. 

PORTER ................ (202) 225-4835 
Rep. of Winnetka; born June 1,1935 
in Evenston; JD Univ. of Mich. 
Law School. 1961; practicing at- 
torney 1961-63: member, State 
Assembly 1973-79; lirst elected to 
C,.-- - ~ s s  i n  1980-9th term. 

Dem. oi RcIIc: 111~: ho1.11 Scpr. 25.  
1949 In Eaht St. Louis: BX Xlary\.~lle 
College of the Sacred Heart: court 
bailiff: deputy sheriff: chief inves- 
tigator. state attorney'.; office: state 
circuit probation director 1976-80: 
St. Clair Cty. Boardchairman 1980- 
88; first elected tocongress in 1988- 
5th term. 

13thlHARRIS W. FAWELL ......... (202) 725-3515 
Rep. of Naperville: born March 25. 
1929 in West Chicago; JD Chicago- 
Kent College of Law, 1952: senior 
partner of law firm; member, State 
Senate 1963-77: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1984-6111 term. 

.......... 14thlJ. DENNIS HASTERT (202) 225-2976 
Rep. of Yorkville; born Jan. 2. 1942 
in kurora: MS Northern 111. Univ., 
1967; high school teacher. football. 
wrestling conch 1965-8 I; member. 
State Assembly 198 1-86: first elected 
to Congress in 1086-5th term. 

.......... 1SthITHOhlAS W. EWING (202) 225-2371 
Rep. of  Pontiac: burn Sept. 19,1935 
in Atlanta: JD, John Marshall Law 
School, 1968; member. State As- 
sembly 1974-91; first elected to 
Congress in 1991-3rd tern). 

Den). (11' lioch [\land: horn .ALI:LI\I 
4,195 I In Koch irland:JDGeorgeto\\ 11 

Univer\~ry. 1978: U.S. Marine Gorp\ 
1969-7 1 : attorney: Community Le- 
gal Clinic 19SI-S2; first elected to  
Congress in 1982-7th term. 

18thlRAY LAHOOD ....................... (202) 225-6201 
Rep. of Peoria; born Dec. 6, 1945 
in Peoria: BS Bradley University, 
197 I; teacher; public official; A.A 
to Congressman Tom Railsback; 
A.A. and chief of staff for Con- 
gressman Bob Michel; State Rep- 
resentative 1982-83; elected tocon- 
press in 1994-1 st term. 

LTV Steel: Hennepin 

............... 19thIGLENN POSHARD (202) 225-5201 
Dem. of Cartervllle, born Oct. 30, 
1945 in Herald, PhD, Southern Ill 
U n ~ v  , 1984: d~rec tor ,  Reg~onal  
Educat~on Center; member, State 
Senate 1984-89. f~rq t  elected to & o g r e  in '"-4th term. 

......... 2OthlRICHARD J. DURBIN (202) 225-5271 
Dem. of Springfield; born Nov. 2 1 .  
1944 in East St. Louis; JD Georgetown 
Univ. Law School, 1969; chief le- 
gal counsel to It. gov. 1969-72; 
State Senate parliamentarian 1972- 
77; atty; first elected to Congress 
in 1982-7th tcrm. 



INDIANA 

Nunlher of 
House Seats: 

Repi~hlican\ 

GOVERNOR 

EVAN BAYH 
Dern.; born Dec. 26, 1955 in Terre 
Haute; JD Univ. of Va.. 1981: at- 
torney, 1983-86; secretary of stale, 
1986-89; elected governor in 1988, 
re-elected 1992, term ends 1997. 

SENATORS 

RICHARD G. LUGAR ................... (202) 221-4814 
Rep. of Indianapolis: senior sena- 
tor; born April 4, 1932 in India- 
napolis; Rhodes Scholar, Pembroke 
College, England, MA, 1956; v.p., 
Thomas L. Green & Co.. food equip- 
ment mfg.: mayor. Indianapolis 1968- 
75: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1976. 4th term ends in 2001. 

DAN COATS .................................... (202) 224-5623 
Ilep. ol'F(11.1 \$';I! nc:iunior \enator: 
bol-n h l a )  I(>. lcI4.? i n  I ~ i c k s ~ ~ n .  111: 
JD Ind. L ' I I I \ .  Lau. School. 1971: 
n~embcr of U.S. House 1981-SX: 
appointed to the U.S. Senate: first 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1990. 
2nd term ends in 1999. 

Dem. of Merrillville; born Aug. 13, 
1949 in Gary: LLM Georgetown 
Univ., 1982: JDNotre Dame, 1973; 
admin. asst. to Rep. Adam Ben- 
jamin 1976-82: attorney 1983-84; 
first clectcd to Coilgress in 1984- 

 el: East Chicago 

2ndlDAVID MCINTOSH ............... (202) 225-3021 
Rep. of Muncie: born June 8, 1958 
in San Francisco, CA; JD Univer- 
sity of  Chicago, 1983; BA Yale 
Collcge, 1980; founder and co-chair 
of the Federalist Society; attorney; 
special assistant to Vice-President 
Quay le;exec.dir.,President'sCouncil 
on Competitiveness; elccted to Con-' 
gress in 1994-1 s t  term. 

........ 3rdiTIMOTHY J .  ROEMER (202) 225-3915 
Dem. of Mishawaka: born Oct. 30, 
1956 in South Bend; PhD Univ. of 
Notre Dame, 1985; staff asst. to 
Rep. John Brademas 1978-79; legis. 
aide to Sen. Dennis DeConcini 1985- 
89; professor; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1990-3rd term. 

4thlMARK EDWARD 
-- - ............................................ SOUDER (202) 225-4436 

Rep. of Grabill: horn July 18, 19550 
in Fort Wayne: M B A  Univerriry of 
Notre Dame. 1974: businessman: 
COP staff director for House Se- 
lect Committee on Children. Youth 
and Families 1984-88: legi\lative 
director and chiel' (11 .;~afS for SKII. 
Dan Coat\ IOX'~.".:: t.Ic<rcd 111 C  or:^ 

crc\\ I < l c 1 2 -  I \ I  tcr.11 

Rep. of Monticello; born Kov. 26. 
1958 in Rensselaer; JD Valparaiso 
Univ. School of Law. 1984: BS The 
Citadel. 1980: attorney, 1980-84 
Captain. U.S. Army: first elected to 
Cbngress in 1992-2nd term. 

Rep. of lndianapol 
1938 in lndianapoll 
real estate; membe 
terms, State Senat, 
elected to Congre 
term. 

7thlJOHN T. MYERS ..................... 

....... 8thlJOHN N. HOSTETTLER 
Rep. of Blairsvillt 
1961 in Evansville: 
Institute of Technt 
gineer, Southern lndi 
Co.; volunteer ni 
sponsored food pi 
Congress in 1994- 

............... 9thlLEE H. HAMILTON 
Den>. of Kashi 111. 
1931 In Daytnna 
Univ. School of  
elected to Congrc 

..... IOth/ANDREUT JACOBS. JR. 



SIREPRESENTATIVES 6thlDAN BURTON .......................... (202) 225-2276 IOWA 

VISCLOSKY .......... 1202) 225-2461 1938 in Indianapolis: insurance and 
Rep. of Indianapolis; born June 21, 

Dem. of Merrillville; born Aug. 13, real estate; member. State House. 3 
1949 in Gary; LLM Georgetown terms. State Senate. 2 terms; first 
Univ., 1982; JD Notre Dame, 1973; E i Z a  elected to Congress in 1 9 8 2 ~ 7 t h  

hdmin .  asst. to Rep. Adam Ben- term. 
jamin 1976-82; attorney 1983-84; 
first elected to Congress in 1984- 
6th term. 

LTV Steel: East Chicago ..................... 7thlJOHN T. MYERS (202) 125-5805 

CINTOSH ............... (202) 225-302 1 
Rep. of bluncie; burn June 8. 1958 
in San Francisco, CA: JD Univer- 
sity of Chicago. 1983; BA Yale 

: r -. 1980: founderandco-chair 
=deralist Society; attorney; 
ssistant to Vice-President 
xec.dir., President'sCouncii 

I on Competitiveness; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1st term. 

J. ROEMER ........ (202) 225-3915 
Dem. of Mishawaka; born Oct. 30, 
1956 in South Bend; PhD Univ. of 
Notre Dame, 1985; staff asst. to 
Rep. John Brademas 1978-79; legis. 
aide toSen. Dennis DeConcini 1985- 

, 89; professor; first elected to  Con- 
gress in 1990-3rd term. 

YARD 
................................. (202) 225-4436 
Rep. of Grabill; born July 18. 1950 
in Fort Wayne; MBA University of 
Notre Dame. 1974; businessman; 
GOP staff director for House Se- 
lect Committee on Children, Youth 
and Families 1984-88; legislative 
director and chief of staff for Sen. ................ 

Dan Coats 1989-93; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

Rep. of Monticello; born Nov. 26, 
1958 in Rensselaer; JD Valparaiso 
U,-' "chool of Law, 1984; BSThe 

1980: attornev. 1980-84 
U.S. Army; f~rstelected to 

Rep. 0 1  < 'O\ I I I ; IOII :  h o r ~ ~  Fch. 5. 
1927 I I I  C'o\ Insion: I3S ind. S I ~ I ~ .  
Uni\ .. 195 I :  truhl otticc.~ nit11 Tllc 
Fountain Trusr Co.: first ltlcctcd to 
Congrehs in 1966-15th term. 

8thlJOHN N. HOSTETTLER ....... (202) 225-4636 
Rep. of Blairsville; born July 19, 
1961 in Evansville; BS Ro.;e-Hulman 
Institute of Technology, 1983; en- 
gineer, Southern IndianaGas & Electric 
Co.; volunteer manager. church 
sponsored food pantry; elected to 
Congress in 1994-1st term. 

............... 9thILEE H. HAMILTON (202) 225-5315 
Dem. of Nashville; born April 20. 
1931 in Daytona Beach; JD Ind. 
Univ. School of Law, 1956; first 
elected to Congress in 1964-16th 
term. 

...... 10thlANDREW JACOBS, JR. (202) 225-4011 
Dem. of Indianapolis; born Feb. 
24. 1932 in Indianapolis; LLB Ind. 
Univ., 1958; practicing lawyer 1958- 
64, 1973-74; nietnher of U.S. House 
1965-72; re-elected to Congress in 
1974-1 1 th tcrln. 

hurnber ol' House Seats: 
5 l<epubltcans 

GOVERNOR 

TERRY BRANSTAD 
Rep. of Terrace-Hill: born Nov. 17, 
1946 in Leland; JD Drake Univ. 
Law School. 1974; attorney; mem- 
ber, State House 1972-77; It. gov- 
ernor 1978-82; elected governor in 
1982, re-elected in 1986, 1990, and 
1994. term ends 1999. 

SIENATORS 
............ CHAKLES E. GRASSLEY (202) 224-3744 

Rep. of New Hartford; senior sena- 
tor; born Sept. 17, 1933 in New 
Hartford; MA Univ. of Northern 
lowa, 1956: farmer; member, state 
House 1959-74: member of U.S. 
House 1975-80; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1980, 3rd term ends in 
1999. 

TOM HARKIN ................................. (202) 224-3254 
Dern. of Cunirning; junior senator; 
born N o v .  19. 1939 in Cu~nming; 
JDCatholic Univ. of America. 1972; 
admitted to the lowa Bar in 1972; 
member of U.S. House 1975.84: 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1984. 
2nd tern1 ends in 1997. 



. . 

KANSAS 

............................... IstIJIM LEACH (202) 225-6576 
Rep. of Davenport; born Oct. IS. Rep. of Dodge Cit) 
1942 in Davenport: MA School of 1936 in Topeha: U 
Advanced International Studies. J0hn.i Univ., 1958; news1 
Hopkins. 1966; foreign service of- journalist;admin. a\ 
ricer 1968-69. 1970-73; president. Carlson. and then 
Flamegas Companies 1973-76: first Sebelius 1968-80: 
elected to Congress in 1976-10th Congress in 1980- 
lerrn. 

Number of Huuse Seats: 
2ndIJIM NUSSLE ............................ (202) 225-291 1 

Rep. of Manchester; born June 27. 
1960iti Des Moines; JDDrake Univ., 
1985: ntlorney; Delaware Cty. any. 
1986-90: firs1 elec~ed to Congress 
in 1990-3rd term. 

3rdlJIM ROSS LIGHTFOOT.. ..... (202) 225-3806 
Rep. of Shenandoah; born Sept. 27, 
1938 in Sioux City; city commis- 
sioner, Corsicana, Texas 1974-76; 
businessman; radio station farm 
editor and broadcaster; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

4thlGREG GANSKE ....................... (202) 225-4426 
Rep. of Des Moines; born March 
31, 1949 in New Hampton; MD 
University of lowa; BS University 
of lowa. 1972: physician: recon- 
structi\.e surgeon: Lt. Colonel in 
the U.S. Army Reserve: farm man- 
ager: no prinrelected office: elected 
to Cong~-r \ \  in 199-1- I \ I  term. 

Rep. ol hlc\andr.r:  h o r n  Jui) 14. 
I418 in Hanipton: lowa State Uni- 
versity: businessman: insurance agent; 
vice-prestdentand co-owner. Latham 
Seed Co.: member. Farm Bureau, 
American Soy Bean Assn.. Ameri- 
can Seed Trade Assn.: State GOP 
Secretary 1990-94: elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

4 Republicans 

GOVERNOR 

BILL GRAVES 
Rep. of Lenexa; born Jan. 9, 1953 in 
Salina. KS; BA Kansas Wesleyan 
University; businessman; public 
official; member, National Asso- 
ciation of Secretaries of State; As- 
sistant Secretary of State 1985; Sec- 
retary of State 1987-94; elected 
governor in 1994. term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

ROBERT DOLE .............................. (202) 224-6521 
Rep. of Russell; senior senator: born 
July 22, 1923 in Russell; LLB 
Washburn, 1952: member. StateHouse 
1951-53; Russell Cty. atty. 1953- 
61: member of U.S. House 1961- 
68: elected to the U.S. Senate In 
1968. 5th tern1 end< in 1099. 

............. NANCY L. KASSEBAUX! (2021 224-1774 

2ndISAM BROWNBACK .............. ( 
Rep. of Topeka; bor~ 
in Garnett; JD Unit 
sas; administrator; I 
torney; teacher; aut 
the Intergovernme 
Comm. to the U.S 
sentative: Riley COI  
chairman 1984-86; : 
Boardof Agriculture I 
to Congress in 1994 

.......................... 3rdlJAN MEYERS (. 

4thITODD TIAHRT ........................ (2  
Rep. of Goddard: b 
195 1 in Vermillion. Sl 
west Missouri State I 
Evangel College, 1 !, 
for Kansas Newman 
Evangel Colleye: nl 
cialist: Execuri\c Co 
GOP: Stale Senator 1 '  
to Coll:rs\\ r r r  I YO-. 



DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES KENTUCKY 

se Seats: 

~ L e n e r a :  born Jan. 9.1953 in 
Salina. KS: BA Kansas Weslevan 
University; businessman: public 
official; member, National Asso- 
ciation of Secretaries of State; As- 
sistant Secretary ofstate 1985; Sec- 
retary of State 1987-94; elected 
governor in 1994, term ends 1999. 

< .............................. (202) 224-6521 
Rep. of Russell: senior senator; born 
July 22. 1923 in Russell; LLB 
Washbum, 1952; member,StateHouse 
1951-53; Russell Cty. atty. 1953- 
61; member of U.S. House 1961- 
68: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1968. 5th term ends in 1999. 

SEBAUhl ............. (202) 224-4774 
Rep. of Burdick; junior senator; 
born July 29, 1932 in Topeka: MA 
Univ. of Mich.. 1956; v.p., KFH 
Radio; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1978, 3rd term ends in 1997. 

......................... Ist/PAT ROBERTS (202) 225-2715 

U n ~ v  , 1958. newspaper and r a d ~ o  
journal~st. admln asst to Sen Frank 
Carlson. and then to Rep Ketth 
Sebel~us 1968-80. first elected to 
Congrejs In 1980-8th term . . 

Rep. o ~ T o P ~ L I .  hor11 SC'PI. 17. lL)50 
in Garnett: JD C n ~ ~ e r s i t ?  01- Kan- 
sas: administrator: broadcaster: at- 
torney: teacher: author; served on 
the Intergovernmental Advisory 
Comm. to the U.S. Trade Repre- 
sentative: Riley County GOP vice 
chairman 1984-86: Secretary State 
Boardof Agriculture 1986-93;elected 
to Congress in 1994-1st term. 

.......................... 3rdlJAN MEYERS (202) 225-2865 
Rep. of Overland Park; born July 
20, 1928 in Lincoln, NE: BA Ne- 
braskauniv., 195 1 ; member.Overland 
Park City Council 1967-72; mem- 
ber, State Senate 1972-84; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

........................ JthlTODD TIAHRT (202) 225-6216 
Rep. of Coddard; born June 15. 
195 1 in Vermillion. SD; MBA South- 
west Missouri State University; BA 
Evangel College. 1975; instructor 
for Kansas Newmon College and 
Evangel College: marketing spe- 
cialist; Executive Comn~ittee State 
COP; State Senator 199 1-94: elected 
to Congress in 1994-1st term. 

(;:OVERNOR 

BRERETON JONES 
Delu. of Frankfort; born June 27. 
1939 in Point Pleasant, WV; BA 
Univ. of Va; home builder; farmer; 
founderof the Kentucky Healthcare 
Access Foundation; elected It. gov- 
ernor in 1987; elected governor in 
1991, term ends 1995. 

SENATORS 

WENDELL H. FORD ..................... (202) 224-4343 
Dem. of Owensboro; senior sena- 
tor; born Sept. 8, 1924 inowensboro; 
attended Univ. of Ky.; member,State 
Senate 1965-67; It. governor 1967- 
7 1; governor 197 1-74: elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1974, 4th term 
ends in 1999. 

Rep. of Louisville; junior senator; 
born Feh. 20, 1942 in Sheffield, 
AL: J D  from Univ. of Ky., 1967; 
chicf legis. asst. to U.S. Senator; 
deputy asst. U.S. atty. general; judge 
executive, Jefferson Cty. 1977-84; 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1984. 

4 2nd term ends in 1997 
& 



......................... DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 6thlSCOTTY BAESLER (202) 225-4706 1 JOHN B. BREAI'X (. " - ................ 
Dem. of Lexington; born July 9,  .' Dem. of Crowley: J 

......... 1stlEDWARD WHITFIE1,D (202) 225-31 15 1941 in Lexington: JD  Univ. of born March I .  1944 I 

Rep. of Hophinsville; born May Kentucky Law School. 1966; BS La. State Univ.. I!, 

25. 1943 in Hopkinsville; JD Uni- Univ. of Kentucky. 1963: attorney; attorney 1967-68: st: 

versity of Kentucky, 1969; BS UKY. mayor of Lexington 1981-92; first Edwin Edwards I\)(, 

1965: 1st Lt.. U.S. Arniy: attorney: elected to Congress in 1992-2nd of U.S. House 1973 

businessman: State Representative term. the U.S. Senate in I 

1975-76: cou~isel tochairn~an,  U.S. ends in 1999. 

interstate Commerce Commission 
199 1-93: elected to Congress in 
1994-1 st term. DISTRICTSIREPRESENTA 

2ndlRON LEWIS ............................. (202) 225-3501 
Rep. of Elizabethtown; born Sep- 
tember 14, 1946 in Greenup; BA 
University of Kentucky, 1969; M A  
Morehead State University, 1980; 
salesman; college teacher; Baptist 
Minister; first elected to Congress 
in  special election 1994-2nd term. 

3rdlMIKE WARD ........................... (202) 225-5401 
Dem. of Louisville; born Jan. 7, 
1951 in White Plains, N Y ;  BS Uni- 
versity of Louisville; sales repre- 
sentative; political campaign man- 
agement; advertising executive; special 
assistant to LouisvilleCounty Judge/ 
Exec., 1985-89; State Representa- 
tive 1989-93; elected to Congress 
in 1994-1st term. 

4thlJIM BUNNING ......................... (202) 225-3465 
Rep. of Southgate; born Oct. 23, 
1931 in Southgate: BS Xavier Univ. 
(Cincinnati). 1953; professional base- 
ball player, Detroit Tigers, Phila- 
delphia Phillies 1950-7 I ; investment 
broker: agent for prof. athletes: 
member. Ft. Thomas City Council 
1977-79: member. State Senate 1979- 
W: t'~r\t elected toCongrrss in 19Sh- 
5\11 tcrni 

5thlHAROLD ROGERS ................ (202) 225-4601 
Rep. of Somerset: born Dec. 31. 
1937 in Barrier; LLB Univ. of Ky., 
1964; practicing attorney in Somer- 
set; Commonwealth Atty. for Ky. 's  
23th Judicial District; first elected 
to Congress in 1980-8th term. 

LOUISIANA 

GOVERNOR 

EDWIN W. EDWARDS 
Dem; born August 7, 1927 in 
Marksville: LLB La. State Univ.; 
practiced law 1949-64: member of 
U.S. House 1965-72: governor 1972- 
80 and 1983-87: re-elected gover- 
nor in 199 I. tcrln end\  1995. 

SENATORS 
............ .I. BENNETT .JOHNSTO\ 1201, 121-1824 

Denl. 0 1  Sl~rc\cport: \cnlt)r \cI::I- 

tor: born June 10. 1937 In Shre1.e- 
port: LLB La. State Univ., 1956: 
member. State House 1961-68. State 
Senate 1968-72: attorney: elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1972.4th term 
ends in 1997. 

Rep. of Metairie; I 
1943 in Colorado SI 
Tulane Univ. Law 
practiced law us a I 

U.S. atty. 1970-73 
atty. 1974; asst. stat 
1975-76: first elect( 
in 1977-10th term 

... 2ndlWILLIAM J.  JEFFERSON ( 

Dem. of New Orleal 
14, 1937 in Lake P 
Harvard University L;I 

.. legis. asst. to Sen. J. BI 
attorney; member. St; 
90; first elected to Col 
3rd term. 

....... 3rdlW. J. "BILLY" TAUZIN ( 

Dem. of Thibodiux 
1943 in Chackbay: 
Univ.. 1967: pruct 
member. State Hou. 
elected to Congrcr, 
cia1 election-9th t i  

IthICLEO FIELDS ......................... i 



BAESLER (202) 225-4706 ......................... ........................ ! ................ ,JOHN B. BREAUX (202) 224-4623 5thlJIM McCRERY (202) 225-2777 
Dem. of Lexington; born July 9. 
1941 in Lexington: JD Univ. of 
Kentucky Law School, 1966: BS 
Univ. of Kentucky, 1963: attorney; 
mayor of Lexington 1981-92; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

Dem. o f  Crowley: junior senator: 
born March 1. 1944 in Crowley; JD 
La. State Univ.. 1967: practicing 
attorney 1967-68: staff asst. to Rep. 
Edwin Edwards 1968-73: member 
of U.S. House 1973-86: elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1986. 2nd term 
ends in 1999. 

Rep. of Shreveport; born Sept. 18. 
1949 in Shreveport: JD La. State 
Univ., 1975: attorney; asst. city 
atty., Shreveport; dist. manager for 
Rep. Buddy Roemer 1981-82. legis. 
dir. 1982-84: regional manager, gov- 
ernmental affairs, Georgia-Pacific 
Corp. 1984-88: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1988-5th term. 

- 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATI\'ES 6thIRICH:iRD H. BAKER (202) I 

Number of 
House Seats: 
3 Republ~cans 
4 Democrat< 

I 

YARDS 
Dem: born Aueust 7, 1927 in 
Marksville; L L B - ~ a .  State Univ.; 
practiced law 1949-64: member of 
U.S. House 1965-72: governor 1972- 
80 and 1983-87; re-elected gover- - 

nor in 1991, term ends 1995. 

HNSTON ............ (202) 224-5824 
>em. of Shreveport; cenior sena- 1 
or; born June li), 1932 in Shreve- 
tort; LLB La. State Univ., 1956; 
nember, State House 1964-68, State 

'968-72: attorney; elected I 
. Senate in 1972.4th term 

-997. "$ 

l , l \~ l \ ( ;S~l 'O\  !2l)2) 225-3015 . ... 
RL'I?. 01 \ l c t ~ t ~ r ~ c :  lhttrti .\11riI .iO. 

I943 i n  Colorado Sprinz\. CO: J D  
Tulane Uni\.. Law School. 1968: 
practiced law as a trial atty.: asst. 
U.S. atty. 1970-73: asst. district 
atty. 1974: a ~ s t .  state atty. general 
1975-76: first elected to Congress 
in 1977-10th term. , 

Rep. of H;1to11 Koufie: born blah 2 2 .  
1948 ~n NL'W Orleans: BA La. State 
Univ.. 197 1 ; member, State House 

973-86: first elected to Consress 
n 1986-5th term. 

........................ 7lhlJAMES HAYES (202) 225-2031 

ZndlWILLIAM J. JEFFERSON (202) 225-6636 Dem. of Lafayette; born Dec. 2 1 ,  ... 
1946 in Lafayette: JDTulane Univ., 

Dem. of New Orleans: born March 197 1; businessman; attorney 1972- 
14. 1947 in Lake Providence; JD 86; first elected tocongress in 1 9 8 6  
Harvard University Law School, 1972; 5th term. 
legis.asst. to Sen. J. Bennett Johnston: 
attorney: member, Statesenate 1980- 
90; first elected tocongress in 1990- 
3rd term. 

3rdlW. J.  "BILLY" TAUZIN ....... (202) 225-4031 
De~n.  of Thibodaux: born June 14. MAINE 
1943 in Chackbay: JD La. State 
Univ.. 1967: practicing attorney: Nllnlber of 
member, State House 197 1-79: first House Seats: 
elected to Congress in a 1980 spe- 
cial election-9th term. I liepi~blican 

I llemocrat 

4thlCLEO FIELDS ......................... (202) 225-8490 b 
Dem. of Baton Rouge: born N o v .  
23, 1962 in Baton Rouge; JDSouthern 
Univ. Law School. 1'187: attorney: 
memhcr. State Senate 1986-92: first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
terril. 

v 
GOVERNOR 

AI\<;US S. KING. JK. 
Ind. of Brunswick; born Mar. 3 1, 
1944 in Alexandria, VA; JD Uni- 
versity of Virginia, 1969; AB 
Dartmouth College, 1966: attor- 
ney; businessman; chief counsel, 
U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Al- 
coholism and Narcotics 1972-75: 
no prior elected office: elected 
governor in 1994. term end\ 1099. 



SENATORS MARYLAND 1 DISTRICTSIREPRESENT ( 
* .lr 

WILLIAM S. COHEN .................... (202) 224-2523 
Rep. ofB;~ngor: senior senator: horn 
Aug. 28. 1940in Bangor: LLB Boston 
Univ. Law School. 1965; asht. 
Penohscot Cty. atty. 1968-70; niem- 
her of U.S. House 1973-79; elected 
to the 1l.S. Senate in 1978.3rd term 
ends in 1997. 

OLYMPIA SNOWE ........................ (202) 224-5344 
Rep. of Auhurn;juniorsenator; born 
Feh. '21. 1947 in Augusta: BA Uni- 
l'ersity of Maine. 1969; business- 
woman: director Superior Concrete 
Co.; member of State House 1973- 
77. State Senate 1977-79: menlber 
of U.S. House 1978-95: elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1991. 1st term 
ends in 200 1. 

DISTRICTSIKEPRESENTATIVES 

lstlJIM LONGLEY ......................... (202) 225-61 16 
Rep. of Portland; born July 7, 1951 
in Lewiston: JDUniversity of Maine. 
1980; AB Holy Cross. 1974; attor- 
ney; Lt. Col. U.S. Marine Corps 
Reserve 1976-79; business owner 
1980-94: chairman. Gov. Longley 
Scholarship Foundation: elected to 
Congress in 1994-1st term. 

.. - 

2~.'IJOHN BALDACCI .......-......... (202) 225-6306 
Dem. of Bangor: born Jan. 30.1955 
in Bangor: BA University of Maine; 
restaurateur: Bangor City Council- 
man 1978-82: State Senator 1981- 
9j.; chair.Taxation Cornm~ttee:clectrd 
to Con?"\\ il l  I C ) L j i -  I \ I  IL.rti1 

Number of 
House Scats: 
4 Republicans 
4 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

PARRIS GLENDENINC 
Deni. of University Park: born June 
6, I912 in Bronx. NY;  PhD Florida 
StateUniveristy:professor: Hyattsville 
councilman 1978-82;county executive 
1982-94; elected governor in 1994, 
term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

..................... PAUL S. SARBANES (202) 224-4524 
Dem. of Salisbury: senior senator; 
born Feb. 3. 1933 in Salisbury: LLB 
Harvard Law School. 1960; associ- 
ate in Baltimore law firms 1961- 
70; member. State House 1967-7 1 : 

' member of U.S. House 1970-76: 
elected to thc U.S. Senate in 1976. 
4th lerm cnds i n  2001. 

BARBARA A. MIKULSKI ............ (202) 224-4654 
Dc~n.  of Halti~i~ore: juniur senator. 
h ~ r n  .lui! 2 0 .  1 0 3 0  i n  H ; I ~ I I I ~ ~ O I L ~  
hIS\\' L ' l l l \ .  ( > I  ~ I L ! .  ! ' I ( > > :  111cll)ll~~: 
Balt1111u1.c C I I !  C O L I I I L ~ I ~  197 I --(,. 

member 01' C.S. House 1977-86: 
elected to the U .S .  Senate in 1986. 

.2nd trrnm ends in 1999. 

IstlWAYNE THOMAS 
GILCHREST .................................... 

Rep. of Kennedy! 
15. 1946 in Rahwa 
ware State. 1973; U 
1965-68: high scho 
90; first elected IOCI 
3rd term. 

2ndlROBERT EHRLICH, JR. ..... 
Rep. ofTimonium; I 
in Baltimore. MD 
University, 1982 
University, 1979 
Representative 1 '  
Governor's Counc 
and Neglect and ( 
sory Council f o r .  
tration; elected toC 
1st term. 

........ 3rdlBENJAMIN L. CARDIN 
Dem. of Baltimot 
1943 in Baltimore 
Md. Law School. 
State House 1966-! 
86; first elected toC 
5th term. 

..................... 4thlALBERT WYNN 

................. 5thlSTENY H. HOYER 
Dem. of Mitchell 
14. 1939 in Neu 
Georgetown Uni \  
Md. Senate 1967-7 
78: practicing atta 
ent: first elected to( 
8th term. 



~ ~ ! t v e r \ t t y  Park, born June 
5. 1942 In Bronx. NY; PhD Flortda 
StateUniveristy: professor; Hyattsville 
:ouncilman 1978-82;county executive 
1982-94: elected governor in 1994, 
erm ends 1999. 

NES ..................... (202) 224-4524 
)em. of Salisbury; senior senator; 
lorn Feb. 3, 1933 in Salisbury; LLB 
farvard Law School, 1960; associ- 
te in Baltimore law 'irms 1961- 
0: member. State House 1967-71; 
lember of U.S. House 1970-76; 
lected to the U.S. Senate in 1976, 
th term ends in 2001 

'em. of Baltimore; junior senator; 
orn July 20. 1936 in Baltimore: 
ISW Univ. of Md. 1965; member, 
altimore city council 1971-76; 
ember of U:S. House 1977-86; 
ected to the U.S. Senate in 1986. 
id term ends in 1999. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 6thlROSCOE G. BARTLETT ...... (202) 225-2721 

Bs lstlWAYNE THOMAS 
Rep. of Frederick: born June 3, 1926 
in Moreland. KY; PhD Univ. of 

GILCHREST .................................... (202) 225-531 1 Mary land. 1951: researcher1en:i- 
Rep. of Kennedyville; born Apr. neer, businessman; first elected to 
15, 1946 in Rahway, NJ: BA Dela- Congress in 1992-2nd term. 
warestate. 1973: U.S. Marinecorps ' 
1965-68: high school teacher 1973- 
90: tirstelectedtoCongresc in 1990k 

7thlKWEISI MFUhlE .................... 1202) 225-4741 
Detil. ( 1 1  I3.ilt1111t~rc: bq~r~i Uct. :J, 
194s 111 l!alt~~iit~~-c: S1.4 Johns Hopic~n. 

..... HRLICH. .IK. 11011 215-3061 Uni\ .. Ic)S4: mc~~ibcr.  Bait~rnorccity 
Rep.oi'Timo11ium: born St)\ .  25.1Y.57 council 1')7S-Sh: first elected to 
in Baltimore. hlD: JD Wake Forest Confrcss in I98h-5th term. 
University. 1982: BA Princeton 
Univerhit). 1979: attorney: State 
Representati~e 1087-94: member. 
Governor's Council on Ch~ld  Abuw 
and Neglect and Governgr's Advi- 
sory Council for Justice Adminis- 8th/CONSTANCE A. 

....................................... tration: elected tocongress i n  1994- MORELLA (202) 225-5341 
Rep. of Bethesda; born Feb. 12. 
193 1 inSomerville. M A ;  MAArneri- 

3rdlBENJAMIN L. CARDIN ........ (202) 225-4016 can Univ., 1967; college professor 

Dem. of Baltimore; born Oct. 5. 1970-86; member, Montgornery Cty. 

1943 in Baltimore; LLB Univ. of Con~mission for Women 1972-75, 

Md. Law School. 1967: member. pres. 1973-74; member, State House 

State House 1966-86, Speaker 1979- 1979-86; first elected to Congress 
in 1986-5th term. 

hIASSACHUSETTS 
WYNN (202) 225-8699 . ...................... 

Dem. of Largo: born Sept. 10. 195 1 
in Philadelphia. PA; JD Georgetown 

of Pittsburgh, 1977; niembcr. State 
House 1983-86. State Senate 1986- 

q& 
92; first elected tocongress in 1992- 

Numher m\fillll# of House Seats: 
2 Republicans 
8 Deniocrats ...* A 

5thlSTENY H. HOYER .................. (202) 225-4131 

Dem. of Mitchcllville; horn June 
14. 1930 in Ncw I't)rL City; JD 
Georgetown Univ., 1966; member. 
Md. Senate 1967-78, president 1975- 
78: practicing attorney 1066-pres- 
ent: fir\telectcJtoCongre\h i l l  198 I- 
8th term. 

GOVERNOR 

\VI1.I,IAhI F. WELD 
Rep.; born 1945: JD Harvard Law 
School. 1970; attorney: U.S. atty. 
I98 1-86; asat. atty. general. Crimi- 
nal Division 1986-88: elected gov- 
ernor it1 1990, re-elected in 1994, 
term ends 1999. 



SENATORS 

.............. EDWARD hl. KENNEDY (202) 221-1543 
Dcm. of Boston: senior senator: born 
Fch. 22. 1932 in Boston: LLB Univ. 
of Va. Law School. 1959: Suffolk 
Cty. asst. district atty.; elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1962. 7th tern1 
ends in 2001. 

JOHN F. KERRY ............................ (202) 221-2742 
Dem. of Boston; junior senator; born 
Dcc. l I .  193.3 in Denver. CO: JD 
Boston College, 1976; served in 
U.S. Navy; 1st asst. district ntty., 
Middlesex Cty. 1977-79: private law 
pri~ctice; It. governor 1983-84: elected 
to the U.S. Senate i n  1984. 2nd 
term ends in 1997. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 
IstlJOHN OLVER ........................... (202) 225-5335 

Dem. of Amherq  born Sept. 3, 
1916 In Honesdale, PA; PhD MIT, 
196 1 ,  member, State House 1969- 
72. member, State Senate 1972-91. 
appo~nted to Congress In 1991- 
3rd term 

2ndIRICHARD E. NEAL ............... (202) 225-5601 
Dern. of Springfield: horn Feb. 14. 
1919 in Worcester: MPA Univ. of 
Hartford Barney School of Busi- 
nesu 8: Public Administration. 1976: 
teacher: lecturer: asst. tonmyor 1973- 
78: memher. Springfield city coun- 
cil 1978-81. prcs. 1')70-S1: rna!or 
1C)SJ-8s: fir51 ~ l ~ i l i ' d  I O  Congss\\ 
I n  IL)XS-4111 rz1.m 

3rdl PETER BLUTI: ....................... (202) 225-6101 

Rep.  of Shrew\bury: horn Jan. 28. 
1955 in Worchester: BA Boston 
College. 1978: member. State House 
1986-92: first elected to Congress 
in 1992-2nd term. 

.................... IthIHAKNEY FRANK (202) 225-5933 
Dem. of Newton: born March 31, 
1940 in Bayonne. NJ :  JD Harvard 
Univ.. 1977: exec. asst. to Mayor 
Kevin White of Boston 1968.71; 
mcmher. State House 1973-80: fir.;t 
elected to Congress in 1980-8th 
term. 

5thl MARTIN hlEEHAN ............... (202) 225-341 1 
Dern. of Lowell; born Dec. 30, 1956 
in Lowell: JD Suffolk Univ. Law 
School. 1986; BA Univ. of Mass, 
1978; assistant district attorney; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

.......... 6thlPETER TORKILDSEN (202) 225-8020 
Rep. of Danvers; born Jan. 28, 1958 
in Milwaukee, WI; MPA Kennedy 
School of Government at Harvard, 
1989; BA Univ. of Massachusetts, 
1982; member, State House 1985- 
90; first elected tocongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

.......... 7thlEDWARD J. MARKEY (202) 225-2836 
Dem. of Malden; born July I I .  1946 
in Malden: JD Boston College Law 
School, 1972: member. State House 
1973-76; first elected to Congress 
in 1976-10th tern). 

XthIJOSEPH P. KENNEDY 11 ...... (202) 225-51 11 

Dem. o t  Hrichron: horn ~ P I > I  21 r - 
lc152 1 1 )  I31-igli1o11. B.A L I I I \ .  ~ ) I ' l l d \ \  
at  Boston. lY7h: u.o~-htd Ios L'.S. 
Community Ser\ ices Adniin. 1977: 
pres., Citizens Energy Corp. 1979- 
86: first elected tocongress in  1986- 
5th term. 

9thIJOE MOAKLEY ...................... 
Dem. of Boston. bt 
In Boston, JD S U I  
School. 1956. men 
1953-63. State Sen.11 
counc~lman 197 1 
to Congres  In 19 

Dem. of Cohilsse~ 
1937 i l l  Mineolil, 
Univ.. 1961; taugl 
St. Paul's School 
first elected to Col 
12th term. 

MICHIGAN 

7 Republicans 
9 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

JOHN ENGLEll 



FRANK .................... (202) 225-5931 

I 
Dem. of Newton: born March 31. 
1940 in Bayonne, NJ; JD Harvard 
Univ., 1977: exec. asst. to Mayor 
Kevin White of Boston 1968-71: 
member, State House 1973-80: first 
elected to Congress in 1980-8th 
term. 

hIEEHAN ............... t 202) 225-341 1 

Dem. o iL{~acl l :  horn Dec. 30. 1956 
in Lo\\c.ll. J I )  S u f i ~ l k  I;III\. La\\ 
Schoul. IL)Sh: I3.A [ ' n i l . .  of hlass. 
1978: assi\rant district attorney: first 
elected to Con~re s s  in 1997-2nd 
term. 

RKILDSEN .......... (202) 225-8020 

[Rep. of  Danvers: born Jan. 28,1958 I - 

in Milwaukee, WI: MPA Kennedy 
School of  Government at Harvard, 
1989; BA Univ. of h.lassachusetts, 
1982: member, State House 1985- 
90: first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

. MARKEY .......... (202) 225-2836 
Dem. of Malden: born July I I .  1946 
in Malden; JD Boston College Law 
School. 1972: member. State House 
1973-76; first elected to Congress 
in 1976-10th term. 

KENNEDY I1 ...... (202) 225-5111 
Dem. of Brighton; born Sept. 24, 
1957 in Brighton: BA Univ. of Mass. 
~t Boston, 1976: worked for U.S. 
Zommunity Services Admin. 1977; 
Ires.. Citizens Energy Corp. 1979- 
16: tirst elected tocongress in 1986- 
i t b  - 

YthlJOE MOAKLEY ...................... (202) 225-8273 
Dem. of Boston: born Apr. 27. 1927 
in Boston: JD Suffolk Univ. Law 
School. 1956: member. State House 
1953-64. State Senate 1965-69: Boston 
councilman 197 1-73: firbt elected 
to Congress in 1972- 12th term. 

IOthIGERRY E. STL'DDS .............. 1202.) 225-21 1 1  

De1i1. 111 C-OII:I\\CI: I ~ I ~ I I  JIJ) ? 2 .  
19.;; 111 \ I I I I ~ O I ~ I .  1). \l.AT ).,it 
t in[\  . IWiI :  \.LLI;II\ ~ ( \ \ ~ ~ I ~ I I I C I I ~  .it 

St. Paul'\ School. N . H .  196S-69: 
first elected to Congrr\h in 1972- 
12th term. 

MICHIGAN 

House Seats: 
7 Republicans 
9 Democrats 

16 13 

GOVERNOR 

.JOHN ENGLER 
Rep.; born Ocl. 12. I948 i n  Beal 
City: JD Tliolnaa M. Colley Law 
School. 1981: lncnrber. State Houze 
107 1-78. State Senate 1979-90. 111;i- 

jority leader 1984-90; elected $0'- 

ernor in 1990. re-elccted i n  1994. 
term end5 1999. 

SENATORS 
................................... CARL LEVIN (202) 224-6221 

Dem. of Detroit:senior senator: 
born June 28, 1934 in Detroit: LLB 
Harvard Law School, 1959: :en- 
era1 counsel. Mich. Civil Rights 
Commission 1964-67; member. Detroit 
City Council 1970-77. pres. 1973- 
77: elected to the U.S. Senate i r ~  
1978. 3rd tern1 ends in 1997. 

SPENCER ABR,IH.I\I ................ I 202) 224-4822 
Rep. 01 : \ L I ~ U I - I I  I H i l l \ :  jun~c~r w11.1- 
tor: born J U I I ~  I I .  I952 in L J ~ ~ L ~ I I ~ .  
JD Harvard Un~~e r s i t ) . :  ahhistan1 
law professor and consultant 198 1 - 
83: State COP Chairman 1982-90: 
deputy chirfof staff for Vice Presi- 
dent Quayle 1990-91; elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1991. 1st term 
ends in 200 1. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

......................... IstlBART STUPAK (202) 225-4735 
Dem. of Menominee: born Feb. 29, 
1952 in Milwaukee; JD Thomas M. 
Cooley Law School. 1981: attor- 
ney; state trooper; member. State 
House 1989-90: first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

LTV Steel: Palmer, Stoneport 

Rep. of Holland; born Oct. 30. 1953 
in Groningen, The Netherlands: 
MBA Univ. of Michigan. 1977: BA 
Hope College. 1975; executive ol' 
office filrniture company; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

................. 3rdlVERNON EH1,ERS (202) 225-3831 
. of Grand Rapids; born Fehru- 
6, 1931 in Pipestone Slinn.; 

University of California at 

elcy. 1960; professor: mem- 
State House 1983-85. Stntc 

ale 1985-93; elected to Con- 
.s in special election Decembcr 



........... 4thlDAVE CAMP ............................ (202) 225-3561 9thlDALE E. KILDEE ................... (202) 225-3611 I 14thIJOHN CONYERS. JR I 
Rep. of Midland: horn July 9. 1953 
in hlidland: JD University of San 
Diego School of Law. 1978: spe- 
c ~ a l  asst. atty. general 1980-84: ad- 
min. asst. to Kcp. Bill Schuettc 1985- 
87; ;rttorney: member. State House 
1989-90: first elected to Congress 
in 1990-3rd term. 

Dcrn. of Bay City; horn Feh. 35. 
1952 in Bay City; BA Saginaw Valley 
State Univ., 1974; member, State 
House 1976-82. State Senate 1982- 
91; first elected tocongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

........................... 6thlFRED UPTON (202) 225-3761 
Rep. of St. Joseph; born April 23, 
1053 in St. Joseph; BA Univ. of 
Mich.. 1975; field manager, U.S. 
House campaign 1976; staff asst. 
to U.S. Rep. David Stockman 1976- 
80; legis. asst., OMB 198 1-83; asst. 
dir. for legislative affairs, OMB 
1983-85; first elected to Congress 
in 1986-5th term. 

............................ 7thlNICK SMITH (202) 225-6276 
Rep. of Addison; born Nov. 5,1934 
in Addison; MS Univ. of Delaware; 
B h  Michigan State Univ.; farmer; 
member. State House 1978-82. State 
Senate 1982-91: first elected to 
Conpress in 1997-2nd trriii. 

Rep. 0 1  I311~liton. horli . \ p ~ ~ l  2'). 
19-12 1 1 1  Si. Paul. I N .  B r ~ ~ I i i o ~ l  
High School: Honorar) Doctorate 
Clear!. College: businessman; vice- 
ch~irnian of the Michigan Cham- 
ber of Commerce; created the Ri- 
chard R. Chrysler Educational Center 
at Cleary College: elected to Con- 
gress in  1994-1st term. 

Dem. of Flint: born Sept. 16, 1929 
in Flint: MA Univ. of Mich.. 1961: 
high school tcachcr 1954-64: mem- 
ber. State House 1965-74. St:~te Senate 
1975-76: first elccted to Congress 
in 1976-10th term. 

Dem. of Mount Clements; born June 
6. 1945 in Detroit; MA Chapman 
College. Calif.. 1972; niernber, State 
House 1973-77; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1976-10th term. 

l IthlJOSEPH 
KNOLLENBERG ............................ (202) 225-4735 

Rep. of BloomfieldTownship; born 
Nov. 28, 1933 in Mattoon; BS East- 
ern lllinois Univ., 1955; insurance 
agent; first elected to Congress in 
1992-2nd term. 

12thlSANDER hl. LEVIN .............. (202) 225-4961 
Dem. of Southfield; horn Sept. 6. 
193 1 in Detroit; LLB Harvard. 1957: 
attorney: member. State Senate 1964- 
70: asst. admin.. Agency for Inter- 
national Development 1077-8 1 : first 
elected to Congress In 1982-7th 
term. 

LTV Steel: F c r n d ~ l ~  

Deni. ol .An11 .Arbor: ~ { I ~ I I  1)cc 1 %  
1956 in Au Grey: JD Wayne Srate 
University, 1992: BA Universit! 
of Michigan. 1987: attorney: Ann 
Arbor Board of Educatiorl 1984- 
92; State Repreaentat~\~e 1993-94: 
elected to Congress in 1994-1 st 
t e rm  

Dem. of Detroit; ho 
in Detroit: LLB W 
School. 1958; leg1 
John Dingell 19584 
Workman's Compt 
first elected to Con 
16th term. 

15thlBARBARA-ROSE 
COLLINS ........................................... 

16thlJOHN D. DINGELL ..............I 
em. of Trenton: I 

eorgetown Univ. L 
st. prosecutor, M' 

55; first elected to Co 

MINNESOTA 
Number of 
House Seats: 
2 Republicans 
6 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

ARNE CARLSON 



........... ILDEE ................... (202) 225-3611 IJthlJOHN CONYERS, JR (202) 225-5126 SENATORS 
Dem. of Flint: born Sept. 16, 1929 
in Flint: MA Univ. of Mich., 1961; 
high school teacher 1954-64: mem- 
ber. State House 196'4.  State Senate 
1975-76: first elected to Congress 
in 1976-10th term. 

Dern. of  klount Cicments: born June 
h. 1845 In  Dctro~t: X I r \  Chapman 
Collcfe. C~llif.. 1973: member, State 
House 1973.77: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1976-10th term. 

Dem. of Detroit; born May 16, 1929 
in Detroit: LLB Wayne State Law 
School. 1958: legis. asst. to Rep. 
John Dingell 1958-61: referee, Mich. 
Workman's Compensation Dept.: 
first elected to Congress in 1964- 
16th term. 

in Dctro~l: attended \Va\ne SLIIC 
Univ.: member. Detro~t public school 
board 1970-73: member. State House 
1975-8 I: memher.c~tycouncil 1982- 
90: first elected to Consress in 1 9 9 0  
3rd term. 

Rep. of Bloomfield Township; born 
Vov. 28, 1933 in Mattoon; BS East- 
:rn Illinois Univ., 1955; insurance 
]gent; first elected to Congress in 
1992-2nd term. 

. LEVIN .............. (207) 225-4961 
)ern. of Southfield; born Sept. 6, 
93 1 in Detroit; LLB Harvard. 1957; 
ttorney; member, Statesenate 1964- 
0: asst. ndmin., Agency for Inter- 
ational Development 1977-8 I; first 
lected to Congress in 1 9 8 2 ~ 7 t h  
:rni. 

,TV Steel: Ferndale 

RS ....................... (202) 225-6261 
ern. of Ann Arbor: born Dec. 19, 
356 in Au Grey: JD Wayne State 
niversity, 1992; BA University 
r Michigan. 1987; attorney; Ann 
r' 'curd of Education 1984- 

Representative 1993-94; 
Congress in 1994-1.1 

m.  of Trenton: born July 8. 1926 
Colorado Springs. CO; JD 
rgetown Univ. Law School, 1952; 
prosecutor. Wayne Cty. 1953- 

cted to Congress in 1955- 

MINNESOTA 

House Seats: 
2 Republicans 

G O V E R N O R  

ARNE CAR1,SON 
Rep.: horn in 1934; attendcd gradu- 
ate school at Univ. of Minn.: mem- 
ber. city council 1965-68, majority 
leader: memher. Sfate House 1970- 
78: state auditor 1978-90: elected 
governor in 1990. rc-elcctctl in 1994. 
term ends 1999. 

PAUL DAVID WELLSTONE ....... (202) 224-5641 
Dem. of Northfield: senior zena- 
tor; born July 21. 1953 in Wash- 
ington, DC: PhD Univ. of NC. 1969: 
author; political science professor 
1969-90: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1990.1\1 term ends in 1907. 

Rcp. ot .-\noLa: jun~or  \enator: horn 
Feb. 4. IWS in Princeton: B r o ~ n  
Institute in Minneapolis: husiness- 
man. former televisionanchor; member 
of U.S. House 1993-95: elected to 
thc U.S. Senate in 1995. 1st term 
ends in 200 1. 

DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATIVES 

IstIGIL GUTKNECHT .................. (202) 225-2472 

Rep. of Rochester; born March 20, 
195 1 in Cedar Falls, IA: BA U n i -  
versity of Northern Iowa, 1973; real 
estate broker; real estate auction- 
eer; State Representative 1983-94; 
Floor Leader for the House Repub- 
lican Caucus; elected to Congress 
in 1994-1st term. 

2ndIDAVID MINCE ....................... (202) 225-2331 
Dem. of Montevideo; born March 
19. 1942 in Clarkfield: ID Univ. of 
Chicago Law School, 1967: BA St. 
Olaf College, 1964; attorney; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

Rep. of Minnetonka; born May 6. 
19-46 in Janiestown, ND; JDGeorge 
Washington Univ. Law School. 1973; 
attorney; membersstate Senate 1981- 
90; first elected tocongress in 1990- 
3rd term. 



Den1.-Farmer-labor of St. Paul: horn 
Oct. 7. 1940 in St. Paul: BS Wis. 
State Univ.. 1965; teacher: nienl- 
her, State House 197 1-76; first elected 
to Congress in 1976-10th terni. 

SthlMARTIN OI,A\' SAHO .......... (202) 225-4755 
Deti1.-Farmer-Labor of Minneano- 
lis; born Feb. 28. 1938 In Cro\hy. 
ND; BA Augsburg College, 1959; 
member, State House 1961 -78,speaher 
1973-78; first elected to Congress 
in 1978-9th term. 

6thlBlLL LUTHER ......................... (202) 225-2271 
Dem. of Oakdale; born June 27, 
I945 in Fergus Falls; JD Univer- 
sity of Minnesota. 1970; attorney; 
prosecuting attorney in the Twin 
Cities; State Representative 1974- 
76; State Senator 1977-94; sponsor 
of anti-crime and anti-drug legisla- 
tlon; elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

7thlCOLLIN C. PETERSON ........ (202) 225-2165 
Dem. of Detroit Lakes; born June 
29,1944 in Fargo, ND; BA Moorhead 
State Univ., 1966; CPA 1966-90; 
member, State Senate 1976-86: first 
elected to Congress i n  1990-3rd 

8thl.lAMES I,. OIIERSTAR .......... (202) 225-621 1 
Detn. of Chi\liolm: hol-11 Sept. 10. 
1'134 i n  Chi\litilm: R4.A 111 :(>\ern- 
ment. College o i  Europe. Belgium. 
1957: admin. asst. to Rep. John 
Blatnik 1963-74: first elected to 
Congress in 1973-1 l th term. 

LTV Steel: Hoyt Lakes 

Number of 
House Seats: 
I Republican 
1 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

KIRK FORDICE 
Rep. of Vicksburg; BA in civil en- 
gineering and MA in industrial 
management Purdue University; 
professional engineer and president 
of Fordice Construction Company; 
elected governor in 199 I, term ends 
1996. 

SENATORS 

.......................... THAD COCHRAN (202) 224-5054 
Rep. ofJackson; senior senator: horn 
Dec. 7, 1937 in Pontotoc: JD Univ. 
of Miss. Law School. 1965: admit- 
ted to the Miss. Bar in 1965; mem- 
ber of U.S. House 1973-78: elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1978.3rd term 
ends in 1997. 

TRENT LOTT .................................. (2021 223-6253 
Rep. of Pasca~oula: , j~~nior \enator: 
born Ocr. 9. I ' J -11  in Grrnadii Cr) . 
J D  L'nit. 01. hli\\..  I Y 6 7 :  pr:~c!i~,c(i 
1. L ~ W  . .  I N  Pa\ca:oul;l: ndn~tn. a \ \ [  10 

Rep. W ~ l l ~ a r n  Colmer IL)6R-7 1 :  
member of U.S. House 1973-89; 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 198s. 
re-elected in 1994, 2nd term ends 
in 2001. 

1stlROGER WICKER .................... I 

Rep. of Tupelo: ho 
in Pontotoc; JD Unl 
sissippi, 1975: U.S 
Col. USAF Reser\v. 
House Rules Comni 
U.S. Rep. Trent 1,011 
Senator 1987-94: c 
lions Comniittee I ' 
Congress in 1994- 

...... 2ndlBENNIE G. THOMPSON I 

Dem. of Bolton; hot 
in Bollon; MS Jack 
1972; educator 1966: 
derman 1969-73: n1 

1973-79; metnbcr. H 
of Supervisors 1980 
to Congress in spec 
1993-2nd te r~n .  

3rdlG.V. "SONNY" 
MONTGOMERY ............................. I 

Dem. of Meridian: 
1920 in Meridian: 
Univ., 1943; insuranc 
State Senate 1956-f 
to Congress in 1913 

....................... 4thMIKE PARKER I 

....................... 5thIGENE TAYLOR 
Dem. of Bay St. Lt 
17. 1953 in New O 
Tulane Univ., 197t 
St. Louis C ~ r y  Co 
member. State Sena 
elected to Congrc. 
term. 



'PI 

sburg: BA in civil en- 
I _ nd MA i n  industrial 
ianagement Purdue University; 
rofessional engineer and president 
f Fordice Construction Company; 
lected governor in 199 I ,  term ends 
996. 

:p. of Jackson; senior senator; born 
ec. 7, 1937 in Pontotoc; JD Univ. 
'Miss. Law School. 1965; admit- 
d to the Miss. Bar in 196.5; mem- 
, rofU.S .  House 1973-78; elected 
the U.S. Senate in 1978.3rd term 
ds in 1997. 

:p. of Pascagoula; junior senator: 
Irn Oct. 9, 1941 in Grenada Cty.; 
) Univ. of Miss., 1967; practiced 
w in Pabcagoula; admin. asst. to 
:p. William Colmer 1968-71; 
m b e r  of U.S. House 1973-89; 
:cted to the U.S. Senate in 1988, 
-ell. -1 in 1994, 2nd term ends 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

1stlROGER WICKER .................... (202) 225-4306 
Rep. of Tupelo: born July 5. 1951 
in Pontotoc: JD University of ~Mis- 
sissippi. I975:.C.S. Air Force: Lt. 
Col. USAF Reserves: attorney: U.S. 
House Rules Committee counsel to 
U.S. Rep.Trent Lott 1980-82: State 
Senator 1987-114: chairman. Elec- 
tion.; Cornrn11tc.c 1'292: r.lec'rc.ti lo 
Con:rc.\\ ~n I YL)-I- I \ f  t c ~  In. 

Dc.111 ot'l3oIto11. ~ ~ I C I I  J.tti. 2 s .  l l J J S  
in Bolton: XIS Jacl\\on S t ~ ~ t e  LII \  .. 
1972: educator 1068: \rr\t.d as .-\I- 
dermnn 19hQ-73: mayor of Bolron 
1973-79: member. H ~ n d  City Boa1.d 
of Supervihorh 1'480-93: first elected 
to Corigress i n  \pecial election in 
1992-2nd term. 

3rdlG.V. "SONNY" 
MONTGOMERY ............................. (202) 225-5031 

Dem. of Meridian; born Aug. 5, 
1920 in Meridian: BS Miss. State 
Univ., 1943; insuranceagent; member. 
State Senate 1956-66; first elected 
to Congress in 1966-1 5 t h  term. 

4thlMIKE PARKER ....................... (202) 225-5865 
Dcm. of Brookhnvcn: born Otfr3 1, 
1940 in Laurel: BA William Carey 
College. 1970; cnttlc farmer: fu- 
neral hotne owner 1971-88: first 
elected to Congre.;~ i n  1988-4th 
term. 

De~n .  of Bay St. Louis: horn Sept. 
17, 1953 in Nen Orleans. LA: BA 
T u l a ~ ~ e  Univ.. 1117h: 1ne111hcr. Bny 
St. Louis City Council I1)X1-83: 
rne~nbcr. State St~ialc 1084-XO: first 
elected to Congrc\u in 1989-4th 
term. 

GOVERNOR 

lCIEL CAKNAHAN 
De~n.  of Rolla: born Feb. I I. 1934 
in BirchTree: JD University of Mis- 
souri Law School, 1959; BAGeorge 
Washington University, 1954; mem- 
ber. State House 1963-66. state trea- 
surer 1981-89. lieutenant governor 
1989-92: elected governor 1992, term 
ends 1997. 

SENATORS 

CHRISTOPHER S. "KIT" 
BOND ................................................ (202) 224-5721 

Rep. of Mexico; senior senator; born 
Mar. 6. 1939 in St. Louis; LLB 
Univ. of Va.. 1963; clerk, U.S. Court 
of Appeals 5th Circuit, Atlanta 1964; 
asst. state atty. general 1969; state 
auditor 1970: governor 1973-77.198 1 - 
85: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1986. 2nd term ends in 1999. 

JOHN ASHCROFT ......................... (202) 224-6154 
Rep. of St. Louis; junior senator; 
born May 9. 1942 in Chicago, IL; 
JD  University ofchicago: AB Yale; 
attorney/law professor; State At- 
torney General 1976-85; Governor 
1985-93: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1994, l st term ends in 200 1. 



................ lst/WILLIAM I*. CLAY (202) 225-2406 
Dem. of St. Louis: born April 30. 
1931 in St. Louis: HS St. Louis 
Univ.. 1953: real estate broker: 
manager, life insurance company: 
alderman, 26th Ward of St. Iaouis 
1959-64: first elected to Congress 
in 1968-14th tcr~ii. 

2ndlJIM TALENT ........................... (202) 225-2561 
Rep. of Chcstcrfield: born Oct. 18. 
1956 in Des Peres: JD Univ. of 
ChicagoLaw School. 1981 : BA Wash- 
ington Univ., 1978: attorney: ~ncmber. 
State House 1984-92, minority leader 
1989-92: first elected to Congress 
In 1992-2nd terni. 

3rdlRICHARD A. GEPHARDT ... (202) 225-2671 
Dem. of St. Louis; born Jan. 31, 
I941 in St. Louis; JD Univ. of Mich. 
Law School, 1965; practicing at- 
torney 1965-77; first elected tocon- 
gress in 1976-1 0th term. 

4thlIKE SKELTON ......................... (202) 225-2876 
Dem. of Lexington: born Dec. 20. 
1931 in Lexington: LLB Univ. of 
Mo.. 1956: LafayetteCity prosecuting 
ntty. 1957-61: member. State Srn- 
ate 197 1-76: first elected to Con- 
gress i n  1976-10th term. 

Dem. of Kansas City: born March 
18. 1917 in Haverhill. MA: M B A  
liniversity of Kansas: MA Univer- 
sity of' hlissouri at Kansas City: 
high school teacher 1975-76: pub- 
lic affairs staff 1986-94: President- 
elect. National Conference of State 
Legi.\latures 1994: State Represen- 
t:~ti\,e 1977-94: elected to Consre\\ 
111 1993-1 st term. 

.............. 6thlPATRICIA DANNER (202) 225-7041 
Dem. of Kansas City; born Jan. 13, 
1934 in Louisville K Y ;  BA North- 
east Missouri State Univ., 1972; 
member. State Senate 1982-92; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
terlii. 

7thlMEL HANCOCK ..................... (202) 225-6536 
Rep. of Springlield; born Sept. 14, 

, 1929 in Cape Fair; BS Southwest 
Mo. State College, 195 1; U.S. Air 
Force 195 1-53: International Har- 
vester Company 1953-59; Sentry 
Insurance 1959-69; president. Fed- 
eral Protection Inc. 1969-88; first 
elected lo Congress in 1988-4th 
term. 

8thlBILL EMERSON ..................... (202) 225-4404 
Rep. of Cape Girardeau: born Jan. 
I .  1938 in St. Louis; LLB, Univ. of 
Baltimore, 1964; adniin. asst. to 
Rep. BobEllsworthand Rep. Charles 
Mathias; director of federal rela- 
tions, TRW Corp. 1977-80; first 
elected to Congress in 1980-8th 
term. 

Dem. of Hannibal; born April 3. 
1931 in Jefferson City: LLB Univ. 
of Mo. School of Law. 1955: Marion 
Cty. prosecuting atty. 1960-66: 
member. State House 1967-76: first 
elected to Congress in 1976-10th 
term. 

MONTANA 

Number ol 
I De~nocra 

GOVERNOR 

MARC RACICOT 
Rep. of Helena: he 
ompson Falls; Uni 
tana Law School: ( 
assistant attorney : 
cia1 prosecutor 1'1 
general 1989-92. c 
in 1992, term ends 

SENATORS 

MAX BAUCUS ................................. 
Dem. of Missoula 
born Dec. 1 I, 1941 
Stanford Un~v .  La\ 
attorney at the SEC 

of U.S. House 197 
the U.S. Senate 111 

ends In 1997. 

........................... CONRAD BURNS 

D I S T R I C T I R E P R E S E N T A  

lst/PAT WILLIAMS ...................... 
Dem. of Helena: bc. 
in Helena; BA C 
196 1 ;educator; me[: 
1967-69; coordin;~; 
ily Education Progr; 
elected to Congrey 
term. 



DANNER .............. (202) 225-7041 MONTANA KEBRASKA 
Dem. of Kansas City; born Jan. 13. 
1934 in Louisville KY; BA North- 
east Missouri State Univ., 1972: 
member. State Senate 1982-92: first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

€ 3 3  Number of House Seats: 
- 

OCK ..................... (202) 225-6536 
Rep. o f  Sprlngf'ield: born Srpt. 12. 

1929 111 Cape Fair: BS Southur.r 
hlo. Stcite College. 1951; Lr.S. .Air 
Force 195 1-53: International Har- 
vester Company 195.3-59: Sentry 
In.;, . 1959-69; president. Fed- 

Tion 1nc.' 1969-88: first 
i i w C o n g r e s r  III  1988-4th 
erm. 

SON ..................... (202) 225-4404 
Rep. of Cape Girardeau; born Jan. 
1, 1938 in St. Louis; LLB, Univ. of 
3altimore. 1964; admin. asst. to 
iep. Bob Ellsworth and Rep. Charles 
vlathias; director of federal rela- 
ions, TRW Corp. 1977-80; first 
:lected to Congress in 1980-8th 
erm. 

VOLKMER ....... (202) 225-2956 
)em. of Hannibal; born April 4, 
931 in Jefferson City: LLB Univ. 
f Mo. School of Law, 195.5; Marion 
:ty. prosecuting atty. 1960-66; 
lember, State House 1067-76; first 
lected to Congress in 1976-10th 
:rm. 

1 Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

.\I.IRC RACICOT 
Rep. o f  Helena: born 1940 in Th- 
ompson Falls: University of Mon- 

a Law School: Carroll College: 
'stant attorney general and spe- 

prosecutor 1977-89. attorney 
era1 1989-93. elected governor 
992. term ends 1997.. 

SENATORS 

................................. MAX BAUCUS (202) 224-2651 

Dem. of Missoula; senior senator; 
born Dec. I I ,  194 1 in Helena; LLB 
Stanford Univ. Law School, 1967; 
attorney at the SEC 1969-7 I ;  mem- 
ber, State House 1973-74; member 
of U.S. House 1975-78; elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1978, 3rd term 
ends in 1997. 

CONRAD BURNS ........................... (202) 224-2644 
Rep. of Billings;juniorsenator; born 
Jan. 25,  1935 in Davis Cty.. Mo.; 
attended Univ. of Mo.: field rep., 
Pollerd Hereford Magazine; radio 
broadcaster;elected fo  the U.S. Senate 
in 1988, 2nd term ends in 2001. 

DISTRICTIREPRESENTATIVE 

IstIPAT WILLIAMS e..................... (202) 225-321 1 

h ~ l m h e r  of House Seats: 
: Ilcpuhl~can\ 

GOVERNOR 

E. BENJAMIN NELSON 

Dem.: born May 17.1941 inMcCook. 
J D  University of Nebraska. 1970: 
attorney; dir., state dept. of insur- 
ance 1975-76; exec. v.p., National 
Assn. of Insurance Commissioners 
1982-85; elected governor in 1990. 
re-elected in 1994, term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

J. JAMES EXON ............................. (202) 224-4224 
Dem. of Lincoln; senior senator; 
born Aug. 9, 1921 in Geddes, SD; 
attended Univ. of Omaha; presi- 
dent of Exons, Inc., anoffice equipment 
supplier 1953-7 1 ; governor 197 1 - 
78; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1978, 3rd term ends in 1997. 

BOB KERREY ................................. (202) 224-6551 
I Dem. of 0maha;juniorsenator; born 
Aug. 27, 1943 in Lincoln; BS Univ. 
of  Neb., 1966; U.S. Navy 1966-69; 
businessman; governor 1983-87; 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1988, 
2nd term ends in 200 1. 

Dem. of Helena: born Oct. 30. 1937 
in Helena: BA Univ. of Denver. 
1961: educator: member. State House 
1967-69: coordinator, Mont. Fam- 
ily Education Prosram 197 1-78: first 
elected to Congress in 1978-9th 
term. 



7 NEW HAMPSF!RE DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATI\'ES SENATORS 

.... IstIDOUGLAS K. BEREL'TEK (202) 225-4806 
Rep. o f  Lincoln: born Oct. 6. 1939 
i n  York: MCP and MPA Harvard 
Univ., 1973: residential and com- 
niercial development consultacit: mem- 
ber, State Legislature 1975-78: first 
elected to Congress i n  1978-9th 
term. 

HARRY REID .................................. (202) 224-3542 Number of 
House Seats: 
2 Republicans 

Dem. of Searchlight; senior sena- 
tor: born Dec. 2, 1939 in Search- 
light: JD George Washington Univ., 
1964: attorney; member. State House 
1968-70: I t .  governor 1970-74; chair- 
man, Nev. Gaming Conlmission 1977- 
81: member of U.S. House 1982- 
86: elected to the U.S. Senate i n  
1986. 2nd terni ends in 1999. 

RICHARD H. BRYAN ................... (202) 224-6244 2ndlJON CHRISTENSEN ............. (202) 225-4155 
Deni. of Las Vegas; junior senator; 
born July 16, 1937 in  Washington, 
DC; LLB Hastings College of Law, 
1963: Clark Cty. deputy public de- 
fender 1964-66. public defender 1966- 
68; member, State House 1969-73, 
State Senate 1973-78: atty. general 
1978-82: governor 1983-89;elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1988, 2nd 

Rep. of Omaha: born Feb. 20. 1963 
i n  St. Paul; J D  South Texas College 
of Law, 1989; attorney: business- 
man: marketing director for insur- 
ance company: member Farm Bu- 
reau; Nebraska Cattlemen's Asso- 
ciation; elected tocongresh in 1994- 
1 st term. 

GOVERNOR 

STEVE MERRILL 
term ends in 2001. 

3rdlWILLIAM E. BARRETT....... (202) 225-6435 
DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATIVES 

IstIJOHN ENSIGN ......................... (202) 225-5965 

Rep. of Lexington, born Feb. 9, 
1929 in Lexington; BA Hastings 
College, 1952; pres., Barrett-Housel 
& Assoc.; member, State Legisla- 
ture 1979-90, speaker 1985-88; first 
elected to Congress in 1990-3rd 
term. 

Rep. of Las Vegas; born March 25, 
1958 in Roseville. CA; DVM Colo- 
rado State University; BS Oregon 
StateUniversity; veterinarian; general 
manager of hotel and casino; mem- 
ber, Las Vegas Chamber of Com- 
merce; elected tocongress in 1994- 
1st term. 

SENATORS 

ROBERT C. SMITH ....................... (2 

NEVADA 

w 
Numher of House Seats: 
2 Repuhl~cnn\ 

GOVERNOR 

Rep of Tuftonboro. \ 
born Mar 30, 194 1 117 

BA Lafayetre College 
owner, real e\tdte 1 
member of U S HO 
elected to the U S St 
I st terni ends In 199 

Rep. of Reno: horn June 22.1971 in 
Camp Dis.  N J :  attended Man- 
hattanvillr College of the Sacred 
Heal-! i n  N.Y.: aid? to C.S. Senator 
I97i-S2: hu\ine\\\\ o~iian: f'ir\l riccleil 
to c o l l ~ ! ~ ~ ~  111 ! %S2- 7111 I ? !  Ill. JUDD GREGG ................................. ( 2  

Rep. 01' Grernlirld: J L  

born Feb. 14. 1947in ' 
Boston Univ.. 1975: 1 
torney 1975-80; v.p. or 
children's rehabilits 
member of U.S. HOL 
elected governor in I 
to the U.S. Senate in 1 
ends in 1999. 

BOB MILLER 
Dem.; born March 30, 1945 in Chi- 
cago. IL: JD Loyola Univ.. 1971: 
attorney, deputy sheriff 1967-7 1 : 
legal advisor to Las Vegas nietro- 
politan police 1973-75: dist. atty. 
Clark Cty. 1979-86: It. governor 
1956-88: succeeded to the gover- 
norship in 1989; elected governor 
in 1990, re-elected in 1994, term 
ends 1999 





SENATORS 

BILL BRADLE 
Dem. of Denville: senior \enator: 
born July 28. 1943 in Crystal City. 
MO; MAOxford Univ.. 1968: Rhodes 
Scholar; writer: professional bas- 
ketball player; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1978. 3rd term ends i n  
1997. 

.......... FRANK R. LAUTENBERG (202) 224-4744 
Detii of Montclatr. junlor senator. 
horn Jan 23, 1924 In Pater\on, BS 
Columbta Untv School of Busl- 
ne\s. 1949. pres~dent, Automatic 
Data Proces\~ng, Inc 1969-75,Chalr- 
man and CEO 1975-82. elected to 
the U S Sendte in 1982. 3rd term 
ends In 200 1 

1stlROBERT E. ANDREWS ......... (202) 225-6501 
Dem. of Bellmawr; born Aug. 4, 
1957 in Camden: J D  Cornell Law 
School, 1982; professor; attorney; 
member, cty. board of freeholders, 
1986-90. dir. 1989-90: first elected 
to Congress in 1990-3rd term. 

Rep. of Vineland: born May 12. 
1946 in Bridgeton: BS St. Joseph's 
University: operations manager. 
LoBiondo Brothers Motor Express. 
Inc., 1968-94: State .As\emhlyrnan 
1989-94: rlectetl toConsrc\\ i n  l 0 1 ) C  
I st ternl 

Rep. of Vincentown: born Jan. 22, 
1943 in Nicholson, PA: B A  East 
Stroudsburg Univ., 1965: teacher: 
realtor; member. State Assembly 
1975-81. State Senate 1982-84: first 
elected to Congress in 1984-6th 
term. 

........ 4thlCHRlS ShllTH ......................... (202) 225-3765 9thJROBERT TORRICELLI I 

Rep. of Robbinsville; born March 
4. 1953 in Rrthway: BA Trenton 
Slate College. 1975: public rela- 
tionsconsultr~nt: sporting goods sales; 
first elected to Congress in 1980- 
8th term. 

Rep. of Ridgewood; born Sept. 19, 
1929 in West Orange: BA Montclair 
State College, N.J.: teacher of his- 
tory, Ridgewood public schools: ser- 
ved as v.p.. Ridgewood Board of 
Education; first elected to Congress 
in 1980-8111 term. 

................. 6thlFRANK PALLONE (202) 225-4671 
Dem. of Long Branch; born Oct. 
30,195 1 in Long Branch; JDRutgers 
Univ., 1978; attorney: teacher; asst. 
prof., Cook College, Rutgers Univ. 
1979-80; city councilman 1982-88; 
member, State Senate 1984-88: first 
elected to Co~igress in 1988-5th 
term. 

.......................... 7thlBOB FRANKS (202) 225-5361 
Rep. of New Providence; born Sept. 
21. 1951 in Sutnmit; J D  Southern 
Methodist Univ. Law School, 1976; 
bachelor's degree DePauw Univ. 
in Indiana. 1473: attorney: niemhcr 
State Assembly 1979-92: first elected 
to Congre\r in 1992-2nd term. 

Rep.  < l l  CIll[<>ll. Pc l r l1  C-cb 10. l L i - -  

111 t ~ a ~ s ' ~ i c :  . I l l  l<[i~g?r\ L ' i i i \ c r \ ~ ~ > .  
attorney: preident o f  the Nicholn\ 
Martini Found:~tion: Clifton Cit! 
Councilman 1990-94: PassaicCount! 
Board of Chosen F~.eeholdera 1992- 
94: elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

- Dem of Englen ooc 
1951 in Pater\on. J 
School, 1976, d c p ~  
sel to governor 197 
V P of theU 5 197h 
to Congrew in I9S 

10thlDONALD PAYNE .................. 1 

IlthIRODNEY 
FRELINGHUYSEN ........................ I - - Rep. of Hardinp 1 

ans of Foreign Wars 
freeholder 1975-83 
blyman 1983-94; e 
grew In 1994-1 kt I 



JITH ......................... 1202) 225-3765 
Rep. of Robbinsville: born March 
4, 1953 in Rahway; BA Trenton 
State College. 1975; public rela- 
tions consultant: sporting goods sales: 
first elected to Conyress in 1980- 
8th term. 

10UKERI.4 .............. 202) 125-4465 
Rep. of Ridgc.\\ooL!; born Sept.  1'1 

: 1929 in Li:r\t Orang,:; BX hlontcla~r 
State College. S.J.. teacher of h i > -  
tory. Ridgewood public schools: ser- 
ved as v.p.. Ridgewood Board of 
E? ?n: first elected to Congress 
i,-8th term. 

ALLONE ................. (202) 225-4671 
Dem. of Long Branch: born Oct. 
30, 195 1 in Long Brpnch; JD Rutgers 
Univ., 1978: attorney; teacher; asst. 

1 prof.. Cook College. Rutgers Univ. 
1979-80; city councilman 1982-88; 
member. State Senate 1984-88; first 
elected to Congress in 1988-5th 
term. 

NKS .......................... 1202) 225-5361 

Rep. of New Providence; born Sept. 
2 1, 195 1 in Summit; JD Southern 
Methodist Univ. Law School, 1976; 
bachelor's degree DePauw Univ. 
in Indiana. 1973; attorney; member 

I State Assembly 1979-92; first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

HTINI ....................... (202) 225-5751 
Rep. of Clifton; born Feb. 10. 1947 
i n  Passnic; JD Rutsers University: 
attorney: president of the Nicholas 
Martini Foundation; Clifton City 
Councilman 1990-94; PassaicCounty 
Bi. fChosen Freeholders 1992- 

I+lmv ;.d to Congress in 1994- 

€ S  
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Dem. of Englewood: born Aug. 26. 
1951 in Paterson: JD Rutpers Law 
School. 1976: deputy legih. coun- 
sel to governor 1974-78: counwl to 
V.P. ofthe U.S. 1978-80: firstelecrcd 
to Congress in 1982-7th term. 

Nurnher of 
House Seats: 
2 Republicans 
I Drniocral 

(;OVERNOR 

(x.1RY JOHNSON 

11 thlRODNEY 
........................ FRELINGHUYSEN (202) 225-5034 

+ Rep ot Hatd~ng Town\h~p: botn 
-. Aor~ l  29. 1946 tn New Yolk. NY.  

BA Hobart College, 1969; member 
of the American Legion and Veter- 
ansof Foreign Wars; Morris County 
freeholder 1975-83; State Assent- 
blyman 1983.94: elected to Con- 
gress in 1994- I st term. 

Rep. of Flemitlgton: born Aug. 16. 
1944_i!! Newiu-k; LLB-Yale Law 
School, 1969: ilttorrley: metiiber. 
State Assemhly 1082-87. State Senate 
1987-90: first elected to Congre.s> 
in 1990-3rd terln. 

Detn. of Union City: horn Jan. I .  
1954 ill  Manhattiin. NY: JD Kutgerx 
Univ. School ol' L A W .  1979; attor- 
ney: mayor. Union City 1986-02. 
mcnihcr. State Assembly 1088-91. 
State Senate I O U  1-92; first elected 
to Cotigrcs'; in I')02-211d term. 

Rep. ol ,Albcrquerque: horn 3311. I. 
1953 in Minot. ND; BA Uiiversity 
of New blexico, 1975; construc- 
tion worker: businessman: no prior 
elected office: elected governor in 
1994, term ends 1999. 

6;ENATORS 

..................... F'ETE V. DOMENlCl (202) 224-6621 
Rep. of Albuquerque: senior sena- 
tor; born May 7, 1932 in Albuquer- 
que: LLB Denver Univ., 1958; city 
commissioner, Albuquerque 1966- 
68, choirm:un and ex-officio tnuyor 
1967: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1972. 4th term ends in 1997. 

.................. .!IEFF BINGAMIAN, JH (202) 224-5521. 
Dern. of Santa Fe; junior senator; 
born Oct. 3, 1943 in El Paso. TX: 
J D  Stanford Law School, 1968: :~sst. 
to atty. general 1969; attorney 1970- 
78: atly. general 197Y-82; elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1982.3r~I term 



4thlDANIEL FRISA ........................ DISTRICTSlKEPKESENTATI\'ES SENATOKS 

DANIEL P. MOYNIHAN .............. (202) 224-4451 
Dem. of Pind;lrs Corners; senior 
senator: born March 16. 1927 in 
Tulsa. OK: PhL) Fletcher School of 
Law and Diplomacy. 1961; served 
as ci~binet or subcabinet officer to 
Presitlenrs Kcnnedy. Johnson. Nixon 
and Ford; elected to the U.S. Sen- 
ate in 1976.1lh term ends in 2001. 

Rep. of Westbury: 
1955 in Westbury 
University, 1977: s. 
nior store manager: 
Long Island D e \ e ~  
owner. direct mail 
semblyman 1985- 

; Congress in 1994- 

............... IstISTEVEN H .  SCHIFF (202) 225-6316 
Rep. of  Alhuquerque: born Mar. 
18. 1947 in Chicago, 1L: J D  Univ. 
of N.  Mex. Law School. 1972: ;~sst. 
dist. atty. 1972-77: trial attorney in 
private practice 1977-79: assl. city 
atty. 1979-80: dist. ntty. 1980-88: 
first elected to Congress in 1988- 
4th term. 

-. 

2ndlJOE SKEEN ............................. (202) 225-2365 ............. ALFONSE hl. D'AMATO (202) 224-6542 
Dem. of  Jamaica: 
1942 in Brooklyn: I- 
lege, 1965; teacher; 
lisher; member. S t a~  
83; first elected to Coi 
7th term. 

Rep. of Picacho; born June 30.1927 
in Roswcll; BS Tcxas A&M, 1950; 
soil and waterengineer: sheep rancher; 
member, State Senate 1960-70: first 
elected to Congress in 1980-8th 
term. 

Rep. of Island Park: junior senator; 
born Aug. I, 1937 in Brooklyn; JD 
Syracuse Law School. 1961: ad- 
mitted to the har ill 1962; served 7 
years as supervisor, Town of 
Hempstead. presiding supervisor. 
1977-80; elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1980. 3rd term ends in 1999. 

....................... 6fhiFLOYD FLAKE I 

DISTRICTStREPRESENTATIVES 

................ 1stlMICHAEL FORBES (202) 225-3826 

Dem. of Rosedale: 
1945 in Los Angele 
coln Univ., 1969: e .  
man of several  corn^^ 

pastor, Allen A.M.E 
present: first elected 
1986-5th term. 

Ilem. of Santa Fe; born Nov. 15. 
1947 in Pasadena. CA; M A  Fletcher 
School of Law & Diplomacy. 1971: 
Congressional aide 197 1-73, 1975- 
i8; State Department aide 1973- 
74; president of trade group 1978- 
82; first elected to Congress in 1982- 
7th term. 

Rep. ofQuogue: born July 16,1953 
in  Riverhead: BA SUNY at Albany: 
businessman; public relations; chief 
of staff to U.S. Rep. Connie Mack, 
1985-86: liaison to U.S. House of 
Representatives for U.S. Chamber 
of Com~nerce 1993-94: elected to 
Congress in 1994-1st term. 

.......... 7thlTHOMAS J. MANTON ( 

Dem. of Queens: h ~ j ~  
in New York City: 
Univ.. 1962; attorne! 
her. city council I970 
to Congress in 1984 

NEW YORIC ........................... 2ndIRICK LAZIO (2021 225-3335 

' 'rcr of House Seats: A Rep. of Bay ShorelBrightwaters: 
born March 1.3. 11158 In Amit!,\ ille: 
JD American (:nil,. School of La\ \ .  
1983: AB V;isser Colle_re. 19tlO: 
member, Suffolh County Leg~sla- 
turr IOSO-U2: i'ir\t elected to Con- 
c1-e\\ 111 I ''<)?- ?n,I ! ~ , l - l l l  .................... 8thl JERRY NADLEK I 

Det11 [)I' l ~ ~ l l l l l ; ~ ~ ~ ~ . : ~ ,  

19-47 In Hroohl! n: .I[ 
School. 1478: Colun:I 
attorney: member. S 
1976-92: first elrctc 
in 1992-2nd term. 

Rep ot S e ~ i o r d  horn Apr~l  5. 1944 
In Manhattan JD U n ~ v  ot hotre 
Dame L.iu School. 1968. BA St 
 franc^\ College ~n BrooLlyn.lY65 
attorney member. Hempctead To\\ n 
Councll 1977-8 I. Na\sau Count! 
Comptroller 198 1-92. t ~ r \ t  elected 

GEORGE E. PATAGI 
Rep. of Garrison: born June 14. 
1945 in Peekskill. NY: JD Colum- 
bi:: t ini~ersi ty,  1970: BA Yalc Cni- 
\lersity. 1967: attorney: ma!or of 
Peekskill 1981-81: State Assembly 
1985-97: StateSenare 1993-91: elected 
governor i n  1991. term ends 1999. 



YNIHAN .............. (202) 224-4451 
Dem. of Pindars Corners; senior 
senator; born March 16. 1927 in 
Tulsa, OK: PhD Fletcher School of 
Law and Diplomacy. 1961; served 
1s cabinet or  subcabinet officer to 
Presidents Kennedy. Johnson. Nixon 
ind Ford: elected to the U.S. Sen- 
ite in 1976. 4th term ends in 2001. 

.I.\IrITO ............. I 101) 224-6542 
tcp. o i  I\lantl Pt~rk: junior senator: 
lorn Aug. 1. 1937 in Brooklyn: J D  
yracuse Law School. 1961; ad- 
litted to the bar in 1962: served 7 
e;' supervisor. Town of 

;- . presiding super\.isor. 
ected to the U.S. Senate 

I 1980. 3rd term ends in 1999. 

ep. of  Quogue; born July 16,1953 
Riverhead; BA SUNY at Albany; 

~sinessman; public relations; chief 
staff to U.S. Rep. Cor~nie Mack, 

'85-86;  l ia~son to U.S. House of 
:presentatives for U.S. Chamber 
Com~nerce 1993-94; elected to 

Ingress in 1994-1 st term. 

........................... (202) 225-3335 
p. of  Bay ShoreIBrightwaters; 
rn March 13, 1958 in Amityville; 
American Univ. School of Law, 
%3; AB Vasser College, 1980; 
mber, Suffolk County Legisla- 
e 1989-92; first elected to Con- 
ss in 1992-2nd term. 

.......................... (202) 225-7896 
1. of Seaford; born April 5 ,  1944 
Manhattan: JD Univ. of Notre 
nl. School, 1968; BA St. 

nptroller I08 1-92: first elected 
'ongrcss in 1992-2nd term. 

...... ........................ JthlDANIEL FRISA (202) 225-5516 9thlCHARLES E. SCHUMER (202) 225-6616 
Rep. of Westbury: born April 27, 
1955 in Westbury: BS St. John's 
University. 1977; salesman and se- 
nior store manaper: vice-president. 
Long Ihland Development Corp.: 
owner. direct mail firm: State As- 
semblyman 1985-92: elected to 
Consre\, In 1994-1st term. 

I ) C I I I .  . ; : ~ I ~ I ~ I I L . ; ~ :  lhor~i So\ I t . ) .  
lLl.i? 111 l31oohl)11: 8 4 ( J U C C I I \  C 0 1 -  
leg?, I ')I,>: lc:lcllCl. I lC\ \  \ p ~ l ~ ~ C r [ ~ l l l ~ -  
li\her: ~ i i c ~ ~ i h e r .  S t ~ t ?  Se11:itc lL)7c)- 
Xi: fir\[ clccted toCong~-cs\ in I')S.?- 
7th term 

....................... 6thIFLOYD FLAKE (102) 225-3461 
Dern. of Rosedale: born Jan. 30. 
1945 in Los Angelcs  CA: BA Lin- 
coln Univ.. 1969: educator: chair- 
man of several community projects: 
pastor. Allen A.M.E. Church 1976- 
present; first elected to Congress in 
1986-5th term. 

.......... 7thlTHOMAS J. lLlANTON (202) 225-3965 
Dem. of Queens; ~ U I - n  Nov. 3.  1932 
in New York City; LLB St. Johns - Univ., 1961: attorney 1963-84: menl- 
ber.city council 1970-84; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

.................... 8thl JERRY NADI,ER (202) 225-5635 
Dem. of Manhattan: born June 13. 
1947 in Brooklyn: JD Fordham Law 
School. 107X:Colun1hiaUniv.. 1070: 
attorney: member. State Asse~nhly 
1976-92; first elected to Congress 
in 1002-2nd term. 

Dem. of Brooklyn: born Nov. 23. 
1950 in Brooklyn; JD Harvard Lau  
School. 1974: member. State As- 
sembly 1975-80: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1980-8th term. 

IOthiEDO1,PHUS "ED" . . I o\r.xs I 101 225-5936 .............................................. 
Deli>. 01 l 3 1 0 0 1 , 1 ~ 1 ~ .  Ibt)rt~ JLII! ? !  
1934 I I I ( ' I I : ~ L I ~ L I ~ I ~ . S C .  MSW Adelpn~ 
U n t ~  .. l')73: ho \p~[a l  adminihtralo~ 
1965-7 1: cli\trict leader. deput! 
boroufh prehident: first elected to 
Consre\ \  111 1082-7th term. 

.............. 1lthr'MA.JOR R. OWENS (202) 225-6231 
D e ~ n  ol B~ooklyn ,  born June 3-8. 

q 1936 In M e m p h ~ \ .  TN. MS Atlanta 
- 1  U n ~ v  . 1957; cha~rman ,  C . 0  R.E., 

Brooklyn 1964-66: commissioner. 
Community Dev. Agency 1968-73; 
member. State Senate 1974-82; first 
elected to Congress in 1982-7th 
term. 

........... lZth/NYI)IA VELASQUEZ (202) 225-2361 
Dern. of Brooklyn: born March 22, 
1953 in Yt~bucoa, PR; MA New 
York Univ.. 1976;columnist; member. 
New York City Council 1984-92: 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 
211d tertn. 

Rep. of St;iten Island: born Mar. 
27. 10.58 in Slaten Island: MA, State 
Univ. of NY at Albany. 1981: mi- 
nority leader. New YorkCity Council 
1985-00: first elected to Congress 
in I9~)0-4th term. 



..................... ..................... 14thl CAROLYN MALONFY ...... (202) 225-7944 IBihfSUE M'. KE1,I.Y (202) 225-5441 24thlJOHN McHUGH I ' F 

Dem. of New York City; horn Feh. 
18. 1948 in Greensboro, NC: AB 
Greenshorocollcge: memher, New 
York City Council. 1982-92: first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

Rep. of Katonah; born Sept. 26, 
1936 in Lima. OH: MA Sarah 
Lawrence College. 1980: tiusiness- 
n#oliian; health care professional; 
adjunct profeshor of health advo- 
cacy at Sarah Lawrence College; 
political campaign management; 
congression;rl aide: elected to Con- 
gre\\ In 1994-1 st term 

2OihlBENJAMIN A. GILMAN ..... (202) 225-3776 15thlCHARLES B. RANGEL ....... (202) 225-4365 25thlJAMES T. WALSH ................ I 
Rep. of Syracuse: 
1947 in Syracuse: 
venture, 1970; Pea, 
72; case worker, ( 

Dept. Social S e n  
marketing executive 
88; member, Syrac 
trict Council 1978 
Syracuse Co~nmon 

Dem. of New York City: horn June 
I I .  1930 in Harlem: LLB St. John's 
Univ. Law School. 1960: counsel 
of N.Y .C. Housing and Redevelop- 
ment Board: inenihcr. State Assenihly 
1967-70; first elected to Congress 
in 1970-13th term. 

Rep. of Middletown: horn Dec. 6, 
1922 in Poughkeepsie: LLB New 
York Law School, 1950; practiced 
law; member. Stale Assembly 1967- 
72; first electetl to Congress in 1972- 
12th term. 

88; first elected toCo~ 
4th term. 16thlJOSE E. SERRANO .............. (202) 225-4361 Z ~ ~ ~ / M I C H A E L  R. McNULTY .... (202) 225-5076 

Dem of Bronx: born Oct. 24, 1943 
in Mayaguez. PR; attended Lehman 
College and City Univ. of NY; U.S. 
Army, 1963-66; member, State 
Assembly, 1975-90; first elected to 
Congress in 1990--4th term. 

Dem. of Green Island: born Sept. 
16, 1947 in Troy; AB Holy Cross 
College. 1969; supervisor of Green 
Island 1970-77: mayor of Green 
Island 1977-83; member, State As- 
sembly 1983-88:firstelectedtoCon- 
gress in 1988-4th term. 

.......... 26thlMAURICE HINCHEY 

22ndIGERALD B. SOLOMON .... (202) 225-5614 
Dem. of Bronx; horn Feb. 18. 1947 
in Bronx Cty.: JD NY Law School, 
1987; teacher; guidance counselor; 
member. State House 1977-88: first 
elected to Coneress In 1988-4th 
tern1 

Rep. of Queensbury: born Aug. 13. 
1930 in Okeechobee, FL; attended 
St. Lawrence Univ.. N.Y.: insur- 
ance and invest~nent broker: 
Queensbury town supervisor 1968- 
72: member. State Asrrrnhl! 1973- 
78: firstelecccd toCongrcss in lY7ti- 
9th term. 

......................... 27thlBILL PAXON ( 

23rdlSHERM'OOl) 1.. 
...................................... BOEHLERT 1202 1 225-3065 ~ ) C I I I .  , l r ~ - ~ i ~ l . l  I ~ ~ I ~ I ~ . I U I !  5 .  10.3' 

111 the Br, , t~\ :  \it t i o l ~ ~ ~ k ~ ~ C o l -  
lcge. I k)5L1: . i \ \ l .  \eel!. 01 btatc lYti5- 
57: t'rr.;t elected tocongress in  1988- 
4th tcrm. 

Rep  of hvu I - I ; I ~ I I ~ ~ I ~ I .  ho111 her 
2s.  lY.?(l I l l  C'l1c:l. :At5 Lt lC .1  < ( \ , -  

Iege. I96 I: publ~c relations 1'96 l -  
61: chief cri'\taff to twu C.S. Con- 
gressmen 1964-78: Oneida Ct ) .  
executive 197'1-82: First elected to 
Congress in 1982-7th term. 



.................... ............... LELLY ..................... (202) 225-5441 24thlJOHN McHUGH (202) 225-461 1 2YthIJOHN J. LaFALCE (202) 225-3231 
Rep. of Katonah: born Sept. 26, 
1936 in Lima. OH; MA Sarah 
Lawrence College, 1980; business- 
woman: health care professional: 

I adjunct professor o?' health advo- 
cacy at Sarah Lawrence College; 
political campaign management: 
congressional aide; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

Dem. of Tonawanda; born Oct. 6. 
1939 in Buffalo; JD Villanova Law 
School. 1964; practiced law in Buf- 
falo; member, State Senate 1971- 
72, Assembly 1973-74; first elected 
to Congress in 1974-1 Ith term. 

......................... 30thlJACK QUINN (202, 225-3306 
) Rep. ol' Yliddletown: horn Dec. 6 .  

1922 in Pouyhl;eep\ie: LLB S e n  
1 YorL La\\ School. 1050: practiced 

law: member. State Assembly 1967- 
72: first elected tocongress in 1972- 
I '  n. 

Rep. ol S!.r;~cu\c: horn Junc 1'). 
IU47 I n  S>~ : ICLI \C :  l 3 A  S t .  Iio1111.1- 
venture. 1'170: Pe:~ce Gorp\ I'170- 
72: cahe worker. Onondaga Ct!. 
Dept. Social Services 1Y73-75: 
marketing executive. NYNEX 1976- 
88: member, Syracuse Third Dis- 
trict Council 1978.85: president, 
Syracuse Common Council 1986- 

Rep. ot I la~nburf:  born .Apr~l I.:. 
195 1 In South Buifalo: hl.4 Stare 
Uni\.. of  Ye\*. York  at Buffa lo :  B A  
SienaCollege: teacher: first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

88; first elected to Congress in 1988- 
....... 4th term. 3lstIAMO HOUGHTON, JR. (202) 225-3161 

.......... 26thIMAURICE HINCHEY (202) 225-6335 
Dem. of Green Island; born Sept. 
16, 1947 in Troy; AB Holy Cross 
College, 1969; supervisor of Green 
Island 1970-77; mayor of Green 
Island 1977-83; member, State As- 
sembly 1983-88; firstelected tocon- 
gress in 1988-4th term. 

Dem. of Saugertles: born Oct. 27. 
1938 in Saugert~es; MA State Univ. 
of New York at New Paltz, 1970: 64, chairman ot  the board 1964-83, 

chairman, exec. committee 1983- 
86: first elected to Congress In 1986- 

I member, State Assembly 1974-92; 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 

B- SOLOMON .... (202) 225-5614 
Rep. of Queensbury; born Aug. 14, 
1930 in Okeechobee, FL; attended 
St. Lawrence Univ., N.Y.; insur- 
ance and investment broker; 
Queensbury town supervisor 1968- 
72: member. State Assembly 1973- 
78: first elected tocongress in 1978- 
Jth term. 

- -- 

NORTH CAROLINA ......................... 27thlBILL PAXON (202) 225-5265 
Rep. of Williamsville; born Apr. 
29, 1954 in Buffalo; BA Canisius 
College. 1977; Erie Cty. legisla- 
ture 1979-82; member, State As- 
sembly 1983-88: first elected to 
Congress in 1988-4th term. 

ID L. 
............................... (202) 225-3665 
cep. of  New Hartford: born Sept. 
18. 1936 in Utica; AB Utica Col- 
ege, 1961; public relations 1961- 
14: chief of staff to two U.S. Con- 
. rr  . 1964-78; Oneida Cty. 

8 Republicans 4 Democrats 28thlLOUISE SLAUGHTER ........ (202) 225-3615 
Den). of Fnirport; horn Aug. 14. 
1929 in Harlan Cty.. KY: MS Univ. 
ofKy., 1953: member. MonroeCty. 
Legislature 1976-79: member. State 
Assembly 1983-86: first elected to 
Congress i n  1986-5th term. 

GOVERNOR 

JIM HUNT. .1R. 
Deln. of Lucama; born May 16, 
1937 in Greensboro; BA and Mas- 
ters in Agricultural Education from 
North Carol~na State; JD Univer- 
sity of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill. 1964, Lieutenant governor 1972- 
76; attorney: beef cattle farmer; elected 
governor in 1992. term ends 1997. 

Y 1979-82; first elected io 
' ( w n  1982-7th term. 



SENATORS 

JESSE HELMS 
Rep. of Raleigh; born Dec. 28, 1929 
in Bronx. NY: MA John Jay Col- 
lege: BA St. Francis College; re- 
tired policechief: member, NCAssn. 
of Chiefs of Police; Int'l Assn. of 
Chiefs of Police: no prior elected 
office: elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

Rep. of Charlotte: b o ~  
in Tiffin, OH; Heidel 
mayor of Charlotte I 
nesswoman, preside 
Myrick Advertising. 
Public Relations; rn. 
dent Bush's Afford 
Commission: electet 
in 1994-1st terni. 

Rep. of Raleigh; senior senator: born 
Oct. 18. 1921 in Monroe: attended 
Wake Forest College: journalist: 
admin. asst. in U.S. Senate 1951- 
53: member. Ralcigh City Council 
19.57-61 ; v.p., WRAL-TV 1960-72: 
elected to the U.S. Senate in 1972, 
4th terni ends in 1997. 

5thlRICHARD h.1. BURR e............. (202) 225-2071 ............. IOthICASS BALLENGER (2  

D.M. "LAUCH" FAIRCLOTH..... (202) 224-3154 
Rep. of Winston-Salem; born Nov. 
30,1955 i n  Charlottesville. VA; BA 
Wake Forest University, 1978;busi- 
nessnian; state co-chairman North 
Carolina Taxpayers United; candi- 
date for U.S. House 1992; elected 
to Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

Rep. of Hickory; bor~  
in Hickory; BA Aml 
1948; founder & pre. 
Packaging Inc.; memi 
Cty. Board of Commi 
74, chairman 1970-74: 
House 1974-76, Statt 
86; first elected tocon: 
5th term. 

Rep. of Clinton; junior senator; born 
January 14,1928 in SampsonCounty; 
farmer, businessman; elected to the 
U.S. Senate in  1992-1 st term ends 
in 1999. 

.................. 6thlHOWARD COBLE (202) 225-3065 H. TAYLOR ....... (2 

DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATIVES 

ls t l  EVA CLAYTON ...................... (202) 225-3101 

Rep. of Greensboro; born March 
18, 193 1 in Greensboro; JD Univ. 
of NC School of Law, 1962; mem- 
ber, State House 1969-71, 1979- 
84; asst. U.S. atty., Middle District 
of NC 1969-73; commissioner, State 
Dept. ofRevenue 1973-77; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

Rep. of Brevard; born 
in Brevard; JD Wake 
1966; member, State 

1, minority leader 1 
enate 1973-74; ma1 
ransylvania Tree F:. 

irst elected to Cong~  

Dem. of Warren County; born Sept. 
16,1934 in Savannah, GA: MS North 
Carolina Central Univ.; business- 
woman; assistant secretary forcom- 
munity development 1977-8 1, Warren 
County Commissioner 1982-90; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

7thlCHARLES ROSE ..................... (202) 225-2731 12thlMELVIN WATT .................... (2 
Dem. of Fayetteville: born Aug. 
10, 1939 in Fayetteville: LLB Univ. 
of NC. 1964: practicing attorney: 
chief district prosecutor, 12th Judi- 
cial District 1967-70: first elected 
to Confresa i n  1972-12th term. 

Dem. of Charlotte; I 
1945 in Mecklenbur 
Yale Univ. Law Sch 
torney, businessman: 
Senate 1984-86: first 
gress in 1992-2nd 

2ndlDAVID FUNDERBURK ........ (202) 225-4531 
Rep. of Buies Creek: born April 28, 
1944 in Langley Air Force Base, 
VA: PhDUniversity of South Carolina. 
1973: MA Wake Forest University, 
1967: foundation consultant: pro- 
fessor. Winsatc Collcse and Campbell 
U. :  L'.S. .Ambaa\ador to Romania 
198 1-85: elected toC'onyre\\ 111 109& 
15: !crm. 

XthlW. G. "BILI," HEFNEK ......... (202) 225-3715 
Dem. o f  C t ) ~ ~ c o r J .  hut-11 ,4p1 I I .  
1930 i n  ElosL~. T S :  I>I~I~IJ<:I ,I  c \ -  
e c u t ~ ~ c :  f~s \ r  tlcctcd to C 'vn f~ -~ ' \ \  I:]  
1971-1 Ith term. 3rdlWALTER JONES. .IK. ........... (202) 225-3415 

Rep. of Farmville; born Feb. 10. 
1943 in Farmville; BA Atlantic 
Christian College; businessman; 
president of the Judson Co., Inc., 
president of the Benefit Reserves. 
Inc.: State Representative 1982-92; 
primary candidate for U.S. House 
in 1992; elected to Congress in 
1994-1 st term. 



CINEMAN .................. (202) 225-1784 Y ~ ~ I S U E  MYRICK .......................... (202) 225-1976 NORTH DAKOTA 
Rep. of Raleigh; born Dec. 28.1929 Rep. of Charlotte: born Aug. 1,1911 
in Bronx, NY; MA John Jay Col- 6-4 in Tiffin, OH: Heidelberg College: ~ ~ , , , b ~ , .  of 
lege; BA St. Francis College; re- mayor of Charlotte 1988-9 I ;  busi- H~~~~ seats: 
tired police chief; member, NC Assn. nesswoman, president and CEO. I Democrat of Chiefs of Police: Int'l Assn. of m Myrick Advertising. klarketing & 
Chiefs of Police; no prior elected Public Relations: member, Presi- 
office; elected to Congress in 1994- dent Bush's Affordable Housing 
I st term. Commission: elected to Congress 

L in 1994-1st term. 

1 M. BURR .............. '202) 225-2071 1OthICASS BALLENGER ............. 12021 221-2576 GOVERNOR 
Rep ot C\/~n\ton-S'llem. born \ o \  
30 1955 In Ch~rIott i .s \~Ile \I-\. B 4 

9 Wake Foresr C n ~ \ e r i ~ t ~  1978 bu\l- 
nessman, state co-cha~rman horth 
Carollnd Taxpayers Unlted, cdndl- 
d-.- for U S House 1992, elected 

zress In 199.I-1st term lu 
COBLE .................. (202) 225-3065 
Rep. of Greensboro; born March 
18, 1931 in Greensboro; JD Univ. 
of NC School of Law, 1962; mem- 
ber, State House 1969-71, 1979- 
84; asst. U.S. atty., Middle District 
of NC 1969-73; commissioner, State 
Dept.ofRevenue 1973-77; firstelected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

ROSE ..................... (202) 225-2731 
Dem. of Fayetteville; born Aug. 
10, 1939 in Fayetteville; LLB Univ. 
of NC, 1964; practicing attorney: 
chief district prosecutor, 12th Judi- 
cial District 1967-70; first elected 
to Congress in 1972-12th term. 

L" HEFNER ......... (202) 225-3715 
Drm. of Concord; born Apr. I I, 
1930 in Elora, TN; broadcast ex- 
ecutive; first elected to Congress in 
1974-1 lth term. 

Rep. of Hickor!: born Lkc. (I. 1'11(. 
in Hickor!: B.4 . \~nhrrst  College. 
1948. foundcr k pri.sidr.ni. P l a t ~ c  
Packag~na lnc.: member. Catawaba 
Cty. Board of Commissioners 1966- 
74, chairman 1970-74; member. State 
House 197-1-76. State Senare 1976- 
86: first elected tocongress in 1986- 
5th term. 

....... IlthlCHARLES H. TAYLOR (202) 225-6401 

EDWAKD SCHAFEK 
Rep. ot' Bi4111nrcL: horn .Aug. 5 
1946 in Bismarck: lLlBA Un~\r l - -  
sity of Denver. 1970; businessman: 
electedgovernor in 1992, termends 
1997. 

Rep. of Brevard: born Jan. 23, 194 1 
in Brevard; ID Wake Forest Univ.. 
1966; member. State House 1967- 
7 1, minority leader 1969-7 I .  State 
Senate 1973-74: managing dir. of 
Transylvania Tree Farms 1960-88; 
first elected to Congress in 1990- 
3rd term. 

12thIMELVIN WATT .................... (202) 225-1510 
Dem. of Charlotte; born Aug. 26, 
1945 in Mecklenburg County; JD 
Yale Univ. Law School, 1970; at- 
torney, businessman; member,State 
Senate 1984-86: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1992-2nd term. 

KENT CONRAD .............................. (202) 224-2043 
Dem. of Bismarck; senior senator; 
born March 12. 1948 in Bismarck; 
MBA George Washington Univ., 
1975; asst. to Tax Commissioner 
1974-80; Tax Commissioner 198 1- 
86; elected to U.S. Senate 1986; 
announced retirement in 1992; elected 
Dec. 1992 tocomplete Sen. Quentin 
N. Burdick's term ending in 1995; 
re-elected in 1994,2nd term ends in 
2001. 

..................... BYRON L. DORGAN (202) 224-2551 
Dem. of Bismarck; junior senator; 
born May 14,1942 in Regent; MBA 
Univ. of Denver, 1966; worked for 
Martin Marietta and The Boeing 
Company; tax commissioner 1969- 
80; member of U.S. House 1980- 
93; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1992, 1st term ends in 1999. 

At Idnrge/EARL POMEROY ........ (202) 225-261 1 
Dem. of Valley City; born Sept. 2. 

1 9 5 2  in Valley City; JD Univ. of 
North Dakota Law School. 1979: 

I member, State House 1980-84. state 
insurance commissioner 1984-92; 
first elected to C o n g r e ~  in 1992- 
2nd term. 



OHIO 

Number of a 

GOVERNOR 

GEORGE V. VOlNOVlCH 
Rep.; born July 15, 1936 in Cleve- 
I:ind: .ID Ohio State Univ.. 1961: 
ahst. atty. general 1963-64: mem- 
ber, State House 1967-7 I : Cuyahoga 
Cty. auditor 1971 -76; commissioner 
1977-78; It. governor 1979; niayor 
of Cleveland 1979-89; elected gov- 
ernor in 1990, re-elected in 1994. 
term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

JOHN GLENN ................................. (202) 224-3353 
Dem. of New Concord; senior sen- 
ator; born July 18, 1921 in Cam- 
bridge:BS MuskingumCollege, 1939; 
C.S. Marine Corps 1942-65; NASA 
awonaut 1959-65; president. Royal 
Crown International 1967-69:elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1974.lth Icrni 
ends in 1999. 

MIKE DEWINE ............................... (202) 224-2315 
Rep. ofGrcc11 Counly:jun~<>r \en:[- 
tor:  horn Jan. 5 .  19-17 In Slv111f- 
fifld: ,111 Ohio Northern Cniict-- 
sity. 1971; attorney 1971-80: State 
Senator 1981-81; member of U.S. 
House 1983-9 1 : Lt. Governor 199 I - 
9;: elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1494. l st term ends in 700 1. 

L)ISTRICTS/HEPRESENTATlVES ~ ~ W F R A N K  A. CREMEANS ........ 12 

1stlSTEVE CHABOT ..................... (202) 225-2216 
Rep. of Cincinnati: horn Jan. 22, 
1953 in Cincinnati; JD Chase Col- 
lege of Law-Northern Kentucky. 
1978; attorney: school teacher; in- 
vestigator; Cincinnati Councilman 
1985-90: Hatnilton County Cotn- 
niissioner 1990-94;ran for U.S. House. 
1988; elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

..................... 2ndlROB PORTMAN (202) 225-3164 
Rep of Cinc~nnatl, born Dec. 19, 
1955 In C~ncinnati, JD M ~ c h ~ g a n  
Law School, 1984, attorney, Wh~ te  
Hou\e As5oc1ate Counsel 1989-90; 
Dep. Asst to the Pre5tdent and Dlr., 
Whtte House Otftceof Leg Affa~rs 
1990-91 ; f1r5t elected to Congress 
In spec~al election In 1993-2nd term 

....................... 3rdlTONY P. HALL (202) 225-6465 
Dem. of Dayton; born Jan. 16,1942 
in Dayton; AB Denison Univ, 1964: 
realtor; member, State House 1969- 
72, State Senate 1973-78; first elected 
lo Congress in 1978-9th term. 

4thlMICHAEL G. OXLEY ............ (202) 225-2676 
Rep. of Findlay: born Feb. 1 1, 1944 
in Findlay: JD Ohio State Univ.. 
1969; special asent. FBI 1969-71: 
member, State House 1973-81 : first 
elected to Congress in 1981-8th 
term. 

Rep. 01' Porr Clinton: horn Fcb. I. 
1939 in Tiffin: ID Univ. of Mich. 
Law School, 1964: attorney: mem- 
ber, State Senate 1967-88. Repub- 
lican leader 1978-80. 1983-84. presi- 
dent 1981-82. 1985-88: first elected 
to Congress in 1988-4th term. 

Rep. of Gallipolis: 
1943 in Chesire: MA 
sity, 1969: Kyger Cr< 
perintendent 1975-7 
teacher; founder, ov 
and president of C1 
Crete & Supply Co.; c 
gress in 1994-1 st 11 

..................... 7thlDAVID HOBSON (: 

Rep. of Springfield: 
1936 in Cincinnati; 
College of Law, 1963: 
Senate 1982-90, majot 
88, president pro ten] 
businessman; first el 
gress in 1990-3rd I 

............... gthIJOHN A. BOEHNER (: 

Rep. of West Chest 
17, 1949 in Cincinn; 
Univ., 1977; townshi 
84; member, State H 
businessman; first e 
gress in 1990-3rd I 

................... 9thIMARCY KAPTUR (: 

Dem. of Toledo; borl 
in Toledo; MUP U 
1974; Urban Advis 
dent 1977-79; boa1 
stitute of Urban Li! 
thor; first elected : 
1982-7th term. 

.................... lOth/MARTIN HOKE ( 



SIREPRESENTATIVES 
ea 

6thlFRANK A. CREMEANS ........ (202) 225-5705 1 IthlLOUIS STOKES ................... (202) 225-7032 

IABOT ..................... r 202) 225-2216 Rep. of Gallipolis: born April 7. Dem. of Cleveland; born Feb. 23. 
1943 in Chesire; MA Ohio Univer- 1925 in Cleveland; JD Cleveland Rep. of Cincinnati; born Jan. 22. sity, 1969: Kyger Creek school su- Marshall Law School, 1953; prac- 1953 in Cincinnati: JD Chase Col- perintendent 1975-76: counselor; ticing attorney in Cleveland since 

lege of Law-Northern Kentucky, 
1978; attorney; school teacher; in- 631 teacher; founder, owner, operator 1954; first elected to Congress in 

and president of Cremeans Con- 1968-14th term. 
vestigator: Cincinnati Councilman Crete & Supply Co.: elected to Con- 
1985-90; Hamilton County Com- gress in 1991-1st term. 
missioner 1990-94: ran for U.S. House. LTV Steel: Cleveland ( 1988:elactedtoCon.ressin 1991- 
I st term. ..................... 7thlDAVID HOBSON (202)  225-4324 1 2 t h l . j o ~ ~  K A S ~ C H  ...................... (202) 225-5353 

Rep. 01 Cincinna~i. born Dec. 19. 
1955 in Cinclnnat~: JD Michigan 
Law School. 1984: attorney; White 
Hnllse Associate Counsel 1989-90: 

?sst. to the President and Dir.. 
House Office of Leg. Affairs 

91: first elec~ed to Congress 
in special election in 1993-2nd term. I" 

HALL ....................... (202) 225-6465 
Dem. of Dayton; born Jan. 16, 1942 
in Dayton; AB Denison Univ, 1964; 
realtor; member, State House 1969- 
72. State Senate 1973-78; first elected 
to Congress in 1973-9th term. 

; G .  OXLEY ............ (202) 225-2676 
Rep. of Findlay; born Feb. 11, 1944 
in Findlay; JD Ohlo State Univ., 
1969; special agent. FBI 1969-71; 
member. State House 1973-81; first 
elected to Congresv in 1981-8th 
term. 

Rep. o f  Sprinsl~eld.  horil OL.~. I ,. 
1936 In  ( ' ~ n c ~ n n a t ~ :  J D  Ohlo Srnrc 
Collegeof Law. 1963: member. State 
Senate 1982-90. majority whip 1986- 
88. president pro tempore 1988-90: 
businessman: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1990-3rd term. 

............... 8thlJOHN A. BOEHNER (202)'225-6205 
Rep. of West Chester; born Nov. 
17, 1949 in Cincinnati; BS Xavier 
Univ., 1977; township trustee 1981 - 
84; member. State House 1984-90: 
businessman; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1990-3rd term. 

................... 9thlMARCY KAPTUR 1202) 225-4146 
Dem. of Toledo; born June 17,1946 
in Toledo; MUP Univ. of Mich., 
1974; Urban Advisor to the Presi- 
dent 1977-79; board member, In- 
stitute of Urban Life 1979-82; au- 
thor; first elected to Congress in 
1982-7th term. 

Rep. oi \Vester\ ~llc.: horn Xlay I?. 
19-2 I n  blcE;ce\ Rocks. P.4: R;\ 
0h1oSt;ttc C'ni~. .  1971: admin. a\ \[ .  
to State Senator 1975-77: member. 
State Senate 1979-82; first elected 
to Con~re s s  in 1982-7th term. 

13thlSHERROD BROWN ............. (202) 225-3401 

14thITOM SAW 

Dem. of Chippewa Lake; born Nov. 
9, 1952 in Mansfield; MA Ohio 
State Univ., 1981; BA Yale Univ., 
1974; member, State House 1975- 
83, Ohio Secretary of State 1983- 
91 ;first elected tocongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

LTV Steel: Elyria, Lorain 

'YER ...................... (202) 225-5231 
Dem. of Akron; born Aug. 15, 1945 
in Akron; M A  Univ. of Akron, 1970; 
member, State House 1976-82: mayor 
of Akron 1984-86; first elected to 
Congress in 1986-5th term. 

b .................... lOthlMARTIN HOKE (202) 225-5871 15thl DEBORAH p~yc~. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (202) 225-2015 
Rep. of Cleveland; born May 18, 

;ILLMOR ............... r 202) 225-6405 Rep. of Dublin; born July 29, 195 1 
1952 in Lakewood; JD Case West- in Warren; JD Capital Univ. Law 

Rep. of Port Clinton; born Feb. 1. ern Reserve Univ. School of Law, 

E-a - 

School, 1976; municipal court judge 
1939 in Tiffin: JD Univ. of Mich. 1980; BA Amherst College, 1973; 1985-92; first elected to Congress 
Law School, 1964; attorney; mem- attorney, businessman; first elected in 1992-2nd term. 
ber. State Senate 1067-88. Repub- to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

'eader 1978-80,1983-84,presi- 
)8 1-82, 1985-88; first elected LTV Steel: Columbus 

gress in 1983-4th term. E-B LTV Steel: Cleveland 



EGULA .................. (202) 225-3876 
Rep. of Navarre: born Dec. 3. 1924 
in BeachCtty: LLB William McKinley 
School of Law. 1952: attorney: 
member. Ohio Board of Education 
1960-64: men~hcr. state legislature 
1965-72; first elected to Congress 
In 1972-1 2th term. 

17thlJAMES TRAFICANT ........... (202) 225-5261 
Detn. of Poland; horn May 8, 1941 
In Youngstown; MS Youngstown 
St. Univ. 1976; director, Mahoning 
Cty. Drug Program 1971-8 1; Sher- 
iff, Mahoning Cty. 1981-84; first 
elected to Congress in 19x4-6th 
term. 

LTV Steel: Warren, Youngstown 

.... 
18thlBOB NEY ... ............................. (202) 225-6265. 

Rep. of St. Clairsville; born July 5, 
1954 in Wheeling, WV; BS Ohio 
State University, 1976; safety di- 
rector, City of Bellaire; Health and 
Education Program Manager, Ohio 
Office of Appalachia; State Repre- 
sentative 1981 -82; State Senator 1984- 
94; chairman, Finance Committee; 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

I9thlSTEVEN C. 
LATOURETTE ................................ (202) 225-5731 

Rep. of Madison Village: born July 
12, 1954 in Cleveland Heights; JD 
Cleveland State University; Lake 
County Budget Commission; chair- 
man. County Task Force on Do- 
mestic Violence: Lake County Pros- 
ecuting Attorney 1988-94: elected 
to Conyres\ i n  IQ94-lzt term 

OKLAHOMA 

Number of House Seats: 
5 Republicans I Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

FRANK KEATl 
Rep. of Tulsa; born Feb. 10, 1944 
in St. Louis, MO; PhD Universitiy 
ofOklahoma; BA Georgetown Uni- 
versity: FBI agent; U.S. Attorney 
for Northern District of Oklahoma; 
Associate Attorney General; coun- 
sel and actingdeputy secretary, U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; elected governor in 
1994. term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

DON NICKLES ................................ (202) 224-5754 
of Ponca City: senior senator; 
Dec. 6, 1918 in Ponca City; 

. Okla. State Univ. 1971; gen. 
of Nickles Machine Corp. 

-80; member. State Senate 1979- 
:lected to the U.S. Senate in 
. 3rd term end? in  1999. 

............................. JAMES INHOFE (201)  221-4711 
Rep. ol 'Tul\;~: iur~~ol.  \enator: horn 
N o \ .  I - 1Y.Q 111 Des > I C I I I I ~ \ .  I.-\: 
B.4 L'III! cr\l[> (~jTulsu. 1059: forrncr 
pres., Quuhcr Life Inhurancc Co.. 
member. State House 1967-69. State 
Senate 1969-77; mayor of Tulsa 
1978-84: member of V.S. House 
1986-93: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1994. I st term ends in 1997. 

................... IsUSTEVE LARGENT I 

Rep. of Tulsa; born 
inTulsa; BS Tulsa L 
NFL player; marke 
volunteer forensic t 
Tulsa Police Dept. 
lowship of Christi. 
prior elected office: el 
in 1994-1st term. 

........................ 2ndITOM COBURN 
Rep. of Muskogee: 
1948 in Casper, W 
sity ofOklahoma, 19b 
physician; rnanufac 
Ophthalmic Divis 
Optical 1970-78; n 
trips to Haiti 198.' 
elected to Congre~  
term. 

............. 3rdlBILL K. BREWSTER 
Dem. of Marietta: b, 
in Ardmore; BS Soti 
State Univ., 1965; c 

macist; member, St 
90; first elected toCo 
3rd term. 

.............................. 4thlJ.C. WATTS 
Rep. of Norman; bo 
in Eufaula; BS Unl 
homa, 198 1 : Canadia 
player 1981 -1 986: 
board member. OL 
Olympics: Oklaho 
Commission 1990-9 
gress in 1993-1 \i 



lse Seats: 
1 Democrat 

ING 

1 ' Tulsa; born Feb. 10. 1941 
u ~ s ,  MO: PhD Un~vers i t~y  
oma: BA Georgetown Unr- 

I verslty; FBI agent; U.S. Attorney 
for Northern Distr~ct  of Oklahoma; 

1 Associate Attorney General; coun- 
sel and acting deputy secretary, U.S. 1 Department of Houstng and Urban 

I Development; elected governor in 
1994, term ends 1999. 

................................ (202) 224-5754 

Rep. of Ponca City; senior senator; 
born Dec. 6. 1948 in Ponca City; 
BBA Okla. State Univ. 1971; gen. 
mgr. of Nickles Machine Corp. 
1974-80; member, State Senate 1979- 
80; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1980, 3rd term ends in 1999. 

E ............................. (202) 224-4721 
Rep. of Tulsa; junior senator; born 
Nov. 17, 1934 in Des Moines, IA ;  
BA University ofTulsa. 1959; former 
pres., Quaker Life Insurance Co.; 
member, State House 1967-69, State 
Senate 1969-77; mayor of Tulsa 
1978-84; member of U.S. House 
lo'. "4; elected to the U.S. Senate 
I 1st term ends in 1997. 

.................. DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 6thlFRANK D. LUCAS (202) 225-5565 

................... 1stlSTEVE LARGENT (202) 225-2211 
Rep. of Tulsa; born Sept. 28, 1954 
in Tulsa: BS Tulsa University, 1976: 
NFL player: mzrketing consultant: 
volunteer forensic chemist. City of 
Tulsa Police Dept.: member. Fel- 
lowship of Christian Athletes: no 
priorelected office: elected to Con,oress 
in 1994-1 term. 

2ndITOkI COBURS ........................ , 202 I 121-3701 
Rep. 01 \ l~~\ko;e? :  ho!-t~ \l:1rcli 14. 
1948 In Caspcr. I V Y :  .Ill) U~iivcr- 
sity olOklahomo, 1983: farn~ly practice 
phys~cian: manufacturing manager. 
Ophthalmic Division of  Cohurn 
Optical 1970-78: medical mission 
trips to Haiti 1985 and Iraq 1992: 
elected to Congress in !994-1st 
term. 

3rdlBILL K. BREWSTER ............. (202) 225-4565 
Dem. of Marietta: born Nov. 8. 1941 
in Ardmore; BS Southwestern Okla. 
State Univ., 1965; cattleman; phar- 
macist; member, State House 1982- 
90; first elected tocongress in 1990- 
3rd term. 

.............................. 4thlJ.C. WATTS (202) 225-6165 
Rep. of Norman; born Nov. 18,1957 
i n  Eufaula; BS University of Okla- 
homa, 198 I ;Canadian Football League 
player 198 1- 1986; youth minister; 
board member. Oklahoma Special 
Olympics; Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission 1990-94;electrd tocon- 
gress in 1994- l st term. 

5thlERNEST ISTOOK ................... (202) 225-2132 
Rep. of Oklahotna City; horn Fcb. 
I I, 1950in Ft. Worth-TX: JDOkla- 
homa City Univ., 1977; rnember. 
State House 1986-91: first elected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

Rep. of Roger Mills County; born 
Jan. 6. 1960 in Roger Mills County: 
BS Oklahoma State University, 1982: 
cattle rancher; member Farm Bu-  
reau; State Representative 1986- 
94; first elected to Congress in a 
special election May 1994: re-elected 
to Conzress in 1994-2nd term. 

-.-.--- -----* 

OREGON 

GOVERNOR 

JOHN KITZHABER 
Dem. of Eugene; born Mar. 5 ,  1947 
in Colfax, WA; MD University of 
Oregon: BS Dartmouth College; 
emergency physician; faculty, Estes 
Park Institute; State Representative 
1978-80; State Senator 1980-92; 
president of State Senate 1985-92: 
elected governor in 1994. term ends 
199%- 

SENATORS 

................... MARK 0. HATFIELD (202) 224-3753 
Rep. of Portland; senior senator; 
born July 12. 1922 in Dallas, OR; 
MA Stanford Univ., 1948: assoc. 
professor, political science, dean 
of students, Willamette Univ. 1948- 
57; member, state legislature 1950- 
56: governor 1958-66: elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1966. 5th term 
end5 i t )  1997. 



~~ ~~ ~~- - -. - - ~  -- -~ - - - 

BOB PACKWOOD ......................... (202) 224-5244 SthlJIM BUNK ................................. (202) 225-5711 ........................ t 
Rep. of Portland; junior senator: 
born Sepl. l I, 1932 in Porlland: 
LLB New York Univ. School of 
I-aw. 1957; attorney; member. State 
House 196.3-69; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1968, 5th term ends in 
1999. 

Rep. of Whiteson: born Dec. 12, 
1956 in Mchlinnville; BA North- 
west Nazarenc College; AA 
Che~neketa Community College; 
farmer; State COP Executive Di- 
rector and Treasurer; State Senator 
1987-94; Republican Senate Whip 
1990-94; elected tocongress in 1994- 
I st term. 

Rep. of MI. Lebano 
tor; born May 10, 19 
ter, VA; JD Dicki~! 
Law, 1986: political L 

admin. asst, lo stat1 
86; attorney; mernhc 
199 1-95: elected to 
in 1994, l sl term el 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES I DISTRICTSIREPRESENT,' ( 
............... 1stlELIZARETH FURSE (202) 225-0855 

Dern. of Hillsboro; born Oct. 13. 
1936 in Nairobi, Kenya; BA Ever- 
green State College, 1974; human 
rightslenviornmentalactivist; wine- 
maker; chair, Oregon Peace Insti- 
tute; first elected to Congress in 
1992-2nd term. 

2ndlWES COOLEY ........................ (202) 225-6730 
Rep. of Deschutes: born March 28. 
1932 in Los Angeles, CA; BS Uni- 
versity of Southern California, 1958; 
rancher; vice-president of Viratek, 
a division of ICN Pharmaceuticals; 
State Senator 1992-94; vice-chair 
of the Senate Water Policy Com- 
mittee; elected to Congress in 1994- 
1 st term. 

EN ........................... (202) 225-4811 
Dem. of Portland; born May 3,1919 
in Wichita. KS: JD Univ. of OR 
School of Law. 1973; director. OR 
Legal Services for the Elderly 1977- 
79: instructor. Portland State Univ. 
1979-80: first elected to Congress 
in 1980-8th tern]. 

Dern. ol'Springfield: born May 27. 
1947 in Needham. MA: M A  Univ. 
of OR, 1977; aide to U.S. Rep. Jim 
Weaver 1977-82; Lane Cty. com- 
missioner 1982-86; first elected to 
Congress in 1986-5th term. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Number of House Seats: 
I0 Republicans I I Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

THOMAS RIDGE 
Rep. of Erie; born Aug. 26, 1945 in 
Munhall; JD Dickinson Law School. 
1972; U.S. Army 1968-70: attor- 
ney: assistant district attorney. Erie 
Cty. 1978-82: member of U.S. Houw 
1982-95: elected governor In 1994. 
term ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

ARLEN SPECTER .......................... (202) 223-3253 
Rep. of Philadelphia; senior sena- 
tor; born Feb. 12. 1930 in Wichita. 
KS: LLB Yale Law School, 1956: 
asst. dist. atty., Philadelphia 1959- 
64; dist. atty. 1966-74; asst. coun- 
sel, warren Commission 1964:elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1980,3rd term 
ends in 1999. 

IstITHOMAS M. 
FOGLIETTA .................................... ( 

Dem. of Philadelph 
1928 in Philadelph 
Univ., 1952; pract 
member, Philadelpl 
cil 1955-75; regiona 
of Labor 1976; first 
gress in 1980-8th 

................... 2ndlCHAKA FATTAH 
Dem. of Philadelr 
21, 1956 in Philadi, 
versity of Pennsyl 
nity College of Ph 
ernment service; SI 
tive 1985-88; Stat1 
94: candidate for C 
cia1 election 1991 : 
gress in 1994-1 

3rdlROBERT A. BORSKI ............. 
Dem of Philadell 
20, 1938 In Phrladc 
of Balt~more, 1971 
ager. Raymond J ,  
ate\ 1972-76, mem 
1976-82. f~ r s t  elci 
In 1982-7th trrli 



............................. ........................ ................................. (202) 225-5711 RICK SANTORUM (202) 224-6324 4thlRON KLINK (202) 225-2565 
Rep. of Whiteson; born Dec. 12, 
1956 in McMinnville; BA North- 
west Nazarene College; AA 
Chemeketa Community College; 
farmer: State GOP Executive Di- 
rector and Treasurer; State Senator 
1987-94: Republican Senate Whip 
1990-94: elected tocongress in 1994-- 
I st term. 

Rep. of MI. Lebanon; junior sena- 
tor; born May 10. 1958 in Winches- 
ter, VA;  JD Dickinson School of 
Law, 1986: political consultant 1980; 
admin. asst. t o  state senator 198 1 - 
86; attorney; memberof U.S. House 
1991-95; elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1994, l st term ends in 2001. 

Dem. of Pittsburgh; born Sept. 23. 
1951; TV news anchor, restaura- 
teur; first elected to Congress in 
1992-2nd term. 

LTV Steel: Aliquippa 

VANIA Ist/THOX.IAS h1. 
FOGLIETTA .................................... (202) 215-4731 

Rep. \V:~rrcii: bur11 Apr. 4. 1920 
in W:irrcn: LLD Univ. of Va.. IYbS: 
practicing attorney: chief counsel. 
Economic Development Adminis- 
tration 1975-77: first elected to 
Conpress in 1078-9th term. 

Dem. of Ph~ladelphia: born Dec. 3. 
1928 in Philadelphia: J D  Temple 
Univ.. 1957; practicing attorney: 
member. Philadelphia City Coun- 
cil 1955-75: reeional director, Dept. 
of Labor 1976: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1980-8th term: 

6thlTIM HOLDEN .......................... (202) 225-5546 
Dem. of St.Clair; born March 5, 
1957 in St. Clair; BS Bloomsburg 
Univ., 1980; real estate agentlin- 
surance broker; Schuykill County 
Sheriff 1985-92; first elected to 
Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

2ndlCHAKA FATTAH ................... (202) 225-4001 
Dem. of Philadelphia; born Nov. 
21, 1956 in Philadelphia; MA Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania: Commu- 
nity College of Philadelphia: gov- 
ernment service; State Rcpresenta- 
tive 1985-88; State Senator 1989- 
94; candidate for Congress in spe- 
cial election 199 I; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

e Seats: 
I I Democrats 

E 
Zep. of Erie; born Aug. 26, 1945 in 
vlunhall; JD Dickinson Law School. 
972: U.S. Army 1968-70; attor- 
ley; assistant district attorney, Erie 
:ty. 1978-82: memberof U.S. House 
982-95; elected governor in 1994, 
erm ends 1999. 

71 hICIIRT WELDON ...................... (202) 225-201 1 
Rep. of Aston: born July 22, 1947 
in Marcus Hook; BA West Chester 
Univ., 1969; teacher 1969-76; dir., 
training and manpower development, 
SlGNA Corp. 1976-81; mayor of 
Marcus Hook 1977-82; chairman. 
Delaware cty. council 1985-86; first 
elected to Congress in 1986-5th 
term. 

3rdtROBERT A. BORSKI ............. (202) 225-8251 
Dem. of Philadelphia; born Oct. 
20, 1948 in Philadelphia; BA Univ. 
of Baltimore. 197 1;operations man- 
ager, Raymond James & Associ- 
ates 1972-76; member, State House 
1976-82: first clected to Congress 
in 1982-7th tern). 

8thlJAMES C .  
................................ GREENWOOD (202) 225-4276 
Rep. of Erwinna; born May 4, 195 1 
in Newtown; BA Dickinson Col- 
lege, 1973; member, State House 
1980-86, State Senate 1986-92; first 
electcd to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

ep. of Philadelphia; senior sena- 
)r; born Feb. 12, 1930 in Wichita, 
7 ' Yale Law School, 1956; 

lCva 
atty.. Philade!phia 1959- 
tty. 1966-74; asst. coun- 

I. W arrencommission 1964; elected 
the U.S. Senate in 1980.3rd term 

tds i n  1999. 



9thlE. G .  "BUD" SHUSTER ......... (202) 225-2431 14thlWILLIAM J. COYNE ........... (202) 225-2301 19th/WILLIAM F. GOODLING ... 
Rep. of Everett: born Jan. 23, 1932 
in Glassport: PhD American Univ.. 
1967: former business executive; 
first elected to Congress in 1971- 
12th terni. 

Dem. of P~ttsburgh: born Aug. 24, 
1936 in Pittsburgh: BS Robert Morris 
College. 1965; member, State House 
1971-74: nicmber. Pittsburgh city 
council 1974-80; first elected to 
Congress in 1980-8th term. 

Rep. of Jacobus; bc, 
in Loganville: doct 
State Univ.: variou 
tions; superintendcl 
area schools; first 
gress in 1974-1 1 i 

LTV Steel: Pittsburgh 

: Rep. of Scranton; born Sept. 29. 
' 1931 in Scranton; LLB Univ. of 

Pa., 1956; attorney; city solicitor 
of Scranton in 1962; first elected to 
Congress in 1962-17th term. 

IlthIPAUL KAN.IORSK1 .............. (202) 225-6511 

Dem. of Bethlehem; born July 26, 
1950in LehighValley: JDGeorgetown 
Univ. Law Center, 1977; attorney; 
Major, U.S. Army 1968-74; mem- 
ber, StateHouse 1982-91 : firstelected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

Deni. of Charleroi 
1930 in Belle Verll 
nia University of I 
nessnian; public of1 
Charleroi Chambe 
1981-94; Washing11 
of Commissioners I 
to Congress in 199 

- -- - 
............. 2lstlPHILIP S. ENGLISH 16thlROBERT S. WALKER ......... (202) 225-2411 

Dem. of Nanticoke; born Apr. 2, 
1937 in Nanticoke; Dickinson School 
of Law; state administrative law 
judge 197 1-80; attorney; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

Rep. of Erie; horn 
Erie; BA Universi~ 
nia; Erie City con1 
chief of staff for st 
lissa Hart 1990 
Executive Directo 
Finance Committee 
to Congress in 199 

I DE, 1968; teacher; legis. asst. to 
Rep. Eshleman 1967-74, admin. asst. 

12thlJOHN P. MURTHA ............... (202) 225-2065 I7thlGEORGE W. GEKAS .......... (202) 225-4315 E - g  
Rep of Harrisburg, born Aprll 14, 
1930 In Harr~cburg. JD Dick~nson 
College, 1958, U S Army, attor- 

RHODE ISLAND 
ney. asrt d1.t ally 1960-66. mem- 

a 
:J ber. Ss teHouu 1966-74. Swie Sen.~te NUmDCr 01 

Deni. of Johnstown; born June 17, 
1932 in New Martinsville, WV: BA 
Univ. of Pittsburgh, 1962; mem- 
ber. State House 1969-74: first elected 
to Congress in 1974-1 1th term. 

1976-82: first elected to Coneres\ House Seats: I 
m 1981-7th terni 2 Democrat\ I 

Rcp.  (>tElkin\ P;irL: horn April 72 .  
IQ47 111 Ahiii;~on; .I11 \4'ied1icr 
U n i v e r s i ~ :  B S  Penn Slate Lini\el- 
sity: attorney: hlontgomery County 
Assistant D.A. 1976-80; StateRep- 
resentative 1984-91 :vice-chairman. 
Montgomery County Board of Coni- 
m3ssioners 1994: elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

D t m  01 5\ \1. \ \~11c.  I~orii +.up. i. 
1953 in P~tt\hul-ch: B S  Penn ? ; I ; I I ~ .  

founder Eastgatc Insurance Agcnc!,. 
Inc.; Swiss\,ale Councilman 1977- 

U V . -1.1. VI .  >,& 81: chief of staff for state Senator 
Frank Pecora 1979-94; elected to LINCOLN ALMOND 
Congress In 1993-1 st term Rep of L~ncoln.  be 

tn PawtucLet, JD 

b s ~ t y ,  1961; BS Unl. 
Island; US Na\al h 1 
Ine Service 1953-1 

1969-78,1981-8' 
k elected governor 1 1  

nds 1999. 



J. COYNE ........... (202) 22 5-2301 1 9 t h m l L L I ~ M  F. GOODLING ... (202) 225-5836 SENATORS 
Dem. of Pittsburgh; born Aug. 24, 
1936 in Pittsburgh; BS Robert Morris 
College. 1965: member, State House 
1971-74; member, Ptttsburgh city 
council 1974-80; first elected to 
Congress in 1980-8th term. 

LTV Steel: Pittsburgh 

[ALE ..................... (202) 225-6411 
Dem. of Bethlehem: horn July 36. 
1950in Lchi~h Valley:JDGeorgetoun 
Uni \ .  Law Center. 1977: attorney: 
hlajor. U.S. Army 1968-74: mem- 
ber. St'lte House 1982-91 :first elected 
t s s  in 1992-2nd term. 

. WALKER ......... (202) 225-2411 

Rep. of Jacobus: born Dec. 5. 1927 
in Loganville; doctoral studies PA 
State Univ.: various teaching posi- 
tions; superintendent, Spring Grove 
area schools: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1971-1 lth term. 

Dem. 01' C\I~II -~CYC>I:  Ih~>ri> 1x11. I < )  
1930 111 Belle \'crt1011. BS C~~lil 'or- 
nia L:~i~vc'r \~iy Oi P. IU77: ~ U S I -  

nessrnan: puhl~c otticinl: cha~ r~nan .  
Charleroi Chamber of Commerce 
1981-94; Washinston County Board 
of Commissioners 1980-94; elected 
to Congress in Ic)LU-l h t  term. 

............. 2lstlPHILIP S. ENGLISH (202)'225-5406 

CLAIBORNE PELL ....................... (202) 224-4642 
Dem. of Newport; senior senator: 
born Nov. 22, 1918 in New York 
City; AM Columbia Univ.. 1946: 
foreign service officer 1945-52; busi- 
nessman; elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1960. 6th term ends in 1997. 

.JOHN H. CHAFEE ......................... 12021 223-2921 
Rep. 0 1  l\ . ~ r \ \  ~ c h :  ju111or \ena[ur. 
born Oct. 2'. Ic)27 In Pro\ idrncc: 
LLB Harvartl I.n\v School. 1950: 
practicing attorney: member, State 
House 1957-6.3: governor 1963-69: 
Secy. of the Navy 1969-72; elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1976.4th term 
ends in 200 1. 

Rep. of East Petersburg; born Dec. Rep. of Erie; born June 20.1956 in 
23, 1942 in Bradford; MA Univ. of Erie; BA University of Pennsylva- DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 
DE, 1968; teacher; legis. asst. to ........ 
Rep. Eshleman 1967-74, admin. asst. 

Ilia; Erie City control1er 1986-90; IstlPATRICK J. KENNEDY (202) 225-4911 
chief of staff for state Senator Me- 

1974-77; first elected to Congress lissa Hart 1990-94; Minority Dem. of Providence; born July 14, 

n 1976-10th term. Executive Director, State Senate 1967 in Brighton MA; BS Provi- 

€* Finance Committee 1993-94; elected dence College; board member, RI 

to Congress in 1994-1 st term. Special Olympics and RI Chapter 
of the National Committee for the 
Prevention of Child Abuse; State 
Representative 1988-94: chairman, 

V.  GEKAS ........... (202) 225-4315 House Rules Committee 1993-94; 
lep. of Harrisburg; born April 14, elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
930 in Harrisburg; JD Dickinson RHODE ISLAND term. 
lollege, 1958; U.S. Army; attor- 

...................... ...... ley; asst. dirt. atty. 1960-66: mem- E - a  2ndlJACK REED : (202) 225-2735 
)er, State House 1966-74, State Senate Number of 

House Seats: Dem. of Cranston; born Nov. 12. 
976-82: first elected to Congress 

Bl 
1949 in Providence; JD Harvard 

n 1982-7th term. E36l 2 Democrats Law School, 1982; attorney; au- 
thor: member, State Senate 1984- 
90: tirstelected tocongress in 1990- 

E3a ............... 3rd term. 
DOYLE (201) 225-2135 
)em. of Swissvale; born Aug. 5, 
953 in Pittsburgh: BS Penn State 
Jniversity, 1975: businessman:co- 
wnder Eastgate Insurance Agency. e;=S% 
nc.; qwissvale Councilman 1977- 
I 'of  staff for state Senator 

GOVERNOR 1 
*a 1979-94; elected to 
1994-l st term. 

LINCOLN ALMOND 
Rev.ofL~ncoln, bornJune 16, 1936 
in Pawtucket; JD Boston Univrr- 
sity, 1961; BS Uni\.ersity of Rhode 
Island: US Naval Reserve. Subma- 
rine Service 1953-6 I :  US Attorney 
1969-78.19s I -S?;businessman; 
elected governor i n  1994. I st term 
ends 1999. 



SOUTH CAROLINA 

GOVERNOR 

DAVID BEASLEY 

11nivers;t~ of South Carolina; BS 
Clemson University; attorney; State 
Representative 1979-92; served as 
Majority Whip, Speaker pro tempore, 
and Majority Leader; elected gov- 
ernor in 1994, term ends 1998. 

SENATORS 

STROM THURMOND ................... (202) 224-5972 
Rep. of Aiken; senior senator; born 
Dec. 5,1902 in Edgefield: BSClemson 
Univ., 1923; teacher; athletic coach; 
school superintendent; admitted to 
the SC Bar in 1930; judge;nlem- 
bcr. State Senate; governor 1947- 
5 1 : Prekidential candidate, States 
Rights Party 1948; elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1954. 7th term ends 

EKKEST F. HOl,I.I\(;S ................ (2021 223-6121 
Dcrii (11'  Charicston: ~un io r  \cn:i- 
tor: horn Jan. I ,  I922 In Charles- 
 to^: LLB Univ. of SC. 1947: law- 
yer: memher, State House 1949- 
54: It. Fovernor 1955-58: governor 
1959.63: elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1966. 6th term ends in 1999. 

DISTRICTS/REPRESENTATIVES 

IstIMARK SANFORD, JR. ........... (202) 225-3176 
Rep. of Charleston; born May 28, 
I960 i n  Ft. Laudcrdale. FL; MBA 
University of Virginia; BA Furnlan 
University; owner, real estate in- 
vestmcnl firm; farm manager; no 
priorelccted office; elected tocongress 
in 1993-1 st term. 

A 
.................... 2ndIFLOYD SPENCE (202) 225-2452 

Rep. of Lexington; born Apr. 9. 
1928 in Columbia; JD Univ. of SC, 
1956; member, State House 1956- 
62,State Senate 1966-70; first elected 
to Congress in 1970-1 3th term. 

.............. 3rdlLINDSEY GRAHAM (202) 225-5301 
Rep. of Seneca; born July 9, 1955 
in Pickens County; JD University 
of South Carolina; U.S. Air Force; 
Major, South Carolina Air National 
Guard: City Attorney for Central, 
SC; State Assemblyman 1993-94; 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

............................. 4thlBOB INGLIS (202) 225-6030 
Rep. of Greenville; born Oct. 1 I .  
1959 in Savannah, GA: J D  Univ. of 
Virginia School of Law. 1984: A B  
Duke Univ.. 198 I : attorney: f '~r\t 
elected to Congrezs in 1993-2nd 
tern). 

Den). US l'orh: hor~i Kt, \ .  I .  I942 In  
Charlotte, NC; LLB Yale Univ.. 
1969: U.S. Army 1969-71: artor- 
ney: first elected to Congress in 
1982-7th term. 

6thjJAMES CLYBURN .................. t 

Dem. of Columbia 
1940 in Sumter; BA 
State Univ., 1962; 
Human Affairs Con11 
92; first elected toCo~ 
2nd term. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Number of House Seats: 
1 Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

WILLIAM J. JANKLOW 

SENATORS 
LARRY PRESSLER ....................... 

Rep. of Humhold1 
born March 29. l', 
JD and MA Har\. 
Rhodes Scholar: 
House 1974-78: el 
Senate i n  1978. I 
1997. 



SIREPRESENTATIVES I ................ .................. 6thlJAMES CLYBURN (202) 225-3315 THOMAS A. DASCHLE (202) 221-2321 

NFORD, JR. ........... (202) 225-3176 
Rep. of Charleston: born May 28. 
1960 in Ft. Lauderdale, FL; MBA 
University of Virginia: BA Furman 
University: owner, real estate in- 
vestment firm: farm manager: no 
priorelectedoffice: electedtoCongress 
in 1994- l st term. 

'ENCE .................... I,I)2) 225-1452 
Rep. ot  Lcu~rigton: born r\pr. 9. 
1928 in Columh~a: J D  Univ. of SC. . 19' ,tmber. State House 1956- 

-natc 1966-70: first elected 
?e:s i n  1970-13th tern,. 

Rep. of Seneca; born July 9, 1955 
in Pickens County; JD University 
of South Carolina; U.S. Air Force; 
Major, South Carolina Air National 
Guard: City Attorney for Central, 
SC; State Assemblyman 1993-94; 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

S ............................. (202) 225-6030 
Rep. of Greenville; horn Oct. 11, 
1959 in Savannah, GA: JD Univ. of 
Virginia School of Law, 1984; AB 
Duke Univ., 1981; attorney; first 
elected to Congress in 1992-2nd 
term. 

'RATT, JR. ........ (202) 225-5501. 
Dem. of York; born Nov. I ,  1942 in 
Charlotte, NC: LLB Yale Univ., 
1969 ' I  S. Ar.my 1969-7 1 : attor- 
ne! elected to Congress in 

Dem. of Columbia: born July 21, 
1940 in Sumter; BA South Carolina 

'. State Univ., 1962; South Carolina 
+: Human Affairs Commistioner. 1974- 

92: first elected tocongress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

Dem. of Aberdeen; junior senator; 
born Dec. 9, 1947 in Aberdeen: BA 
SD State Univ., 1969; financial in- 
vestment work; legis. aide to Sen. 
James Abourezk 1973-77; member 
of  U.S. House 1979-86: elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1986. 2nd term 
ends in 1999. 

............. SOUTH DAKOTA i t  LargelTIAI .IOHhSOh (202)  225-2801 
Dem ot \ e r rn~ l l~on ,  born Dec 28 

f!!?) 1946 In Canton, JD Unl\ of SD. 
1975, budget advlsor, MI Senate 
Appropr~ation~Conim~ttee 1971-72. 
attorney 1975-86. member, State 

L2m Hou% 1978-82, State Senate 1982- 
86; Clay Cty deputy states atty 
1985; flr5t elected to Congress In 
1986-5th term 

Number of House Seats: 
1 Democrat 

TENNESSEE 

GOVERNOR 

WILLIAM J. JANKLOW 
Rep. of Brandon; born Sept. 13, 
1939 in Chicago. IL; JD University 
of South Dakota. 1966; BS Univer- 
sity of South Dakota. 1964: attor- 
ney; state attorney general 1974- Number of House Seats: 
78; governor 1979.86; re-elected 5 Republicans 4 Democrats 
governor in 1994, term ends 1999. 

I 
GOVERNOR 

SENATORS 

....................... LARRY PRESSLER (202) 224-5842 
Rep. of Hulnboldt: senior senator: 
born March 29. 19-12 in Hulnboldt; 
JD  and MA Harvard Univ., 197 I: 
Rhodes Scholar: member of U.S. 
House 1974-78; elecred to the U.S. 
Senate i n  1978, 3rd term ends in 
1907. 

DON SUNDQUIST 
Rep. of Memphis: born Mar. 15, 
1936 in Moline, 111.; BA Augustana 
College, 1957; U.S. Navy 1957-59; 
manager, JostensCo. 196 1-72; presi- 
dent,Graphic SalesofAmerica 1972- 
82: member of U.S. House 1982- 
94; elected governor in 1994-term 
ends 1999. 



SENATORS 4thlVAN HILLEARY (202) 275-6831 I ................. I ..................... 
........................ FRED THOMPSON (202) 224-3344 

Rep. of Spring City; born ~ u n e  20, 
1959 in Rhea County; MPA Uni- 
versity of Tennessee at Knoxville; 
JD Samford University; Captain, 
U.S. Air Force: attorney; Director 
of Planning and Business Develop- 
ment at SSM Industries, Inc.; mem- 
ber. American Legion and Veter- 

Rep. of Nashville: senior senator: 
horn Aug. 19,1942 in Lawrenccburg; 
JD Vanderbilt University: attorney; 
itctor; Senate Foreign Relations 
Comm., 198 1 ; Congressional Com- 
mittee Counsel; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1994, 1st term ends in 
1997. 

A ' ans of Foreign Wars: elected to 
Congress in 1994- l st term. 

5thlBOB CLEMENT ....................... (202) 225-4311 
TEXAS 

Fort Worth. 

BILL FRIST ..................................... (202) 224-4944 Dem. of Nashville; born Sept. 23, 
1943 in Nashville; MBA Memphis 
State Univ.. 1968; U.S. Army 1969- 
7 1 : mernber,TN Public Service Com- 
nlission 1973-79, chairman 1977- 
79; member, TVA board of direc- 
tors 1979-81 : partner and owner. 
Charter Equities 1981-83: pres. of 

I Cumberland Univ. 1983-87: first 

Rep. of Nashville; junior senator; 
born Fcb. 22, 1952 in Nashville; 
MD Harvard University. 1978: au- 
thor; surgeon, director. Transplant 
Center Vandcrbilt University Medical 
Center; Chairman Task Force on 
h4edicaid 1992-94; elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1994, 1st tern1 ends 
in 2001. elected to Congress in 1988-5th 

term. 

DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES ........... 6thlBARTON J. GORDON (202) 225-4231 
1stlJAMES H. QUILLEN .............. (202) 225-6356 

Rep. of K~ngsport ;  born Jan. 11. '> 1916 near Gate City, VA; former 
newspaper publtrher; real estate. 
Insurance; member, Stale Home 1955- 
62; first elected tocongre r~  ~n 1962- 
17th term. 

Dem. of Murfreesboro: born Jan. 
24,1949 in Murfreesboro; JD Univ. 
of TN Law School, 1973; attorney; 
chairman.TNDem. Party;fi rstelected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

27 
Number of House Seats: 
11 Republicans 19 Democrats 

7thlED BRYANT ............................. (202) 225-2811 
GOVERNOR 

GEORGE W. BUSH, JR. 

.......... ? '3HN J. DUNCAN, JR (202) 225-5435 Rep. of Henderson; born Sept. 7. 
1948 in Jackson: JD University of 
Mississippi. 1972: attorney: instructor. 
Law Dept.. 1'5. Military Acadrm! 
at West Point: member. Farm Hu- 
reau: U.S. Attorney for Wert T\  
1991-9.7: cand~dale t'or I ' .S.  Hou\c 
1988: electcd to(-ot~:re\< I I I  l c ~ ~ ~ J -  
I \ I  t ~ r l l l  

Rep. of Knoxville: horn July 21. 
1047 in Lebanon; JD George Wash- 

g ington Univ.. 1973: attorney:judge. 
criminal court of Knox Cty. 1980- 
88: first elected toCon~ress  in 1988- 
Ltth tcrnl. 

Rep. of Dallas: hol 
New Haven. CT. 
BA Yale I;ni\er. 
Texas Air Natio:. 
nessman: gener:! 
Rangers basehall 
for L-.S. Housc i '  
ernor in 1094. let-: I,T\ Steel: ( I I I I ~ C C  

8thIJOHN TANNER ....................... (202) 225-1714 3rdlZACH WAMI' .......................... (202) 225-3271 
Rep. of Chattanooga: born Oct. 28. 
1957 in Fort Benning, GA: Univer- 
sity of North Carolina: University 
of Tennessee; businessman; bro- 
ker. commercial and industrial real 
estate; State GOP Regional Direc- 
tor 1989-90; elected to Congress in 
1994-1 st term. 

Dem. of Union City; born Sept. 23. 
1944 in Halls: ID Univ. of TN Lua. 
School. 1968: Lt.. U.S. Navy 1968- 
72; attorney 1972-80; member, State 
House 1976-88: businessman with 
interests in commercial real estate 
and family-owned insurance agency: 
first elected to Congress in 1988- 
4th term. 

SENATORS 
PHIL GRAMM ................................ 

Rep. of Brian Colt 
nior senator; born 
Fort Benning. GA 
Ga., 1967; prof. of r 
A&MUniv. 1967-71 
& Associates 197 1 
Congress 3979-84 
U.S. Senate in 198- 
in 1997. 



EARY ..................... (102) 225-6831 
Rep. of Spring City; born June 20, 
1959 in Rhea County; MPA Uni- 
versity of Tennessee at Knoxville; 
JD Samford University; Captain, 
U.S. Air Force; attorney; Director 
of Planning and Business Develop- 
ment at SSM Industries, Inc.; mem- 
ber, American Legion and Veter- 
ans of Foreign Wars; elected to 
Congress in 1994-1st term. 

....................... ENT (202) 225-4311 
D C I ~ I .  01' N;lrhvillr: born Sept. 23. 
1943 in Nushvillr: bIBA lllrmphls 
State Univ.. 1968; U.S. Army 1969- 
71 :mrtnber, TNPublicServiceCom- 
rn' 1973-79, chairman 1977- 

'7er. TVA hoard of direc- 
: o m -  8 1 .  partner and owner. 
charter ~ ~ u i t i i s  198 1-83; pres. of 
Cumberland Univ. 1083-87: first 
-lected to Congress in 1988-5th 
w m .  

GORDON ........... (202) 225-4231 
3em. of Murfreesboro; born Jan. 
!4, 1949 in Murfreesboro; JD Univ. 
)f TN Law School, 19'73; attorney; 
:hairman, TN Dem. Party: firstelected 
o Congress in 1984-6th term. 

............................. (202) 225-2811 
:ep. of Henderson; born Sept. 7, 
948 in Jackson; JD University of 
lississippi, 1972; attorney; instructor, 
,aw Dept., U.S. Military Academy 
t West Point; member, Farm Bu- 
:au; U.S. Attorney for West TN 
991-93; candidate for U.S. House 
988; elected tocongress in 1994- 
it term. 

TV Steel: Counce 

SR ....................... (202) 225-4714 
rrv -f Union City; born Sept. 22, 

alls; JD Univ. of TN Law 
68; Lt., U.S. Navy 1968- 
v 1972-80; member. State 

)use 1976-88; businessman with 
terests in commercial real estate 
d family-owned insurance agency; 
st elected to Congress in 1988- 
1 term. 

9thlHAROLD E. FORD ................. (202) 225-3265 
Dem. of Memphis; born May 20. 
1945 in Memphis; MBA Howard 
Univ., 1969: mortician; member. 
State House 197 1-74: first elected 
to Congress ~n '1 974-1 1 th term. 

TEXAS 
Fort Worth. Dallas. 
Tarrant County Dallas County 

Part of 6, 12. Part of 3.4.5, 

....... KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON (202) 224-5922 
Rep. of Dallas; junior senator: born 
July 23,1943 inGa1veston;LD 1967; 
small businessowner: member. State 
House; Texas State Treasurer 199 1 - 
93; elected to the U.S. Senate in 
1993. 2nd term ends in 2001. 

D ISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES 

........................ Istl.JIR.1 CHrIPM.4\ 1302) 215-3035 
Deni. ot'Sulphur Springs; born &larch 
8, 1945 in Washington. DC: J D  
Southern Methodist Univ. School 
of Law. 1970: lawyer; dist. atty. 
for 8th Judicial District 1977-85: 
first elected to Congress in 1985- 
6th term. 

2ndICHARLES WILSON .............. (202) 225-2401 
Dem. of Lufkin; born June 1, 1933 
in Trinity: BS U.S. Naval Acad- 
emy, 1956;U.S. Navy 1956-60;lum- 
bersupply manager; member, State 
House 1960-66, State Senate 1966- 
72; first elected tocongress in 1972- 
12th term. 

Number of House Seats: 
11 Republicans 19 Democrats 

3rdlSAM JOHNSON ....................... (202) 225-4201 

GOVERNOR 

GEORGE W. RUSH, JR. 
Rep. of Dallas: born July 6, 1946 in 
New Haven. CT; MBA Harvard; 
BA Yale University; fighter pilot, 
Texas Air National Guard; busi- 
nessman; general partner. Texas 
Rangers baseball team: candidate 
for U.S. House 1978; elected gov- 
ernor in 1994. term ends 1099. 

SENATORS 
................................ PHIL GRAMNI (202) 224-2934 
Rep. of Brian College Station: se- 
nior seniltor: born July 8, 1942 in 
Fort Benning. GA; PhD Univ. of 
Ca., 1967; prof. of economics. Texas 
A&M Univ. 1967-78; partner.Gramm 
& Associates 197 1-78: member of 
Congre.;~ 1979-81: elected 10 the 
U.S. Senate in Ic)S4. 2nd term end\ 

Rep. of Plano; born Oct. l I .  1930 
in San Antonio: MA George Wash- 
ington Univ., 1975; Air Force of- 
ficer 1949-79; homebuilder 1979- 
85; member, State House 1985-81; 
first elected to Congress in 1991- 
3rd tcrrn. 

Continental Emsco: Garland 

..................... 4thIRALPH hl. HAL1 (202) 225-6673 
Detn. of Rockwall; born May 3, 
1923 in RockwallCty.; LLB Southern 
Methodist Univ., 195 I; Rockwall 
Cty. judge 1950-62; member, State 
Senate 1962.72; first elected tocon- 
gress in 1980-8th term. 



-- 

..... 5thlJOHN BRYANT ....................... (202) 225-2231 IOthll-ldOYD DOGGETT .............. (202) 225-4865 IFthIE. "KIKA" de la  GARZA 
Dem. of Dallas: born Feb. 7-2. 1947 
in Lake Jackson: JD Southern h4eth- 
odist Univ. Law School, 1972: chief 
counsel, State Senate suhcom. 1973: 
member, state legislature 1974-83; 
ilttorney: first elected to Congress 
in 1982-7th term. 

6thlJOE L. BARTON ..................... (202) 225-2002 

. . 
Dem. of Austin: born Oct. 6, 1946 
in Austin: JD University of Texas; 
State Supreme Court Justice; es- 
tablished theTexasCo~nmission on 
H u ~ l ~ a n  Rights: wrote the law ban- 
ning "cop killer" bullets; adjunct 
professor at the University of Texas 
School ol'Lanr; State Senator 1973- 
84: elected to Congress in 1994- 
l st term. 

Dem. of Mission: 
1927 in Mercedes: 
Law School, 1952 
ber, State House 19.' 
to Congress in 191 

.......... 16thlRONALD COLEMAN 

Kep. of Ennis; horn Sept. 15. 1949 l l t h l C H E T  EDWARDS ................. (202) 225-6105 Dem. of El Paso 
in Waco; MS Purdue Univ., 1973: Dem. of Waco; born Nov. 24, 195 1 1941 in El Paso; J l  
plant manager. Ennis RusinessFor~~~s in Corpus Christi; MBA Harvard School of Law, l9c 
1973-81; natural gas policy con- Business School. 1976: business- asst. c\y. atty. 197 
sultant. Atlantic RichlieldCorp. 1982- man; legis. aide to Rep. Olin "Ti- House 1973-82; 
84; first elected tocongress in 19x4- germ Teague 1974-77; member State Congress in 1 9 8 2 ~  
6th term. Senate 1982- 1990; first elected to 

Congress in 1990-3rd term. 
Continental Ernsco: Arlington 

IRhlCHARLES W. - 7thlBILL ARCHER ........................ (202) 225-2571 . . 

. . Rep. of Houston; born March 22, 
1928 in Houston; LLB Univ. of 
Texas, 195 1 ;attorney and business- 
man; councilman of Hunter's Creek 
Village 1955-62; member, State House 
1967-70; first elected to Congress 
in 1970-1 3th term. 

8thIJACK FIELDS .......................... (202) 225-4901 
Rep. of Humble: born Feb. 3, 1952 
in Humble; JD Baylor Univ. Law 
School. 1977; v.p., Rosewood Me- 
morial Funeral Home and Cem- 
etery: first elected to Congress in 
1980-8th term. 

R c p .  o i  Fr~cnd\\vood: 1101.11 S o \  
11. IYTh I I I  Koyi~l  Oak. MI: HS 
Univers~ty ol Houston ar ClearLakc: 
accountant: state chairman. Young 
Conservatives of Texas: board mem- 
ber, Hugh O'Brian Youth Founda- 
tion. South Texas Leadership Con- 
ference:electedtoCongressin 1994- 
1st term. 

12thlPETE GEREN ......................... (202) 225-5071 
Dem. of Fort Worth; born Jan. 29, 
1952 in Fort Worth; J D  Univ. of 
Texas 1978; atty.; first elected to 
Congress in 1989 - 4th term. 

13thlWILLIAM "MAC" 
THORNBERRY ............................... (202) 225-3706 

Rep. ofAmarillo; born July 15. 1958 
in Clarendon: JD University of Texas: 
rancher: attorney: counsel to Con- 
gressnlan Tom Loeffler 1983-85: 
chief of staff for Congressman Larl-! 
Cornbest 1985-88: deput! assistant 
secretary of state for legislati\.e at'- 
fairs 1988: ;~ppointed State COP 
Esccuti\ cCo1nr111tli.s 1090-Y.~:cleclpil 

Dem. of Stamfor1 
1938 in Stamford. 
Univ., 1962; farm1 
of Rolling Plains 
and Texas Elect11 
first elected to Col 
9th term. 

18thlSHEILA JACKSON 
L E E  .................................................... 

Continental 



...... ..... OGGETT .............. (202) 225-4865 15thIE. "KIKA" de la GARZA (202) 225-2531 20thIHENRY B. GONZALEZ (202) 225-3236 
Dem. of Austin; born Oct. 6, 1946 
in Austin; JD University of Texas; 
State Supreme Court Justice; es- 
tablished the Texas Commission on 
Human Rights; wrote the law ban- 
ning "cop killer" bullets; adjunct 
professor at the University ofTexas 
School of Law: State Senator 1973- 
84: elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

N A R D S  ................. ( 1 0 2 )  225-6105 
Deni. ot'\\.'a~.o: horn V o \ .  21. 193 i 
in Corpu5 Chr~sti :  hlBA Harvard 
Business School. 1976: business- 
man: Iegis. aide to Rep. Olin "Ti- 
p,: -ue 1974-77; member State 

82-1990: first elected to 
, I n  1990-3i.d term. 

Dem. of Fort Worth; born Jan. 29, 
1952 in Fort Worth: JD Univ. of 
Texas 1978; atty.; first elected to 
Congress in 1989 - 4th term. 

'-IVIAL" 
............................... (202) 225-3706 
!ep. ofAmarillo; born July 15, 1958 
1 Clarendon; JD University ofTexas; 
sncher: attorney; coul~sel to Con- 
ressrnan Tom Loefflcr 1983-85; 
hief of staff for Congressman Larry 
'ombest 1985-88; deputy assistant 
:cretary of state for legislative af- 
iirs 1988; appointed State GOP 
xecutiveCommittee 1990-93;elected 
) Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

CHLIN ............... (202) 225-2831 
ern. of West Columbi~;  born Jan. 
I .  l o "  i n  Bay City; LLB Univ. of 
c r School, 1967; asst. dist. 

F Cty. 1970-74; attorney 
elected to Congress 

1988-4th term. 

Dem. of Mission: born Sept. 22. 
1927 in Mercedes: LLB St. Mary's 
Law School. 1952: attorney: mem- 
ber,Statt: Hou5e 1952-64: first elected 
to Congress in 1964- 16th term. 

De11i tti I ' : I X O ,  I X I ~ I I  & ( I \ .  :<I. 

I911 111 El I ' ; I \ C I ,  J E  V I ~ I , ,  . o f  ~ c \ . I >  

School of LLii\. 1')(17: ant)rnc.! : lii.\l 
asst. ct!,. at[\. 1'17 I : ~iien~her,  State 
Houw 1973-82: first elccled to 
Congress in 1982-7th ter~ii. 

17thlCHARLES W. 
STENHOLM ..................................... (202) 225-6605 

Dem. of Stamford; born Oct. 26. 
1938 in Stamford; MS Texas Tech 
Univ., 1962; farmer: past president 
of Rolling Plains Cotton Growers 
and Texas Electric Cooperatives; 
first elected to Congress in 1978- 
9 t h  term. 

Dem. of San Antonio; born May 3, 
191 6 inSan Antonio: LLB. St. Mary's 
Univ. School of Law, 1943; proba- 
tion officer; member. San Antonlo 
City Council; member, State Sen- 
ate 1957-61: first elected to Con- 
gress in 1961-1 8th term. 

Rep.  or 5.111 .\11to1110: burn S o \ .  i 9 .  
I'j-47 111 5.111 .Antonic\: JDSMLrSchool 
or' l,a\\. 197.5; chairman. Kepubli- 
can Part!. of Rexar Cry. 1978-81: 
member. State House 198 1-82: county 
commissioner. Bexar Cty. 1981- 
85: first elected to Conpress in 1986- 
5th term. 

.......................... 22ndlTOM DeLAY (202) 225-5951 
Rep. of Sugar Land; born Apr. 8, 
1947 in Laredo: BS Univ. of Hous- 
ton, 1970; businessman: member, 
State House 1979-84; first elected 
to Congress in 1984-6th term. 

18thlSHEILA JACKSON 23rdl HENRY BONILLA .............. (202) 225-451 1 
LEE ..................................................... (202) 225-3816 

Dern. of Houston; born Jan. 12, 1950 
in Jamaica. N Y ;  JD University of  
Virginia: attorney; associate judge, 
municipal court. City of Houston; 
senior attorney. United Energy Re- 
sources, Inc.: Houston City Coun- 
cilwoman 1990-94; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1 st term. 

Continental Emsco: Housron 

19thlLARRY COMBEST ............... (202) 225-4005 
Rep. of Luhhock: born March 20. 
1945 in Memphis: BBA West Texas 
St;~te Univ.. 1969: former: stnffasst. 
to Sen. John Tower 197 1-78; busi- 
nessman; first elected to Congress 
in  1984-6th term. 

Rep. of San Antonio; born Jan. 2 .  
1954 in San Antonio; BA Univ. of 
Texas at Austin; TV news execu- 
tive producer; first elected to Con- 
gress in 1992-2nd term. 

2QthlMARTIN FROST ................... (202) 225-3605 
Dem. of Dallas; born Jan. I .  1942 
in Glendale. CA; JD Georgetown 
Law Center, 1970; staff writer for 
Congressional Quarterly 1965-67; 
practicing attorney in Dallas 1970- 
78: first elected tocongress in 1978- 
9th term. 



25tWKEN BENTSEN ...................... (202) 225-7508 
Dem. of Houston: born June 3.1959 
in Houston: hlPA American Uni- 
versity. 1985: BS University of St. 
Thomas, 1982; businessman: leg- 
islativeassistant to U.S. Rep. Ronald 
Coleman. D-Texas 1983- 1987: Harris 
County Democratic Chair 1990-93: 
elected to Congress i n  1091- l a t  
term. 

301hl EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON ......................................... (202) 225-8885 

Dem. of Dallas: horn Dec. 3, 1935 
"n Waco: MPA Southern Methodist 

Univ.. 1976: BA Texas Christian 
Clniv.: husinesswomai~: member, State 
House 1972-86. State Senate 1986- 
92; first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

ROBERT BENNETT ...................... 
Rep. of Salt Lake C 
tor; born Sept. I b 
Lake City; BA Uni 
1957; business-ma, 
ernment service; el, 
Senate in 1992-1 
1999. 

26thlRICHARD I<. ARMEY ......... (202) 225-7772 DISTRICTSIREPRESENT. I 
Rep. of Lewisville; born July 7, 
1940 in Cando, ND; PhD Univ. of 
OK, 1969; assoc. prof./chairman, 
dept. of economics, NTSU; first 
elected to Congress in 1984-6th 
tcrm. 

. - 

27thlSOLOMON ORTIZ ............... (202) 225-7742 
Dem. of Corpus Christi; born June 
3, 1937 in Robstown; AA Delmar 
College, 1968; Nueces Cty. con- 
stable 1965-68, commissioner 1969- 
76, sheriff 1977-82; first elected to 
Congress in 1982-7th term. 

................... 28tWFRANK TEJEDA (202) 225-1640 
Dem. of San Antonio; born Oct. 2, 
1945 in San Antonio; LLM Yale 
Univ.; MPA Harvard Univ.: attor- 
ney; member, State House 1976- 
86, Statesenate 1986-92:firstelected 
to Congress in 1992-2nd term. 

29thlGENE GREEN ........................ (202 1 121-1 688 

D L ' I ~ ~ ,  ~ ~ ' H I ~ L I \ I O I I :  hor11 Oct. i 7. 1447 
in Houston: J D  Unlversit! otHou5- 
ton: BA Univ. of Houston. 1971; 
attorney; member. State House 1973- 
85. member, State Senate 1985-92; 
first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

Continental Emscu: Houston 

UTAH 

Number of 
House Seats: 
2 Republicans 
I Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

MIKE LEAVITT 
Rep. of Salt Lake City: born in 
Cedar City; Bachelor's degree from 
Southern Utah University: business- 
man: elected governor in 1992. term 
ends 1997 

SENATORS 

......................... ORRIN G. HATCH (202) 224-5251 
Rep. of Salt Lake City: senior sena- 
tor; born March 22, 1933 in Pitts- 
burgh, PA; LLB Univ. of Pittsburgh, 
1962; practiced law in Salt Lake 
City. and Pittsburgh; elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1976. 4th term ends 
in 2001. 

................ IstIJAMES V. HANSEN 
Rep. of Farming101 
1932 in Salt Lake ( 
Utah. 1960; insur. 
tive; member. Stn 
80, speaker 1978-' 
to Congress in 19s 

2ndlENID GREENE 
WALDHOLTZ ................................. 

Rep. of Salt Lake ( 
1958 in San Frai 
Brigham Young U 
BS University of U 
ney; deputy chief 
Norman H. Bangen 
didate for U.S. Co 
elected to Congre 
term. 

3rdlWILLIAM ORTON ................. 



RNICE 
............................... (202) 225-8885 
Dem. of Dallas; born Dec. 3, 1935 
n Waco; MPA Southern Methodist 
Jniv., 1976: BA Texas Christian 
Jniv.; businesswomm; member, State 
-1ouse 1972-86, State Senate 1986- 
32: first elected tocongress in 1992- 
!nd term. 

...................... ROBERT BENNETT (202) 224-5444 VERMONT 

Number of 
House Seats: 
I Independent 

(; O\..EKNOK 

Rep. of Salt Lake City: junior sena- 
tor; born Sept. 18, 1933 in Salt 
Lake City: BA University of Utah. 
1957; business-man. politics, gov- 
ernment servicr'; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1992-1st term ends in 
1999. 

Rep. of Furmington; born Aug. 14. 
1932 in Salt Lake City: BS Univ. of 
Utah, 1960: insurance co. execu- 
tive; member, State House 1972- 
80. speaker 1978-80; first elected 
to Congress in 1980-8th term. 

HOWARD DEAN 
Dem. of Burlington: born No\ .  17. 
1948 in New York City; MD Albert 
Einstein College of Medicine. 1978: 
doctorof internal medicineand founder 
of the Vermont Youth Consrrva- 
tion Corps.: member, State House 
1983-86; It. governor 1986-9 1 ;sworn 
in as governor in 1991; re-elected 
in 1992 and 1994, term ends 1997. 

2ndlENID GREENE 
................................. WALDHOLTZ (202) 225-301 1 SENATORS 
Rep. of Salt Lake City: born Oct. 5 
1958 in San Francisco, CA; JD 
Brigham Young University, 1983; 
BS University of Utah, 1980; attor- 
ney; deputy chief of staff for Gov. 
Norman H. Bangerter 1990-92; can- 
didate for U.S. Congress in 1992; 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

..................... PATRICK J. LEAHY (202) 224-4242 
Dem. of  Burlington; senior sena- 

1( tor; born March 3 1, 1940 in Mont- 
pelier; J D  Georgetown Univ., 1964; 
lawyer; state's atty. for Chittenden 

:-: Cty. 1966-74; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1974, 4th term ends in 
1999. 

.ep. of Salt Lake City; born in 
'edarcity; Bachelor's degree from 
outhern Utah University; business- 
Ian; elected governor i n  1992, term 
nds 1997 

3rdlWILLIAM ORTON ................. (202) 225-7751 
Dem. of Sundance; born Sept. 22. 
1949 in North Ogden; JD Brigham 
Young Univ.. 1979: tax attorney; 
former auditor, IRS; teacher; first 
elected to Congress in 1990-3rd 
term. 

JAMES M. JEFFORDS .................. (202) 224-5141 
Rep. of Shrewsbury; junior sena- 
tor; born May 11, 1934 in Rutland; 
LLB Harvard Univ., 1962; attor- 
ney; member. State Senate 1967- 
68; atty. general 1969-73; member 
of U.S. House 1975-89; elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1988, 2nd term 
ends in 200 1. 

H ......................... (202) 224-5251 
ep. of Salt Lake City; senior sena- 
ir: horn March 22. 1934 in Pitts- 

I 
ur LLB Univ. oFPittsburgh. 11  

A t  LargelBERNARD SANDERS. (202) 225-4115 
Ind. ot Burlington; born Sept 8, 
1941 In New York C ~ t y ,  BA Unl- 
verslty of Ch~cago,  1964; teacher, 
wrlter; mayor of Burl~ngton 1981- 
89. first elected tocongress In 1990- 
3rd term. 

3 [iced law i n  Salt ~ a k e  
I t~sburgh; elected to the I 
.S. senate in 1976. 41'1 term ends I 



VIRGINIA 

...... Rep. of Roanoke: 
IsllHERBERT H. RATEMAN (202) 225-4261 1952 in Holyoke. 

Rep. of Newport News: horn Aug. ington C Lee Unt 
7. 1928 in Elizabeth City. NC; J D  1977; attorney, R 
Georgetown Univ. Law Center, 1956; activist; first elect( 
attorney 1957-82; rncmber, State 1992-2nd term. 
Senate 1967-82: first elected to 
Congress in 1982-7111 term. 

2 ...... 7thlTHOMAS J. BLILEY, J R  

Number of House Seats: 
5 Republicans 6 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

GEORGE ALLEN 
Rep. of Earlysville; born Mar. 8. 
1952 in Whittier. CA; JD Univ. of  

, 1977; federal clerk 1977-78; 
attorney; member, State House 1982- 

1 ; Member of Congress 199 1-92; 
lected governor in 1993, tern1 ends 

SENATORS 

JOHN W. WARNER ....................... (202) 224-2023 
Rep. of Middleburg; senior sena- 
tor; born Feb. 18,1927 in Washing- 
ton. DC; LLB Univ. of VA, 1953; 
attorney; asst. U.S. Atty. 1956-60; 
U.S. Navy Under Secy. 1969-72, 
Secy. 1972-74: elected to the U S .  
Senate in 1978. 3rd term end\ In 
1997. 

CHARLES S. RONB ....................... (202) 224-4024 
D c n ~ .  o f  SlcLe;~n: junior \en;tror: 
b(>rn Jurrr 70. 1<)7Y in PIioc111\. ,421 
U.S. Mur~nc  Corps. IYhi-70: J D  
UIIIV.  of VA School of Lan .  197.;: 
It. governor 1978-82: go\ crnor 1952- 
86: attorney 1986-88: elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1988.Ind term ends 
2001. 

.................... 2ndlOWEN PICKETT (202) 225-4215 
Dem. of Virginia Beach: born Aug. 
31, 1930 in Richmond: LLB Univ. 
of Richmond, 1955: attorney; CPA; 
senior partner of law firm; mem- 
ber, State House 1972-86: first elected 
to Congress in 1986-5th term. 

3rdlBOBBY SCOTT ....................... (202) 225-8351 
Dem. of Newport News; born April 
30, 1947 in Washington, DC: JD 
Boston College Law School; Harvard 
College: attorney; member, State 
House 1978-82. State Senate 1982- 
92: first elected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd terni. 

Dem. of Petershurg: horn June 9. 
1927 in Baltimore. MD; BS VA 
Com~nonwealrh Univ.. 1939: huri- 
nessman: chrrnn.. National Soft 
Drink Assoc. 1980-82: mernher. Slate 
House 1973-S2: firb1 elected to Con- 
gress in 1987-7th term. 

Dc~ii .  of Nr.ll!sloscl: horii Jul! 9 .  
1915 in Amherst: h l B . 4  Univ. o f  
VA. 1973: U.S. Army 1968-69: staff 
engineering assoc.. C&P Tele-  
phone Co. of VA 1970-7 1 : planning 
and de\.elopment manager, Winter- 
greep Development. Inc. 1973-75, 
pres. 1976-85. chairman of the board 
1985-88; first elected to Congress 

Rep. of Richmon~ 
1932 in Chesterf i~ 
Georgetown Univ. 
man; member, Rich11 
1968-77, mayor 1974 
to Congress in 198 

................. 8thIJAMES P. MORAN 

3rd term. 

9thlFREDERICK C. BOUCHER. 

Unlv. of VA, 197; 
her. State Senate 19- 
to Confrejs  In I9h 



................. ...... /REPRESENTATIVES 1 6thlBOB GOODLATTE (202) 225-5431 I IthlTHOMAS M. DAVIS I11 (202) 225-1492 

H. BATEMAN ...... (202) 225-4261 
Rep. of Newport News; born Aug. 
7. 1928 in Elizabeth City, NC; JD 
Georgetown Univ. Law Center, 1956; 
attorney 1957-87; niember. State 
Senate 1967-82: first elected to 
Congress i n  19S2-7th term. 

Dc111. ~ ~ ' C ' I ~ ; I I I I ; I  B ~ ; I I ~ I :  born .Au;. 
3 I .  1930 in Richmond: LLB Uni\. 
of Richmond. 1955: aytorney: CPA: 
sen -r:lrtner of law firm: mem- 
t> 'louse 1972-S6: Iirst elected 
t i r s  i n  1986--5th term, 

DTT ....................... (202) 225-8351 
Dem. of Newport News; born April 
30. 1947 in Washington, DC; JD 
Boston College Law School; Harvard 
College; attorney; member, State 
House 1978-82. State Senate 1982- 
92; firstelected to Congress in 1992- 
2nd term. 

ISISKY ................. (202) 225-6365 
Dem. of Petersburp: born June 9. 
1927 in Baltimore, MD; BS VA 
Commonwealth Univ., 1949; busi- 
nessman: chr~nn. .  National Soft 
Drink Assoc. 1980-87; member, State 
House 1973.82; first elected tocon- 
gress in 1982-7th term. 

........... r\Y NE, JR. (202) 225-4711 
Dem. of Nellysford: born July 9, 
1045 i n  Amherst; MRA Univ. of 
VA. 1973; U.S. Army 1968-69; staff 
:n:~i~~a-cring assoc.. C&P Tele- 
3' B .  of VA 1970-71; planning 

opment man<lger, Winter- 
Inc. 1973-75. 

&es. 1976-85:chairman of the board 
1985-88: first elected to Congress 
11 1988-4th term. 

Rep. of Roanoke; born Sept. 22, 
1952 in Holyoke. MA; JD Wash- 
ington & Lee Univ. Law School. 
1977; attorney. Republican party 
activist: first e'lected to Congress in 
1993-2nd term. 

7th/THOhlr\S .I .  BLILEY. .1R. ..... (202) 125-2815 

Rcp o c  R~cll!l~~ir~cl: horn Jar,. 7s. 
1'1.~7 111 <'he\terl~i.lJ C ( I L I ~ I > :  i3,I 
Gr.or;eto\\.~i L'ni\ .. 1'157: hu\i~ie\ \-  
man: member. RichmondCity Council 
1968-77. mayor 1970-77: first elected 
to Consress I I I  1080-8th term. 

Dem. of Alexandria: born May 16. 
1945 in Buffalo, NY:  M A  Univer- 
sity of Pittsburgh, 1970; senior staff 
member, U.S. Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee 1976-80; member, 
city council 1979-82; investment 
broker; vice mayor of Alexandria 
1982-84; mayor of Alexandria 1985- 
90; first elected to Congress in 1990- 

Number of House Seats: 
7 Republicans 2 Democrats 

3rd term. 
GOVERNOR 

9thlFREDERICK C. ROUCHER. (202) 225-3861 

Dem. of Abingdon; born Aug. 1 ,  
1946 in Washington County; JD 
Univ. of VA, 197 1; attorney; mem- 
ber, State Senate 1975-82; first elected 
to Congress in 1982-7th term. 

IOthIFRANK R. WOLF ................. (202) 225-5136 
Rep. of Viennn; born Jan. 30, 1939 
in Philadelphia, PA: L L B  George- 
town Univ., 1965; asst. to Secy. of 
the Interior 107 1-74; practicing at- 
torney 1075-80; first elected tocon- 
gress in 1980-8th term. 

Rep. of Fairfax County; born Jan. 
5, 1949 in Minot, ND; JD Univer- 
sity of Virginia; attorney; Fairfax 
County Board of Supervisors 1979- 
94, chairman 1992-94; member. 
Executive Board, Virginia Asso- 
ciation of Counties; elected to Con- 
gress in 1994-1st term. 

MIKE LOWRY 
Dem. of Renton; born 1939 in St. 
John (Whitnian County); Washing- 
ton State University; member, King 
County Council 1975; member U.S. 
House 1978-88; elected governor 
in 1992. term ends 1997. 

SENATORS 

........................... SIADE GORTON (202) 224-3441 
Rep. of Seattle; senior senator; born 
Jan. 8, 1928 in Chicago, IL; LLB 
Colunibia Univ. Law School, 1953; 
niember, State House 1958-68, 
majority leader 1967-68; atty. gen- 
eral 1968-81; U.S. Senator 1981- 
87; attorney 1987-88: re-elected to 
the U.S. Senate in 1988, 2nd term 
ends in 200 1. 



PATTY hfURRAYI.17..... ................. (202) 224-2621 5thlCEUHGE NETHEHCUTT ..... (202) 225-2006 I WEST VIRGINIA 1 . v 
Dem. of Seattle: junior senator; born 
Oct. l I .  1950 in Seattle: BA Wash- 
ington State University, 1972; leg- 
islative lobbyist; teacher; member. 
local school hoard 1985-89: mem- 
ber, State Senate 1988-92: elected 
to the U.S. Senate in 1992, 1st term 
expires in 1999. 

DISTRICTSiREPRESENTATIVES 

1stlRlCK WHITE ............................ (202) 225-6311 
Rep. of Bainbridge Island; horn Nov. 
6, 1953 in Bloon~ington, I N ;  J D  
Georgetown University. 1980: at- 
torney; founder and director of 
"Books for Kids", a literacy pro- 
gram; helped found "Farm Team" 
to involve young Republicans in 
the GOPI 990; elected to Congress 
in 1994-1 st term. 

................... 2ndlJACK METCALF (202) 225-2605 
Rep. of Langley; born Nov. 30,1927 
in Marysville; BA Pacific Lutheran 
University, 195 I; teacher; business- 
man; member Farm Bureau; South 
Whidbey Planning Council; mem- 
ber, State Senate 1966-74, 1980- 
92; elected to Congress in 1994- 
I st term. 

3rdlLINDA SMITH ......................... (202) 225-3536 
Rep. of ~ancouver;-  born July 16, 
1950 in LaJunta. CO; Fort Vancouver 
High School: businesswoman: mem- 
ber. State House 1984-87, State Senate 
1988-94. Caucus Vice-Chair. 1993; 
elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
tcrln. 

4th/RICHARD -1)OC"' 
HASTINGS ....................................... (202) 225-5836 

Rep. of Pasco: born Feb. 7. 1941 in 
Spokane: Columbian Basin College; 
Central Washington University: 
businessman: president, Columbia 
Basin Paper & Supply; member. 
State House 1979-86; Republican 
C ~ u c u s  Chairman; Asst. Majority 
Leader: elected toCongress in 1994- 
I st term. 

Rep. of Spokane; born Oct. 7,1944 
in Spokane; JD Gonraga Univer- 
sity. 1971: BA Washington State 
University. 1967; attorney, law clerk 
to Federal Judge Ralph Plumer:chief 
ofstaffforU.S. Senator Ted Stevens; 
GOP County Chairman 1990-94; 
elcctcd to Congress i n  1994-1st 
term. 

Dem. of Bremerton; born Dec. 16, 
1940 in Brenierton; JD Univ. of 
Wash., 1968; staffnlenlber forsenator 
Warren Magnuson 1968-76; first 
elected to Congress in 1976-10th 
term. 

Dem. of Seattle; born Dec. 28, 1936 
in Chicago, IL; MD Univ. of Ill. 
Medical School, 1963; adult and 
child psychiatrist 1968-88; mem- 
ber, StateHouse 197 1-73, State Senate 
1975-87; first elected to Congress 
in 1 9 8 8 4 t h  term. 

8thlJENNIFER DUNN ................... (202) 225-7761 
Rep.ofBellevue: bornJuly 29, 1941 
inSeatt1e;BA StanfordUniv., 1963: 
former state Republican party chair- 
person: first elected to Congress in 
1991-2nd term. 

l<cp. 01 I ' L I~ : I I I~ I ;~ :  hor:~ \ , I S  2 .  
1965 in l'uyaliup. H A  \\'c\~ci-i 

Washington Un~ver~~t ! . :  husineb\- 
man: Assistant Floor Leader 1990- 
92: Chair. House Repuhlican Cau- 
cus 1992-94: elected to Congress 
in  1994- l st term. 

GOVERNOR 

GASTON CAPERTON 
Dem.; born Feb. 2 I .  
ton; BA Univ. of \ 
1963; pres., McDo.. 
Insurance Group 1'. 
governor in 1988 a1 
ends 1997. 

SENATORS 

......................... ROBERT C. BYRD (1 

Senate In 1958 L 

Leader ~n 1977 and I 
M~nor l r \  Leadel 111 

1984. re-elected hi 
I n  1986. 7th term t.1: 

JOHN D. "JAY" 
....................... ROCKEFELLER I V  (: 

Dem. of Charleston 
tor; born June 18. 
York City; AB Harv. 
officer, State Dept. 
East Affairs; membc 
1967-68, secy. of 
governor 1977-84, 
U.S. Senate in 1984. 
in 1997. 



NETHERCUTT ..... (202) 225-2006 WEST VIRGINIA 

I 
Rep. of Spokane; born Oct. 7,1944 
in Spokane; JD Gonzaga Univer- 
sity, 1971; B A  W~shington State 
University. 1967: attorney, law clerk 
to Federal Judge Ralph Plumer; chief 
of staff f0rU.S. SenatorTedStevens; 
COP County Chairman 1990-94; 

I elected to Congress in 1994-1st 
term. 

............... i D. DICKS (202) 215-5916 
Dem. o f  Brernrrron: born Dec. 16. 
1940 i n  Bre~nertol: JD Univ of h a 
Wash.. 196s: staff nlcmberforSenator 

b l  Warren Magnuson 1968-76; first 

I GOVERNOR 

ERMOTT .................. (202)225-3106 GASTON CAPERTON 
Dem. of Seattle; born Dec. 28, 1936 
in Ch~cago. IL; MD Un~v.  of Ill. 
Med~cal  School, 1963; adult and 

*r child psychiatrist 1968-88; mem- 
ber, State House I97 1-73, Statesenate i 1975-87; first elected to Congress 
in 1988-4th term 

R DUNN ................... (202) 225-7761 
Rep. of Bellevue; born July 29,1941 
in Seattle: BA Stanford Univ., 1963; 
former state Republican party chair- 
person; first elected to Congress in 
1992-2nd term. 

d 

'ATE .......................... r 202) 225-8901 
Rep. of Puyallup; born Nov. 23, 
1965 in Puyallup: BA Western 
Washington University; business- 
man; Assistant Floor Leader 1990- 
O ? .  rCair. House Republican Cau- 

94: elected to Congress 
I st term. 

3 Democrats 

SENATORS 

......................... ROBERT C. BYRD (202) 224-3954 
Dem. of Sophia; senior senator; born 
Nov. 20. 1917 in North Wilkes- 
boro. NC; JD American Univ.. 1963: 
member, State House 1947-50, State 
Senate 1951-52: member of U.S. 
House 1953-58: elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1958, elected Majority 
Leader in 1977 and 1979, andelected 
Minoritv Leader in 1980. 1982 and 
1984, re-elected Majority Leader 
in 1986. 7th term ends in 2001. 

JOHN D. "JAY" 
....................... ROCKEFELLER IV (202) 224-6472 

Deni. of Charleston: junior sena- 
tor; born June 18, 1937 in New 
YorkCity; AB Harvard, 1961:desk 
officer, State Dept. Bureau of Far 
East Affairs: ~nernber, State House 
1967-68. secy. of state 1969-72: 
governor 1977-84: elected to the 
U.S. Senate in I984.2nd term ends 
in 1997. 

IstlALAN MOLLOHAN ................ (202) 225-4172 
Dem. 
1943 
ginia 
ney 1 
gress 

of Fairmont; born May 14. 
in Fairmont; JD West Vir- 
Univ., 1970; practicing attor- 
970-82; first elected to Con- 
in 1982-7th term. 

311dlH0B WISE ................................ (202)  225-271 1 

Dem. of Clrndenin: horn Jan. 0. 
1948 in Washington. DC: JD from 
Tulane Univ.. 1975; practicing at- 
torney: member. State Senate 1980- 
82: first elected tocongress in 1982- 
7th term. 

3rdINICK J. RAHALL I1 .............. (202) 225-3452 
Dem. of Beckley; born May 20. 
1949 in Beckley; AB Duke Univ., 
197 1; sales representative, WWNR 
radio; president, WV Broadcasting; 
first elected to Congress in 1976- 
10th term. 



................ WISCONSIN DISTRICTSIREPRESENTATIVES . .*, 1 6thlTHOMAS E. PETRI (. I 

Number of 
House Seats: 
6 Republicans 
3 Democrats 

GOVERNOR 

TOMMY THOMPSON 
Rep.; born Nov. 19, 1941 i n  Elroy; 
JD Univ. of Wis., 1966: attorney; 
farmer; member, State Assembly 
1966-86, Republican floor leader 
198 1-86; elected governor in 1986, 
re-elected in 1990 and 1994, term 
ends 1999. 

SENATORS 

.................. 1stlhlARK NEUMANN (202) 225-3031 
Rep. of Janesville; born Feb. 27, 
1954 in Wautekesha County; BS 
Universily of Wisconsin at White- 
water, 1975; teacher; home builder; 
businessman; candidate for U.S. 
Congress 1992 and in a special elec- 
tion 1993; elected to Congress in 
1994-1 st term. 

......................... 2ndlSCOTT KLUG (202) 225-2906 
Rep.ofMadison: born Jan. 16, 1953 
in Milwaukee; MBA Univ. of Wis., 
1990; investigative reporterand tele- 
vision anchor 1976-90; investment 
banker; first elected to Congress in 
1990-3rd term. 

............ 3rdlSTEVE GUNDERSON (202) 225-5506 
Rep. of Osseo; born May 10, 1951 
in Eau Claire; BA Univ. of Wis., 
1973;member. State Assembly 1975- 
79; legis. asst. to Rep. Toby Roth in 
1979; first elected to Congress in 
1980-8th term. 

Rep. of Fond du Lac 
1940 in Marinette; JD 
1965; Peace Corps 
rica 1966-67; pracl I 
member, State Senat( 
elected to Congress 
term. 

...................... 1 7thlDAVID R. OBEY (. I 
Dem. of Wausau; bo, 
in Okmulgee, OK; 
Wisconsin, 1962: me1 
senibly 1962-69: first 
gress in 1969-14th 

-. - 
............................ 8thlTOBY ROTH (: 

Rep. of Appleton; 
19381nStrasburg, ND 
Univ., 1961, realtor, 
Assembly 1973-79. I 

Congress In 1978-' 

- 
HERB H. KOHL .............................. (202) 224-5653 SENSENBRENNER, JR. ............... (: I 

Dem. of Milwaukee: senior sena- 
tor; born Feb. 7, 1935 in Milwau- 
kee: MBA Harvard Univ.. 1958: 
pres.. Kohl Corporation 1959-79: 
state chairman. Wisc. Democratic 
I'arty 1975-77: pres.. Herbert Kohl 
Investments 1979-88: Owner. Mil- 
waukee Bucks (NBA) 1985-present: 
elected tcr the C.S. Senate in Ic)SS. 
2nd tern1 C I I L I ,  i n  2001 

........ 4thlGERALD D. KLECZKA (202) 225-4572 
Dem. of Milwaukee: born Nov. 26. 
1943 in Milwaukee: attended Univ. 
of W1.at h'lilwaukee: niemher. State 
Assembly 1968-71. Statc Senate 1971- 
81: first elected to Congress i n  ;I 

special election I n  1983-7th term. 

Rep. of Menornonee F 
14, 1943 In Chicago 
of Wiscons~n. 1968 
torne). member. 51 
1969-75. State Sendt~ 
elected to Conere\, 
term 

RUSS FEINGOLO ........................... ( 2 0 2  1 224-5313 5thlTHOMAS BARHICI'T .............. ( 2 0 2  I 225-357 1 I 
Dem. oThgiddleton: junior sennror: 
born March 2. 1953 in Janes\,ille; 
JD Harvard Law School. 1979: at- 
torney. professor: member. State 
Senate 1983 -91: elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1992. 1st term ends in 
1999. 

Dern. of  hlil\v;~uhec: h o r n  Lkc. h'. 
1953 in hlil\~,aukee: JI> Uni\ .  ol 
Wisconsin Law School in hladi- 
son, 1980; BA Univ. of Wisconsin. 
1976: attorney: memher. State As- 
sembly 1984-89. Statesenate 1989- 
93: first elected to Con-ss in 1992- 
2nd term. 



CUMANN .................. (202) 225-3031 
Rep. of Janesville: born Feb. 27, 
1954 in Wautekesha County; BS 
University of Wisconsin at White- 
water, 1975; teacher; home builder; 
businessman; candidate for U.S. ' Congress 1992 and in a special elec- 
tion 1993: elected to Coneress in 
1991-1 st term. 

il.UG ......................... (202) 223-2906 
Rep. of Madison; horn Jan. 16. 1953 
in Milnaukee: h1B.i Univ. of Wis.. 
1990: investigative reporterand tele- 
' .Inchor 1976-90: investment 

first elected to Congress in 
V ; r c i  term. 

UNDERSON ............ (202) 225-5506 
Rep. of Osseo; born May 10, 1951 

- in Eau Claire; BA Univ. of Wis., 
1973; member, State Assembly 1975- 
79; legis. asst. to Rep. Toby Roth in 
1979: first elected to Congress in 
1980-8th term. 

D. KLECZKA ........ (202) 225-4572 
Dem. of Milwaukee: born Nov. 26, 
1943 i n  Milwaukee; attended Univ. 
of WI. 3t Milwaukee; member,State 
Assembly 1968-74, Statesenate 1974- 
84; first elected to Congress in a 
special election in 1984-7th term. 

BARRETT .............. 1202) 225-3571 
Dem. of Milwaukee; born Dec. 8, 
1953 in Milwaukee: JD Univ. of 
Wisconsin Law School in Madi- 
sf,- ' Q X O :  BA U n i ~ .  of Wisconsin, 

torney: member, State As- 
984-89, State Senate 1989- 

elected tocongress in 1992- %at 
2nd term. 

................ 6thlTHOMAS E. PETRI (202) 225-2476 
Rep. of Fond du Lac; born May 28. 
1940inMarinette; JD Harvard Univ.. 
1965: Peace Corps volunteer in Af- 
rica 1966-67: practicine attorney: 
member, State Senate 1973-79: first 
elected to Congress In 1979-9th 
term. 

De~ii. 01. \\ ;~LI\ .ILI:  her-11 OL I .  :. I <J ;% 

111 Oh~iiulyee. OK: h1.A L.  1 1 1 t .  0 1  

Wiscon\in. Ic)hl: n~elnhcr. State .A\- 
sembly 1962-69: first elected toCun- 
gress in 1969-14th term. 

8thlTOBY ROTH ............................ (202) 225-5665 
Rep. of Appleton; born Oct. 10. 
1938 in Strasburg. ND: BA Marquette 
Univ., 1961; realtor; member, State 
Assembly 1973-79; first elected to 
Congress in 1978-9th term. 

Rcp. of Menomonee Falls: born June 
14, 1943 in Chicago, IL; JD Univ. 
of Wisconsin, 1968; practicing at- 
torney; member, State Assembly 
1969-75, State Senate 1975-78; first 
elected to Congress in 1978-9th 
term. 

WYOMING 

Number of House Seats: 
I Keaublican 

GOVERNOR 

JlXI GERINGER 
Rep. of Wheatland; born Apr. 24, 
1944 in Wheatland: BS Kansas State 
University; Lt. Col., U.S. Air Force 
1967-77; USAFResewes 1977-1991; 
farmer; member. State House 1982- 
87; State Senator 1988-94; elected 
governor in 1994. term ends 1998. 

SENATORS 

ALAN K. SIMPSON ....................... (202) 224-3424 
Rep. of Cody: senior senator; born 
Sept. 2, 193 1 in Denvcr;CO; LLB 
Univ. of Wyoming, 1958; asst. atty. 
general 1958-59: member,State House 
1964-77; elected to the U.S. Senate 
in 1978. 3rd term ends in 1997. 

........................... CRAIG THOMAS (202) 224-6441 
Rep. oCCasper; junior senator; born 
Feb. 17, 1933 inCody;LLB LaSalle 
University, 1963; businessman; 
member Farm Bureau; rural elec- 
tric assoc. official; member. State 
House 1985-89; member of U.S. 
House 1989-95; elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1994, 1st term ends in 
200 1. 



AMERICAN SAMOA GUAM - - 

Number of 
House Delegates: 
l Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

Rep. of Casper; born Nov. 30, 1946 
In Salinas. CA: BS Creightnn Uni- 
versity, 1969: office manager: chemist: 
social worker; substitute teacher: 
~tatewide coordinator, special elec- 
tion of Congressman Craig Tho- 
Inas, 1989; member. State House 
1987-92, Statesenator 1993-94; elected 
!o Congress in 1994-1 st term. 

CARL T.C. GUTIERREZ 
Deni. of Agana; born 
in Agana Heights, G 
South San Francisco 
U.S. Air Force; publi 
tion; businessman; I 
founder of Guam Y o  
1972; State Senate 197' 
governor in 1994. t c ~  

Number of House Delegates: 
I Democrat WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Number of 
House Delegates: 
1 Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

A.P. LUTALI 
Dem.; bornDec.?4.1919 in Aunu'u; 
elected to American Samoa House 
of Representatives in 1955; elected 
to American Samoan Senate 1965; 
chairman of the 1966Consititutional 
Convention; American Samoa rep- 
resentative in Washington, DC 1975- 
79; elected governor 1985-1989, 
elected governor 1992, term ends 
1997. 

DELEGATE 

ROBERT UNDERWOOD .............. (21 
Dem. of Yona; born .I 
inTamuning; EDD, Uni 
California, 1987; MAC 
1971; BA Cal State 
member, Guam Terrl 
of Education, 1978 
Academic Vice Presic 
Guam; first elected t (  
1992- 2nd term. 

MAYOR 

MARION BARRY, JR. 

DELEGATE 

EN1 F.H. FALEOhlAVAEGA ...... (202) 225-8577 
Dem. of Washington. DC; bornMarch 
6,1936 in IttaBena. MS; BS LeMoyne 
College; MS Fisk University; civil 
rights coordinator: first chair, Stu- 
dent Non-Violent Coordinating 
Committee 1960: councilmember 
1971-78: mayor of DC 1979-90: 
councilmember 1997-95: re-elected 
mayor in 1994. term endz in 1999. 

Dem.of Papo Pago; born Aug. 15, 
1943 in Vailoatai Village; LLM Univ. 
of CA-Berkley. 1973; U.S. Army 
1966-69; admin. asst. to High Chief 
A. U. Fuimaono (delegate to Wash- 
ington) 1973-75: staffcounsel. Houw 
Committee on Internal and Insular 
Affairs 1975-81: deputy atty. fell- 
ern1 1981-81: It. governor I9S4- 

PUERTO RICO 

Resident Commissioner: 
1 Democrat 

DELEGATE 

ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON ........................ .. .............. . (202) 225-8050 GOVERNOR 

Dem. of Washington. DC; born June 
13. 1937 in Washington, DC; LLB 
YaleUniv., 1964: member.NY Human 
Rights Commission 1970-77: chair. 
U.S. Equal Employment Opportu- 
nity Commission 1977-81; profes- 
sor; writer; elected to Congress in 
1990-3rd term. 

PEDRO J. R06 S E L L 0  
New Progressive: bor~i 
in Santurca; MD Yale 
general and pediatric su 
University Medical S 
tor of health for San J .  
resident commissione 
Progressive Party in 
DC 1988; elected pre 
party in 1991; electec' 
1992, term ends 1997 



:AN SAMOA 
E33 

GUAM 

Number of If-- House Delegates: 
I Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

[)use Delegates: 

Dem.; born Dec. 24,1919 inAunu7u; 
elected to American Samoa House 
of Representatives in 1955; elected 
to American Samoan Senate 1965; 
chairman of the 1965Consititutional 
Convention; American Samoa rep- 
resentative in Washington, DC 1975- 
79; elected governor 1985-1989, 
elected governor 1992, term ends 
1997. 

' E 

,EOMAVAEGA ...... (202) 225-8577 
h Dem.of Pago Pago; born Aug. 15. 
L l  1943 in Vailoatai Village; LLM Univ. 

of CA-Berkley, 1973; U.S. Army ' 1966-69; admin. asit. to High Chief 

I A. U. Fuimaono (delegate to Wash- 
ington) 1973-75; stal'fcounsel, House 
Committee on Internal and Insular 
Affairs 1975-8 I; deputy atty. gen- 
eral 1981-84; It. governor 1984- 
88: first elected tocongress in 1988- 
4th term. 

C.%RL T.C. GUTIERREZ 
Dern. o f  Agana: horn Uct. I.?. 1')11 
in Aganu Heights. GLi: (;r;rdua~t. 
South Sun Francisco High School: 
U.S. Air Force: public adrninistra- 
tion: businessman: homebuilder: 
founder of Guam Youth Congress 
1972: State Senate 1972- 1991: elected 
governor in 1994. term end5 1998. 

DELEGATE 

ROBERT UNDERWOOD .............. (202) 225-1188 
Dem. of Yona; born July 13, 1948 
inTamuning; EDD, Univ. of Southern 
California, 1987;MACalStateUniv.. 
1971; BA Cal State Univ., 1969; 
member, Guam Territorial Board 
of Education, 1978-82; Retired 
Academic Vice President, Univ. of 
Guam; first elected to Congress in 
1992- 2nd term. 

-- -- 

PUERTO RICO 

Resident Commissioner: 
l Democrat 

GOVERNOR 

Dem. of San Juan; born Sept. 4, 
1932 in San Juan; JD Univ. ofFuerto 
Rico, 1956; attorney; mayor of San 
Juan 1969-77; governor. 1977-85: 
president, New Progressive Party: 
first elected to Congress in 1993- 
1st term ends in 1997. 

----,* 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Number of 
House Delegates: 
1 Independent 

GOVERNOR 

ROY L.. SCHNEIDER - -  - 

Ind. of St. Thomas; born in St. Tho- 
mas; MD Howard University, 1965; 
surgeon; instructor; Commissioner 
of  Health, U.S. Virgin Islands 1977- 
95; elei.ted governor in 1994, term 
ends 1999. 

DELEGATE 

.................... VIICTOR 0. FRAZER (202) 225-1790 

PEDRO J. ROSSELLO Ind. of St. Thomas; born May 24, 
I 1943 in St. Thomas; JD Howard 

i New Progressive: born April 5, 1943 University, 1971; BA Fisk Univer- 
in Sunturca; MD Yale: specialty in sity. 1964; private practice 1992- 
general and pediatric surgery Harvard 94: Adniinistarive Assistant to U.S. 
University Medical School; direc- Representative Mervyn M. Dymally 

i tor of health for San !u;i~ 1985-89; 1980-92; attorney; elected to Con- 
resident commissioner for the New gress in 1994-1st term. 
Progressive Party in Washington. 
DC 1988: elected president of the 

I 
party in 1991: elected governor i n  
. . -  . . ~ . ~ -  

RISIDENT COPvIMISSIONER 

CALRLOS ROMERO-BARCELO (202) 225-2615 
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Foreword 

he Department of Defense (DoD) is pleased to provide the Congress with this report on 
the accomplishments of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) for 
Fiscal Year 1991. This last year saw steady progress throu2rhout the Program. most 

notably in characterizing contamination at our facilities and selectins remedial approaches. The 
Department completed investigation work at a substantial number of sites and cleared the \\.a\. 
for cleanup efforts to besin. 

Our DERP efforts in Fiscal Year 199 1 focused prim~lrily on in \  esti?rltions leadin? toivard the 
cleanup of contaminated DoD sites and formerly used properties. To this end. over 94 percent 
of the funds authorized by Congress for DERP this past fiscal \,ex- \.\.,ere invested in Inst~lllation 
Restoration Program (IRP) efforts. The remainder of the funds \\.ere ~lpplittcl to Haz:irdous Ll'aste 
Minimization. Research and Development. and Bujlding Demolition and Debris Remo\,al projects. 
During fiscal Year 199 1 .  the Department focused considerable efforts on impr-oving 011s abilit!. 
to move sites quickly from the study phase to remediation. I n  ~lddition. progress continued in 

Irr various phases of the Program. the training of our personnel iniproved. solid progress \\:IS 

achieved at our National Priorities List (NPL) sites. and work ;ld\.:lnced to the remedial action 
phase at m a n  non-NPL sites. 

This year. our primary effort focused on increasing our conimirment and ability to mo\.e sitss 
rapidly through the study phase of the Program and into the ~lcti~al cleanup phase. DoD 
Components have been encouraged to begin required remediation ii.ork as quickly as is possibls 
while abiding by appropriate regulatory criteria.. The Department is co.nfident these efforts \ \ . i l l  
succeed, given adequate resources, regulatory asency cooperation ~lnd the continued dedication 
of DoD personnel. 

Increasing the pace at which site cleanups are conducted entails many new challenges. The 
Department has identified several areas where considerable interasency cooperation is requirsd 
to streamline the restoration process. DoD is working closely \vith other Federal agencies and 
state regulatory authorities to implement procedures for moving sites rapidly from the 
investigation phase to cleanup. Two such efforts are underway no\\.. The first involves integrating 
overlapping regulatory programs and emphasizing the final remcdial product rather than the 
process. The second involves an interagency effort to establish a team approach between DoD 
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) project managers for selecting remedies 
at NPL sites. These efforts, if successful, could allow DoD to trim !.ears from the time other\i.ise 
needed to complete many planned cleanups. 



In a report recently transmitted to the Consress, the Defense Environrnentnl Response Task 
Force recommended expediting required installation cle:~nup and Iiuid tr~~nsfer at bases scheduled 
for closure by modifying current procedures in several areas. These areas invol~e land use and 

V 
transfer, the cleanup process, contracting, liabilily concerns, replatory responsibilities. resources, 
and funding. The Department is committed to pursuing all of the Task Force's recommendations. 

As the IRP moves into the cleanup phase, our reliance on remediation contractors is increasing. 
During Fiscal Year 199 1, DoD reported to the Conzress on liability, bonding and indenlnification 
issues that affect the willingness and ability of contractors to participate in site cleanups. That 
activity, part of our ongoing review and update of contractins strategies, nil1 lead to changes in 
the contracting strategies and policies within our control. The n1ilit;lry departments will also study 
risk-sharing options available for promoting appropriate and equitable allocation of risk between 
the Department and our cleanup contractors. DoD will corltinue to work with the contractor 
community and other interested parties to explore these and other opportunities. Through such 
efforts, we intend to resolve many of the remedial action contractor liability issues the 
Department now faces. 

As the level and complexity of IRP activities increase. so does our need for effective and 
specialized management skills. To meet these challenges. the Department is continuing to 
increase the training provided to our personnel. More people are being trained in areus critical 
to DERP than ever before, and our trainin? programs are expanding to cover the complex and 
technically diverse skills needed to manage our restoration pro,orarn initiati\.es. Our tr-dinins now 
includes topics such as negotiatin? skills needed to develop workable cle:lnilp asreements ~vith 
regulatory authorities. Last year alone. over 2.000 DoD personnel received ~ ~ ~ p - r e t a t e d  training. V 

The number of sites and installations covered by the IRP stabilized in Fiscal Year 1991, while 
the number of sites where IRP work is complete increased. Last year saw only a modest one 
percent growth in IRP site counts. as compared to the 115 percent ,orowth that occurred over the 
preceding two years. In addition. pollution hazards have been removed or studies have shown that 
no threat to human health or the environment exists at over one-third of the 17.660 sites included 
in the IRP. 

This past fiscal year saw advances in every phase of the IRP. From Preliminary Assessment 
through Remedial Action, the number of sites where these IRP activities were completed 
increased. Most notably, the number of sites with completed Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study efforts rose 63 percent last year. The majority of these sites should move into the cleanup 
phase this year. In addition, during Fiscal Year 1991 DoD registered a 26 percent increase in the 
number of sites where Remedial Action projects have been completed. 

The Department also continued to pursue the investigation and cleanup of NPL sites. By the 
end of the year, 90  DoD installations were included on the NPL or were proposed for listins. 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study work was underway at all 90 facilities, and cleanup had 
commenced at 86 sites by the end of the year. Further, the number of NPL installations covered 
by signed Interagency Agreements rose, from 51 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 77 at the end of last 
year. 

vi 



DUD has placed consider~~ble emphasis o n  involving state regulutory authorities in the I R P  
process. During Fiscal Year 1991, Deftrise and St;lte rClem~r;~nda of A;!rer~nent (DSMO'4) Icere 

-signed with I ?  states, br in~ing the total number of completed :Igreements to 29. Tliroogli rliesc 
DSlvIOA, almost $16 million was provided to state regulatory agencies last year to allow their 
full participation in the evaluation and oversight of IRP activities. 

The Department continues to pursue vigorous Research 2 Development and Hazardous Waste 
Minimization Programs aimed at fostering quicker, more cost-effective, remedial solutions and 
at reducins the amount of waste generated by our installations. These waste minimization efforts 
will help reduce DoD's potential for generating new hazardous waste sites. 

Our progress to date is the result of the perseverance and commitment of our environmental 
managers. Through them, we have built a solid environmental ethic within the Department. from 
the installation level right up to this Headquarters. DoD is committed to continuing and buildins 
on this momentum in the coming years, ensuring that our remediation efforts prosress as rapidly 
as possible in a cost effective manner. 

This report provides Con,oress and the public with a cornpre1iensi1.e assessment of DERP 
efforts to date and our plans for the future. The success of these efforts is dependent upon the 
support Lve receive from Conzress. environmental re,oulator~f authorities and the public. IVe look 
forward to working together to continue the critical work required to pro?erl!l re~nedi~lte our sires. 

Thomas E. Baca 
Depu t  Assistant Szcretary of Det;=nj~ 
(Environmer r )  

vii 
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The Defense Environmenta~ 
Restoration Program 

n he Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) was established in 1953 to 
promote and coordinate efforts for the evaluation and clea.nup of contamination at 
Department of Defense (DoD) installations. The program currently includes: 

The Installation Restoration Prosram (IRP). where potential contamination at DoD 
installations and formerly owned or used properties is in\festiga~:ed and. as necessary, site 
cleanups are conducted: and 

Other Hazardous Waste (OHW) Operations. through \i.hic.ll rese:lrch, development. and 
demonstration prosrams aimed at improvins remediation technolosy and reducins DoD 
waste generation rates are conducted. 

V 
In addirion. a small number of  

Building Demolition and Debris 
Removal (BDDR) projects were 
conducted under DERP in fiscal 
year (FI') 1991. These involved 
demolishins and removing unsafe 
build~ngs and structures at DoD 
installations and formerly used 
properties. FY 199 1 marked the 
first time any BDDR projects had 
been conducted under DERP since 
FY 1987. 

DERP is managed centrally by 
the Office of the Secretary of 
Deferse. Policy direction and 
oversight of DERP is thz respon- 
sibility of the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Environ- 
ment). Each individual defense 
component is responsible for pro- 
gram implementation. 

The Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(SARA) provides continuing author- 
ity for the Secretary of Defense to 
carry out this program in consulta- 
tion with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Execu- 
tive Order 13-580 on Superfund 
Implementation. signed by the 
President on January 23. 1987, 
assigned responsibility to the Secre- 
tary of Defense for carrying out the 
Department's Environmental Res- 
toration Program within the overall 
framework of SARA and the 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). 
The Defense Appropriations Act 
provides the primary funding for 
DERP. Funding for restoration 
work at bases scheduled for closure 
is provided by the Base Closure 
Account. 

DE3P Funding 

-84 8 5 -  86 87 88 8 9  90 - 9 1  - 9 2  
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DERP funding has grown steadily, from $150 million in 
FY 1984 to over $1.4 billion in FY 1992. The FY 1992 
funding includes $220 million for restoration of bases 
scheduled for closure. 



The Installation 
Restoration Program 

he Installation Restoration Prosram (IRP) conforms to the requirements of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Continsency Plan (NCP). EPA 
guidelines are applied in conducting investigation and remediation work in the program. 
b 

The initial stage. a Preliminarv 
Assessment or PA. is an instal- 
lation-u.ide study to determine i f  
sites are present that, may pose 
hazards to public health or the 
environment. Available information 
is collected on the source. nature. 
estent. and magnitude of actual and 
potential hazardous substance 
releases at sites on the installation. 
The next step. a Site Inspection or 
S1. consists of sampling and anal- 
ysis to determine the existence of 
actual sire contamination. The infor- 
mation gathered is used to evaluate 
the site and determine the response 
action needed. Uncontaminated sites 
do not proceed to later stages of the 
IRP process. 

Contaminated sites are inves- 
tigated fully in the Remedial 
InvestigationlFeasibility Stud! or 
RI/FS. The RI may include a 
variety of site investigative, sam- 
pling, and analytical activities to 
determine the nature, extent, and 
significance of contamination. The 
focus of the evaluation is determin- 
ing the risk to the general popula- 
tion posed by the contamination. 
Concurrent with these investiga- 
tions, the FS is conducted to eval- 
uate remedial action alternatives for 
the site. 

After agre;rnsnt is reached \\ irh 
appropriate EPX and/or stutr r'sgu- 
latory authorities on hot\. to clean 
up the site. Remedial Design: 
Remedial .Action or RDiR.4 nark 
begins. During this phase. dst;lilsd 
desisn plans for the cleanup are 
prepared and iniplementsd. 

A notable e~ception to this 
sequence involves Removal .Actions 
and Interim Remedial .\crions 
(IRAs). These actions may be con- 
ducted at any time during ths IRP 
to protect public health or control 
contaminant releases to the en\ iron- 
ment. Such measures may include 
providing alternate water supplies to 
local residents. removing con- 
centrated sources of contaminants. 
or constructing structures to pr=vent 
the spread of contamination. 

Each step in the IRP process is 
thoroughly documented in reports 
available to the general public. 
Individuals or organizations can 
obtain copies of these documents by 
contacting the Public Affairs 
Offices at the installations in which 
they are interested. In addition, 
public meetings and hearings are 
also held at various times during 
the cleanup process to further facil- 
itate public participation. 

EPA established :I Hazard Rank- 
inlr S!.stem ( H R S I  for eialuating I - - 
contaminated sites based on the 
potential h;~zard po3ed to public I 
health and the en\.ironment. In 
199 1. a revised Hazard Ranking 
Sj.stem \\as adopted by EP.A for 
evaluating future sitrs. The appli- 
cation of these ranking systems. 
using PA/SI data. generates a score 
for each site e~aluated. The score is 
computed based on factors such as 
the amount and tosiciry of the con- 
taminants present. their potential 
mobility in the environment. the 
availability of pathways for human 
exposure, and the proximity of pop- 
ulation centers to the site. 

The NPL is a compilation of 
sites scoring 28.5 or higher under 
HRS. Such sites are first proposed 
for NPL listing. Following a public 
comment period, proposed NPL 
sites may be listed final on the 
NPL or may be deleted from 
consideration. 



The order in which DoD con- 
ducts IRP project activities is based 
on a policy assigning the highest 
priorities to sites that represent the 
greatest potential public health and 
environmental hazards. Top priority 
is assigned to: 

Removal of imminent threats 
from hazardous or  toxic sub- 
stances or unexploded ordnance 
(UXO): 

Interim and stabilization mea- 
sures to prevent site deterioration 
and achieve life cycle cost 
savings: 

RI,FSs at sites either listed or  
proposed for the NPL and RD/ 
R.4s necessary to comply with 
SA R.4. 

Anticipatiag the need to refine 
priorities as the DERP matures and 
a laree number of sites simultane- - 
ously reach the c o d  cleanup 
phase. DoD developed the Defense 
Prior i~y Xlodel (DPILI). Unlike 
HRS. which uses only PA/SI data 
to score sites. DPM uses the more 
detailed data available from the RI 
to produce a score indicating the 
relative risk to human health and 
the environment presented by a site. 
The model considers the following 
site characteristics: 

Hazard - the characteristics. 
concentrations and mobility of  
contaminants; 

Patli~vay - the potential for con- 
taminant transport via surface 
water. ground water and airlsoil; 

Receptor - the presence of 
potential human and ecological 
receptors. 

In FY 1989. DoD cornplcted 
initial development ol' DPM. In 
rchporiht to co111111cnt\ rcccived 
from EPA. the state. environmental 
organizations, and the public. the 
model was refined. 

In the last two years, con- 
siderable effort has been committed 
to improving DPM's performance 
and reliability. This work has 
resulted in an accurate and user- 
friendly system that uses key data 
produced during the RI  and allows 
site comparisons on the basis of 
risk. Although we will continue to 
strengthen DPM through added 
system refinements, the existing 
system is fully capable of sup- 
porting our IRP prioritization needs. 
LVe are also continuing a dialogue 
\c.ith EPA and other federal agen- 
cies to identify a common approach 
to prioritization. 

Almost 100 DoD persorlnel ivere 
trained in the most recent version of 
DPXI during FY I99 1 .  A complete 
support network. including a user 
hotline. has been established. Prior 
to receiving DERP funding for 
RD/R.\ efforts, virtually all IRP 
sites are now scored using DPbI. 

To  date. funding has been ade- 
quate to support all executable 
cleanup>. This situation \ \ i l l  chanse 
as many sites no& under study 
become ready for remediation 
simultaneously. In a constrained 
funding situation. DPM will provide 
an excellent means for identifying 
sites to receive fundins first. 

The Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Acts of 1988 (BRAC 88) and 
1990 (BRAC 90) resulted in the 
identification of 113 military bases 
scheduled for closure and another 

transferred from DoD or used for 
othel- put-pohes. 

Congress is providing S??O 
million during FY 1992 through the 
DoD BRAC 88 Account for envi- 
ronn-ental restoration at bases 
scheduled for closure. DoD is 
applying the same remediation 
methodologies and protocols used at 
other IRP sites to cleanup efforts at 
installations scheduled for closure 
or rellignment. 

In response to specific require- 
ment< contained in the FY 1991 
Naticnal Defense Authorization Act. 
a Task Force created last year iden- 
tified ways to improve federal-state 
coorc!ination of environmental 
response actions and streamline 
cleanup at b ~ ~ s e s  to be closed or 
realigned. In addition to DoD. this 
Defense Environmental Responhe 
Task Force included participant> 
from the U.S. Department of Ju\-  
rice. EP.4. the General Ser\ ice> 
.Administration. the Kationul Goier-  ' 

, . nors Ashociation. the Kational 
. 4:. ~ s o c ~ a t i o n  - '  of Attorne! s General. 
and en\.ironmental organizarions. 

The Task Force recentl!. reporrsd 
to Co'igress on se\,eral measurs.; to 
improve the restoration procsss. 
Their recommendations included the 
adoption of procedures and critsria 
to guide the transfer and use of 
contaminated DoD lands. the inte- 
gration of overlapping regulator!. 
requirements. and measures to 
improve coordination among Fcd- 
erul arld state decision makers. 

DoD is committed to pursuins 
all Task Force recommendations. 
The success of these efforts should 
improve our ability to complete 
cleanup work rapidly at all Depart- 
ment IRP sites. 

This risk-based approach recognizes 62 installations scheduled for rea- 

the importance of protecting public lignment. Appendix F of  this report 

health and the environment and identifies those installations sched- 

helps to identify objectively those uled for closure- Considerable 
sites that should receive priority for investigation and, in certain cases, 
funding. remediation may be required before 

properties at closed bases can be 



After two years of substantial 
crowth, the number of installations 
included in tlie IRP stabilized in FY 
199 1 .  Consistent with the Depart- 
ment's worst-first policy, emphasis 
initially was placed on identifying 
industrial facilities with the highest 
probability for contamination. 
Efforts expanded yearly to include 
installations with lower hazard 
potsntial. In addition, installation 
reassessments initiated to satisfy 
SARA requirements as  well as  
Resource  C o n s e r v c ~ t i o n  a n d  
Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective 
Action efforts continued to locate 
additional sites not previously in- 

(7ri1m. cluded in the pro: 

These efforts resulted in  a 115 
percent srowth in the number of 
IRP sites during the FY 19S9 and; 
1990 time period. In contrast. IRP 
site counts increased by only one 

Installations 

86 87 88 89 90 91 
Fiscal Year 

Sites .* - -- -- . 
20000 ( 1 1 

percent tlurir~g FY 199 I. At tllc and 
of laat !car. a tor;il of 17.660 slrcs 
at 1.577 installarions were inclucieti 
in the IRP. 

The number of DoD installations 
listed on the NPL did not increirse 
in FY 1991. However. one new 
DoD installation was proposed for 
listing last \!ear. By the end of FY 
1991, 8 9  DoD installations \.%,ere 
listed on the NPL and one was on 
the proposed list. (Because EP.4 has 
divided seven installations into two 
NPL listings each. 96 DoD instal- 
lation listings appear on the NPL.) 

To faciiit~lte active sf;ite p.1r1ic.i- 
pation in the IRP, a pi-ocei> \\:I \  

developed t1i;lt a l l o \ \  DoD to reiln- 
burse the states for up ro one per- 
cent of costs. This proceduri. 
developed through length) ric.:;oria- 
[ions bet\\een DoD :lnd the .Asso- 
ci;~rion of State 2nd Territorial Solid 
LVaste Xtanagernent officialb. tlie 
hationai Go\.ernors' Associ;ltion. 
and the Sational .Association of' 
Att0rnq.s General. 

These negotiations resulted in the 
development of the model D=fenhe 

orsemen t and State XIemoranda of A, 
(DSMOA) in 1989. The D S l l O A  
not only address state agent), rsch- 
nical support at NPL sites. bur also 
provide the process for work at 
non-NPL sites. A l o n ~  with non- 
NPL reimbursement, the DShIOA 

provide a process for DoD and the I 
state5 to resol\.e tcchi\icul disputes 
before iudicial remedie:, arc soupht. 
T l ~ c  D S X ~ O X  alscj include pr;vi- - 1 
sions reflecting the ~villingness of 
the state to accept DPbl as DoD's  
method of establishing priorities 
among sites in the event of a 
funding shortfall. 

Reimbursement is available 
throuzh a Cooperative Agreement 
(CA)  to those states that have 
signed DSAIOA. The Commander, 

ulneers U.S. Arm!, Corps of En=' 
(USACE). is the DoD Executive 
Agent for nrgotiatins DShIOA and 
receiving. processing. and moni- 
toring CA applications. Each CA 
covers 3 t i \  o-!.e;lr period. 

Stares' rrponing requirements 
uncier C.45 are nli~li~il;~l ;~nif 311o\\, 
tliern to trallskr their oversiilht 
t'untfins bi.:\it.rn insr:illations. Past 
c.o\t.; incurred after October 17, 
l9S6 ( the  date S.AR.4 \I 2s  en~lc t rd)  
;~lso arc' co\ered i n  tile C.A. Base 
Rc:llignnienr and Closurcl and 
D e t n s e  L o ~ i s r ~ c ' . ~  . - i s e n c  Stock 
Fund installations are also include 
in the program for reiriibursemenr. 

To d:ite. three \\orLshops h2k.e 
been held ~ l t  \\ hich DoD. EP.4 and 
state repressnr:ltives ha\,e met to 
explore \\a).s to inipro\,e the IRP 
and DS\lO.-\iC.A processes. These 
workshops ha\.e helped to further 
solidif! the DoD,'st:ite coopernti\ e 
bvorking relationships essential to 
the success of the IRP. 



All ht:~tcs and rcrritorics Iiavc 
been contacted and encouraced to 

Tlic I.-\G ~icgotiatio~l p~-occ\s 
i11voI~th perso~i~icl l'ro~ii [lie ;~ppIi- IAG Status at NPL Installations I 

1 - 
participate in  the DSMOA process. 

received from -48 states and terri- 
tories. DoD signed 14 DSMOA in 
FY 1991. bringing the total of 
signed memoranda to 29. I n  addi- 
tion. 14 CAs were completed last 
year. yielding a total of 26 finalized 
agreements. Alniost $16 million 
was provided to states in FY 199 1 
under these CAs to enhance their 
participation in tlie IRP process. 
Appendix D. l'able D-2 provides 
state-by-state DSMOA status. 

The progress rnade in FY 199 I 
ir: preparins DSMOA and CAs 
reprehents a significant ;~cliievement 
in enhancing cooperation among 
DoD and state authorities. The 
establishment ot'lnteragency Agree- 
nxnt (IAG). CA. and DSXlOA 
models and the training of DoD :lnd 
state personnel in their development 
helps pro\.ide a n:~tion;~lly consihtenr 
process for effective sife cleanup. 

SAR.4 requires that an IAG be 
reached bet~veen EPA and DoD 
within 180 days after completion of 
the Record of Decision (ROD) for 
each NPL-listed facility. The ROD. 
a public document explaining which 
cleanup alternatives will be used at 
an installation, marks the comple- 
tion of the RI/FS. (An exception 
involves interim RODs sometimes 
used to document agreenlents con- 
cerning Interim Response Actions.) 
The completed IAG provides a 
detailed management plan for the 
effective cleanup of the facility. 

The involvement of EPA and 
state authorities in preparing the 
IAG ensures their concurrence and 
enhances the credibility of the 
course of action taken by DoD. The 
IAG also provides a strong manage- 
ment tool for resolving issues rising 
from overlapping or conflicting 
jurisdictions. 

cable D ~ D  Componc.111. the EPA 
~ . c ~ i u ~ i . ~ l  ol'l'icc ;lnci statc ell\ iron- 
mental authorities. Identifying and 
resolving issues typically takes 
several months. Once the parties 
conclude negotiations. the agree- 
ment is signed and made available 
for public comment to fulfill regu- 
lutory requirements. Comments 
received are considered and appro- 20 

i priate changes are madc before the I 5 
agreement poes into effect. The / 35 

IAG can also serve to fu l f i l l  correc- 29 

tive action requirements. I 1989 

The Department recognizes tlie 
advantages of involving all parties 
\\ell before tlie IAG is requircd 
(i.e.. before [lie ROD). Accordinsly. 
DoD in\olves EPX ;~nd [lie state> in 
the IRP procehs from early assess- 
ment :lnd cli:lr;~cterizatio~i through 
final cleanup of the site. 

The Dt'l~;~rt~iie~it 5erLh ;I coopera- 
tive and collaborati\,e ongoing 
effort \ \ i t 1 1  all partic.> to ;~\,oid dis- 
co\.ering problems late iri the 
proce\h that C ~ L I I C I  rehult 111 co\tI! 
dela!h. The e;~rl!, ehtablishrnent ot' 
rood norking relationships also 
resol\.e5 porentially duplicative and 
possibly conflicting regulatory 
requirr~iient:, governing cleanup. 
such ;is those that occur between 
CERCLA and RCR.4. To full!; 
realize these benefits. we are 
routinely entering into IAGs during 
rhc RI/FS phase. These "pre-ROD" 
IAGs. or Federal Facilities Agree- 
ments (FFAs), are amended as IRP 
work progresses and become the 
IAG required under SARA. 

In 1988, the Department and 
EPA completed negotiation of IAG 
model language for NPL sites. 
Subsequent guidance was issued to 
the components concerning the state 
role in the IAG process. Nation- 
wide, the negotiations simultane- 
ously accelerated. Workshops were 
held with EPA and state agencies to 
refine site-specific language for the 
agreements. Training sessions for 
DoD personnel who will negotiate 
agreements also were held. 

r S gnecr lAGs 
B lAGs Near CompIe!ion 
3 IAG Negotiat~ons Uncer:/av 1 

- - Not Yet ln~trated I 
I 

The progrehs already rnade is 
e\.iderit from the number of I.-\Gs 
signed and nearing completion. BJ. 
the end of Fk' 1990. IAGs had been 
iipnrti for 5 1 DoD inbtallation5 
tinul-listed on the NPL. By the end 
of  FY 1991. this number gre\v to 
77. In addition. another 12 IAGs 
\\,ere near completion. 

To help expedite cleanups at 
contarninated installations, sites are 
often grouped (or in some cases 
divided) to form Operable Units 
(OUs). Rather than delaying RA 
activities until agreement is reached 
on cleanup procedures at all sites 
on an installation, individual OUs at 
an ins~allation are allowed to pro- 
gess  independently through the IRP 
process. At many DoD NPL insral- 
lations, this approach will result in 
the completion of multiple RODs 
and IAGs, each covering one or 
more OUs. 



Installation Restoration 
Program Status 

uring FY 199 1 ,  DoD increased its efforts to expedite the start of remediation work at all 
sites where it is required. We recorded real progress in movins sites into the cleanup 
phase last year, registering substantial advances in completed site investigation activities. 

However, we must continue to find ways to accelerate the pace of site cleanups. To that end, 
sev'eral initiatives were undertaken in FY 1991 to help streamline the transition from investiption 
to cleanup and to move restoration actions along at a quicker pace. Ultimately. these efforts will 

 ram costs. reduce human health and environmental risks at DoD sites and minimize pro, 

In October, the Defense Environ- 
mental Restoration Task Force 
reported to Congress on several 
issues critical to expediting required 
IRP cleanups. Their recornmenda- 
tions are being actively pursued 
through several DoD and inter- 
agency projects. We have formed 
"Experts Groups" with the Depart- 
ment of Energy (DOE) and EPA to 

" r3 171 As described in the Pro, \Ve have taken se~teral actions to 
Fundin: section of this report. we address contractor liability issues 
now estimate the total cost to com- and to ensure that quality, cost 
pletr the IRP to be S3-4.5 billion. effective remediation services wil 
includins FY 1991 funds. Last year be available in the future. We also 
also saw continued improvements in are evaluating measures for provid- 
our capability to prioritize fundins ing equitable risk sharing between 
among sites to bs remediated. the go\.emment and remediation 

contractors. 

pursue standardized approaches for 
dealing with restoration issues. In a 
joint effort with EPA, we also are 
nearing completion of a rnanage- 
rnent guide for moving sites quicklv - - i 

into the cleanup phase. A major 
focus of these efforts is the timely 
remediation of our NPL sites and 
defense installations scheduled for 
closure. 

This past year the Department 
also took steps to ensure the avail- 
ability and proper management of 
resources needed to expedite 
required site cleanups. In two 
separate reports submitted to 
Congress during FY 199 1, we iden- 
tified our long-term IRP funding 
requirements and evaluated issues 
related to our remedial action con- 
tractors' liabilities. 

Number of Number of Number of Closed-Out 
Service lnstallations Sites Active Sites Sites' 

'Formerly "Sites Requiring No Further Action." 
"Includes Marine Corps. 
"'DLA = Defense Logistics Agency. 



The IRP gained significant 
momentum in FY 1991. By the end 
of the fiscal year, 6,336 projects 
were actively underway at sites 
throughout the nation. In keeping 
with the Department's worst-first 
policy, considerable effort has been 
focused on the 90 DoD installations 
included on or proposed for the 
NPL. Of the 372 remedial activities 
completed to date (Removal 
Actions, IRAs, and final RAs), 207 
have been at NPL sites. 

The end point for IRP sites is 
closeout. A closed-out site is one 
where no further actions are con- 
sidered appropriate and no further 
response action is planned 
(NFRAP). NFRAP is a CERCL.4 
term incorporated jnto the NCP 
final rule in hlarch 1990. The 
primary criteria for KFRXP is a 
hetermhation that the site does not 
pose a significant threat to public - 
health or the environment. NFRAP 
decisions can be made at any point 
in the IRP process. but must be 
documented and may be reversed i f  
future information reveals that 
additional remedial acti\,ities are 
warranted. The mqority of site 
closeout decisions are for non-NPL 
sites. Thebe decisions are made by 

the components and then coordi- 
nated with the appropriate regula- 
tory agencicb. 

At the end of FY 1991, DoD 
components had identified 6,736 
sites, or more than 38 percent of 
the total number of IRP sites, as 
closed out (i.e., in the NFRAP 
category). Although some sites 
could be reactivated in the future by 
regulatory authorities or the corn- 
ponents, their closeout represents 
significant real progress in the IRP. 

By the end of FY 199 1 ,  PAS had 
been completed at 17,286 of the 
17.660 identified IRP sites. SIs had 
been completed at 10,050 sites. The 
majority of site closeouts registered 
to date have occurred as a result of 
PAS in which no evidence of con- 
tamination was found. 

At the end of FY 1991. RIFS 
efforts had been completed at 1 .A93 
sites. This represents a 63 percent 
increase in RIFS completions from 
the previous e a r .  R I F S  activities 
are either complete or underway at - - 
I I percent of the sites where the!, 
are knoivn to be needed. 

At the end of FY 1991, 3.011 
sites had been identified where 
remedial acti\.ities are needed. Of 
these. 372 had been completed. 
This represents a 76 percent 
increase in completed RAs from FY 
1990. Further. 695 sites had RAs 
underway at the end of the year. 

IRP Status by Program Phase 

COM 'LETE 17,286 

UNDtIRWAY 350 

FUTL RE 24 

COMI'LETE 10,050 

UNDERWAY 1,141 
FUTURE 1,128 

COMPLETE 1,493 
UNDERWAY 3,402 

FUTURE 1,488 

RI. FS 

COMFLETE 392 
UNDERWA'I 745 

FUTURE 2.877 ,+// 

COMPLETE 372 

UNDE71VAY 698 
FUTURE 2.942 

R A 

Number of Sites (by Phase) 
PA SI RIJFS RD RA - 

C  U F C O  C U  F C O  C  U F C O C  U F C  U F  
. .-.7- -.--_ - --; -..-----, .̂-;. ,-.* ... .e;'..."' .-.- * - - .."I-7-. -.-.---..----.----.--. - ..... - ------------".----.-?- = 

":;::"lo 5 3 ; _ ' 6  ..::5 <4;763 $:.:;"4,330 7.1 92 '1,050 ,-:;:242 .:;<;*:355 ',2...955 :j> 886 ;.,.49 -!j;,141 :-: 234, ::.1075 . . .I46 '.::237 .' 1,079 :; 
-.. .: .- .- zrs-'.&.l~-.#-~.-&~ =-iY-_L_-L.L_-L- . - .-.--- >...--.-.-.-*-~L ..-. .-&>.-ZL .:-.>-- -.-. > - % -  ... 
--..rY.u- *- rr,Tpm- -- ,.-&.., ;.'> .--& -.--. --. - *~-. .'---~-- .. ".." -*.,-.. -v,-------....-.-. -.--.---;x ----------.c--n- -,.---; ?-.--, 

~ ~ v y ' - ~ ~ > . ~ < < ~ ~ , 3 6 2  -?243 114 :'-3$30 ..-+ 1,580 '-477 ;:,sa - 506 .::7:::538 _';971 ,.;529 ..:5:. 9 ,y.i:..27 -4 286',-':':j.:!60 -<::.38 .,:I 330 -; - -.~..IC_aif.. -=_.ULL.,- --.--.- " -.d--_.h.d..--..--..,._ -.,,,,,.-,,..<-. - .-,,i..--.=L? -.-. ~ 2 . . - . " - ~ & - - d - ~ d L ~ - - >  

. _ ?  .- -.__ *.._ * -lr---------CII.. - .-,; ...., ~T-,~...-.-"I.,78 - ..r-" -.---7----....-% -..:-Tw--:<v -..7y --:' ------.------.- ---- * 

Air ~ ~ & e ' ~ ~ ~ ~ o l  >:35'f =?:5;75 <iz:3,821 z:.4?2,,?:>:.rj0 .: 526 ,-%:I ,053 :.1,3! 3 .!;;-::69 65 < : 230 ,5:475 .:2<387:; -::-.I 50 :;415 ,,;,4~-,; 
. .._-,.- .-_, --, ,,2.?z%&.i%=k--- --.-. 7- --..- - ...-ir. ;r;-. A -,- ...,, -.-----". u--------- = . .  1 

?--~r--------- -. - .. ---. .. --.- -. . ---- - --- -. 
:-.:. ,.-- ..I 2 A.---i G..:. '.9 :2:.';1-29 ---. :;::;,. i l L L - -  16 ?-i%:8, . . 

- C = Completed Activity + U = Underway Activity + F = Future Activity Planned + CO = Closed-Out Sites 
^Includes Marine Corps. 



Type of Activity 

Alternate Water 
Supplyflreatment - .  - - " 

Incineration 

Site Treatment/ 
Remediation 

Decontamination 
- - 

Waste Removal 

Ground Water 
Treatment 

TOTAL 

During FY 1991, 253 remedial 
activities Lvere undertaken at 163 
installations. The number of actions 
is greater than the number of instal- 
lations. as more than one t),pe of 
action was taken at same 
installations. 

The Department made steady 
gains in the evaluation and cleanup 
of NPL sites in FY 1991. Com- 
pleted PA activities at all the 
Department's 90 NPL installations 
increased from 89 to 90. The num- 
ber of RI/FSs completed or under- 
way went from 81 to 90. Further, 
the number of installations at which 
interim remedial actions were taken 
or RAs were underway increased 
from 65 to 86 in FY 1991. 

FY 1991 also saw the comple- 
tion of RODs for at least one OU at 
eight NPL installations: Bangor 
Naval Submarine Base, Washing- 
ton; Lakehurst Naval Air Station, 
New Jersey; Castle Air Force Base 

Number of Number of 
Activities lnstallations . . 

12 11 

2 2 

50 
Although DoD continues to 

make progress in restoring contami- 
3 nated sites, the rate at which we are 

able to move sites from investiga- 
tion through cleanup is being 

67 delayed by 'bottlenecks' in the 
system. To remove these delays, 

3 0 DoD, EPX and DOE h ~ ~ v e  formed 
Interagency "Experts Groups" that 
are actively exploring coordinated 

163 approaches for esprditing required 
Frdrral facility sits cleanups. 

(AFB). California: Fort Dis. Ken. 
Jersey: Letterkenney Army Depot. 
Pennsylsania: Dover AFB. Dela- 
ware: hlcChord AFB. Washington: 
and Robbins AFB. Georgia. This 
brinzs to 12 the number of NPL 
installations with signed RODs. 
Although each completed ROD 
generally covers only a portion of 

One key area ~vhere the Experts 
Groups are focusing attention 
involves innovation in the cleanup 
process. Current approaches fc 
selecting remedial approaches d i L !  
couraze new and unproven tech- 
nolosies. Although this reduces the 
risk of failure. the development of 
faster or more cost-effective innova- 
tive techniques is stifled. 

~ N u r n b e r  of Active DoD lnstaliallons I-1 1 

Restoration Progress at DoD NPL lnstallations as of September 30,1991 



An underlying difficulty asso- 
ciated with many system bottle- 
necks already identified results from 

: c ies that emphasize the - appro 1 I 
restoration process rather than its 
final objectives. Through the on- 
going efforts of the Experts Groups. 
as well as other parallel interagency 
initiatives, we are developing work- 
able solutions to solve these prob- 
lems. We are committed to 
vigorously pursuing the challenges 
identified by the Experts Groups 
and. in the process, making the IRP 
as efficient and effective as is 
possible. 

As an example of the inter- 
agency cooperation critical to espe- 
diting IRP progress. EPA Region 
111 and DOG used thc; principles of 
Total Quality Management to 
examine the restoration process. We 
h ~ ~ v e  jointly authored a guide that 

1V descril~es the most effective 
approaches for taking a site from 
the RIFS through ROD signing. 
The document is intended for reme- 
dial project managers at DoD as 
well as EPA and state regulatory 
authorities. I t  is based on lessons 
learned in completing RODS at 
other NPL sites, and offers helpful 
insights into planning and executin~ 
t h e  transition from investigation to 
cleanup. with special emphasis on 
ways to speed the process. The 
final document. titled "The Road to 
ROD," was published early in 
calendar year 1992. 

Such efl'orts will help speed the 
pace of IRP progress by estab- 
lishing a clear basis of requirements 
for the complicated interactions that 
must take place between DoD and 
regulatory agencies. The document 
also focuses on the importance of 
DODIEPA teamwork in streamlining 
the decisionmaking process. 
Through their implementation, the 
approaches delineated in "The 
Road to ROD" will serve to build 
the interagency cooperation essen- 

0 term success. tial to the IRP's Ion, 

The IRP relies heavily on the 
ssrvices of private contractors for 
site remediation Lvork. Increasingly. 
the contracting cornnlunit!. has 
expressed reservations about its 
\villingness to undertake cleanup 
\vork for DoD because of the per- 
ceived financial risks involved. 
During FY 199 1 .  the Department 
completed an extensi\,e stud!. of 
contractor liability and indernnifica- 
tion issues and reported to Congress 
on several areas \\ here irnprove- 
ments are ivarranted. 

At present, some remedial action 
contractors are unable to secure 
adequate insurance because the 
insurance industry is reluctant to 
become involved in work where the 
risks are uncertain and potentially 
large. In addition. contractors are 
hampered in obtainins performance 
bonds for DoD remediation work as 
required under the Miller Act. This 
situation poses potential problems 
for the continued future progress of 
the IRP. 

The Department i.s currentl! able 
to gcLt adequate competition on our 
remedial contracts and has obtained 
quality remedial services to date. 
However, we are concerned that the 
current situation may lead to 
reduced competition by qualified 
contractors for future DoD remedia- 
tion work, cost escalation. lo~ver 
quality and increased risk to the 
public. 

To help ensure that adequate 
remedial contractor support remains 
avai1;lble. DoD is implementing 
changes in the areas within our 
control. These include improving 
our contracting strategies, reducins 
the amounts of bonds required. 
using rolling or phased bonds. 
allowing irrevocable letters of credit 
in lieu of bonds. and retaining 
Department control over certain 
elerncnts of rernedial tvork. \\'e \ \ i l l  
contir~ue to pursue thesz and other 
measures that prwids for appropri- 
ats sharing of the risks invol\ed in 
rsrnediatior~ \iork. Throughout these 
effort:;. careful consideration \ \ i l l  bs 
gi\.en to the cost implica!ions of 
\ arious strategies as compared \\ i th  
[he long-tsrnl liabilities to t h t  
goverririient and its contractors. 



Formerly Used 
Defense Sites 

he Secretary of the Army is the DoD Executi~le Azent for implementins DERP at 
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). As Executive Agent, the Army is responsible for 
environmental restoration activities under DERP on lands formerly owned or used by any 

DoD Component. The USACE is responsible for executing the FUDS program. Investigation and 
cleanup procedures at formerly used sites are similar to those at currently owned installations. 
However, information concerning the origin of the contamination, land transfer information, and 
current ownership must be evaluated before DoD considers a site eligible for restoration. 

' """""'I ""1 

I , 

Status of Activities at The additional fundins allocated tiere under\ray for another 7 1 proj- 
I Ffirmprlv 1 Iced Properties to the FLTDS program in F). 199 1 ects by the end of Fk' 1991. 

accelerated the progress of IRP 
activities. During Fk' 1991. oi.er DoD has alread! funded 9- 
630 PAS \!.ere completed and nearly projects for further investigation 

2.998 COMPLETED 750 netr PAS \\ere initiated. The and remedial action. These activities 
includt 679 projects addressins 
hazardous or toxic Lsaste (HTW) 

- - 

number of RIFS projects under~vay 
increased from 39 to 63. Kr\s 
BDDR projects were initiated or contamination from formerly used 

PA Sites completed for the first time since underground storage fuel tanks. 
FY 1987. landfills. and leaking polychlon- 

nated biphenyl (PCB) transformers. 
A total of 6.786 FUDS with Also included are 87 proiectq for 

COMPLETED 

UNDERWAY 

SI Projects 

- -  - 

potential for inclusion in the pro- 
gmm have been identified through 
inventorv efforts. The number of 

. . .- 
detection and removal of ordnance 
and explosive waste (OEW) from 
former target ranges or imnact --r---- 

FUDS hecreased in FY 1991 areas. prior-to FY 1988, 94 BDDR I 
because of improved tracking and 
the resultinp deletion of site dupli- 

--. 

projects involving unsafe buildings 
or structures on formerly owned or 

cates. By the end of FY 199 1, PAS used properties were completed. No 
had been initiated at 4,149 sites. Of BDDR projects were conducted 

142 BDDR these. 1,15 1 were underway and between FY 1988 and FY 1990. In 
87 OEW 2,998 were complete. Based on the FY 1991, work at 45 BDDR sites - 679 HTW completed PAS, we have deter- was initiated and BDDR efforts at 

I mined that 1,975 sites are eligible 15 other sites were completed. 
and 1.023 sites are ineligible for the 

Ongoing and Completed Projects FUDS program. Of k e  eligible 
sites, 897 require no further action. 
Each of the other 1,078 sites 
reauires one or more remedial1 

USACE also represents DoD 
interests at NPL sites where former 
properties are located and whp- 
b o b  may be a Potentially Res "larr removal projects. SIs had been sible (PRP). ~ o r m e r  prdl - 

completed for 133 projects and ties that have passed from DoD 1 



\\.ell as I?! otlirr onnr rs .  mahing 
DoD one of rrver~li P R P s  Oneoi~ ie  - - 
L!Sr\CE efforts \ \ i l l  determine the 
;llloc:~tion. if ally. of DoD cleanup 
respcmsibilit!,. 

In FY 1990. 12 FUDs were 
listed on the NPL. One site. United 
Chrome Products. \\;IS deleted from 
DERP in e:lrly Fk' 1991 as n result 
of n detemiination that DoD was 
not responsible for the contamina- 
tion of tlie site. As ;I result. I 1  
FUDS \\ere listed on tlie NPL by 
the end of FY 1991. Ten of tlie 
sites ;Ire cie~cribed in Appendix E. 
The sle\enrh site. West Yirginia 
01.dn;lncr \\'orkx. i h  a formerly 
on  ne.i h i t ?  that is being remediated Over 100,000piecesof ordnance were recoveredduring theremedialactionsconductedat the former 
uridrr tlie .Arni! IRP and is d t -  RaritanArsenal. 

sites. Tlis fol lo\ \ i~is  ;)re e ~ a ~ ~ i p l s s  

w of \\c~rl, un~iertahsn b! LiS.ACE at T1.e foniier Raritan . i r s~r ia l  iri 
fornierl! u.etl properties la>[ !ear. S e n  Jerss!,. a 3.700-acre or-dri;~~lcs 
(.'\ppc'ndi\ E pro\ itiss addirion;il hmdling k~cilit!,. \\:I> s\cesseci b! 
detail.\ for FLDS or] the LPL.) DoD in the earl! 1960\. .An ord- 

In 199 I ,  a re~i io\ , ;~l  :~ctiori ;IS 

ccl~idi~cted b! L.S.ACE at tiir tornier 
2.3 lC)-a~.r< Siou\ Cir! ;\rrn!. .Air 
Base in Siou\ Cit!.. lo\\a.  Thirt!- 
fi\,e USTs and fiftsen leaking PCB 
transformers \\ere remo\,ed to pre- 
\,en[ conraniination of s o i l  and 
ground \\.:lter at the site. Further. 
$oil and ground \r.ater samples were 
collected and analyzed to determine 

11;11lce cle;~r:~~ice 0psr;itiori \ \ ; I \  

initiated In 11arch 1991 ro r e r n ~ l \ r  
L'SO from the sire. O \  t r  1 OO.OO(l 
pisce:, of o~.iinance \\ erf :?CO\ i'ri'd 
and detonared on-sits. To rniniriiiis 
noise dijturbances in surrounding 
urban arid residential ;ire;1s. de~or i ;~-  
tion  as conducted under optimum 
conditions that \\,ere determined 
through configuration tssts using 

In \larch 199 1 .  officials from 
the Co\,ernor's office informed 
USACE of potential contamination 
at this site (previously part of Chea- 

if PCB contamination had occurred. seismic and overpressure moniror- 

Laboratory results show that no soil ing. Ordnance reco\,ery operations 

or ground water contamination are still underway and \\ , i l l  continue 

exists. until t l e  cleanup is complete. 

tham Annex). The site covers 435 
acres and \\.as o ~ v n e d  and operated 
by the S a c .  The USACE Rapid 
Response Team (RRT) immediately 
initiated a rupid response action in 
coordination with and approval of 
the Cornmon\vealth of Virginia. The 
site contamination resulted from 
leaking underground storage tanks 
(USTs) and indiscriminate dumping 
of sludges and drums on site. The 
R R T  e?,ca\.atcd petroleum contami- 



Army IRP Progress 

number of sites included in the Army IRP increased from 10.159 in FY 1990, to 10,575 
in FY 1991. IRP activities have been completed and no further remedial acrions are 

oram. planned at 5,054 sites, or  aImost one-half of the Army sites in the pro, 

Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 

- . . ,Y .," .- . . - *  - -  
Deputy ~ssistarb Secretary of the Army, 

(Envjronrnent, % . -,Le Sffety I . . &Occupational ... Health) 

Key to IRP Responsib~litres: 
n Policy promulgation 

Program management 
Program implementation 
Technical support 

I 2 
Army IAP Organization 

The Army's major accomplish- 
ments in FY 1991 include signifi- 
cant progress in its RI/FS work and 
remedial activities. During FY 
1991, the number of sites where 
RI/FS work was completed in- 
creased from 301 to 355. The addi- 
tional funding allocated to the 
Army was invested primarily in the 
implementation of remedial altema- 
tives agreed to in RODS. For exam- 
ple, during FY 1991, several treat- 
ment systems began operating to 

remove contaminants from ground 
water at Army NPL installations. 

By the end of FY 1091, PA 
work had been completed at all but 
11 Army IRP sites. SI ~ : o r k  had 
been completed at 4,330 sites, or 
78 percent of the sites where it is 
known to be required. 

In FY 1991, IAGs were signed 
covering six Army NPL installa- 
tions, bringing the total number of 

Army NPL installations covered by 
IAGs to 29. RIFS activities are 
underway or completed at all Arm) 
NPL f~cilities. Removal actions and 
1 R . b  have occurred at 3 1 of the 31 
Army NPL facilities. 

The follo\+,ing are examples of 
sisnificant Army IRP project activi- 
ties conducted in FY 199 1. (Appen- 

1 d ~ \  B pro{ ids, addlrlonai details 
I ~ n s t ~ l l ~ t ~ o n s  on the NPL.) 

In 1991, an interim ROD was 
signed at Anniston A m y  Depot for 1 - - 
the Ground Water Operable Unit. 
The ROD documents the ground 
water extraction and treatment 
system installed in 1990 prior to 
Amiston Army Depot's placement 
on the NPL. The system removes 
volatile organics through air strip- 
pers and phenolic compounds 
through charcoal filtration. It is 
treating an average of 100,000 
gallons per day from major areas 
of contamination within the South- 
east Industrial Area, which includr 
the Landfill Area, the Trench A 
and the Northeast Area. 



To prevent the spread of ground 
water contamination, the Army has 
inst;i.lled an interim ground water 
treatment system at Riverbank 
Army Ammunition Plant that cap- 
tures and treats contaminated 
ground water. The system removes 
hexavalent chroniiuni through a 
reduction and precipit;~tioii process 
and cyanide through an ion ex- 
change process. The pl;mt is 
currently operating 2 1  hours per 
day. treating ?round \v;lter at a rate 
of SO gallons per niinute. Ground 
water \vith typical cliromiunl and 
cyanide concentrations of 100 
microgr;lms per liter and 750 rnicro- 
grams per liter. rehpectivel!.. is 
being treated to meet cleanup cri- 
teria of 2 0  niicrograms per liter for 
each coritaniinant. Tlityeftluenr ha.; 
consistentl slio\\,n no detectable 
traces of chromium and onl!, ver! 
lo\\ concentrations of cyanide ( 3  10 

5 ~nicrogranis per liter). This in -  
terini remedial action \ \ i l l  be inre- 
grated into the final remediation 
activities 31 the installation. 

In June 1991, the Army com- 
pleted construction of a waterline 
extension from Tobyhanna Army 
Depot to 30 offpost residents 
affected by ground water contami- 
nated with volatile organic com- 
pounds (VOCs). Approximately 
8,000 feet of waterline was installed 
during the three-month effort. 
Waterline service will continue at 
no charge to the residents until the 
ground water is remediated to 
drinking water quality. 

cC 

"The Arnzy E~lviroitmental Program is an excelleizt 
opportunity to demonstrate Army commitmertt to the 

Significant accornplishnients 
\\ere achieved in 199 1 at Rock!. 
hlountain Arsen;ll. During tlie year. 
numerous IRAs \\.ere initiated or 
completed. For es;~niple. construe- 
tioii of a CERCL.4 LVa:,re\\.ater 
Treatnient Facilit!. \\;I:, initiated 
during 199 1 .  The CERCL.4 fi~cilit? 
corisi~ts of ;I custo~ii \\;Iste\\.:lter 
trc.:1t1iierit :,!.~tc.rli ;111ci ;I ~l i~~lt iple-b;~! 
decontami~~atioll s!.stem. 

The Basin A Neck Intercept and 
Trsatnisnt System was completed in 
th? Fa11 of 1990. This treatment 
s!stem can treat up to -30 2allon.s of 
contaminatc.d ground \v:lter per 

al:,o \\.;I:, st;~rted on tlie Basin F 
Incirnerator. The incinerator \ \ . i l l  be 
mechanically complete b!, tlie \\,in- 
ter of 1997. Finally. a slurr!. \\.all 
:~nd cap \ \err  corl\tructed around a 
tornier dispohal trt.ricl1 ars:1. 

The progre:,s in  cleanup actit i- 
tie:, ar Roc!,!. hlounrain .Arsenal is 
illu:,:r:~reti b!, appro\iinatcl!. 90 
-.I ,,rcc:nt tiecreac. in ground \\arer 

cont:~rninant It.\,el:,. This decrease 
lias r1':,~111ed fro111 oiigoing tre;ltrnent 
i>per:~tion>. 

Principals involved in the extension o f  the Tobyhanna Army Depot water system prepare to turn on 
the valve symbolizing the start o f  water service. 
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I w 
Department of Navy 
IRP Progress 

I 

h e  m o s t  s i sn i f i can t  IRP g r o w t h  among DoD c o m p o n e n t s  in FY 1991 occur red  in the  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  Navy's p rogram.  T h e  number  of Navy a n d  Mar ine  Corps sites inc luded  

in t h e  IRP increased f r o m  2.253 to 2,409. Progress in IRP activit ies has  occurred mos t ly  

in RI/FS work w h i c h  increased by 30 percent d u r i n s  FY 199 1 .  

during Fk' 1991 and S1 work \\.as 
co~~ipletr.d at 1.5SO sit?.; b the end 
ot' the fiical !.ex. 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Installations & Environment) 

I 
I 

i 

(Environmental Protection, Safety & 
Occu~ational Health Division) . - (Facilities & Services Division) 

I I Key to IRP Responsibilities: - 1 

The Dfpartmrnt of' Nay\. .;i$ynr. . . . . L 

ten IAGs covering XPL installati 
in Ft '  1991. This action brings t 
total numbclr of iia\.! and Marine 
Corps KPL install~rions covered b! 
IAGs to IS. R I F S  activities are 
undclr\\a!. or conipltreii at all KPL 
filcilities and rrrno\ ;\I  actions and 
lRAs  \\.ere completed or \\ere on- 
going at 22, of the 74 Department of 
N3i.y facilities final-listed or 
proposed for listing on the NPL. 

The follo~vin=. are examples of 
significant Department of Navy IRP 
projects conducted in Fj '  199 1. 
(Appendix B provides addirional 
details for installations final-listed 
or proposed for listing on the NPL.) 

Department of N ~ V Y  IRP Organization 

The major Navy and Marine 
Corps accomplishments in FY 199 1 
include the initiation of new RI/FS 
work and continued progress in 
cleanup actions. Approximately 62 
percent of the additional funding 
received in FY 1991 was invested 
in RIPS activities. increasing the 

number of sites where R I F S  work 
was underway from 750 to 971. 
Other efforts were focused on com- 
pleting IRAs/RAs at 29 sites. By 
the end of FY 1991, a tot;il of 60 
IRAsfiAs had been completed. PA 
completions at Department of Navy 
sites increased from 2.222 lo 2.362 



I am cornrnitted to seei~zg that Navy cornrnarlds at sen and 
asllore and aroztnd the globe corztinrle tlzese efforts, large 

Soil samples taken i n  1985 at obligations under other statutory 
R/larine Corps Comba[ Development requirenier1t.s of the RWQCB. Tllr 
Conlmand (bICCDC). Quan t i co .  SiiprliIlg of this AgrWllleIlt ctlllllin- 
Virginia. revealed PCB l e v e l s  of up 3 r d  Over two ye:lrS of neg01iatiOn~. 
to [.S7JO ppm. Based on [ I l r  pro\. I t  is tile firsf ~IJcll agJet.lIleflt 
i r n i t y  of [ I l r  cont;lniinuted sites to bet\ieen a st;~t< anti a Navy facilit! 
tlie Potomac River, h4CCDC Quan- 0" file XPL. 
tico conducted a removal action to 

and smal1,'to preserve the environment for our own well- 
bein; b i d  for futhre generations. - ' - : - * 

. . 
) . -  . 

- - . - . - - .  . . ::. - .  ~drnirs l  ~ r a n k . ~ ; ~ e l ; o , '  II-;?;;. 
* ,  '. -.!' , -'Chief of Naval ~ ~ e r a t ~ o n s  : 

pre\.ent contamination of the ri\,er 
br\ surface runoff. 

-. 

In January 1991. the l:lst ship- 

- 
loaded into railcars arid shipped to 
an EPX-approved hazr~rdous \\uste 
landfill in Clive. Utah. The con- . 

In I99 1 ,  [lie Fa\.\. and L1.S. EP.4 
srgned iriterirn RODS to remote taminated soil \\.as remo\,ed from 
fuels t'roni ?round nuter  at four Sites 4 (Old Landfill) and 5 (Old 

[lie Nar;,/ Xir En,,jncerjny Batch Plant) of the Marine Corps 
Center. Lakehurst. New Jerse!,. Combat Development Cornmand in 
Pump and treat systems are no\\, Quanrico. Virsinia. 
operating at three sites and under 

In September 1991, the Naval 
Weapons Station at  Seal Beach, 

oree- California signed a bilateral a, 
ment with the State of  California's 
EPA and the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). The agreement allows 
the State to officially oversee the 
cleanup efforts under California 

c o ~ i > t r ~ r ~ t r o ~ i  ;I[ tlic t 'o~~r-~l i .  Rc~iiccli;~. 
11011 coli[r;Icts I ~ ; I v c '  bee11 a\\;lrcfcd or 
preparcd for award for t\\elve ot1ic.r 
aites. 111 addition. o \ e r  100 cubic 
yards of PCB- and oil-contaminated 
soil was removed and replaced with 
clean fill by base personnel. 

Construction for the cleanup 
\\orl.. at tlis Pioneer Sund Cornpan! 
Superfund site in Pensacola. Florida 
\\.as completed in 199 1. Tlie site. 3 

former s ~ n d  quarry. \\as used as ari 
indu:;tri;~l \\uste disposal site b!. the 
Sav!, and Reicholci Clieinicnls Co. 
durirrs tlie 1970s. LVahrcs ~t the site 
include a significant quantit! of 
auto shred niaterial L I ~  \\ell as metal 
.;ludges ilnd organic liuuids. Tlie 
reriicd!. ielected for tli? sirs iri- 

vol\.t!\ re~iio\.;~l of nu[<r  t'rorii 2 

cont;:niin;tted sludye pond follo\\ed 
t?!. trc:arnient of tile \\ate: and s o l ~ d -  
ific;ition of the sludge. Elemeri~s of 
the cls:inup include stabilizinz 
approxirn~ltsl! 7.300 cubic !.nrds of 
hludge. con.;tructing a 6S3-foot-long 
Ie;~cli;~te collection trsricli. com- 
posir~: liner and grLls5). co\.er for rile 
landfill. and the installation of 
ground \\;1ter monitoring \\.ells and 
;i ?;is \,enring s).srem. 

A pump and treat system is used at Lakehurst Naval Air Engineering Center, New Jersey, for ground 
water remediation. 

15 
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I V 
I Air Force IRP Progress 

El n additional 16 Air Force installations were  added to the IRP last year, bringing the total 
to 33 1 .  However, the number of sites at Air Force installations decreased slizhtly in FY 
1991, to 4,354 sites, as a result of the review and consolidation of site counts. By the end 

of FY 1991, IRP activities were complete and no further remedial actions ivere planned at 534 
I' Air Force sites. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 

Air Force Civil Engineer 
(AFIC E) 

I 

I 

Key to IRP Responsibilities: n Policy prornvlgation 

Program management 
Program implementation 

.% 
Technical ..A--..- support _ _  _ C ~ I  .:- =. . - - : 

I 
Air Force IRP Organization 

The Air Force's major accom- 
plishments in FY 1991 included 
increasing the number of closed-out 
sites and registering significant 
progress in RI/FS and R D M  
work. In past years, limited funding 
has restricted the Air Force to ad- 
dressing only contamination at NPL 
installations and a few non-NPL 
installations. The additional funding 
received in FY 1991 allowed the 
Air Force to expand the assessment 

of potential contamination to all Air 
Force installations. 

The number of closed-out sites 
increased from 448 to 834 in FY 
1991. The number of sites at which 
RIPS is complete increased from 
557 to 1,053 in IT 1991. By the 
end of the year, RD work had been 
performed at 230 sites while 150 
RA activities had been completed at 
Air Force sites. 

During FY 1991. the Air Force 
completed and signed IAGs for 
eight NPL installations. This 
broupht the total number of Air 
Force KPL installations with signed 
Ir\G, to 27. Rl/FS activities are 
undenvay or complete at all of 
these facilities. Removal actions an, 
IRAs have occurred at 30 of the 3 
Air Force NPL facilities. 

The follo~ving are examples of 
significant Air Force IRP project 
activities conducted in FY 1991. 
(Appendix B provides additional 
details for insrallations on the 
NPL.) 

At Pease AFB, New Hampshire, 
an NPL-listed instaiIation included 
on the closure list, an accelerated 
program was undertaken to investi- 
gate the contamination around three 
existing buildings. Sources of con- 
tamination were removed, including 
a 15,000-gallon tank and two oil/ 
water separators. In addition, all 36- 
inch drains in one building were 
pressure-flushed and sealed wit 
sand and concrete. A total of 30 
soil samples were taken and 45 
ground water wells were drilled and 



s;unpled to further cliaracterize 
contamination at the site. A treut- 
ment system was installed with IOU 
well-points. This is a dual phase 
(vapor-liquid) system designed to 
treat TCE in both phases. All these 
actions, namely an RI  and a treat- 
ability study. were initiated in April 
199 1 and are scheduled for comple- 
tion in January 1993. 

The Air Force is undertakins 
sever;tl removal actions to control 
ground water and soil cont:~min;~- 
tion at blcClellan AFB. Three 
extraction ivellh are pumping 
ground water at a total rate of 270 
g;~llons per minute. The Lvater is 
filtered at an on-bast: treatment 
facility throu_ch activated carbon to 
rernoi e volatile org;l?ic cornpound.s. 
The filtered \\.ater is then dis- 
charged into tlie base's Industrial 
LVaste\vater Line for f~irther tre;lt- 

(r mmt  at the 1ndustri;tl LVastcivater 
Treatnient Plant. During F\r' 199 1. 
approximutely 1-75 million gallon> 
of ground \Yarer were tre;lted. In 
addition. ground \\.ater continues to 
be pumped from a Ivarer supply 
well that services the base at a rate 
of 700 gallons per minute. The 
water is treated ~vith activated car- 
bon before distribution. Further. a 
total of 45 underground storage 
tanks. some of which were leakins. 
and thc surrounding contaminated 
soils were removed and disposed of 
properly. 

"Despite steady ilrzproverne~zts i?r e?zviro~zmerttal protec- 
tion, the Air Force lnzrst do more, now. We must Ntove 

.'.past . the stzrdy . stage ,into _ t!le .action phases-training, . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . , ,  , 
. . . . 
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\vater separators. 

Several removal action activities 
\\,ere conducted in FY I99 I. Tlie 36 
tanks. three control pits and 
associ;~ted refueling li>.dr:~nts. and 
the vapor reco\.er! u ~ i i t  \\ere 
removed ancl dispohed of properly. 
The ;tssoci;tred fuel distribution 
lines \\.ere emptier1 ot' fuel. filled 
iiirh inert material aricl clohed i n  
place. Low temperature tliernial 
osidation lvas 115ed to tre;tt appro~i-  
rnately 3.000 cubic !.ard of con- 
taminated soil. This process is 
e\pected to treat tlie remaining 
1 1.600 cubic yardh. 

Ar Tinker AFB, the main engine 
repair facility (Building 3001) sits 
atop ..I 11i;tjor drinking-water aquifer 
for the :1rea. Past industrial p r x -  
tices have cont;uiiinated zones of 
the aquifer iv i t h  solvents and Iiea\.y 
metals. Tlie reniedial dehign of a 
grou~ici water cleanup h!.ste~ii to 
reriiol:e the contamin;ttiori plume 
and prevent further niigri~tion of' 
c o ~ i [ ; t ~ ~ i i ~ i : ~ ~ i t . ~  illto gro~111d \ \ ; w r  
aquiLsrs \\.as coriipleted in FY 199 1. 
Reriio\.al actions col~ducied in F)' 
I99 I included the reco\.er>.'of 300 
gallons of tloating product froni the 
perchrtd aquifer and the rerno\.al of 
74.592 gallons of residual hearing 
oil from a 135,000-gallon under- 
ground storage tank. 

The Panero aircraft fuel hydrant 
system was built in 1952 and had 
been the primary fueling system at 
March AFB. This extensive system 
consisted of thirty-four 50,000- 
gallon underground storage tanks, 
10 control pits which governed 20 



Defense Logistics Agency 

he Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) IRP continued to show steady progress in all 
areas in FY 1991. The number of installations and sites in DLA's program increased 
slightly in FY 1991, to 319 sites at 34 installations. IRP activities have been completed 

and no further remedial action is planned at I27 sites. 

Irork has been completed at all of 
DLX's  219 sires. R X  completions 
ar DL.-\ sit?.; incrra~ed from 3 to 16 
in  Fl .  1991. 

In F l '  1991 .: I.AGs \vere sic 
co\,ering DLA install 
Defense General Supply 
Richmond and the Tracy 
Deftnse Distribution Region West 
(DDRW). P.A/SI tvork has been 
complercd and RI/FS activities are 
undrrivay at all four of the DLA 
installations final-listed on the NPL. 
In addition. r e rn~ \~a l  actions and 
IRAs have occurred at all of DLA's 
NPL facilities. 

In July of FY 1990, the Sharpe 
Army Depot (AD) was transferred 
from the Army to DLA, makin2 
Sharpe Site the fourth DLA instal- 
lation listed on the NPL. The 
Sharpe Site (DDRW) is included in 
the DLA program counts presented 
in this report. 

Defense Logistics Agency IRP Organization 
The following are examples of 

The increased funding received from 147 to 210 last year. This significant DLA IRP project 
activities conducted in FY 1991. 

in FY 1991 by DLA was invested represents 98 percent of the total 
primarily in RI/FS and IRA work. number of sites targeted for an (Appendix B provides additional 

details for installations on the 
As a result, the number of sites at RIPS. All four DLA NPL sites had NPL.) 
which RI/FS work has been corn- an IRA complete or underway by 
pleted or is underway increased the end of FY 199 1. Further, PAIS1 

Office of Installation Services and 
Environmental Protection 



I Studies conducted at Defense 
Fuel Support Point (DFSP) Charles- 

1 ton. South Carolina during 1987-85 
discovered a plume of hydrocarbon 
contamination extending off of the 
site and under neighboring resi- 
dential property. A ground water 
cleanup system was installed in FY 
1991 that provides the best 
attainable cleanup levels, the least 
amount of  disturbance to private 
property o\vners. and operates con- 
tinuously ivith low maintenance. 
The system employs a combination 
of  ground Lvater withdrawal. treat- 
ment. biological remediation. and a 
monitoring program to determine 
cleanup effectiveness. 

The Shrlrpe Site. DDRW. was 
transferred from the Army to DLA 
durin:; 199 1 .  DLA continued to 
operate two ground water extraction 
and treatment plants at Sharpe in 
FY 199 1 .  Treated water is sold to a 
nearby poiver plant for steam gener- 
ation. The RI report for Sharpe was 
approved by all regulatory agencies 
in -FY 199 i. The FS and  R ~ D  for 
ground u a t r r  have been placed on 
an accelerated schedule. Sic  nature 
of  the ground water ROD is ex- 
pected in FY 1992. Treatability 
studies of in-situ volatilization 
(ISV) were conducted in FY 1991. 
ISV appears to be an economical 
way of removing large quantities of 
volatile contaminants from contarn- 
inated soils at Sharpe. 

" I  am committed to an aggressive environmerztal 
protection program tlzro~ighout t,he agency." 

- - ~ieutenarit General ~ h a r l e s  McCausland (USAF) - . , - 
-, Directdr, <Defense ~0~i;tiiil.s Agency 
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Remedial actions were conducted 
at the Tracy Site. DDRW, during 
the third quarter of FY 199 I. An air 
stripping and carbon adsorption 
system to remove contaminants 
from the ground water \vas installed 
and be2;ln operation on October 1. 
1991. The s!,stem is capable of 
treating 500 gallons per minute of 
narer with a maximum intluenr 
contaminant Ie\.el of 500 parts per 
billion (ppb)  of trichloroerhylene 
(TCE) and perchlororth!~lentte (PCE)  
to rtn effluent level of I ppb 
TCEIPCE. The s!.steni c:lptures all 
t,olatilized TCEPCE.  \\,ith a net 
result of zero contaminants re1e:lsed 
to the environment. The California 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board and the California Depart- 
ment of Toxic Substances Control 
have praised DDRW Tracy for 
voluntarily expediting cleanup 
efforts at the site. 

The Defense Fuel Support Point 
(DFSP) in Newington. New Hamp- 
shire completed installation of a 
remediation system for soil and 
ground \\.ater contamination during 
the Llll of 1991. Ground \vats: is 
r,\tracted and sent through an oil,! 
\ \a ter  se?3r;1tor \\ here free fusl is 
reco\,ered. Ground \\.ater is then 
t'urthfr trtated \ \ i t t i  liquid p h ~ e  
:1ctiv3ted carbon prior to discharge. 
Disch:lr;s water [nests EPA drink- 
ing \\.ate: standards. The soil vapors 
estral:ted through vacuum estrliction 
wells \ \ i l l  be discharged to the 
atnio,;phere. pro\,ided h!.drocarbon 
\.apor concentrations do not sxcsed 
7 - 130 ppm at an air tlo\\. rate of 250 
c fnl . 

The pump and treat water system at Tracy site, N X ' W  is used to remove contaminants fromfhe 
ground water. 



Other Hazardous Waste 
Program Progress 

u he Other Hazardous Waste (OHW) Program, the second element of DERP, examines 
oement activities current operations to find cost-effective approaches to DoD's waste mana, 

and to prevent pollution at the point of generation. Funds are invested to promote DoD's 
Total Quality Management of hazardous waste initiiltives. Such efforts include rese:ircIl. 
development, and demonstration of pollution prevention and hazardous waste management 
teclinology. This work involves studies of UXO detection and mnpe cle;lr:~nce metliods: 
investisation of alternate products (substitution), re~rised specifications. and improved acquisition 
and operatins pract ices ;  procurement of haza rdous  ixaste reduction equipment: information 
exchange: and other ~nvironrnontnl restoration and pollution pret~ention activities. 

In FY 1991. $56.4 million in 
DERP funds were invested for 
hazardous waste minimization proj- 
ects. This increased funding has 
enabled the Department to make 
more progress towards meeting its 
goal of reducing hazardous waste 
disposal by 50 percent between 
1987 and 1992. Between 1987 and 
1990, the Department achieved a 40 
percent reduction in hazardous 
waste disposal rates. This reduction 
resulted from a variety of projects 
conducted at almost every DoD 
installation. The Department is fully 
committed to reducing hazardous 
waste disposal and anticipates meet- 
ing the 50 percent reduction goal by 
the end of 1992. 

The Department's waste minimi- 
zation effort is expanding to meet 
the requirements of the Pollution 
Prevention Act of 1990. To make 
significant long-term changes in 
hazardous material usage, basic 
changes are being made at the 
beginning of our processes, the 
actual design of weapon systems. 

We are incorporating rnviron- 
mental considerations. including 
life-cycle hazardous material man- 
agement. into the iveapon systems 
acquisition process by revisin_c our 
acquisition policies. The use and 
management of hazardous materials 
now must be justified btfore a 
decision is made to proce:d with 
any major weapon system. 

Many military specifications and 
standards remain that unnecessarily 
require the use of hazardous maten- 
als. We have begun the process of 
reviewing these specifications and 
standards to eliminate or reduce the 
use of hazardous materials, thereby 
reducing the environmental require- 
ments at the installation level. In 
1992, more attention will be 
directed towards material substitu- 
tion. Notable examples of OHW 
Program accomplishments follow. 

The Army is eliminatins chlori- 
oreas- nated solvents from many de, 

ins operations. At Stratford Army 
Ensine Plant in Connecticut. vapor 
degreasers have been substituted 
with water jet spray booths. In 
this process, pans are cleaned 
with high-pressure washers and 
degreased with detergents. Water is 
recirculated in the washer system 
for further use and eventually 
treated at an industrial wastewater 
treatment plant. Further, under the 
Depot System Command's Centers 
for Technical Excellence (CTX) 
program, glove-box spray washers 
will replace solvent dip tanks used 
for various small parts. These 
techniques will provide significant 
benefits, including elimination pf 

hazardous waste &d reductio 
health and environmental risks 



Minimization (HAZMIN) Project is 
a joint DOD component initiative 
managed by the Navy. Under this 
project. efforts have been developed 
and implemented to reduce haz- 
ardous waste generation rates and 
off-island disposal needs for mili- 
tary operations in the State. 

The initial' phase of the project 
identified near-term recommenda- 
tions at 21 Army, Navy, Air Force. 
Marine Corps. DLA, and National 
Guard installations. These near-tern1 
measures. defined as activities that 
could reasonably be implemented 
within one year. are being pursued 
and are expected to achieve savings 

During 1991, the Naval Supply 
Systems Command implemented a 
comprehensive Hazardous Materials 
Control & Management (HlMC&M) 
Program. This program will ensure 

nement effective control and mana, 
of hazardous material on a life- 
cycle basis to minimize hazardous 
waste generation throughout the 
Navy. The ultimate goal is to use 
the least possible amount of haz- 
ardous material (HILI) to do the job 
and. for HMs that are still required. 
to control and man:l_re them on a 
life-cycle basis to ensure the lowest 
cost is incurred to protect human 
health and the environment. 

alternatives. 

During 1991, DLA conducted a 
study to identify alternatives for the 
Degreasing and Depreserving Sol- 
vent (MIL-C- I 1090E) used to 
remove corrosion resistant coatinss 
and oils from parts. The Defense 
General Supply Center success full\^ 

I 
. .  - 

of almost '$500.000 per year when In  addition. the Savy has estah- field-tested a less flammable and 
I fully implemented. The second 

lished a Navy HhIC&hl Commit- 
less tosic substitute. The revised 

phase of the project identified long- 
tee. 2nd respc.cti\.e \\.orking sroupi 

specification published in FY 199 1 .  

I 
tern1 recommendatiorls at 16 of the i h  e\pestt.d to save S700.000 to act as catalysts for HL,IC&.\I 

I 7 1 installations. These Ion, .-term information exchanse and plannins annuall! in  procurement and 
recommendations. defined as activi- disposal costs. 

among the Fleet and the r\c';~v!. ties that require more than one year I for implementation. are estimated to Sy"e" Comnlands. 
1 reduc; D0D.s waste generation 
I 
I rxes by up to 29 percent once 

/ implemented. Avoided future dis- 
posal costs of over $6 nlillion could 
result from implementation of these 
long-term recommendations. In hlarch 1991. The Oklahoma 

Iten metal coating is used at 
D-Hawaii installations in painting 

operations to reduce hazardous 
waste. 

The DLA has conducted a stud!, 
of specifications and standards that 
require cadmium for corrosion 
protection. The study was intended 
to evaluate alternative coatings and 
identify changes to the coatins 
process to eliminate or reduce haz- 
ardous waste. DLA has identified 
six specifications and standards 
where less toxic substances have 
been substituted for cadmium. Re- 
maining specifications and stan- 
dards are being reviewed for substi- 
tution applicability. During 199 1 ,  
specification QQ-P-4 16 Cadmium 
Plating (electrodeposited) was re- 
vised to include a list of suitable 
substitutes to cadmium plating. 
Revision of another five specifica- 
tions for cadmium elimination also 
were initiated. Further, DLA bezan 
an engineering study to identify the 

City Air Logistics Center installed 
a robotic. high pressure water jet 
cleaning system to remove old 
sealants and deposits from jet 
engines. The system removes 
sealants faster than alternative 
methods. uses less water than an 
ordinary garden hose, and produces 
no ha2:ardous waste by eliminatinp 
the use of hazardous solvents. 

The system blasts away sealant 
at 20,000 pounds per square inch. 
(psi) and uses only 20 gallons of 
water per minute. Washing water is 
filtered and reused. The water jet. 
which operates under a double- 
walled stainless steel cabinet, is fed 
by hosi!s with safety burst ratings of 
30,000 psi and fittings with ratings 
of 45,000 psi. 



Research, Development, 
and Demonstration 

u raditional approaches to hazardous waste site cleanup may not be permanent or 
cost-effective solutions. These approaches can require large capital outlays and 
operating costs merely to move the problem from one location to another. DoD is working 

to identify and develop permanent cleanup technologies and efficient and cost-effective waste site 
investigation techniques. In addition, sipnificant effort is being focused on the development and 
testing of methods to reduce the seneration of hazardous ivastes at DoD facilities. While these 
efforts require larse financial commitments upfronr. the potential future cost savings are 
enormous. 

In  FY 9 1 ,  DoD intrested approxi- 
mately $5 million of Environmental 
Restoration Account funds in 
Restarch. Development. and Dem- 
onstration (RD&D) of cleanup 
t~.chnologies and hazardous wriste 
minimization. 

An Installation Restoration 
Technology Coordinating Group 
(IRTCG) consisting of representa- 
ti1.e~ from each component coordin- 
ates RD&D efforts. The IRTCG 
encourages improved communica- 
tion among the components to 
ensure the most effective possible 
use of limited RD&D funds. In 
~~ddition, a DoD/EPA/DOE working 
group established in 1985 addresses 
the cost of hazardous waste clean- 
ups, evaluates innovative tech- 
nology needs, and develops a coor- 
dinated approach to these efforts. 

The following examples of re- 
cent RD&D projects demonstrate 
the progress made by DoD and 
illustrate the potential benefits of 
\veil-directed research. 

The Tsratros instrument \\.as 
developed for use in ill-sin{ moni- 
torins to detect contaminants 
present at hazardous tiasre sires. 
The instrument uses tluorescent 
light transmitted throush a fiber- 
optic cable. Sensors placed at the 
end of cable can detect metals and 
trichloroethylene (TCE). The 
system was tested at Phoenix hiili- 
tary Reservation, Maryland and. in 
conjunction with the Ion Trap Mass 
Spectrometer, at DOE'S Savannah 
River site. The Terratrog success- 
fully detected low parts per million 
levels of TCE, with instrument 
readout times of less than two 
minutes. 

A patent has been filed on behalf 
of the haval Civil Engineering 
Laborator). for a bioremediation 
process that uses I+ hite rot fungus 
to biologically desrade trinirro- 
toluene (TNT) in liquid or solid 
waste to carbon dioxide. Bioremedi- 
ation utilizing the fungus can result 
in 75-90% cost savings over incin- 
eration, the only other method of 
treatment now available. Studies 
have demonstrated that, over 90 
days, approximately 85 percent of 
TNT in water at 100 mgAiter and 
in soil at 10,000 mgKg were 
degraded. 

Ordnance waste disposal has 
been identified as a major waste 
category requirin? RD&D for effec- 
tive treatment and cleanup of r. 
taminated Navy sites. The Nav 
identified 26 ordnance waste 
posal sites requirins cleanup. 



The Naval Civil Engineering 
Laboratory ( S C E L )  has been work- 
ing with the California Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (Cal- 
EPA) Altsrnative Technology Divi- 
sion to dc'velop processes to use 
spent blasting sr i t  in the production 
of ahphalt p;tvement. This recycling 
recl inolo~y is currently being pilot- 
tested at i\;a\,aI Construction Bat- 
talion Center (NCBC). Port 
H ~ ~ e n c m c :  i\;avai Station Treasure 
Island. Hunters Point Annes: and 
blare Islalid Xa\'al Sliip\-ard. 

Tile spcrit blrisring zrit is mixed Creating asphalt from spent blasting grit is being pilot tested at several Navy facilities. 
with aggrcsare :lnd hot asphalt to - - 

form teht pe!l:ts. .Altliough the grits 
Significant benefits ;Ire associ~l- 

arc. i1ftc.11 ci~r?tariiinatc.d \\.it11 lead. 
copper 01. tribut! I tin up to 1i;lzarci- ted \\ir:i the use of SIVE. Sc71i 

conlari:inatiun can be treated i i ;  
1 ous Ievc l~ .  [hehe coritanlinants are 
I i n i ~ n o l ~ i l i ~ c ~ i  i c  the asphaltic ~f i i z -  pl~iec. \ \ ~ t h o u t  using tradirioi~all! 
1 .  e \ p ~ ? : l ~ i \  c e \ c ; ~ \ ~ : ~ t ~ ~ ) ~ i / i ~ ~ ~ i r ~ e r : ~ t i ~ ~ i :  
I ture. ant1 Ic.acliing does not occu~.. 

The producl must meet strict Cali- trealnient approaches. Soil tre:ltnlc'::i 
I 

forni:~ s t r c n ~ t h  requirements and \\ itl-I SIVE is e .~pected to co.: 
The Air Force is tehting tlie ~ l p p s , , i m a t e ~ y  s 125 cubic ! ar;. i(J e n \ ~ i r o ~ ~ ~ i i e ~ i t a l  criteri~i. Ste:im Injection and Vapor Extrr~c- cornoar:ci to ~ ~ 2 5  Der \L!r,j 

(Teneratss an  Currrntl!. the 5 a v y  
estiliiatc~l lO.r)00 tons of spent grit5 
ann~!all!. D!.posal costs for these 
frits range (:om S700iton to S500/ 
ton. Rcc!cii~g tile grits into aspllal- 
tic concrcts reduces disposal costs 
by 90 perccnt. 'Anticipated annual 
cost sa\,ir~gs are 51.8 million to 
Y1.5  nill lion. 

tiori (SIVEI process to remo\c: 
contaminants frorn .;oil and ?round 
\\atsr at >lcCIsllan .AFB. Tliih 
inno\.ati\.e tc.chnolog!, irivol\ eh 
injecting steam into tlie soil and 
?round wilter to \.aporizrs tlie \.ola- 
tile and semi-volatile orgarlic con- 
taminants, which are then estracted 
through vapor and condensste u ells. 
The removed liquids and vapors are 
[reared at the base's ?round \\,arer 
treatment plant. Tile applic:ltion of 
SIVE allows treatnient of the con- 
tamination at its source and pre- 
vents further leaching of soil con- 
taminants into the ground water. 

for ~;ri-.its incirieratk,n. L'nlihe-sol; 
i apor  :\traction. the SI1.E  pro^.;.\\ 
rc:ni>\e\ both \.olatile ;lnd 5c.n;i- 
\.olatilf conr:lrni~ianrs ;~nd  c:ln i.? 
a ~ p i i e d  belo\\ tlie nater  le\.el 
rern,,\ z :e>idusl soil contamination. 

The ,Army has conducted 3 

demonstration test at Corpus Chris:~ 
.Arm) Depot to evaluate the feasi- . . 
bility of using electrodialysis to 
extend the use of spent chromic 
acid solutions. Chromic acid soiu- 
tions art commonly used for chrc- 
miurn zlectroplating and for the 
application or removal of chromate 
conversion coatings. Electrodiai! sis 
can reduce waste generation b! 
allo\ving the reclamation and reus? 
of  tf:e chromic acid baths. 



Training of DoD Personnel 
in DERP Activities 

u he Defense Environmental Restoration Prosra~n requires a team effort to complete 
effectively its varied and complicated tasks. This is especially true in the IRP portion of 
the program. DoD has implemented trainins prosrams so that personnel can effectively . - 

manage various aspects of the cleanup process. During FY 1991. over 2.000 DoD 
received DERP-related traininz. The followin,o are examples of courses of instruction provided 
in FY 1991. 

The Air Force presented a course 
on EPA risk assessment method- DLX's Directorate of Installation 
ology. Asency for Toxic Substance Services and Ent.ironrnsnrn1 Protec- and Disease R e ~ i s t r /  (ATSDR) [ion sponsored a [hree-da) Ths Kavy has developed a henes 
health assessments methodology. in August 1991 in Richmond. Vir- of courses designed to meet the 
and risk communication for IRP ginia. The seminar includcbd several requirements of the Occupational 
personnel. The pilot course. held in sessions on the IRP. Designed for Safety and Health Act (OSHA) for 

19917 was by key envimnmental rebtor;lllon pro- hazardous ivaste site workers and 
60 command representatives. The gram managers at DLA primary supervisors. The courses are 
course provides the basic knowl- level field activities, these working tailored to the Navy's IRP. Reme- 
edge of risk and health assessments dial project managers, activity sessions focused on managins the 
required to manage and plan reme- Defense Environmental Restoration environmental coordinators, and 
dial responses and facilitate ATSDR Account, the Defense Priority others responsible for the progress 
health assessments conducted at Model for ranking sites entering the of actions at DERP sites are 
IRP sites. The first of I 2  course cleanup phase, and status reports on intended participants. The courses 
offerings throughout the country the progress at DLA installations include hands-on field experience 
was held in November, 1991. Over listed on the NPL. One particularly where students learn, among other 
400 bioenvironmen tal engineers, well-received session dealt with the things, toxicology, hazard recogni- 
occupational health physicians, progress and difficulties with tion and abatement, decontamina- 
military public health officials, DLA's Third-Party Site Program. tion procedures, and the selection 
lawyers, public affairs representa- and use of oersonal ~rotective 
lives and other specialists are 
expected to attend the courses dur- 
ing FY 1992. 

equipment. ~kirly 606 people 
attended the courses during FY 
1991. 



Dt~ring FY 199 1, over 300 senior 
Air Force staff participated in the 
Environmental Leadership Course. 
This course provides senior leaders 
with the knowledge and skills to 
communicate and instill an environ- 
mental ethic throughout their com- 
mands. Further, i t  spells out 
national programs and policies. 
outlines the IRP, and describes 
budgets and processes to clean up 
IRP sites. The goal is top-to-bottom 
knowled~e that ~ v i l l  spark a com- 
mitment to action. The course is 
designed for senior leaders ( e . ~ . .  
generill officers. installation com- 
manders). Senior otficials. such as 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
the Air h r c e  (En\.iron~nent. Safer\, 

restoration activities. 

, 
~ - 

and Occuparional Health) are the 
instructors. This course has been 
successt'ull!~ given to several coni- 
mand5 throusl~uut rhs Air Force. 

.Almost 100 Ann!. Savy. Air 

In July 1991, DLA sponsored a 
special 40-hour CERCLA site 
safety and health course for 30 
key environmental personnel. This 
course fulfills OSHA requirements 
and helps assure the safety and 
health of personnel at hazardous 
waste sites. The course specifically 
addressed CERCLA sites (NPL and 
non-NPL sites) and RCRA sites 
where investigations or cleanup 
operations arc underway. Similar 

Force and DLA staff learned to use 
DPhI during FY 199 1. This trainin2 
qualified staff to score sites 
according to the risk posed to 
hunian health and the environment. 
Additional training was also pro- 
vided in operating the automated 
version of the system for 7 1 person- 
nel. Using DPIM. the DoD com- 
ponents develop a risk-based rank 
ordering of all sites where RA work 
is scheduled. In the event of con- 
strained funding, the DPM scores 
will prove to be a valuable tool in 
assuring that our worst sites are 
cleaned up first. 

In 199 1. legal and en\.ironmental 
persorinel from the Air Force. 
Xrm~.  and the Xlarines participated 
in the DERP Xegotiation Training 
sponsored b! DoD. The trainins. 
offered in four sessions of approxi- 
mately 20 hours each. I\ as designed 
for CloD personnel i n ~ o l ~ e d  in 
negotiations between federal and 
state environmental officials for the 
cleanup of hazardous naste sites. 
Session activities included exercises 
and siinulations of negotiation dis- 
putes typically encountered by DoD 
personnel. A total of 96 individuals 
participated in the training. The 
evaluarions given by attendees 
regarding the sessions rated " v e ~  
good" to "excellent." 

health and safety training is pro- 
vided by all of the military services 
for their key personnel. 



The Center for Environmental 
Restoration Education (CERE) was 
officially opened at the Air Force 
Institute of Technology (AFIT) 
School of Engineering and Services 
on January 1 ,  1991. AFIT, through 
the CERE program, is ensuring all 
Air Force personnel involved in the 
Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) receive the vital technic:~l and 
rllanasement education required to 
pcrfonn their critical duties. Poten- 
tial students are not limited to civil 
engineers. Legal. public r~ffairs. 
bioent~ironrnental enzincers and 

contracting personnel are all eligibl6 
lo attend. Since its opening. 134 Air 
Force personnel have taken ndvan- 
tape of CERE. 

During 1991, the Navy devel- 
oped and sponsored the Installation 
Restoration Community and Media 

" was Relations trainins. The trainin, 
offered to restoration program man- 
agers, Public Affairs Officers, and 
individuals at installations who are 
involved with the community rela- 
tions/public participation activities 
that occur between the end of the 
RI/FS and the bepinnins of the 
actual cleanup. The training focused 
on providing individuals with the 
skills they need to comply with the 
requirements under CERCL.A Sec- 
tion 117 on public meetins and 
public comment. The course \\..:IS 

offered on eaclj coast and approsi- 
mr~tely 60 people \\,ere [rained 
during FL' 199 1 .  

The Directorate of Corps of 
Engineers Training Manazement 
located at the Huntsville Division of 
the USACE has provided DERP 
training to Army and Corps person- 
nel involved with the A m y  IRP 
and the FUDS prosram. In FY 
199 1, the Corps trained over 1.000 
individuals and held over 50 course 
sessions. The courses were desisned 
primarily to meet the unique 
hazardous/toxic waste (HTW) train- 
ing requirements encountered in 
DERP and to meet specific require- 
ments mandated by Congress in 
SARA. 

The courses \\,ere taught by 
esperts in the environmental field. 
They included CSr'CE Hazardous/ 
Tosic Waste Overvie\ \ . .  Safety and 
Health for Hazardous Waste Sires. 
and Implementation of HTW 
Ent.ironrncnral Laws and Regul- 
tions on USACE pr0ject.s. w I 

The IRP coune at AFIT has 
continued to provide valuable 
[raining in the IRP process. In FY 
199 1. this course provided an over- 
\.ie\s on Air Force policy and rnan- 
azement pidance.  hydrogeology, 
community and regulatory relation- 
ships. federal facility asreements 
and cleanup case histories to more 
than 200 Air Force personnel. This 
course is offered four times a year. 
Over 300 engineers, public affairs 
personnel, lawyers and bioenviron- 
rnental ensineers will be trained in 
FY 1992. 

Training our personnel in p,roper methods for responding lo chemical incidents helps to 
protect human health and the environment at and around Defense facilifies. I 



Program Funding 

I 

I 0 n FY 1984, Congress consolidated and expanded DoD programs to clean up hazardous 
waste in a separate appropriation entitled the Defense Environmental Restoration Account 

I (DERA), under the Defense Appropriations Act. This has allowed the Department to 
I accelerate its efforts and add research and other components to DERP. More than 87 percent of 
1 DERA funds have been allocated to the IRP since FY 1984. In FY 199 1, 93 percent was in\. ested 

I in the IRP portion of the program. This heavy emphasis is expected to continue in FY 1992 
I 

i because of the growth in these high-priority requirements. The FY 1992 DoD Authorization Act 
I provides $1.4 billion for environmental restoration activities. This includes $220 million 
I authorized under the Base Closure Account. 
I 

1 The Department has estimated 
1 the total cost of future DoD IRP 
I 
I activities at installations and for- 

merly used properties at $24.5 
billion bezinning in FY 1991. This 
represents the estimated funding 
requirements in FY 199 1 dollars 
needed to completely investigate 

! and remrdiate all IRP sites now 
i identified. 

Most funding is for the more 
costly RD/RA cleanup phase of the 
program. It also includes costs for 
completion of all program phases, 
from PA through RA, as well as 
operation and maintenance (O&M) 
of remedial systems through the 
next 20 years. This estimate also 
includes projected outlays for third- 
party sites, RDBID, program admin- 
istration and reimbursement to 
states under DSMOA. Our current 
total cost estimate does not include 
contingencies for such factors as 
changin: regulations. 

Estimated future IRP costs were 
developed from currently available 
information on site cleanup require- 
ments. They include projections for 
sites where extensive data collection 

DERP Funding 



Projected IRP Rate of Expenditure 

I I 
Total Project Cost = $24.5 Billion 

O i , , , .  

Fiscal Year 

, 
Note: These figures do not reflect budget estimates. 

is still underway. Once this work is 
complete, a better definition of the 
sites acrually requiring cleanup will 
be possible. Cleanup standards also 

oreements rernllin uncertain. Some a= 
for remedial action at NPL instal- 
lations hnve not been reached with 
EPA and state agencies. 

Of interest for long-tenn 
program planning is the rate of 
expenditures required to support the 
IRP. 'herefore, once the cost esti- 
mate was determined. IRP costs 
were plotted as a function of time. 
The graph shown above is a hypo- 
thetical plot of the cost of the IRP 
over the next 20 years. Tile figures 
provided do not reflect budget 
estimates. Rather, they are estimates 
of resource requirements based on 
the general assumptions used in 
determining our future costs. These 
numbers are not derived with the 
level of detail necessary to form the 
overall outyear budgets. 

The rate-of-espenditurc. curve 
was developed using the fc~lloii ing 
assumptions: 

Future inflation ~ 3 s  not 
considered: 

The duration of the remainder of 
the prosram is about 70 years 
(1991-201 1): 

In any one year, funds are avail- 
able to cover requirements; 

All PA/SIs are completsd by 
1992: 

All RI/FSs are undenvay by 
1993; 

All RI/FSs are completed by 
1996; 

All RDIRAs are underway by 
2000; 

The r.irc. &lr \\ h~ch rc.>ource> 
e\pended o\er the 2U \ e m  1s  not 
linear brcrlu.;e e:~cii site is alrerld!, 
in the rrtrnedirll piptlinrt and \ \ i l l  
continue to proceed to\vard c lo~ t~re .  
DUD'S negatiarion> \\ i t t i  regul:tror>. 
agencies and the complexit!. of the 
site all coritriburs to ths Icnsth of 
each cleanup phase. .As an average. 
however. thc P.4 and SI take one 
year each. the RI/FS takes four 
;ears. and the RD and RX take one 
year each. As a result. the cunne has 
a maximum annual expenditure rate 
of $2.7 billion in FY 199s and then 
decreases. 

DoD will review the total pro- 
gram cost estimate periodically as 
the program matures and more 
information becomes available. 

RDs and RAs each have a dura- 
tion of one year and costs are 
incurred the year of execution. 
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Appendix A 

I 

I Information Requested by the Superfund 
I Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

I This Appendix to the A M U ~  Report provides information requested in Section 120(e)(5) of the Superfimd 
I Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), which applies to all Federal Facilities, and Section 21 1 
I 
I 

of SARA (codified at 10 USC 2706), which pertains to the Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

! 

I Federal Facilities Reporting Requirements 
I 

I Section 120(e)(5) of the SARA legislation specifies that each Fedenl department or agency shall annually 

I report on the following items: 
I 

I A rcpon on the progress in reaching interagency agreements. 
! 

I The specific cost estimates and budgetary proposals involved in each interagency agreemenr. 

I -  * A brief summary of the public comments regarding each proposed interagency agreement. 

i A description of the instances in which no agreement was reached. 

A report on progress in conducting investigations and studies under Paragraph (1). [Pangraph (1) 
discusses the timing of RIFS work at NPL sites]. 

A report on progress in conducting remedial actions. 

I A report on progress in conducting remedial actions at facilities which are not listed on the National 
Priorities List. 

In addition, SARA specifies "With respect to instances in which no agreement was reached within the 
required time period, the department, agency, or instrumentality filing the report under this paragraph shall 
include in such report an explanation of the reasons why no agreement was reached. The annual report required 
by this paragraph shall also contain a detailed description on a State-by-State basis of the status of each facility 
subject to this section, including a description of the hazard presented by each facility, plans and schedules for 
initiating and completing response action, enforcement status (where appropriate), and an explanation of any 
postponements or failure to complete response action. Such reports shall also be submitted to the affected 
States." 

Appendix B contains a description of each installation final-listed or proposed for listing on the NPL. Each 
description summarizes the background of the installation, inclnding the types of environmental hazards present, 
the status of IAG negotiations, the status of IRP response actions, and schedules for initiating and completing 
those response actions. The information in Appendix B addresses the requirements of the preceding paragraph. 
Appendix E describes formerly used defense sites (FUDS) that are listed and proposed for listing on the NPL. 
Appendix B. Table B-I, catdogs DoD facilities that are final-listed and praposed for listing on the M'L and 





Appendix E, Table E-1, catalogs FUDS that are find-listed on the WL.  The following paragraphs provide 
detailed responses to the SARA information requirements. 

Progress in Reaching lnteragency Agreements 
During FY 1991, efforts to complete IAGs in compliance with SARA, Section 120 were accelerated through 

diligent work by the components. These IAGs continue to receive a high priority because they establish 
c~mprehensive installation-specific arrangements for proceeding with DoD's waste cleanup activities. DoD's 
goal is to have an agreement in place for all installations final-listed or proposed for listing on the NPL. 
Extensive field negotiations took place in FY 1991 with EPA ant1 state authorities. As a result, a firm 
foundation for the agreement process has been built allowing DoD components to enter into consistent, 
workable agreements nationwide. 

The signing of IAGs for 26 installations listed on the NPL in FY 1991 brought the total number of signed 
IAGs to 77. The installations with finalized agreements are shown in Table A-I. West Virginia Ordnance Works 
and Weldon Spring Former Ordnance Works dso are included on the table because they have been funded as 
active Army installations. The large increase in signed agreements c,m be attributed to the extensive model 
language agreement and guidance developed in FY 1988, coupled with an all-out effort by the components to 
negotiate agreements. In FY 1991, the DoD components continued to hold workshops for their field personnel 
on the IAG model language and other aspects of negotiating IAGs. 

lnteragency ~ g r e e h e n t  Cost Estimates and B~~dgetary Proposals 
DERP funding is discussed in the body of this report. The estimate for total program fundins is based on 

existins budget documentation, including program cost data from the individual DoD component IRPs, and 
consideration of existing Superfund cost data. Table A-1 lists the installations with signed IAGs along with the 
estimated expenditures to-date and the estimated additional cost to implement each IAG. Total IRP costs 
associated with signed IAGs is $7.94 billion. These costs include past IRP costs dong with furure budgetary 
estimates for continued investigation and cleanup of the sites at installrtions where an I.4G has been finalized. 

Additional details of past expenditures at all DoD NPL installations are shown in Appendix B, Table B-1. 
That table includes additional funding data for IRAs, RAs, and RIIFSs. 

Public Comments Regarding Proposed lnteragency Agreements 
As of September 30, 1991, public comments had been received on two of the 26 IAGs completed in FY 

1991. These comments are summarized below. 

Fort Devens, Massachusetts 

Comments were received from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection concerned the 
State's involvement in schedules, ROD selection, RCRNCERCLA integration, DPM and funding of work, and 
site definition. As a result of these comments, nine revisions were made to the IAG. 

A-2 



I 

I 

I 
1 Through Estimated Addilional 

FY 1991 c o s t  to Implement -,,,, IAG 

I ARMY 

I Aberdeen PG, MD (2). 
Alabama AAP, AL" 

Anniston AD, AL 

ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal), NJ 

Cornhusker AAP, NE 

Fort Devens, MA 

Fort Devens. Sudbury Annex, MA 

Fort Dix, NJ 

Fort Lewis, WA (2)' 

Fort Ord, CA 

, Fort Riley, KS 

'80th 
"The 

Iowa AAP, IA - ,  

Joliet AAP, IL (2)* 11,630 

Lake City AAP, MO 27,664 

Letterkenney AD, PA (2)' 16,932 

Lone Star AAP, TX 4,394 

Louisiana AAP, LA 38,190 

Milan AAP, TN 6,870 

Riverbank AAP, CA 10,766 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal, CO 41 4,685 

Sacramento AD, CA 25,494 

Savanna ADA, IL 13,513 

Schofield Barracks, HI 1,005 

* ~obyhann'a AD, PA 4,994 

Tooele A@ UT _ 
I _____--- 

24,260 

-~wjnCig$~$lP, M N . - . - 33,275 

Umatilla AD, OR 14,054 

~eldgn-spring Former Army Ordnance Works, MO" 26.192 

NPL lings lor this installation are covered under one IAG. 
donass listed include money spent at Weldon Spring QuarrylPlanVPits (DOE/Army), a third party site. 



Location 

ARMY (Continued) 
West Virginia Ordnance, WV"* 

Army Total 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 

Bangor NSB, WA (2)* 

Barstow MCLB, CA 

Bmnswick NAS, ME 

Camp Lejeune MCB, NC 

Camp Pendleton MCB, CA 

Cecil Field NAS, FL 

El Toro MCAS, CA 

Jacksonville NAS, FL 

MCLB Albany, GA 

Through Estimated Additional 
FY 1991 Cost to Implement IAG 
$(K) $(K) 

Moffett NAS, CA 33,210 54,900 

NADC Warminister, PA 940 4,400 

NAEC Lakehurst, NJ 1 0,400 13,000 

NAS Whidbey Island, WA (2) 

NlROP Fridley, MN 

NUWES Keyport, WA 8,830 20,000 

Naval Weapons  Station Earle, Site A, NJ 1,820 31,000 

Pensacola NAS, FL 10,150 63,900 

Treasure Island NS - Hunters Point, CA 31,800 84,300 

Department>! Nav); Total 175,530 1,319,500 

AIR FORCE 
- -- . - .  - -  - - - - -  

AFP @(~enerar.~y?amics), TX . . 14,700 - 32,370 - 

C ~ S ~ I ~ A F B ,  CA _ 29,594 86,464 

.- u@erH_~Bt DE-- -- - I_ - -  . - - 8,967 - 20,910 
. - - -  E*;az *FB;*c* ",5;':2' " . - ' . . , -- . - 
- - . - .- 1 - .  . - 41,000 - 49,500 ' 

- . - .  
Eielson AFB, AK .- - -- - -  ,I-6;500 . . - - - ~o,ooo., - - . .  - -  --.- - -  -- 

. -  - - - --- - -- - - - - -  
Fairchild-AFB 14- Wailekreas), WA . -. -- 19,976 59,100- - 

"'A former site, not listed as a federal facilly, but funded as a federal facility. 



Through Estimated Additional 
FY 1991 Cost to Implement IAG 

Location $(K) $(K) 
AIR FORCE (Continued) 

F.E. Warren AFB, WY 11,278 
55,000 

George AFB, CA 13,237 
60,000 

Griffiss AFB, NY 37,078 
37,600 

Hill AFB, UT 22,627 
400,000 

Homestead AFB, FL 4,650 16,000 

Loring AFB, ME 41,951 282,552 

Luke AFB, AZ 9,000 1,500 

March AFB, CA 26,158 
120,000 

Mather AFB, CA 33,860 
143,890 

McChord AFB, WA (2)' 15,417 
21 ,I 00 

McClellan AFB, CA 72,783 
1,580,000 

Norton AFB, CA 18,600 ' 
64,400 

Otis ANGB, MA 29,000 
96,000 

Pease AFB, NH 35,832 
90,800 

Plattsburgh AFB, NY 20,828 
66,000 

3 
Robins AFB (Landfill #4/Sludge Lagoon), GA 18,900 25,130 

Tinker AFB (Soldier CreeWBuilding 3001). OK 43,700 39,500 

Travis AFB, CA 10,190 38,000 

Twin Cities AFRB (Small Arms Range Landfill). MN 2.900 2,500 

Williains AFB, AZ 11,600 
35,834 

Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 68,896 395,982 

Air Force Total . -  679,222 - . 
1,452,285 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
. . .  ........ ... -. ," ;- ......... 8; w-.: . . - .  . 

6,426 -Def&iii ,...A .-.-.--,,---- Gerieral ~ r i ~ ~ l y ~ ~ ~ t e r ~ R i c h m o n d , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  - - -  -. . - . . .  ---- . . . . . . .  -. ... . . .  . . .  . . - - .  . . . .  -- . .  ....-.. . - . .. 

...og -de-n -Deulise -ogp-6-t; UT 
. 

. . . . .  . ....... . . .  
-, .. . ?#32'? - ..... - 2 V g  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .... , ___<.) ... _-.- ......- 4.-.- --- .... . . . .  . ". _ . .  81201-. - ........ 

..Sharp...Site-DDRW -CA.--:: : .;.-. 
.. .. . 

. 14,372 . -...-. -:-- ...... =.. - -. ...... - . 
. --. 

-.-.,, ,,.L --.. d..s '.,d",- ---:.-0---------- 
. _ _ _ , . _ _ . . _ i  - - - -  . . - -,- ... - . .  - - - .... ___.___---. -.. 

:-Tr .ic-y-sa g,-DDRW, CA- ;-- - 29,406-1; ;---; .--; . . . . . . . . . .  . . 
. - -  :9,510.. , L.. -. - .. . . . . .  _ -_&_ ._  .....-...-.... . . 

~ - <  _ _ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . _ . .. DL* Tot.l - ;. -- . . . . ............. . .  . .. ..... 
, . . 37,630 - -  . ::-. '-1. ..:. ._ _-... 72,319 .... .-.:.. .- . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

._,.. _..__.___ - . . . . . .  ........... ....... - . . .  .... . - 
-- 

. . - - . . . - . . . - .  . . - .  . ..! _..-- l..2-..-s I.-.. ."..., - - ..-. - ... 
..? D6D-ToTAL,; . *: 

. 
:; ,..,;..;.: .. , - .: - , . . . ,  6,200 315 ..-..;:I . . . . .  - .  ,. .. , 1,742,135 :".;-. ..:L:---: 1:: .-.-- 9 ;-...--- 

,,_ ..'_ "_.,__4̂ .\:. - . . . . . . .~ . . .~  . . . .  
. - .. .-.. 



El Toro Marine Corps Air Station, Santa Ana, California 
Comments were received from the City of Irvine concerning the pre-ROD IAG bctwcen the Department of 

Navy, EPA, and the State of California. The City expressed conce i tha t  mitigative action be taken as soon as 
possible to protect ground water resources and the drinking water supply of Santa Ana and prevent further 
migration of  the TCE contamination. The City also requested reimbursement for project construction and 
operations costs incurred by the City and the Orange County Water District. In addition, since the Ciry of Irvine 
and the Orange County Water District were not parties to the pre-ROD IAG, a request for a separate agreement 
between the responsible party, the District, and the City was made. 

Instances Where No Agreement Was Reached 
There are no instances where DoD has failed to reach an agreement within the required time period. 

I I' 
.C 

Remedial lnvestigationlFeasibility Study (RIIFS) Progress 
Section 120(e)(l) of SARA specifies that RIFS work must be initiakd at sites within six months of listing 

on the 'WL. RIfFS work has been started at all 90 DoD instalistions final-listed or proposed for listing on the 
NPL. RI/FS start dates are shown in the InstaIIation Narratives in Appendix B. 

~emedia l  Action Progress 
Section 120(e)(2) of SARA requires that on-site remedial action must be initiated within 15 months of 

.I completion of an RI/FS and the issuance of a ROD at an NPL facility. At thc end of FY 1991. RDmA efforts 
were underway at all four DoD NPL installations for which RODs hati been completed 15 months earlier or 
more. These were: West Virginia Ordnance Works, Tinker AFB, Ogdcn Defense Depot, and Fon Lewis. In N 
1991, final RODs were signed at eight installations includins two l i m y ,  two Navy, and four Air Force 
installations. DoD anticipates beginning final RA activities at a11 eight of these installations within the required 
time period. 

During FY 1991, response actions have been undertaken at 86 DoD installations with sites on the NPL. This 
work involves several types of Removal Actions and/or IRAs. These actions are summarized in Table A-2. 
Additional information on RD/RA initiatives at DoD NPL installations is provided in the narratives in 
Appendix B. 

Remedial Actions at Non-NPL Facilities 
Remedial actions have been initiated at 1,070 DoD sites (including sites at NPL installations). These include 

Removal Actions, IRAs and long-term monitoring. Of these, 372 had been completed by the end of FY 1991. 



Alternate Water Supplyfrreatment 

Incineration 

Site TreatmentIRemediation 

Decontamination 23 I 
Waste Removal 

Ground Water Treatment 

Long-term Monitoring 

TOTAL 

Note: Some installations have more than one type of action underway. 

Defense Environmental Restoration Program Reporting Requirements 
Section 21 1 of SARA (10 USC 2706) specifics that the Annual Report to Congress shall include: 

( 1  A statement for each installation under the jurisdiction of ~he'~ecretnry of the number of individual 
facilities at which a hazardous substance has been identified." 

"(2) The status of response actions contemplated or undertaken at each such facility." 

"(3) The specific cost estimates and budgetary proposals involving response actions contemplated or 
undertaken at each such facility." 

' ( 4  A report on progress on conducting response actions at facilities other than facilities on the Nationd 
Priorities List." 

Appendix C summarizes the information requested in items 1,2, and 4 above. It denotes the number of sires 
undergoing each step of the IRP at any one installation. The response to item 3 above is found in the P r o g m  
Funding section of this report. 

Appendix C, Table C-1 provides a detailed listing of IRP srarus for each installation in the program. For 
each IRP phase listed in Table C-2, four status categories exist: "C," "U." "F," or "CO." Category "C" 
represents the total number of sites for which that particular study or action has been completed. The "U" 
category denotes the number of sites having that pamcular study or action underway. The "F" category shows 
the number of sites scheduled to have that study/action performed in the future. "COW indicates that the site 
is closed-out because no further action was recommended for the sire at the completion of the particular IRP 
phase. 



Facilities Having Identified Hazardous Substances 
The universe of sites at DoD installations in the IRP is summarized on page 7 of this report and explained 

further in Appendix C. Refening to these tables, a PA is a Preliminary Assessment of an installation to 
determine if a site may pose hazards to public health or the environrnerrt, and may require further study. An 
SI is a Site Inspection of an installation, which follows a PA and consisls of limited sampling and analysis to 
determine the existence of actual site contamination. The information collected in the SI is used to score the 
site with the HRS to determine whether a site should be placed on the MPL. The RI/FS involves quantitative 
sampling and analysis to identify those sites that are contaminated, the types of contaminants present and their 
levels, and whether the contamination is causing or contributing to any ground or surface water pollution. RD 
is an engineering phase following the ROD in which technical drawings and specifications are developed for 
the subsequent remedial action at a site. RA is the actual construction or implementation phase that follows the 
design of the selected cleanup alternative for a site. 

Confirmation about which of the 17,665 potential sites are actually contaminated and are presenting a health 
or environmental risk requires completion of an RI. Because RIs are still underway at many sites, the absolute 
number of sites with hazardous substances cannot be determined. A minimum can be calculated by assuming 
that all sites with RD/RA scheduled, undeway at this time or completed have been confirmed as having 
identified hazardous waste that may present a risk. The present estimate of confirmed hazardous waste sites in 
DoD is 4,012, the sum of RA work completed, underway, or planned for the future as provided on pase 7. 

Status of Current or ConternplatedlUndertaken Response Actions , 
, 

The number of response actions undertaken at any one installation is indicated by the sum of the numbers 
in the "C" and "U" categories of each response action type listed in th: table in Appendix C. Similarly, the w 'IF" category under each type of response action indicates the number of contemplated (future) response actions 
for each installation. 

Table C-2 shows that 372 cleanups (i.e., removals, interim responses, and remedial actions) have been 
completed. This includes 146 Army, 60 Navy, 150 Air Force, and 16 DLA actions at IRP sites. In addition, 
there are 698 site actions underway with 2,932 scheduled for the future. 

Response Action Cost Estimates and Budgetary Proposals 

In FY 1991, the Congress appropriated $1.165 million for the DEW, of which $1.004 million was spent 
on the IRP. These funds were used primarily to expand and accelerate studies and remedial actions at more than 
17,600 individual sites. The Prognm Funding section of this report provides additional funding information. 

Response Action Progress at Non-NPL Facilities 

DoD has continued to make progress during FY 1991 in investigting all sites or facilities on DoD 
installations potentially contaminated with hazardous substances and cleaning up those sites that pose a threat 
to human health and the environment, regardIess of whether they are on the NPL. A total of 17,660 sites on 
1,877 military installations are currently included in the IRP. Of the total number of sites, 3,738 are sites 
associated with facilities listed on the NPL. Facilities not listed on the i P L  have a total of 13,922 sites in 
various stages of the IRP. RAs are ongoing at 240 sites on non-NPL facilities. 

Appendix B provides data regarding IRP response actions at DoD facilities on the NPL. The listing in 
Appendix C, in addition to providing additional information on NPL sires, provides the status of work at non- 
NPL facilities. 
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DoD NPL Installations 

This Appendix to the Annual Report summvizes information for each DoD installation 
listed and proposed for listing on the NPL as of the end of FY 1991. Table B-1 provides key 
data for the facilities listed on the NPL. Narrative summaries for each DoD installation listed 
on the NPL begins on page B-8. 

As of September 30, 1991, 89 DoD installations were listed and one (Pearl Harbor Naval 
Complex) for listing on the NPL. Two separate areas of seven of these 89 

insrallations are listed twice on the NPL, bringing the total number of DoD NPL listings to 96. 
In addition, West Virginia Ordnance Works, a former DoD-owned facility, has been included 
in this Appendix because the Army is remediating the facility as if i t  were an active A m y  site. 

Location of DoD Installations on the NPL 
(Narratives beginning on page B-8 are keyed to map numbers) 



Removal ActiorVlnterirn 
- 

Installation 

ARMY 

Aberdeen PG 
(Edgewood Area) 

RllFS Remedial Action IAG 
Year fi(K) Thru $(K) Thm Siuninq 

State HRS Score (Latest) FY 91 FY 91 Status year ' 

MD 53.57 91 15,662 18,015 FIN 90 
- 

Aberdeen PG 
(Michaelsville Landfill) MD 31.09 0 893 FIN 90 

Alabama AAP AL 36.83 9 1 8,443 10,944 FIN 90 

Anniston AD 
(Southeast Industrial Area) AL 51.91 9 1 1,201 8,671 FIN 90 

ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal) NJ 42.92 91 6,385 7,551 FIN 91 

Cornhusker AAP NE 51.13 88 10,865 5,565 FIN 90 

Fort Devens MA 42.24 0 5,283 FIN 91 - 

Fort Devens 
Sudbury Training Annex MA 35.57 

Fort Dix 
(Landfill Site) 

Fort Lewis 
(Landfill No. 5) 

Fort Lewis 
Logistics Center 

Fort Ord 

0 3,759 . FIN 91 

91 1,497 2,277 FIN 91 

0 4,024 FIN 90 

WA 35.48 91 2,188 1,190 FIN 90 
.- - - .-. - -.. --  . 

CA 42.24 90 1,223 8,924 FIN 90 
. . .  . . . - .. . - . - .  

. . .  ..... . . . . . .  . . . . .  

Fort Riley, . .- . : .. , . . .! KS .33.79. . 
. . .  .. . ' .. . .  . - 90 . . 3,327 FIN 90 

. . . . .  
775 

...-..,, . . .  ... . . _- _-._ ._-_._- ..--%..I 'A--. -.... 2-il. .,--.. 2 --.... . . . .  \ 

. . ... . .  - -*- - l -a  i UAI_-L. -..- . -  

-- 

FIN = Finalized (signed) IN = Initiated NYI = Not yet initiated (e) = Expected (Continued) 
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I Installation 

Removal Actionllnterim 
Remedial Action RllFS IAG 'Ilyr 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thw Signing 
State HRS Score (Latest) FY 91 FY 91 Status Year 

ARMY (Continued) 1 
Letterkenny AD 
(Southeast Area) 

9 1 1,953 10,497 FIN 89 

Lone Star AAP TX 31.85 9 1 440 3,954 FIN 90 

Longhorn AAP TX 39.83 0 1,578 - IN 92 (e) 

Louisiana AAP LA 30.26 90 33,924 4,266 FIN 89 

. Milan AAP TN 58.15 84 966 5,904 FIN 89 

Riverbank AAP CA 63.94 91 4,702 6,063 FIN 90 

Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal 

91 273,111 92,832 FIN 89 

Sacramento AAP CA 44.46 91 17,358 8,136 FIN 88 I 
Savanna ADA 

Schofield 
Barracks 

91 8,609 4,867 FIN 89 vIiV 
0 1,005 FIN 91 

Seneca AD NY 35.52 89 957 2,585 IN 92(e) 

Tobyhanna AD PA 37.93 91 1,625 3,293 FIN 90 

Tooele AD 
(North Area) 

9 1 8,431 15,829 FIN 91 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ _  . _ . . . . .  _ .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

. .,. : I~.T&" 'c i* i~~'~P:~>~~fI$~~~; j~i . i i~~ .- 5:i;L::.-;i:.59.1,6 :$,: :., :- > 91 ,.-' 1 1,312 . 21,963 , . FIN - : 87 . 
;,.. :. .:.. ,, ...... ,-; .-...-;.<.3+> ;;.>..: - ..;. .:. :? . . . . . . .  . .......... . .  . . . .  . . , .  . . .  :,. .._ Lz-.l,CL; .---. G - & - . L  -d-,...-. -i--.-....; .. -...- ... .---. ..-. - - - -  . . . .  - - -- ...... 
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. .  

... . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . -  ., . - . . . . . . . . .  
. .i-(,agob,ns) ,.- ::r Urnatilia .DA ::.-- 3:: :/--.2;i+.%;& x;3iy 3 :.?::. r,.<...,. ,.;.OR.t:i;-:~.3Iy31 .i-:51. - .;:: 90 .-:'; : . 0 .. :<=-13,036 ,.- . - .  .. . : FIN . .  , . 89 . .  

, . ., %.;- -=:. -..... - .  . . . . . . .  ..... .-.. A -,,-.- xs,22...;<i-. .L ,-,,,:,- % 
..-. :-@-._,-- .-,.. ,;'.;-.;.>-:':lL:;L:'. .: ;: :--;.< :-:-.-:.; A - ~ L z - L 1 i i  - -.-= -.- 
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--E?s 
...,.> \ . : A , .  
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'Listed as New BrightonlArden Hills, not as a federal faciliy. (Continued) 

"Amy funding of the chemical plant and active portion of the Ordnance Works. 
"*A former site, not listed as a federal facility, but funded by the Army. 



Installation 

Removal Actiodlnterim 
Remedial Action RI/FS IAG 

Year $(K) T ~ N  $(K) Thru Signing 
State HRS Score (Latest) FY 91 FY 91 Status Year 

DEPARTMENTOFNAVY 

Bangor NSB WA 55.91 9 1 240 14,420 FIN 90 

Bangor 
Ordnance Disposal WA 30.42 91 included above FIN 90 

Barstow MCLB CA 37.93 91 1,400 10,680 FIN 91 

Brunswick NAS ME 43.38 - 0 3,520 FIN 89 

Camp Lejeune 
MCB NC 33.13 90 1,390 2,590 FIN 91. 

Camp 
Pendleton MCB C A 33.79 86 7 740 FIN 91 

Cecil Field NAS FL . 31.99 - - 1,660 FIN 91 

Davisville Naval 
CB Center RI 34.52 91 340 1,310 . IN 92(e) 

El Toro MCAS CA 40.83 - - 1,510 FIN 91 

Jacksonville NAS FL 32.08 85 1,890 1,010 FIN 91 

MCLB Albany G A 44.65 9 1 1,290 320 FIN 91 

Moffett NAS CA 24.49 9 0 2,730 30,070 FIN 89 

NADC Warminster PA 57.93 90 70 800 FIN 90 
(8 Was!e.Areas) _ - . --- - - -  - .-. - -  --- - - . - - 

. . . . . .  . - .  . . __  _ . . .  _ _ ._ . . .  _. ....... < --. . . . . . . . . . . .  -- -. --7. - < 
. - . -. . . ....... - .  . . . .  ;...; . .  ,- --^.. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . - -  . , .- . . ~  . . 

. ... NAS Whidbey Island 1: . i ~ A -  ;.- ::. 39 64 ..< ..:. :--- 91 ->.<-;, :.:,included above .;s :$I.::.- FIN 90 j 

. . -  .... ($?fi@~i- Base) :'fj7::<,l:.. . .:>! .:, ,.:::.:*; .?:, .:.. -:: :;: - :: , $ - ~ $ ~ ~ - ~ ~  ,-.-.: .*.::::::::,', .::*:- :,.. . ..; .: :., . , . . ~ y - : : ~ : - ~ ~ . , ~ - , . - .  .:>?:>:; ? 
. - - . -  . - . . - - &.  . . , " . - A - - - '  

(Continued) 



Remedial Action - 
Year $(K) Thm $(K) Thm 

(Latest) FY 91 ~y 91 Status Year 
Installation State HRS Score 

DEPARTMENT OF NAVY (Continued) 

NSG Sabana Seca PR 34.28 

NUWES (4 Waste Areas) WA 32-61 - 8,240 FIN 90 

Keyport 

Naval Weapons Station NJ 37.21 - 50 1,180 FIN 91 
Earle (Site A) 

New London CT 36.53 530 2,000 IN 92 (e) 9 1 
SB 

Newport NETC R I 32.25 20 2,100 IN 92 (e) 9 1 

Pearl Harbor 
Naval Complex 

Pensacola NAS 

HI 70.82 5,600 1,740 NYI - 91 

FL ' 42.40 3,540 4,340 FIN 91 91 , 

Treasure Island CA 48.77 90 3,140 27,720 FIN 90 
NS - Hunters Point Annex 

Yuma MCAS AZ 32.24 
- 340 IN 92 (e) 

NnIV 

AIR FORCE 

AFP #4 TX 39.92 
(General Dynamics) 

AFP PJKS CO 42.93 

8 6 4,630 7,315 FIN 90 



Installation State HRS Score 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 
- - 

Fairchild AFB 
(4 Waste Areas) WA 31.98 

F.E. Warren AFB WY 39.23 

George AFB CA 33.62 

Removal Action/lnterirn 
RllFS Remedial Action I AG 

Year $(K) Thru $(K) Thru Sianina 
(Latest) FY 91 FY 91 Status year - 

. . .  

7,439 11,777 FIN 90 

7,180 3,483 FIN 91 

8,203 4,167 FIN 90 

Griffiss AFB NY 34.20 91 10,478 26,097 FIN 90 

Hill AFB UT 49.94 91 4,404 16,480 FIN 91 

Homestead AFB FL 42.40 90 1,003 3,456 FIN 91 

Loring AFB ME 34.49 91 25,032 16,491 FIN 91 , 

Luke AFB AZ 37.93 9 0 '1,617 5,716 . FIN 90 

March AFB CA 31.94 91 16,687 8,826 FIN 

Mather AFB CA 28.90 91 4,980 28,416 FIN 89 

McChord AFB (Wash Rack1 WA 
Treatment Area) 

42.24 
-. - - ---- 

88 2,789 11,524 FIN 89 

included above FIN 90 

, - . -  
McClellan. - - ... AFB 57.93 91 30,328 41,018 FIN 90 . . .  r- 

CA 
- - 

- - . - - .  .-)I---_~Y-- -I-I_-i._.~-.__.-I-_ *_--.--. . - - - - -  

(Continued) 



Installation 

Removal Actiodlntenm 
Remedial Action RllFS I AG 

Year $(K) Thw $(K) Thru Signing 
State HRS Score (Latest) FY 91 FY 91 Status Year 

AIR FORCE (Continued) 1 
~ o b i n s - ~ ~ ~   andfi fill 
#4/Sludge Lagoon) GA 

.> - 
Tinker AFB (Soldier 
CreeklBuilding 3001) OK 

Travis AFB CA 

Twin Cities AFRB 
(Small Arms Range Landfill) MN 

Williams AFB AZ 

9 1 4,436 10,918 FIN 89 
- .  - - - -  

. - 

91 23,894 16,654 FIN 88 
- \ 

91 1,860 7,270 FIN 90 

* - 

91 437 1,531 FIN 89 

9 1 6,132 4,078 FIN 90 

Wright-Patterson OH 57.85 9 1 8,543 56,110 FIN 91 
AFB 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Defense General Supply 33.85 85 150 5,524 FIN 90 
Center Richmond 

Ogden Defense UT 45.10 88 64 6 4,028 FIN 89 
Depot 

Sha e Site, 
DDR% CA 42.24 9 1 4,074 10,298 FIN 89 

Tracy Site, CA 37.1 6 9 1 2,708 6,808 FIN 91 
DDRW 



Aberdeen Proving Ground (1) 

(Edgewood Area and Michaelsville Landfill) 
Edgewood and Aberdeen, Maryland 

Service: Army 

Size: 72,518 Acres 

HRS Score: 53.57 (Edgewood Area) 
31.09 (Aberdeen Area) 

Base Mission: Develop and test equipment; Provide training 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed March 1990 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1976; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, arsenic, phosphates, napalm, UXO, nitrates, 
chemical agents 

Funding to Date: $42.56 million , 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 survey findings. ne I*G requires 

Site Inspection (PAISI) that initial studies be revised into 
(R'lFS) efforts under CERCLA,/ 

The PNSI identified eight areas 
of contamination and recommended 
three areas for preliminary survey 
and two for further monitoring. 
Large areas contaminated or poten- 
tially contaminated with UXO, 
chemical munitions, and manufac- 
turing wastes were identified. 
RCRA Facility Assessments (RFAs) 
completed under the RCRA Correc- 
tive Actions Permits in 1990 refined 
PA/SI work and identified 319 
Solid Waste Management Units 
(SWMUs). These SWMUs were 
combined into 13 study areas under 
an IAG that was signed by EPA on 
March 10, 1990. Substantial VOC 
contamination of surface and 
ground water was detected. As a 
result, four drinking water wells 
were removed from service. Con- 
taminant migration through surface 
waters may occur at five sites. 

Recent environmental inves~i- 
gations initially pursued under 
RCRA Corrective Actions Permits 
have been submitted to EPA as 
initial documents under the IAG. 
The investigations showed that high 
levels of hydrocarbons have been 
found in the ground water in ~ O G I  

study areas. White phosphorous has 
been detected in the sediment and 
surface waters in one study area. 0 
Field, contaminated with large 
quantities of chemical and explosiv~, 
materials, is a source of contami,. 
nant migration. Arsenic and tri- 
chloroaniline have been detected in 
surface waters. Ground water has 
been contaminated by VOCs. While 
no significant off-base migration 
has been reported from any study 
area, small amounts of surface 
water contamination (VOCs) has 
been identified in on-post portions 
of the Chesapeake Bay and on-post 
tributaries to the Chesapeake Bay. 
Resampling has confirmed original 

SARA. R E S  workplans have been 
drafted and submitted for 10 study 
areas. Presence of explosives and 
chemical agents severely restricts 
RIFS actions prolonging study time 
requirements. 

Remedial Design/ 
Remedial Action (RDlRA) 

Removal actions have k e n  
completed at 12 SWhfUs (including 
eight underground storage tanks). A 
total of 1,200 tons of PCB and 
DDT contaminated soil and con- 
crete was removed and incinerated 
during 199 1. Twelve additional 
removal actions are scheduled for 
completion in 1992. RODS for 0 
Field and the White Phosphorous 
Study Area were published in 1991. 



Air Force Plant #4 (General Dynamics) 
Fort Worth, 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Texas 

Air Force 

602 Acres 

Manufacture aircraft and associated equipmer 

PNSl completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1990; 
scheduled for completion 1992 

Contaminants: Solvents, paint residues, spent process chemicals, PCBs, waste oils and 
fuels, heavy metals, VOCs, cyanide 

Funding to Date: $14.7 million 

Preliminary dssessrnenv Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Air Force Plant +I, owned by 
the government, is operated by 
General Dynamics. Approximately 
13,000 people in the city of White 
Settlement rely on the aquifer 
underlying the base for drinking 
water. Thirty sites were studied and 
identified as potentially con- 
taminated. Ground and surface 
water contaminants include di-, m-, 
and tetrachloroethylene, ethylben- 
zene, toluene, methylene chloride, 
heavy metals, cyanide, and peuo- 
leum products. 

An R I F S  began in August 1986. 
Confmation/quantification studies 
examined 30 sites and confirmed 
contamination of soil, surface, and 
ground water. Twenty-three sites 
were recommended for additional 
R I F S  study, and one site will unde- 
rgo additional sampling. No further 
action was recommended for seven 
sites. The RIES will be completed 
in 1992. 

Contaminated soil w& excavated 
at four sites in 1956. Wells for the 
city of White Settlement are urn- 
pled quarterly by the Air Force. An 
interim ground water ueaunent 
system will be installed in 1992 to 
address contamination that origi- 
nated from two spill sites. Quarterly 
monitoring is ongoing. Long-term 
monitoring will begin in 1991. 



Air Force Plant PJKS 
Waterton, Colorado 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 464 Acres 

HRS Score: - 42.93 

Base Mission: Research and development; Missile 
assembly; Engine testing 

JAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed 1992 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1986; Draft Final RI/FS 1988; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Chlorinated organic solvents, fuel, hydrazine 

Funding to Date: $9.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ hybazine~onwminated wakr and Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PA/SI) TCE spill. Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The site is surrounded by ap- 
proximately 5,200 acres of land 
owned by Martin Marietta (Denver 
Aerospace). Since 1956, Martin 
Marietta has developed missiles and 
missile components for the Air 
Force at this location. The produc- 
tion, testing, and storage facilities 
are located southeast of, and at a 
lower elevation than, the Air Force 
property. Chlorinated organic sol- 
vents frequently were used to clean 
equipment and piping. Fuels con- 
taining hydrazine were developed, 
purified, and tested in support of 
the Titan I11 missile program. 

The Air Force PA/SI investi- 
gated potentially contaminated areas 
on the plant, including the Deluge 
Containment Pond, a two-million 
gallon, concrete-lined surface im- 
poundment that receives water 
potentially contaminated with 
hydrazine from rocket engine 
testing; the D-I landfill, which 
accepted construction debris, house- 
hold wastes, and unspecified chem- 
ical wastes before its closure and 
cover in 1974; and three areas of a 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS began in March 1956. 
Samples taken in 1985 from moni- 
toring wells near the contaminated 
areas detected TCE, l,l,l-hichloro- 
ethane, and Freon 113. Tests con- 
ducted in 1986 identified TCE and 
cis-13-dichloroethylene in Brush 
Creek, which flows from the plant 
1.8 stream miles to the South Platte 
River. Hydrazine was also dis- 
covered in soils primarily around 
the systems and components areas. 
The Air Force published a draft 
RIFS in December 1988. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Colorado Depart- 
ment of Health (CDH) have con- 
tested the findings in the RI/FS. 
Negotiations to resolve the issue:; 
are presently in progress and near- 
ing final resolution. 

Seventeen draft .final KO Further 
Action Decision ~ocuments have 
been published and fonvardsd for 
EPA's and CDH's review and 
concurrence. These documents 
cover the removal and remediation 
of eleven USTs. A facility-wide 
ground water monitoring program 
began in May 199 1. The program 
sampled 96 monitoring wells and 
eight surface water srauons. A 
study has been initiated on back- 
ground soil quality. A _mund water 
extraction system is currently 
located on Martin Marietta property 
on the West Fork Brush Creek, near 
its confluence with the East Fork. 
This system intercepts contaminants 
migrating in the alluvial ground 
water system of the West Fork of 
Brush Creek. In addition, the Air 
Force has prepared an Interim Mea- 
sures Investigation/FS draft work 
plan to provide a detailed opera- 
tions and sampling plan for field 
data collection and management 
activities at four RCRA sites and 
one CERCLA site during 1992. 



Alabama Army Ammunition Plant 
Childersburg, Alabama 

HRS Score: 36.83 

6ase Misslon: Inactive; Former explosives manufacturing planf 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed December 1989; Became 
March 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RI/FS initiated 1985; 
Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Munition-related wastes, heavy metals, nitroaromatic compounds 

Funding to Date: $19.39 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

A PA/SI identified 21 sites as 
potential contaminant migration 
sources, with seven targeted for an 
RI/FS. The studies identified poten- 
tial vertical contaminant migation 
within the aquifers and surface 
water contamination. A confima- 
tion study delineated parameters 
and migration patterns for one 
aquifer and identified nitroaromatic 
compounds in onsite soils and in an 
aquifer beneath and downgradient 
from the manufacturing areas. 

Additional sites were identified 
in subsequent studies; however, 
several of these sites have been 
determined to require no follow-on 
study. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RIPS, begun in September 
1985, is currently ongoing under the 
Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA). 
Investigations to date have deter- 
mined that the ground water is 
contaminated with niuoarornatic 
compounds in concentrations above 
Federal Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria (AWQC). Onsite surface 
water is contaminated with nitro- 
aromatic compounds and l ad .  
Migration of contaminants at levels 
exceeding criteria is not expected. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Clanup of Arm 4 including 
soil excavation and deconurninadon 
of storage igloos and buildings, was 
completed in 1988. Additional 
sampling was conducted in 1991 to 
confirm completion of cleanup at 
Area A following EPA Region IV's 
request. 

A determination has been made 
by the Army to address the stock- 
piled soils from the remediation of 
Area A that are now stored in Area 
B as a separate operable unit. An 
incineration contract was awarded 
in May 1991, allowing the option of 
incinerating the explosives-conm- 
inated soils located in ha B. 
Approximately 25,000 cubic yards 
of soil will be incinerated. The 
Feasibility Study for the Operable 
Unit has been issued. A proposed 
plan for remediation has been 
prepared. A ROD for this OU was 
signed in late 1991. 



Anniston Army Depot 
(Southeast industrial Area) 
Anniston, Alabama 

Service: Army 

Size: - 15,245 Acres 

HRS Score: 51.91 

Base  Mission: Maintain combat vehicles and artillery 
equipment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1983; 
Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, paints, acids, solvents, phenols, 
degreasers, ammunition wastes, oils and greases, fly ash 

Funding to Date: $12.40 million , 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA/SI identified 15 past 
disposal or spill sites potentially 
contaminated with hazardous 
wastes. The PAIS1 also determined 
that hazardous wastes from some 
sites had contaminated the surface 
water and were probably also con- 
taminating the ground water. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RI/FS work confirmed that the Approximately 62,000 tons of 
local ground water is contaminated. contaminated materials at Site 2-1 
primarily with VOCs, phenols, and were removed and excavated to a 
metals. Chrome at levels exceeding RCRA facility in 1983. An air 
the National Pollutant Discharge stripper for removing volatiles from 
Elimination System (NPDES) ground water has been operational 
permit have been detected in since 1987. A stream of ground 
ground water. Low levels of con- water tapped when building the 
taminants have migrated beyond the basement at Building 114 currently 
depot boundary. RIs since 1983 is being treated for removal of 
have indicated that contamination VOCs. Expansion of the existing 
on the depot originates from four system to allow treatment of 
main sources: the residual 2-1 chrome currently is being con- 
contamination, the Building 114 trac:ed under USACE. 
dewatering sump, the southern Interim ground water extraction 
landfill area, and the northeast area and treatment systems were install- 
near Building 130. Activities in ed in areas of major contamination 
1991 included follow-on RIPS within the Southeast - Industrial 
work and monitoring. Area, including Site Z-1, the 

southern landfill, and the northeast 
ara near Building 130. A Record 
of Decision (ROD) was signed in 
September 1991 to cover this 
interim remedial action. 



ARDEC (Picatinny Arsenal) 
Rockaway Township, New Jersey 

service:, . . ~ r m y  , 
. , . . . ' .  - 

SIZ: . . _  - '. 6,500 Acres 

HRS Score: 
, . - . .-, 

42.92 
. . c  ,. - - - , .  

~ a s e  Mission: U.S. Army Armament Research, Development, and 
Engineering Center (ARDEC) 

IAG Status: Signed July 1991 ; Effective August 1991 ; 
Schedule approved October 1991 

Actlon Dates: PAlSl completed 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contarninants: Heavy metals, VOCs, nitroaromatics and BNAs 

Funding to Date: $18.41 million 

Preliminary Assessrnentl Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The PAJSI determined that con- A conimct has been awarded to 
tamination in ground water, surface prepare an RIFS concept plan to 
water, sediment, and soils is review all existing environmental 
present. data and prioritize sites based on 

their potential impact on public 
health and the environment. A field 
report identifying 156 sites was 
finalized in March 1991. The Phase 
I RI addresses six areas which 
include 51 sites. Draft plans for the 
Phase 1 RI were provided to the 
regulatory agencies in December 
1991. Plans for the RI of the Bum- 
ing Ground were submitted to EPA 
Region I1 and the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Pro- 
tection in September 1991 and are 
currently being revised. Implemen- 
tation of these activities is covered 
under the IAG with EPA. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RDX has been detected in off- 
post residential wells and bottled 
water is being supplied. An IRA to 
pump and treat TCE-contaminated 
ground water near Building 23, an 
inactive rneml shop, is completed. 
The system will be turned on upon 
State approval. 



Bangor Naval Submarine Base 
Silverdale, Washington 

Service: Navy 

HRS score: 30.42 (Site A) 

Base Mission: Support for Trident submarines 

IAG Status: IAG signed January 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; Site A placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1988; Subase 
Bangor and Site F placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Ordnance compounds, PCBs, waste oil and grease, spent solvents, waste battery 
acid, pesticides, paintslpainting residues, photographic chemicals, metal plating 
wastes,  dyes 

Funding to Date: $14.9 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Investigation1 comm~nity represenmtives from 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Bangor, Vinland and Olympic 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) L,iew, \vashington. 

During extensive base consuuc- 
tion in 1977, significant site con- 
tamination was identified. A PNSI 
identified 43 sites as potentially 
contaminated and 21 sites were tar- 
geted for RI/FS work. Site A, the 
Explosive Ordnance Disposal Site, 
and Site F, the Wastewater Disposal 
Area for Demilitarization Opera- 
tions, were of primary concern. 
Ground water contamination of the 
uppermost aquifer has been identi- 
fied at both s i ~ s .  The primary con- 
taminants of concern are typical 
constituents of mjlitary explosives: 
cyclonite (RDX) and TNT. The 
shallow aquifer, soil, and surface 
water have been contaminated by 
TNT, RDX, OTTO fuel, and ani- 
monium picrate. The potential for 
contamination of nearby shoreline 
sediment from on-base surface 
water drainage also was evaluated. 

RI  field work for Site A was 
initiated in May 1988, and an R I F S  Remedial Design1 
was completed in August 1991. RI Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
field work for Site F was initiated 
in November 1989, and an RI/FS The removal of underground 
will be completed in 1992. RI/FSs storage tanks was conducted in 
for the other eight sites will be 1991. Further, an IRA at Site F is 
completed in 1992 and 1993. being planned to reduce contami- 

The Navy detected contamination nated ground water migration. 
in area surface waters and shellfish, 
but since the data are inconclusive, 
the risks may be very low. As part 
of an extensive community relations 
plan, the base has formed a Tech- 
nical Review Committee (TRC) to 
allow the local community to 
review plans. Members include 
Bangor NSB; Naval Facilities Engi- 
neering Command; EPA Region X; 
State of Washington Department of 
Ecology; BremertonKtsap County 
Health Department; Public Utility 
District #1 of Kitsap County; Hood 
Canal Coordinating Council; and 



Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base (8) - 

Barstow, California 

Service: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Navy 

' 5,687 Acres 

37.93 

Store and distribute supplies and equipment 

Signed October 1990 

PAISI completed 1986; Placed on NPL November 1989; 
RIIFS initiated in 1990 

Waste fuels, oils, degreasers, solvents, paints/paint residues, 
pesticides, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $14.15 million 

Preliminary Assessmenu  Remedial Investigation1 Re-Dond Water Q u d i ~ y  Conuol 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Board, hhontan Region; County of Feasibili'~ Study (''IF') ,an Bem,ino; City of ~ y s r o w ,  
A PAIS1 was completed in 1986 

and identified 36 potentially con- 
taminated sites. The SI recom- 
mended that four sites progress into 
the RI/FS phase. 

Ground water from the Mojave 
River Basin beneath the N e b  and 
Yermo areas used for both domestic 
and agricultural purposes is con- 
taminated with VOCs. L ~ b ~ ~ t o r y  
analyses conducted in November 
1988 indicated VOC contamination 
of the Yermo drinking and ground 
water, at concentrations exceeding 

The RIPS work plan and samp 
ling and analysis plan were con- 
ditionally agreed to by FFA parfjes 
in May 1990. Plan finalization, sub  
sequent to submittal of a series of 
amendments, is expected in early 
1992. These documents address 3s 
potentially contaminated sites and 
include a solid waste water quality 
assessment test of !he Yermo h n d -  
fill. The 38 sites are divided inm 
six operable units. An FFA was 
signed in 1990 and establishes an 
RI/FS schedule for all 38 sites. An 

California drinking water standards. investigation of the water quality ar 
An RFA was initiated in 1991 and 17 offsite drinking water wells in 
is scheduled for completion in the adjacent community of Yermo 
1993. was completed in May 1990. Two 

wells showed contamination at trace 
levels. The offsite wells are sched- 
uled for continued monitoring 
during the RI. The first TRC 
meeting was held in Novemkr 
1990. The TRC includes members 
from Southwest Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command: 
EPA Region IX; California Depar;- 
ment of Health Services; California 

public representatives; Base Envi- 
ronrnenul Officer; Base. legal coun- 
sel; and the Base Public Affairs 
Officer. RI/FS field work was iniri- 

V 
aced in 1991 with funding provided 
for the installation of monitoring 
wells, sampling and analysis of 
ground water and soil, and prepam- 
tion of a RIFS report addressing 
several Operable Units (OUs). 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A time-critical action to purify 
the potable water at the Yermo 
Area was completed in 1989. The 
activated carbon water purification 
systems will continue treating and 
removing VOCs from ground water 
during 1992. In addition, the 
removal of old indusnial waste 
sludge was funded in 1991 and will 
be conducted in 1992. 



Brunswick Naval Air Station 
Brunswick, Maine 

. - .  - .  . - 

Service: Navy 

Slze: 7,259 Acres 

HRS Score:  43.38 

B a s e  Mission: Provide facilities, services, materials, and aircraft 
for anti-submarine warfare 

IAG ~ t s u s :  Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 between EPA and the Navy; 
Modified in 1990 to include the Maine Department of 
Environmental Protection 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Waste oils, contaminated fuels, solvents, acids, paint residues, 
,photographic chemicals, pesticideslherbicides, asbestos 

Funding to Date: $3.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A PNSI identified 10 past An RI/FS began in April 1956 -0 

d i spod  or spill sites that could confirm contamination, evaluate Ltle 
contain hazardous contaminants. Of potential for migration, and deter- 
these, seven were designated as mine migration pathways. Explora- 
having a high potential for environ- tion at two additional sires was 
mental contamination, thus war- initiated in 1991. A detailed FS for 
ranting further investigation. all sites was submitted to regulatory 
Ground water serving 18,000 agencies in October 1991. Proposed 
people, as well as surface water and plans for remedial actions have 
nearby wetlands, may be threatened been submitted to the regulatory 
by potential contaminant migration. agencies for the complete remedia- 

tion of Landfill Sites No. l and 3 
and the containment of contarni- 
nated ground water known as the 
Eastern Plume. A TRC, established 
in December 1987, has held 10 
meetings to date. TRC members 
include Northern Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command; 
EPA Region I; Maine Department 
of Environmental Protection; Town 
of Brunswick; Brunswick-Topsham 
Water District; and community 

representatives. The three-party 
federal facilities agreement between 
the Navy, EPA and the State of 
Maine was signed in October 1990. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Initiation of RD/RA work is 
expected in 1992 for both sites 1 
and 3 Landfill and the Eastern 
Plume Projects. 





Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base 
1 Jacksonville, North Carolina 
I 
I Service: ~ a v ~  

Slze: 88,432 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.13 

i Base Mission: Provide housing, training, logistical, and 

I administrative support for Fleet Marine Force Units 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed February 1991 

I Action Dates: PNSI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Waste oils, fuels, solvents, battery acid, lithium batteries, paints, 
thinners, pesticideslherbicides, PCBs 

Funding to Date: $5.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PA/SI identified 76 past spill 
and disposal sites as potentially 
contaminated with migrating con- 
taminants. Thirty sites were targeted 
for further investigation. Two 
potentially new sites will undergo 
PA/SI in 1991. Wastes disposed of 
in landfills create a potential for 
soil, surface, and ground water 
contamination. Surface waters drain 
from the base to the Atlantic Ocean 
through the New River, both of 
which support recreational and 
commercial fishing. Several en- 
dangered species, including the 
American Alligator and the Red- 
Cockaded Woodpecker, inhabit 
protected areas on the base. Ground 
water is the sole source of potable 
water for the base and surrounding 
communities. 

An accelerated RWS for the Initiation of RDIRA- work is 
Hadnot Point Industrial Area is er.pected in 1992. A fence was 
e x ~ c t e d  to be completed in 1997. installed around the Rifle Range 
The RIFS alrady has identified Clicmical Dump in 1990. 
fuel and chlorinated solvents in the 
ground water and the contamination 
source is being investigated. Several 
on-base dnnking water supply wclls 
have been closed. The information 
available on the majority of the 
remaining 23 sites has been con- 
solidated into an RI interim repon 
focused on scoping the remainder 
of the RI/FS requirements. 

A TRC held its third meeting in 
March 1991. The next meeting will 
be scheduled in 1992 as soon as 
RI/FS documentation for the 
Hadnot Point Industrial Area 
Interim Remedial Action is 
complete. 



Camp Pendletsn Marine Corps Base (111 

Safi Djegrr County, California 

HRS Score: . , 

Base Ml~slon: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Navy 

125,000 Acres 

Provide housing, training, logistical, and 
administrative support for Fleet Marine Force Units 

Signed October 1990 

PNSI completed 1988; RI/FS initiated 1989; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

VOCs, spent oils, fuels, PCBs, pesticides, solvents 

Funding to Date: $6.67 million 

I 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Twenty subsurface soil borings 
and 18 ground water monitoring 
wells have been drilled, and more 
than 200 individual samples of 
surface soil, subsurface soil, surface 
water, and ground water have been 
analyzed. The 18 chemicals found 
all have the potential to cause toxic 
effects, and 12 are known carcino- 
gens. Ground water is the potable 
water source for the instalIation. 
The SI indicated that the potable 
weIls were not contaminated. An 
RFA is in progress to identify other 
potential sites for inclusion in the 
RI/FS. Field sampling is scheduled 
to begin in 1992. 

An RI/FS began in Septrmber 
1989 to investigate the nine origin31 
sites. RI/FS scoping documents, 
including the RVFS work plan, 
health and safety plan, community 
relations plan, and sampling and 
analysis plan have been deveioped. 
An FFA was signed by DoD, EPA, 
and the State of California in Octo- 
ber 1990. A TRC has been formed 
and includes members from Camp 
Pendleton MCB; Southwest Divi- 
sion, Naval Facilities Engineerins 
Command; California Rsgional 
Water Quality Conuol Board, San 
Diego Region 9; EPA Region IX; 
California Department of Health 
Services, Toxic Substances Control 
Division; and public represenutives. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

No RD/RA activities are cur- 
rently planned, but removal actions 
will be considered if an imminent 
threat is identified. Interim remedial 
measures were sen in I986 to 
secure contaminated sites from 
inadvenant enuy. 



Castle Air Force Base 
V Merced, California 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contarnlnants: 

Air Force 

2,777 Acres 

37.93 

Train tanker crews; Service KC-135 stratotanker 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1986; RI/FS scheduled for 
completion 1995; Placed on NPL 1987 

Spent solvents, fuels, waste oils, pesticides, cyanide, cadmium 

I Funding to Date: $29.6 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA.) 

I 

This installation began as an 
Army base in 1911 and was used as 
an aircrew training facility. Strate- 
gic Air Command (SAC) assumed 
responsibility for the base in 1936. 
Mission-support operations have 
generated varying quantities of 
hazardous wastes. 

PNSI work was completed in 
October 1983. The PNSI consoli- 
dated the investigation of 37 initial- 
ly identified sites into 26 potential 
contamination source areas. These 
areas included landfills, discharge 
areas, chemical disposal pits, fire 
training areas, fuel spill areas, and 
PCB spill areas. The Air Force 
believes that five of the areas (PCB 
spill sites) require no further inves- 
tigation because PCB contamination 
has been removed through appropri- 
ate response actions. 

An RIPS began in Septemkr In  1956, the TCE-contaminared 
1986 and groupcd the remaining 21 drinking water supply on-base was 
areas into several investigative sites replaced with a pouble warer well 
plus a TCE plume site. Results drawing from deeper, unconmi- 
indicate the shallow ground water nated aquifers. In 1987, filter sys- 
aquifer beneath and adjacent to the tems were installed in off-base 
base is conurninared with nitrates, wells to remove TCE conmina- 
Lrace amounts of pesticides, and ticn. Bottled water was supplied to 
trichlorcethylrne at levels exceeding of'base users before filter installa- 
state and federal drinking water tian. In 1988, two deep wells re- 
standards. placed TCE-contaminated water 

Ground water investigations supplies: one for the city of Atwater 
conducted in 1991 fccused on the (2,000 gprn) and one to meet on- 
main base sector of Castle. The Air ba;e needs (2,100 mm). These 
Force signed a ROD with EPA and wells are 800 to 900 feet deep. In 
the State of California in August 1989, a 1,400-gpm granular acti- 
I991 for the cleanup of TCE con- vated carbon fdrration system for 
tarninated ground water in the main TCIE-contaminated ground water 
base area. Investigations under the was constructed. Two RDs were 
pre-ROD IAG now include two initiated in 1991 for the remediation 
additional ground water units sched- of ground water and fuel-contarni- 
uled for RODS in October 1992 and nated soils. A design schedule for 
February 1994. Investigations the main base ground water remedi- 
scheduled for 1992 include a signif- ation scheme is being finalized 
icant effort to characterize the under the pre-ROD IAG. RAs initi- 
extent of the TCE contamination ated in 1991 include ground water 
outside the western perimeter of remediation, capping inactive pro- 
Castle AFB. duction wells, and removing &an- 

doried USTs. 



Cecil Field Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, Florida 

.s ." 
-- - . .30,000 Acres Size: : '. , , , . 

HRS Score: . -31.99 

Base Mission: Provide facilities, services, and materials for operation 
and maintenance of naval weapons and aircraft 

IAG stat"$: 6ianed 0ctob& 1990 
. - 

Action Dates: PA completed 1985; Placed on NPL December 1989; 
RI/FS field work began October 1991 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleu~oiUlubricants, paints, solvents, 
+' 

pesticides, fungicides, herbicides, acids, photographic chemicals, 
paint thinners, blasting grit 

Funding to Date,: $2.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A PNSI identified 18 sites of 
potential contamination. Of these, 
10 were recommended for further 
investigation. In 1986, the base was 
issued a Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments (HSWA) pennit, 
which identified 14 SWMUs. As 
required by the HSWA permit, a 
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) 
was performed on the 14 SWMUs. 
An additional site of potential 
contamination also was identified 
during this investigation. 

The Navy, EPA, and norids 
Department of Environmend 
Resources (FDER) simultaneously 
negotiated FFAs for NAS Cecil 
Field, M S  Jacksonville, and NAS 
Pensacola. RI/FS work for six sites 
was approved by regulatory agen- 
cies in September 1991. A TRC 
meeting was last held on June 20, 
1991. Six sites are undergoing a 
Phase I RI. 

Field investigations at six sites 
began October 1991. A RCRA 
permit for site I6 has been applied 
for. The Navy held a Public Availa- 
bility Session for the IR Pro-mm 
on October 2, 1991. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial ~ c t i o n  (RDIRA) 

RD/RA work wiIl begin after 
completion of RIFS  activities. 



Cornhusker Army Ammunition Plant 
w Hall County, ~ebraska- 

Senrice: Army 

Size: . 11,936 Acres 

HRS Score: 51 . I3 

I 
I 

Base Mission: Currently standby status 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1980; RIIFS initiated 1981; 
Placed on NPL 1987 

1 Contaminants: Munitions-related wastes 

Funding to Date: $1 6.43 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

I An Installation Assessment 
Study (IAS) identified 58 sources of w contamination and ground water 
contamination by explosive com- 
pounds. The plant is currently in 
standby status and the Army is 
planning to excess it following the 
completion of environmental studies 
required for real estate transactions. 
Preliminary findings from the ex- 
cessing study indicated extensive 
asbestos (mostly non-friable) con- 
tained in the loading line buildings 
and UXO in the burning ground 
area. 

A contaminant plume affecting In 1986, the municipal water 
more than 500 private wells in Hall system was extended t~ 800 resi- 
County and nearby Grand Island dences in Grand Island. A dewater- 
was detected 3 1/2 miles off-post. ing system also was completed to 
An RIFS and a public health eval- control the high water table. In 
uation report were submitted to addition, remediation was initiated 
regulators in 1956. RD/RA activ- on contaminated soil at 58 cess- 
ities consisting of an alternate water pools and leaching pits to destroy 
supply and contaminant source a11 explosive compounds. Incinera- 
remediation were recommended. An tion operations began in 1987 and 
IAG, effective September 4, 1990, ended in 1988. Approximately 
has been negotiated with EPA and 40,000 tons of soil were incinera- 
the state. ted. The incinerated soil was land- 

An RI/FS was initiated in 199 1. filled onsite in accordance with pro- 
Field investigations included geo- cedures agreed to by the Army and 
physics of the burning grounds1 Nebraska. 
landfill and sampling of residential Based on the identification of 
gardens near the installation. Three aclditional residents affected by the 
public meetings were conducted. off-post plume, an Engineering Cost 
Additional effort funded during Analysis was initiated and will be 
1991 will be completed in 1992 ccmpleted in 1992. 
such as monitoring well installation As a result of residential Sam- 
and investigation of the 70 remain- pling conducted adjacent to the site, 
ing cesspools/sumps, shop area, old eight residents were provided bot- 
laboratory, and ditches/creek a m .  tled water as an emergency action. 
All data will be used to evaluate the 
alternatives for soil and ground 
water remediation. 



Davisville Naval Construction 
Battalion Center 
North Kingston, Rhode Island 

Service: Navy 

Size: 1,284 Acres 

HRS Score: 34.52 

Base Mission: Mobilize reserve naval construction battalions; Supply 
construction equipment; Base closure by September 1994 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed 1992 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1984; RIIFS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL November 1989 I 
Contaminants: PCBs, VOCs, petroleum oil/lubricants, pesticides, lead I 
Funding to Date: $2.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Davisville Naval Construction 
Battalion Center (NCBC) consists 
3f Lhe Main Center; the West 
Davisville Storage Arm, located in 
ihe town of North Kingston, Rhode 
Island, approximately 10 miles 
south of Providence; and Camp 
Fogeny, a training facility located 
in the town of East Greenwich, 
Rhode Island, four miles west of 
the Main Center. 

A PA/SI addressed 14 sites. A 
Confirmation Study/Verification 
Step on 13 sites was completed in 
February 1987. Three sites were 
recommended for further study by 
the PNSI, seven were requested for 
further study by the Rhode Island 
Department of Environmental Man- 
agement, and three were targeted 
for further study by thc Navy. The 
resuIts of the Verification Step 
indicated that the 13 sites posed no 
imminent health hazard. 

The Navy has completed a work 
plan for an RI/FS at 10 sites. 
Twenty TRC meetings have b a n  
held since April 1985. TRC mem- 
bers include Davisville KCBC; 
Northern Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command; EPA 
Region I; Rhode IsIand Depmment 
of Environmental Management; 
town of North Kingstown; tou.11 of 
East Greenwich; USFDA; USEPA 
Engineering Research Laboratory, 
Narrangasett; Naval Ocean S ystems 
Center, San Diego, California; and 
Narrangasett Bay Projec L 

In May 1989, the community 
relations plan was issued for 
NCBC. Field work for the RIFS 
work plan was completed in the 
spring of 1990. The draft RI report 
was issued in May 1991. The Navy 
is currently in the process of final- 
izing this report 

RI/FS work will be initiated in 
1992 for additional sites. 

, 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) I 

PCB-contaminated concrete was 1 
removed at two sites during 1991. 
Initiation of RD/RA work is 
expected in 1991. 



I 
I 

Defense General Supply Center 
I Richmond 
I 
I Chesterfield County, Virginia 
! 
1 Service: Defense Logistics Agency 

I 
I Size: 640 Acres 

HRS Score: 33.85 
I 

Base Mission: Manage general supplies for Armed Forces 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

I Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; RItFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Phenols, solvents, paintstpaint residues, corrosives, 
pesticides/herbicides, refrigerants/antifreeze, photographic chemicals, oils 

Funding to Date: $6.43 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 laL draft h"3' p"posed plm and 

Site Inspection (PAISI) record of decision (ROD) will be Feasibility Study (RIIFS) A,,nl 16, 1993. 

PNSI work revealed 30 potential 
past spill andlor disposal sites. Six 
sites were recommended for further 
study under an RIPS. of the 
sites are contiguous, with a high 
potential for contaminant migration. 
Both on- and off-base water sup- 
plies have been contaminated with 
phenols, chloroform, methylene 
chloride, dichlorobenzene, di-, tri- 
and tetrachloroethylene, and chro- 
mium. 

An RIFS began in September 
1986, and to date two draft RIs for 
the k c 3  50/0pen Storage kd Remedial Design1 
National Guard Arc3 and One dmft Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
RI for the Acid Neutralization Pits 
ha\.e been submitted to EPA and Two RODS will be issued durin? 
the Virginia Department of Waste the first quarter of 1992. One draft 
Management (VDWM). The three ROD for the Open Storage Area 
remedial investigations have been OU recommends limited remedial 
subdivided into eight operable units. action consisting of administrative 
The operable units consist of five controls. The second ROD for the 
soil units and three ground and soil at the Acid Neutralization Pit 
surface water units. Draft final (NAP) OU recommends remedia- 
focused feasibility studies (FFSs), tion using vacuum extraction tech- 
draft records of decision and draft niques. These plans are subject to 
proposed plans have been issued for change pending receipt of public 
two of the five soil areas. FFSs are comments. A remedial action con- 
currently being prepared for two uact will be awarded during 1992 
other soil areas. Area 5010pen for the ANP soil contamination. An 
Storage Area'National Guard Area Interim Remedial Action contract 
was designated an accelerated oper- for ground water at the Area 501 
able unit and moved up in the sche- Army National Guard OU wiII also 
dule. The current project schedule be awarded during 1992. 
has a FFS starting for an operable 
unit every month from September 
16th through March 11, 1992. 
Under this schedule, issuance of the 



Dover Air Force Base 
Dover, Delaware 

Service: Air Force 

size: 3,740 Acres 

HRS score: 35.89 

Base Mission: Air lift services for troops, cargo, and equipment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1987; RI/FS scheduled 
completion 1993; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Solvents, paints, waste fuel and oils, VOCs 
muriatic and nitric acids, caustic soda, cyanide, 
heavy metals, phenols 

Funding to Date: $8.97 million 
, 

Preliminary Assessmenu Remedial Investigation/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Some wastes were buried in 
drums and others were disposed of 
in various on-base locations cov- 
ering 44 acres. The upper aquifer 
was contaminated with low levels 
of VOCs and heavy metals. The 
deeper aquifer provides drinking 
water to the base and is not con- 
taminated. A total of 56 sites have 
been identified. After the PAS, no 
further action was recommended at 
one site. SIs of 32 sites were con- 
ducted in 1991. Decision Docu- 
ments recommended no further 
action at 18 sites where the SIs 
revealed no contamination above 
risk-based action levels. 

A presurvey, completed in June 
1986, investigated 12 sites and 
confirmed that the concentration of 
VOCs and metals in soils, sedi- 
ments, and surface and ground 
water exceeded Delaware's drinking 
water standards at several sires. An 
additional eight sites have been 
identified since the 1956 presilrvey 
was completed. Contaminant source 
areas and the extent of contaminant 
migration are being investigated in 
an RI/FS expected to be compIeted 
in 1993. 

In I9S5, a removal and closure 
action conducted at Site WP-21 
cleaned up the old industrial waste 
basin, a major source of ground 
water conumination. Remedial 
actions were conducted to comply 
with sure reguIatory requirements. 
Solid Waste DisposaI Area Site 
LP-24 was remediated and cIosed in 
1988. A ROD was signed in late 
1990 for RA at Site FT-03, a for- 
mer fire training area. RD is now 
complete for this site, and remedial 
action will be performed in 1992. 



Edwards Air Force Base 
I Kern County, California 
I 

Service: Air Force 

Slze: 470 Square Miles 

HRS Score: 33.62 

Base Mission: Aircraft research and development center 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: Initial PNSI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1990; Final PAIS1 initiated in 1990 

Contaminants: Waste oils, solvents, VOCs, petroleum hydrocartx~ns 

I Funding to Date: $41 million 

Prelirninarv Assessrnentl south Base. Edwards A m ' s  13,800 Remedial Desianl 
Site inspection (PPJSI) employees obuin drinking water 

from deep aquifer water wells with- 
Remedial ~ c t i &  (RDIRA) 

The blain/Sou[h Base, at [he in three -miles of the h?ain/South 
western edze of Rogers Dry Lake, Base. 
is used p r i m ~ l y  for ma in~n ing  Additional sites xc being 
and refueling aircraft. b g e  assessed to confirm the presence of 
amounts of fuel have been spilled conminants and assess the need to 
and poor disposal practices have make these areas f c ~ t - ~ ~ d  IRP sites. 
resulted in the release of organic 
solvents to the ground in this area. Remedial i n ~ e ~ t i g a t i ~ n l  
Other sites in the area include an 
abandoned sanitary landfill, an area 
where elecnoplating wastes were 
dumped, and the storm water reten- 
tion pond. The North Base, located 
five miles to the northeast of the 
Main Base area, has a drum storage 
site at the north end of Rogers Dry 
Lake, and three unlined surface im- 
poundments where wastes were 
poured during the 1960s and 1970s. 
Contaminants include waste oils, 
solvents, and nimc acid generated 
primarily by the Air Force Rocket 
Propulsion Laboratory. According 
to a 1987 IRP report, trichloroethy- 
lene; trans- l,2-dichloroethylene, 
12-dichloroethylene; temchloro- 

(r). ethylene; and rnethylene chloride 
are present in the shallower ground 
water aquifer underlying the Main/ 

Feasibility S~U~~-(RI /FS)  
A site-specific RI/FS began in 

August 1986 to determine the type 
and extent of contamination in local 
areas and to identify alternatives for 
remedial action. The sites identified 
at Edwards AFB include drum 
disposal areas, waste disposal pits, 
USTs, a leaking jet fuel pipeline, 
rocket test stands, oxidation/evapor- 
ation ponds, landfills, fire protection 
training areas, TCE sites, and other 
spill sites. 

Review of the RIA3 is under- 
way. The majority of work con- 
ducted in 1991 was RI/FS work 
driven by requirements for addi- 
tional study. 

In 1953, dnuns and contaminated 
soil in a drum disposal area (Site 1) 
were removed and the site was 
capped. The Main Base toxic waste 
disposal area (Site 2) was re-ended 
and long-term monitoring was initi- 
ated. In the South Base POL stor- 
a!ge area (Site 5 ) ,  tanks were exca- 
vated or filled with clean sand and 
the are3 was regraded. 

In 1989, a ground water treat- 
ment system was installed at Site 
It; and placed in operation. In 1990, 
USTs were removed. Ground water 
monitoring will continue through 
1992. 

In 1991, through a joint effort , 

with the EPA, heavy metals and 
diaxins (Site 3) underwent soil 
stribilization and polymer sealing. 

The FFA signed in 1990 wlls 
for acceleration of the schedule for 
RD/RA. 



Eielson Air Force Base 
Fairbanks 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

North Star Borough, Al 

Air Force 

19,790 Acres 

48.14 

Tactical air support to Pacific Air Forces 

Pre-ROD IAG signed May 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1982; RIIFS / *  - 
initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1989 

con taminan t s :  Heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, VOCs, solvents I 
Funding t o  Date: $16.5 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial lnvestigationl Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Eielson AEB conlains an active 
asbestos landfill and closed, unlined 
landfills that extend into ground 
water. shallow trenches where 
weathered tank sludge was buried, 
drum storage areas, and other 
disposal/spill areas. 

L a d ,  arsenic, chromium, copper, 
nickel, and zinc have been found in 
the soil at the drum storage area; 
trans- 1,2-dichloroethylene and lead 
have k e n  found in shallow onsite 
monitoring wells. An estimated 
9,000 people obtain drinking water 
within three miIes of the base. 

A number of new sites have 
entered the PA/SI phase under the 
IAG in 1991. 

An RIFS was initiated in Aug- Several rnonitoiing wells have 
ust 19S6. Ongoing RlFS work is been convened into static recovery 
planned for IRP sites during 1992 wells ro remove floating peuoleum 
lo determine the extent of contami- product from ground water. Small 
nation on base and to identify alter- quantities have been recovered. 
natives for remedial action under Four USTs here removed in 1990. 
the IAG. During 1991, IRAs included 

rcmoval and incineration of 10,000 
cubic yards of petroleum, oil, and 
lubricant (POL)-contaminated soils 
spilled from a UST. RD activities 
in 1992 will include designs for 
floating product recovery using 
vacuum exuaction; static recovery 
of floating product; in-situ biore- 
mediation of POL-contaminated 
soils; and excavation to support 
IRAs at 13 sites. 



I 
I , Ellsworth Air-Force Base 

Rgpid t b City, SouthrDakota --. -,- 

Long-rangcbombardment missiles and air refueling '.! 
- - 

IAG stat"%" - - I~itiated arid-expected to be signed 1992 . 4 - - -  
dd 

I ~ctidrzl ~ a t e s :  .- eA/SI c o ~ ~ l e t e d  1985; RIIFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 - -- 

Contaminants: VOCs, .metals, solvents, jet fuel 
, - - - 

Funding to Date: $22.5 million 
F :r I 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial l&estigationl. Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI). Feasibility Study (RIIFS). Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The base is bordered by open An RI was initiated in 1987 and 
land on the north, west, a n d  soulh. completed in 1@. Four of the sites 

. and by commercialresidential armsc ' (the fire training a r a ,  an auto -. shop, 
to the a s t  a fuel hydrant, and a findfill) 

The september 1985 PWT required an FS in 1991. Further 
report i d e n t i f a  18-;sites - with remedial investigationslfeasibiliry 
potential hamdous  waste dis@@: -Studies are plamed for 1992. - 
Thesel sites rincluded -six landfills, < 

five spill site$,)four fuel sites, t.56 2 
Badlands Bombing Range, a wate? J 

contamination; 3ite, and a ground - - 
contaminatibn Site. 

P- -2 

2 !I 

i T > I  

Y dr 

1 .:L 

Various USTs have been 
removed to date and additional UST 
removals are scheduled' for 1992. 
During 199 1,: the Badlands Bomb- 
ing Range was fenced and properly 
labelled with warning signs. In 
acldition, a temporary water supply 
line was constructed to supply an 
atjoining landowner with an alter- 
native dnnking water supply. Also, 
the RA for the 70 Hangar Complex 
was finished. 



Elmendorf Air Force Base 
Greater Anchorage Borough, Alaska 

- 
Service: Air Forze 

Size: 13,100 Acres - 

HRS Score: 45.91 

Bqse Mission: Headquarters to Alaskan NORAD 
Region; F-15 Fighter Wing; NORAD 
Region Operations Control Center; 
Rescue Coordination Center; 
Military Airlift Group flying transports 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed in 1992 

Action Dates: Original PAISI completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: ' VOCs, heavy metals, petroleum/oi~lubricants, solvents, paints 
, 

Funding to Date: $15.5 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

An estimated 12 1,000 individuals 
reside within three miles of the 
installation, but drinking water for 
these residents is obtained from 
surface supplies located 12 to 30 
miles north of the base. Emergency 
backup water supply wells for 
EImendorf AFB are located within 
three miles of identified contamina- 
tion. 

The original PAIS1 identified a 
number of areas which had received 
hazardous wastes, including lead, 
acid batteries, and waste solvents. 
Unlined and unbermed landfills are 
located in sandy and gravelly soils. 
Shop wastes, including solvents and 
paint thinners, were disposed of in 
a naturally occurring unlined trench. 
At some locations, fuel or solvents 
spilled onto floor drains that feed 
into dry wells. The last area investi- 
gated was a JP-4 spill site. 

Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Continued RIiFSs are planned 
for 1992. Additional field work will 
be conducted at former landfills, 
hazardous waste disposal locations, 
and spill sites. Studies will be done 
in areas where shop wastes, in- 
cluding solvents and paint thinners, 
have reportedly been discharged 
through building drains emptying 
into dry wells. The current RWS 
will be conducted in conformance 
with the Federal Facilities Agree- 
ment for 32 sites. Additional studies 
will be conducted for the remaining 
sites. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Removal actions planned for 
1992 include remediation of an 
abandoned asphalt staging are3 
containing 4,700 drums of asphalt 
and other debris. A second project 
involves the removal of an aban- 
doned underground 50,000-gallon 
PI tanks. 

An interim remedial action will 
be designed in 1992 to remove 
spilled fuel from soil at a four 
million gallon underground storage 
facility taken out of service in 1991. 



El Toro Marine Corps Air Station - 
Irvine, California 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

4,700 Acres 

--. . . . - 
40.83 

Major west coast jet fighter facility 

Pre-ROD signed October 1990 

PA completed 1987; RIIFS initiated 1989; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Waste fuels and oils, organic solvents, degreasers, 
paints, photographic chemicals, PCBs, corrosives, 
refrigerants, pesticides, herbicides, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $2.9 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ dial measure, existing monitoring An FFA between the Department 

Site inspection (PAISI) wells were retrofitted with pumps of the Navy, EPA, and the Smte of 
and a small activated carbon vat- California was signed in October 

An Initial Assessment Study ment plant was constructed. The 1990. The TRC members include El 
( 1 ~ s )  completed in May 1986 Orange County Water District Toro MCAS; Southwest Division, 
recommended an SI k performed (OCWD) is designing a desalter Naval Facilities Engineering Com- 
for nine of 17 sites. In response to facility for removal of total dis- mand; EPA Region IX; State of 
regulatory agency comments during solved solids (TDS), nitrates, and California Department of Health 
September 1986, four sites were the TCE from the ground water in Services; CaliforniaRegional Water 
added to the SI. An SI work plan the vicinity of MCAS El Tom. Quality Control Board; Oranze 
was finalized in August 1988, but The California Water Quality County; Orange County Water Dis- 
funding restrictions prevented Control Board requested that a p  trict; h i n e  Water District; and 
implementation. proximately 30 additional sites be public representatives. 

In 1985, the Orange County investigated. In response to th~s 
Water District (OCWD) discovered request and to comply with RCRX Remedial Design/ 
TCE in two off-station wells during requirements, the Navy is con- 
1985. A perimeter investigation was ducting an RFA. Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
conducted and documented TCE ,4 treatability study was imple- 
contamination up to 90 ppb in Remedial Investigation1 mented in 1989 to test the f a i -  

shallow ground water at the base Feasibility Study (RIlFS) bili!y of using activated carbon to 
boundary, and limited migration of remove contaminants from ground 
contamination off station. OCWD Development of an RI/FS work watzr. Ground water is k ing  
completed an off-station ground plan began in December 1989 and pumped continuously from three 
water investigation in 1989 and includes 22 sites. An additional existing monitoring wells and 
documented the existence of a large RIFS work plan will be generated treated using this system. RDRA 
TCE plume in deep ground water in 1992 to incorporate one more activities are expected to be initi- 
over a 3-mile radius off base. Their site and any additional sites identi- ated in 1995. 
results have generated controversy fied for the RI/FS process through 
regarding base responsibility for the an RFA. 
contamination. As an initial reme- 



Fairchild Air Force Base (4 Waste Areas) (23) 

Spokane County, Washington 

Service: Air Force 

.. - Slze: 4,300 Acres 

HRS score: 31.98 

Base Mission: Strategic Air Command operations 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

r' 
I; ', Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; RllFS initiated 1988; Placed on NPL 1989 
,,J 

Contaminants: Solvents, fuels, oils, electroplating chemicals, cleaning solutions, corrosives, 
photographic chemicals, paints, thinners, pesticide residues, PCBs, low-level 
radioactive wastes 

Funding to Date: $20 million 

Preliminary Assessrnentl 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

A well within base boundaries is 
a standby water supply for the 
base's 5,200 employees. Approxi- 
mately 250 private wells sewing 
abcut 12,000 people are within 
three miles of the facility. West 
Medical Lake, Medical Lake, and 
Silver Lake, located within' three 
miles downstre;lrn of the base, 
support wildlife and are used for 
recreational activities. 

A PA/SI identified several waste 
disposal sites at Fairchild AFB and 
one site at the USAFFAA opera- 
tions at Micd Pe&. Land-use 
restrictions due to hazardous waste 
contamination are in effect. Four 
waste areas covering 85 acres com- 
prise the NPL site and include 
Building 1034 French dnin and dry 
well system; two landfills, one 

northeast of Taxiway 8 and one at 
Craig Road; and the industrial 
waste lagoons. More than 4,000 
drum-equivalents of carbon teua- 
chloride and other solvents, p i n t  
wastes, plating sludges containing 
cadmium and lead, and related 
industrial wastes have been dis- 
posed of in the four areas. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS began in 1988 and 
will be completed in 1992. An 
RI/FS for additional sites began in 
1991 and is expected to be com- 
pleted by the end of 1994. The 
industrial waste lagoons, a fire 
training area, and two base landfills 
lead the list of sites being assessed 
under the RI/FS. 

~emedia l  Design1 . 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

USTs \$,ere removed during 1990 
and 1991. Soils contaminated with 
fuels and oils were also removed in 

V 
199 1. Construction of extraction 
wells downgradient of the Craig 
Road Landfill began in 1991. Craig 
Road landfill and a sewer connec- 
tion linking the Fairchild sewage 
system to the Spokane system are 
scheduled for completion in 1992. 



F.E. Warren Air Force Base 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 

ST 
""9 

.< Service: Air Force 

Base ~ i s s i o ?  ; ornrnand operations; Strategic 
6 erospace Rescue and Recovery 

,. ,$, f \ 
IAG Status: \.sigped September 1991 

6 k, 
Action ~ates: \  PNSl completed 1985; RllFS initiated 1991; Placed on NPL 1990 . 

Lubricating oils, solvents, paints, coal and fly ash, 

Funding to Date: $1 1.3 million 

preliminary ~ s s e s s m e n ~  
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Agricultural lands and industrial 
developments surround F.E. Warren 
AFB. According to tests conducted 
in May and June 1987 by the U. S. 
Geological Survey (USGS), TCE 
and chlorofonn are present in moni- 
toring wells on base. An estimated 
2,400 people obtain drinking water 
from private deep aquifer wells 
upgradient and within three miles of 
hazardous substances on base. 
USGS also detected lead in soil at 
the firing range, and TCE in Crow 
and Diamond Creeks on base down- 
gradient of spill areas. The Air 
Force has identified areas involving 
spills or leaks, six landfills, two fire 
training areas, a bauery acid dis- 
posal pit, the firing range, and a 
contaminated surface water area. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

RIFS work began in April 1987 Water wells have been installed 
and will continue until 1996. The to monitor ground water con- 
eight decision documents produced tarnination. During 1990, soils and 
in 1990 specifying no further action TCIE were removed from Spill Site 
were rejected by EPA. No. 7, a major contaminant source 

for both ground water and Diamond 
Cr-ek. Ground water recovery and 
treatment will begin in the sprin,o of 
1992. Remedial actions are sched- 
uled for two spill sites and two fire 
trkning areas in 1992. 



Fort Devens 
- ,sit* Fort Devens, Massachusetts - z - .% 

service: Army 

Size: 9,416 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.24 

Base Mission: Army Reserve and National Guard personnel 
training; Army Security Agency Training 
Center and School support 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1989; 
Placed on NPL 1989 

contaminants: VOCs, petroleum products, battery acid, PCBs, pesticides, 
herbicides, photographic chemicals, medical wastes 

Funding to Date: $5.28 million , 

Preliminary Assessmentl 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The initial assessment recom- 
mended that no follow-up studies 
are required and that the Fort 
Devens Sanitary Landfill facility 
Closure Plan should be coordinated 
with the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts. In 1985, Fort Devens 
applied for a RCRA Part B permit 
for its hazardous waste storage 
facility. In the permit process, Fort 
Devens identified 40 SWMUs. A 
detailed SI of the six highest 
priority sites was initiated in 
September 1990 and fieid work was 
completed in August 1991. A diaft 
SI report is due in January 1992. 
Another defailed SI for the next 
highest priority sites was initiated in 
September 1991. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A master environmen~l plan 
was prepared in 1989. This plm 
identifies and prioritizes all poten- 
tial hazardous waste sites and pro- 
poses appropriate investigative and 
corrective action efforts for each 
site. An RI of two landfills was 
initiated in September 1990 anti the 
field effort was completed in 
August 1991. A draft R I  report is 
due in March 1992, A follow-on RI 
and FS project was initiated in 
September 1991. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) '(II 

R D R 4  work will begin after 
completion of R I F S  acrivities. 



Fort Devens--6ud bury Training Annex (26) 

Iw Middlesex County, ~assachusetts 

Senrlce: Army 

Size: 2;301 Acres 

HRS Score: 35.57 

Base Mission: Troop training; Geophysics laboratory services; 
Fish and wildlife management A 

IAG Status: Signed June 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1990; 
RIIFS completion expected 1993 

Contaminants: VOCs, petroleum products, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides 

I Funding to Date: $3.76 million 

I . Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Sudbury Annex is managed by w Fon Devens Army Installation. 
located approximately 12 miles to 
the northwest. Prior to 1982, Sud- 
bury Annex was part of the Natick 
Research Development and Engi- 
neering Center (NRDEC). In 1982, 
all but a small housing a r a  was 
excessed to Fort Devens. The PA/SI 
recommended a follow-on survey of 
Sudbury Annex to confirm the 
presence or absence of contami- 
nation, and to determine the extent 
of contaminant migration. In 1991, 
a Master Environmental Plan 
(MEP) was developed which identi- 
fied 68 potentially contaminated 
sites. Follow-on SI work is required 
for 11 sites, with completion of all 
SI work scheduled for 1993. 

An RI was initiated in Novembzr RD/RA work will begin after 
1986. Three sites werc identified as completion of RI/FS activities. A 
contributing to the HRS score. removal action was conducted in 
Currently, an RIFS is being per- 198.5 for the PCB Spill Area. Fur- 
formed at 13 sites identified during ther study is required for this 
the bEP investigations. location. 

RI work for the remaining sites 
is scheduled for completion in 
1993. 



Fort Dix (Landfill Site) 
Pemberton Township, New Jersey 

Service: Army 

Size: 32,600 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.40 

Base Mission: Army Reserve and National Guard 
training and combat support 

IAG Status: Effective date September 27, 1991 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1985; Placed on NPL 1987; 
PAIS1 completed 1989 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, petroleumloilllubricants, s 
photographic chemicals, pesticides, herbicides, 

Funding to Date: $3.77 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

During the PA, the Army iden- 
tified past disposal and/or spill sites 
potentially contaminated wilh haz- 
ardous waste. The sites were inves- 
tigated further during the SI. 
Ground water was found to be 
contaminated with lead, nickel, 
cadmium, petroleum hydrocarbons 
and VOCs (1 ,l,l-mchIorwthane, 
1 ,I ,2-TCE, and chloroform). Further 
investigation is recommended to 
determine the presence, magnitude, 
and extent of contamination. 

An RIFS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1985 and indicated that a 
plume of contaminated ground 
water was emanating from the 
southwestern portion of the Fort 
Dix Sanita-y Landfill. The conum- 
inants do not appear to be hizhly 
concentrated. A geophysics1 field 
investigation suggested that the 
stream and associated surface water 
bodies act as a hydraulic bamer to 
suspected contaminant mignuon. 
The recommended course of action 
is to cover the lower 50 acres of the 
landfill with a low-permeability cap, 
and to add two feet of final cover 
to the remaining uncapped portion. 
A long-term (30-year) moniroring 
program has been implemented. A 
phased installation-wide RI is cur- 
rently underway for the remaining 
sites. 

medical wastes 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A ROD was signed for the Iand- 
fill site. RD is underway for Phase 
I. Cap construction is scheduled for 



Fort Lewis 
(Landfill #5 and Logistics Center) 
~ a c o m a  and Tillicum, Washington --- 
---.".**--* C r- . 

*-"A- - . -  " - 
- 5  " -* 

*-- AZ 1 \ 

Service: : . Amy  
2' -'-* -. - f 

C*L. . - 5r 
Size: =-.-.+ 86,541 Acres 

PT --- -7 

HRS SC&&I $&J9 (landfill) 
$5.48 (Logistics Center) 
-* 

Base Mission: I coroK Headauarters - olans and executes 
;~$ifflc, NATO: or other contingencies; Trwp training; - -   if field-; Medical Center; Logistics for supplies and maintenance. 

1. 
>, 

IAG Status: PrezROD C - IA.G sigrieg January 1990 
-. L3 

. - 
-!,' 

Action Dates: PA completed 1984; Landfill 5 placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1988; 
Logistics Center placed on NPL 1989; RIIFS completed in May 1990; ROD 
signed September 1990 

, 
Contaminants: n-,Sp&t - solvents, metal plating wastes, pesticides, PCBs, waste oils and 

~ U ~ I ~ ~ V O C S ,  asbestos, doal liquefication wastes, polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons, paint, batferyselectrolytes, . ,, metals, paint strippers and thinners 

I :  ' 91 

Fundlng to Date: $1 1 .I 7 million -, . 
- - - - S. -1 - 

l- % . I  

~reliminarf~ssessmenti 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The PA ihestigation revealed 
several poterZfially . cbntaminated 
areas. SIs have been completed at 
Park Marsh Landfill (u3ed previous- 
ly by the Veterans AAdininistration), 
Landfill 52 and the Center. 
Preliminary re~ults lit Park Marsh 
Landfill detected PC& and pesti- 
cides in the sediments: Landfill 5 
and the Logistics Center showed 
ground water contamination.- 

the ground. water contamination 
moves off$ost !from Lhe Logistics 
Center towdrd h e  town of ~illicum. 

An RIFS began at ~andfil1'5 in 
1988. The :primary ground Later 
contaminants aaLandfil1 5 are fron, 
manganeseAknzene, TCE and vinyl 
chloride. The RI and the human 
health and ecological risk assess- 
ments will be completed in Decem- 
ber 1991. The contaminant levels 
have been decreasing since the 
installation of the landfill cap and 
are predicted to continue to 
decrease to levels that do not 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Based on the ROD, the cleanup 
plan for the Logistics Center is to 
pump and treat the ground water. 
The RD is conducted in nvo phases. 
Phase I includes the installation of 
the: well fields. Phase I1 includes 
the. design and installation of the 
trentment plant, pumps, piping and 
other associated equipment. Phase I 
pilot wells were installed, and 
pumping tests were completed in 
the summer of 1991. Installation of 

Remedial lnvesiigatio"/ Suggest risks 10 human health and the Phase I well field is scheduled 
the environment A ROD is sched- for early 1992. Phase II design will Feasibility study f RIIFS) for Spring 1992. follow quickly behind with RA 

A RI/FS for the Logistic& Center 
was completed in May 1990. The 
primary ground water contaminants 
a t  the Logistics Center are solvents, 
trichloroethylene (TCE) and cis- 1,2- 
dichloroethylene @CE). In general, 

scheduled for iate 1992. 
'The ROD also includes moni- 

toring and soil sampling to ensure 
that all remaining sources of soil 
contamination have been identified 
and characterized. 



Fort Ord 
Marina, California - - ---- - - 

Service: 

Slze: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Army 

24,598 Acres 

Home of the 7th Infantry Division (Light) 

Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1990 

PAISI completed 1990; RIJFS for landfills initiated 1989; 
Installation-wide RllFS initiated 1990; RDtRA initiated 1988; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Petroleum wastes, VOAs 

Funding to Date: $1 4.12 million 

Preliminary ~ssessrnenti Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Design1 , 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
A preliminary hydrogeological 

investigation (PHI) completed in 
1987 identified the sanitary landfills 
as a possible source of contamina- 
tion for the City of Marina's 
backup supply well. This invesaga- 
tion determined also that other 
installation supply wells were a 
potential conduit for contamination 
between aquifers. 

PA/SIs completed in 1990 identi- 
fied contaminants including pew- 
leum wastes and VOAs. These sites 
include sewage treatment plants, 
motor pools, AAFES Dry Cleaner 
and Gas Station, old DRMO and 
DEH yards, a practice fire drill pit, 
and EOD range areas. In addition, 
the Iocation of numerous under- 
ground storage tanks have been 
identified. 

The landfills' RI/FS was initiated 
in 1989. Eleven monitoring wells 
were installed to supplement the 13 
PHI wells, and four sets of samples 
have been taken. This site is one of 
two operable units in the IAG. 

During the literature search and 
interview process conducted as part 
of the base-wide W S ,  several new 
sites were identified. Further inves- 
tigation of these sites was initiated 
in September 1991. 

A ground waterfsoil treatment 
system at rhe Fritzche Army Air 
Field has been operating since 

w 
1988. One hundred percent of the 
contaminated soil has been cleaned 
and removed. Ground water at this 
site should be cleaned by 1995. An 
interim remedial action project to 
close the I0 installation wells iden- 
tified as conduits for contamination 
was completed in 1990. 



Fort Riley 
Junction City, Kansas 

lnfantr); Division (Mechanized) 

IAG Status: Docket No. Vll-90-F-0015, signed 28 February 199 1 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 28 June 1991 

Contaminants: Tetrachloroethane, mercury waste, pesticides wastewaters, acetone, methylene 
chloride, c a h n  tetrachloride 

Funding to Date: $4.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ be conducted to determine the pres- 
ence or absence of contarninatiofi Site Inspection (PAIS') associated wilh operating practices 

A pA/SI focused on past and at Lhe former Dry Cleaning Facility 

current usage of toxic and haz- 180). 

ardous materials, and their potential 
to rn ip t e  off the installation. The Remedial hvestigation/ 
PNSI determined that toxic and FeaSjbjljjy Study (RI/FS) 
hazardous wastes (primarily waste 
oils and degreasing solvents) were 
formerly (mid-1960s to 1970) dis- 
posed of in the landfill southwest of 
Camp Funston. The landfill has 
been investigated and was closed in 
accordance with the State of Kansas 
regulations. Limited hydrogeolog- 
id and water quality data indicate 
that contaminants are not migrating 
at significant rates from the landfill. 
The area around Fort Riley is pre- 
dominantIy rural and agricultural. 
The Fort incorporates seven land- 
fills, numerous motor pools, burn 
and firefighting pit areas, hospitals, 
dry cleaning shops, and pesticide 
storage and mixing areas. The san- 
itary landfills at Camp Funston and 
Lhe blain Post (cleaning solvents 
and pesticide residues) are sus- 
pected potential sources of contami- 
nation at Fort Riley. A PA/SI will 

An RI/FS was initiated in 1991 
to determine the nature and extent 
of contamination caused by the dis- 
charge of waste and rinsewater 
from mixing operations at the Pesti- 
cide Storage and Preparation Facil- 
ity and at the Southwest Funston 
LandfiII. 

The object of this project is to 
investigate and determine the nature 
and extent of environmental con- 
tamination at the Southwest Funston 
Landfill. 

The findings and recommenda- 
tions associated with these investi- 
gations will be incorporated in a 
Remedial Investigation report 
prepared for each site. Completion 
is expected in 1993. 

Remedial Design1 
Rlemedial Action (RDIRA) 

Thirty-eight abandoned USTs 
and ancillary equipment were 
removed in 1990. Additional UST 
as:;essment/remediation projects are 
currently underway. Final remedial 
ac~ions will begin after completion 
of the RIFS. 



Fort Wainwright 
Fairbanks 

Service: 

Slze: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mlsslon: 

IAG Status: 

North star Borcugh 

91 7,993 Acres 

Headquarters of the 6th Infantry 
Division (Light) 

Initiated and expected to be signed 
November 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1983; Placed on NPL 
1990; RI/FS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: PetroleumloiVlubncants, heavy metals, solvents, pesticides, paints 

Funding to Date: $4.15 million 
, 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Design/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An Army assessment completed Environmental invesrigation Forty-eight leaking or abandoned 
in 1981 and subsequent facility activities including field work and underground storage tanks have 
assessments have identified 41 compilation of existing data have been removed since 1985. Conmi-  
potential source areas in addition to occurred at various sites. These nated soil around these tank has 
numerous potential POL sources at sites include the Nonh Pos: Site, been removed and stockpiled 
Fort Wainwright. Most sites were the landfdl, Nike Sites B u d  C, awaiting disposal. An abandoned 
used for past disposal of waste oils and an abandoned tank farm. pesticide hut was removed in 199 1. 
and solvents. These sites include a A Draft Federal Facility Agee- Soil removal around a petroleum 
40-acre landfill where POL, soI- ment (FFA) has divided Fort Wain- pipeline break is anticipated to 
vents and paints were disposed; Fire wright into five operable units. begin in the spring of 1992. 
Training pits with POL and solvent Each operable unit will have an Additional RD/RA work will 
contamination: drum burial sites, a RWS. The first RVFS operabIe unit begin after completion of RI/FS 
chemical agent burid site, leaking will include the Landfill, Power activities. 
underground storage tanks that have Plant CoaI Storage Yard, and F i e  
affected the water table; and Training Pits. It is scheduled to 
motorpools. begin in 1992 with a draft ROD 

scheduled in FY 1995. Other 
activities planned in 1992 include 
a comprehensive ground water 
investigation. 



George Air Force Base 
y Victorville, California 

I Service: 
I 

I Size: 

HRS Score: 

1 Base ~issjon: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Air Force 

5,347 Acres 

33.62 

Tactical fighter operations; Train 
aircraft and maintenance personnel; 
Maintain aircraft and ground support 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

PAIS1 completed 1986; RIIFS initiated 

Petroleum/oil~lubricants, VOCs, heavy 

1986; Placed on 

metals 

NPL 

Funding to Date: $13.2 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

v During a PWI,  the Air Force RI field studies were conducted 'The tratrnent system - for the 
identified several potentially con- in 1986 and 1988. Results indicate No-rheast Disposal Ares was con- 
taminated areas. These sites include POL, VOC, and heavy metal con- structed in 1990. The RA consists 
the Waste POL Lmch Field, the tamination of soils in several arms, of extracting the TCE-contaminated 
Fire Training Area, the Hazardous and TCE and radionuclide con- ground water and treating it by 
Waste Storage Yard, the STP Per- tamination of ground water. The using air stripping. The industrial 
colation Ponds, the Abandoned radioactive materials are beIieved to stolm drain was cleaned and 
Waste Fuel Dry Well, the Southeast be naturally occurring within the rerr~oved in 1991. Removal of JP-il 
Disposal Area, the Northeast Dis- region. Ground water monitoring is pure product from ground water at 
posal Area, and the Industrid/Storm being conducted to confirm pre- several locations near the flightline 
Drain. These sites were investigated vious findings. will commence in March 1992. 
further in 1986 and 1988 under the The sites at George AFB have RernovaI of underground storage 
IRP. been combined into three operable tanks and surrounding contaminated 

units (Ow. RIs and FSs for these soils is ongoing. 
OUs are continuing and are planned 
for completion in mid 1993. 



Griffiss Air Force Base 
Rome, New York 

Servlce: Air Force 

Size: 5,836 Acres 

HRS score: 34.20 

Base Mission: Air refueling operations; Long-range 
bombardment 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1981; Placed on NPL 1987; 
RIJFS scheduled for initiation 1991 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, greases, degreasersfcaustic 
cleaners, dyes, penetrants, solvents 

Funding to Date: $37.1 million 
, 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PkSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Mohawk River borders the Confirmation studies began in Sevenl interim remedial actions 
base on the west and south. A 
PA/SI identified sites containing 
hazardous materials from past dis- 
posal activities. Studies detected 
surface contamination at the Tank 
Farm and potential ground water 
contamination from dry wells and a 
lindane spill. 

October 1987. Initial studies de- 
tected contaminated ground water in 
a limited area near Landfill 1; PCB- 
contaminated soils at Buillng 112; 
fuel product contamination of soils 
and ground water at the Tank Farm; 
heavy metal contamination of soils 
in the Bauery Disposal Pits; and 
VOC contamination of ground 
water at Landfill 7. 

The RJ/FS work plan was sub  
mitted to EPA and the State of New 
York in 1991. The RWS began in 
1991 and is scheduled for cornple- 
tion in late 1992. All off-base areas 
conraining wells that have been 
contaminated with glycols are pro- 
posed for inclusion in the RWS. 

have been taken on base. In 1985- 
86, contaminated soil was removed 
from sevenl IRP sites. Seved 
USTs were removed horn the Tank 
Farm and contaminated soil was 
removed from the Battery Acid 
Disposal Pits in 1987. Additional 
USTs were removed in 1988. RAs 
in 1989 included modifications to a 
landfill cap and the removal of 
several USTs. Contaminated soil 
from an area adjacent to an aircraft 
nosedock was removed in late 1990. 

Construction on an off-base 
water distribution to repIace the 
impacted private domestic wells 
was completed in 1991. Remedial 
actions planned for 1992 include 
building 110 USTs, removing con- 
taminated soil, and designing land- 
fills #2 and #. 



Hill Air Force Base 

Service: Air Force 

Size: - 6,666 Acres 
. . 

HRS Score: 49.94 

Base Mission: . Logistics for weapons systems 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed April 1991 

I Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1985; 
Placed on NPL 1987; PAlSl ongoing 

I Contaminants: VOCs, sulfuric and chromic acids, solvents, petroleum wastes 

Fundlng to Date: $22.63 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ sites. Operable Unit 5 is the Tooele A private site off-base on Layton 
Army Rail Shop area and is con- Ranch received chromium-con- 

Site Inspection taminsred by paint stripping and mninated soil from Hill AFB. The 
The IRP includes investigation other indusmal activities. Operable contamination has been removed 

and c l m u p  activity at 36 sites on Unit 6 includes Building 1915, the and the site is undergoing RCRA 
base, seven Air Force sites off-base, site of missile fuel pack mainte- ckar~ closure. A second piivate off- 
and two private off-base sites. Of nance, suspected as a source of base site contains agricultural field 
the 36 on-base sites, 29 are grouped TCE. NO contamination has been dnins contaminated wirh low levels 
into seven gmgnphic areas (oper- detected at the waste asphalt dump. of TCE (20 ppb), possibly from 
able units). Operable Unit 7 includes three sites Hill AFB. Assessment of the health 

Operable Unit 1 contains Land- of chromium contamination, two at risks is being planned. 
fills #3 and #4 and the f i e  training Building 225 and one at Building The initial PA for Hill AFB was 
area. Pollutants in these sites in- 220. completed in 1982. Subsequent SIs 
clude industrial waste water t rat-  The Air Force sites off-base were conducted in 1953 and 1986- 
rnentplant sludges, liquid chemicals include two landfills, Chemical 87. Fourteen sites at Hill Am, bvo 
(primarily hydrocarbons and chlori- Disposal Pit M, an herbicide orange UlTR sites, and one site at Little 
nated solvents ), and ocher h-d- test-site, the Utah Test and Training Mountain were evalwted. As a 
ous and municipal wastes. Operable Range (U?TR), and the Little result, Hill AFB was placed on the 
Unit 2 includes chemical W s a l  Mountain Test Annex indusmal NFL in July 1987 with 12 sites 
pit #3, which received TCE and sludge disposal site. Landfill #5 grouped into 5 operable units. The 
other solvents and sludges and received hazardous waste, while the U'ITR and Little Mountain sites 
ranks as one of the most highly other hndfiu received municipal were not placed on the Nx. 
contaminated sites in the Air Force. trash. Chemical Disposal Pit #i4 Since NPL placement, additional 
Operable Unit 3 comprises Berman primarily receivedpetroleum hydro- Hill AFB and U?TR sites have 
Pond, several USTs that leaked carbons. The herbicide-orange test- been identified. Currently, 21 Hill 
solvents and sodium hydroxide, and site was found to be uncontarni- AFB and three UI7'R sites are in 
drying beds for industrial wate- nated. The U l T R  site received various stages of RI/FS s~udies. 
water treatment pIant sludges. Oper- wastes from burning ordnance and 
able Unit 4 consists of Landfills #1 rocket motors. The lvf~untain 
and #2. Although no hazardous site holds a concrete-lined sludge 
waste has been detected, TCE w s  bed containing wastewater trmrment 
dumped along a road near these plant sludges. 



Hill Air Force Base 
Ogden, Utah 

(Continued) I 
Remedial Investigation/ The RWS for Operable Unit 5 Remedial Design/ 

began in the summer of 1989. No 
Feasi bilit~ (RUFS) con,,a,on found in on-base Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The RI/FS was initiated in shallow ground water, but five On-base, Hill AFB has initiated 
March 1985. m e  five operable VOCS Were detected in soil gas. remedial actions at Operable Units 
units at Hill AFB are in various Four of these five chemicals have 1,2, and 3, as well as at three other 
sages of R W S  study. All operable been detected off-base in a spring, sites. 
units experience contaminant mi- but concentrations are within or just IRAs at Operable Unit 1 were 
gnting off-base through the shallow above drinking water Stmdards. Hill performed to lessen off-base con- 
ground water. The deeper drinking is monitoring the spring water. taminant migration. Hill AFB 
water aquifer does not seem to be Operable Unit 6 has completed capped 70 acres of landfill, ex- 
affected. Two stormwater retention its Site evahation. The report is due tracted and treated contaminated 
ponds and the Little Moun~in  in J ~ U W  1992- ground water from seven wells and 
sludge drying bed also are being Operable Unit 7 will kg ln  a two infiltration galleries, and in- 
studied. RCRA monitoring program on the stalled a mile-long bentonite slurry 

The RI/FS for Oper?ble Unit 'I Building 220 site. The site evdua-  wall. More than 50 million gallons 
has idenLfied chromium 2nd at least tion for the Building 225 chromium of contaminated ground water have 
14 VOCs in ground water, includ- site is cunenu~  under rei?ula[or~ been treated. As a result of these 
ing chlorinated-ehenes, ethanes, review. The other Building 225 site actions, VOC concentrations in off- 
benzene, methyl ethyl ketone, tolu- has had some ~0ntamination base seeps decreased 99 percent 
ene and vinyl chloride. Low levels removed. The resulrs have been since 1984. 
of these contaminants are migrating submitted to the EPA's PCB office. Off-base, contaminated ground 

w 
off-base. Chromium-cont;lrninated soil from water from Operable Unit 2 has 

The RI/FS for Operable Unit 2 Building 225 accidentally dumped been treated by activated carbon 
has detected nine dense non-aque- 0" a ranch in Layton h3.5 been since 1987. Two property owners 
ous phase liquid (DNAPL) contami- removed and the site declared have been hooked up to municipal 
nants, of which TCE is the most clean. wells and supplied with imgation 
prevalent at 1,700,000 ppb. Off- The RI is complete for the Little water. The ROD for interim reme- 
base contamination was discovered Mountain sludge beds. Conmi -  dial action was approved in late FY 
in the shallow aquifer. RI/FS nants, predominantly phenol and 1991 and remediation will begin in 
studies have included pump tests heavy metals, have not miprated FY 1992. At Operable Unit 3, Ber- 
and treatability analysis. An interim beyond the ditch behind the beds. man Pond was capped. In 1989-90, 
remedial action ROD for source A" RDlRA is planned lo remove at a JP-4 spill site, soil venting 
recovery of the DNAPL has k e n  the contaminated soils to a K R A  removed 190,000 pounds of fuel. 
signed. TSD facility in FY 1992. Two old PCB spill sites were exca- 

The RI/FS for Operable Unit 3 RODS should be signed in 1993, vated and disposed of in 1990. 
found five VOCs, cadmium and completing the R m s  Process. A 
l a d  in shallow ground water. The pre-ROD IAG was signed in April 
~ontaminant~ may have mig~ated 1991. 
off-base to the Layton Ranch field 
drains. 

The RI/FS for Operable Unit 4 
found four VOCs in shallow ground 
water. Contaminant distribution 
Patterns indicate roadside dumping 
was responsible rather than landfill 
deposits. 

3 



Homestead Air Force Base 
Homestead, Florida 

Senrlce: . - Air Force 

Size: . 
- 

2,916 Acres 

HRS Score: 42.40 
:*. 9 

Base  Mission: ' " Tactical Air Command; F-16 Fighter Wing; ATC 
sea-survival school; Tactical Control Squadron; 1 
Naval Security Group Activity; ~ e r o s ~ a c e  Rescue and 
Recovery Squadron (AFRES) and Fighter Interceptor 
h__ .- -1.- -. 

IAG Status:  Pre-ROD IAG signed March 1991 +' 
Action Dates: PAISI completed 1986; RI/FS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1990 

I contaminants:  Metal plating wastes, VOCs, cyanide 

Funding to Date: $4.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The area around Homestead 
hFB is mostly agricultural. Wastes 
have been disposed of onsite since 
the facility opened in 1932. Electro- 
plating operations were conducted 
onsite, and plating wastes contain- 
ing heavy metals and cyanides were 
allegedly disposed of directly on the 
ground. 

The PNSI identified three major 
areas of concern: the Fire Protection 
Training Area, the Residual Pesti- 

ground water conurninant levels of 
26 ug/l benzene, 25 ugJl chloroben- 
zene, and 52 ug/l ethylbenzene. A 
monitoring well was installed and 
benzene was detected in the ground 
water at concentrations which 
exceed the Florida Primary Drink- 
ing Water Standard. Ethyl ether was 
detected in high concentrations in 
the shallow and intermediate ground 
water. Its presence is attributed to 
the disposal of approximately 5,500 
gallons of ethyl ether in January 
1984 by the Federal Drug Enforce- 
ment Agency and Dade County. 

Residual Pesticide Disposal Area, 
and chlorine bleach and ammonia 
were applied to accelirate the 
decmposition of the pesticide 
compounds. Analytical results 
showed low levels of organochlo- 
rine insecticides in surface soil 
samples. No organochlorine pesti- 
cide:~ or chlorinated herbicides were 
detected in the ground water 
samples. 

Additional RI/FS investi,rrations 
to determine the extent of contami- 
nation should begin in 1993. 

cide ~ i i p o s a l  Area, and the Electro- At the Elecfroplath? Waste Remedial Design/ 
plating Disposal Area. Disposal Area, additional analysis 

showed heavy metals in the ground Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS was initiated in 
August 1987 at the Fire Protection 
Training Area (FPTA), Electro- 
plating Waste Disposal Area, and 
Residual Pesticide Disposal Area. 
IRP studies have detected elevated 
levels of VOCs at FPTA-3. Analyti- 
cal results from the RI showed 

water at concentrations -below 
allowable maximum levels. Cyanide 
was detected at 24 ug/L in one 
monitoring well. Concentrations of 
sealant metal and cyanide were 
found in soil and sediment samples. 
The metal concentrations were com- 
parable to those commonly found in 
the background soils. 

From 1977 to 1982, pesticides 
were sprayed or dumped onto the 

P,n IRA was conducted in 1987 
to remove approximately 25 USTs 
from various IRF sites. Consrruc- 
tion of a remedial system for Pump 
house 9 was completed in 1991. 
The system is currently operating at 
that site to remove free product 
contamination. 

RD/RA work is e x ~ ~ d  to 
begin in 1993. 



Iowa Army Ammunition Plant 
Middletown, Iowa 

Service: Army 

Size: 19,127 Acres 

HRS Score: 29.73 

Base Mlsslon: Load-assemble-pack a variety of 
conventional munitions and fusing systems 

JAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 with EPA 1 
Action Dates: First PAISI completed 1980; Second PNSI initiated 1991; RIIFS initiated 1981; 

Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, waste solvents, explosives containing sludges 

Fundlng to Date: $6.84 million 

Preliminary ~ssessmentl Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Iowa Army Ammunition Plant An RIFS  was initiated in Febru- 
(IAAP) is a government-owned/ ary 1981, and a contamination 
contractor-operated (GOCO) survey was completed in October 
facility. Although a PA/SI was 1982. Explosives contamination was 
completed in 1980, an update was found in surface and ground waters 
initiated in January 1991 to further within the Brush Creek drainage 
assess the impact on the environ- system. The former Line 1 Im- 
ment of the use, storage, treatment, poundment and the Pinkwater 
and disposal of toxic and hazardous Lagoon adjacent to Line 800 were 
materials and to define conditions identified as sources of contamina- 
that may adversely affect health and tion. It was determined that RDX 
welfare or result in environmental was migrating off-site through 
degradation. Forty-three sites were Brush and Spring Creeks. A follow- 
addressed as defined by the IAG. on environmental survey completed 
Final results are expected in in August 1984 assessed further the 
January 1992. contamination in the Line 1 and 

Line 800 areas. The endangerment 
assessment and FS for Lines 1 and 
800 were completed in July and 
August 1989, respectively. A 
Federal Facilities Compliance 
Agreement (FFA) between the 
Anny and EPA was signed in April 
1988. An RI/FS is scheduled to 
begin in March 1992. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDlRA) 

Closure of the inert landfil V Trench 5 was completed in Novem- 
ber 1969. Closure of the Line 6 
gravel filter bed and the drainage 
ditch was completed in August 



Jacksonville Naval Air Station 
I Jacksonville, Florida 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

3,820 Acres 

Provide services and materials 
activities and aircraft overhaul 

Signed October 1990 

PA completed 1985; Placed on 

for a 

NPL 
1989; SI scheduled completion for 1991 

Heavy metals, petroleum/oil/lubricants, paints, acids and 
caustic, phenols, waste solvents, radioisotopes and low-level 
radioactive radium paint wastes, cyanide 

Funding to Date: $4.0 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PA identified 38 sites on NAS The Navy projects that a mini- A Removal Action was com- 
Jacksonville. Four additional sites mum of 13 of the 42 sites will be pleted at Site 27, the PCB Trans- 
have been identified and added. The investigated under an RIES. An former Pad, and another at Site 26, 
SI investigated 19 sites. A TRC h3s FFA was signed in October 1990. the oiVsolvent pits. 
been organized and held its first An RI/FS work plan and project 
meeting in May 1989. management plan were submitted 

for review in September 1990. NAS 
is currently a test site for the devel- 
opment and use of the Tri-service 
&ne Penetrometer project. 



Joliet Army Ammunition Plant 
(LAP Area and Manufacturing Area) 
Joliet, Illinois 

.;<: - > .... - 
a,, <. 

< .  

Service: :; . , Army 

Square Miles 

. .  
Base Misslon: Manufacture and load-assemble-pack (LAP) 

explosives and explosive-filled munitions 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1989 with EPA and State of 
. - 

Action Dates: PPJSl com~leted 1978; RIIFS initiated 1981; 
~anufactuiin~ Area placed on NPL 1987; LAP Area 
placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Jvlunitions-related wastes, VOCs, heavy metals 
0 I 

Funding to Date: $1 1.63 million 

Preliminary Assessment' Remedial Investigation1 Remedial ~ e i g n l  
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) w 

Joliet Army Ammunition Plant 
(JAM), consisting of a Manufac- 
turing Area and a Load-Assemble- 
Pack (LAP) Area, is a government- 
owned/contractor-oprated (GOCO) 
facility. Since 1977, the facility has 
been maintained in standby 
condition. 

The PA/SI identified the poten- 
tial presencc of TNT, DNT, RDS, 
and tetryl, as well as nitric and 
sulfuric acids, toluene, and various 
heavy metals. Past practices may 
have contaminated ground and sur- 
face waters, sediment, and soil. 

Investigative studies have cen- 
tered mainly on 10 areas within the 
Manufacturing Area and identified 
various contaminants in the ~ ~ o u n d  
and surface water, sediment, and 
soil. Additional RI/FS activities 
under the IAG will address 35 
potentially contaminated locales in 
the LAP Area and eight additional 
locales in the Manufacturing Area. 
Contaminants from past operations 
may have migrated offsite through 
surface water. No indication of con- 
tamination of off-post potable water 
supplies currently exist at this time. 
Field work for both the Phase 1 
LAP Area and Phase 2 Manufac- 
turing Area is scheduled for com- 
pletion in November 1991. A final 
report of these activities is due in 
May 1992. 

In 1985, more rhan seven miIlion 
gallons of explosives-contaminated 
red water were removed from the 
Red Water Lagoon and transported 
offsite for disposal. Explosives-con- 
taminated sludge and the lagoon 
liner also were removed, and the 
area was capped with clay. 

Two surface impoundments in 
the Manufacturing Area containing 
ash from past incineration of explo- 
sives were recapped in 1985. 

No RD/RA for the LAP Area 
has been developed to date. 



Lake City Army Ammunition Plant 
v (  Northwest Lagoon) 

Independence, Missouri 

senrice:' Army 
* .  

size! - . 3,955 Acres 

Base Mission: Manufacture, store, and test small 
arms ammunition 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1989 

Action ~ates:' PAlSl completed 1979; Placed on NPL 1987; RI/FTS 
initiated 1987 

contaminants: ~ i l s ; ~ r e a s e s ,  heavy metals, solvents, explosives 

Funding to Date: $28.58 million 
. .- 

Preliminary Assessment/ meds) Was de[eckd a[ all seven ~erned ia l  Design1 
areas. An RIFS  was recommended Site Inspection (PAISI) br he si,. Remedial Action (RDIRA)  

Lake City Army Ammunition 
Plant (LCAAP) has manufactured, 
stored, and tested small arms 
ammunition continuously since 
1941, except for a 5-year period 
following World War 11. Virtually 
all waste treatment and disposal has 
been onsite. LCAAP has relied 
heavily on lagoons, landfills, and 
burn pits for waste disposal. Indus- 
uial operations have generated large 
quantities of potentially hazardous 
waste, including oils/greases, sol- 
vents, explosives, and metals. 

The Installation Assessment 
identified numerous waste areas on 
base, but because of a clay layer in 
the soil, no testing was recommend- 
ed. However, a PAIS1 identified 73 
waste sites containing more than 
100 individual units. These units 
were later consolidated into 34 
sites. Field testing was conducted at 
seven representative areas and 
ground water contamination (vola- 
tile organics, explosives, and heavy 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

An RI/FS was initiated in Sep- 
tember 1987, and the study con- 
firmed contamination of the ground 
water above federal and state cri- 
teria beneath the entire site. 
Approximately eight water wells of 
private residents immediately north 
of LCAAP have been monitored 
quarterly since 1987. Low level 
explosive and volatile organic 
contamination have been sporadi- 
cally detected, but levels remain 
below applicable criteria. Ten 
additional off-post wells are sched- 
uled to be installed. A Phase 2 
RIPS was initiated in 1989 to 
determine the extent of ground 
water contamination and to investi- 
gate source locations. A find RI 
effort is scheduIed in 1992 to fill in 
data gaps from the previous efforts. 

Numerous explosive waste 
lagoons at LCAAP have been 
closed since 1986. Air strippers for 
the drinking water supply wells at 
the plant were installed in January 
1990. Permit applications have been 
submitted for the other production 
wells. 



Letterkenny Army Depot ' 

(PDO Area and Southeast Area) 
Franklin County and Chambersburg, Pennsylvania w 

Base Mission: Maintain and test tracked vehicles and missiles; 
Issue chemicals and petroleum; Store, demilitarize, 
and modify ammunition 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed February 1989 with EPA and State of Pennsylvania 

Action Dates: RI/FS initiated 1982; PNSI completed 1983; Southeast area placed 
on NPL 1987; Property Disposal Office Area placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Petroleum/oiVlubricants, pesticides, solvents, cleaning agents, metal 
plating wastes, phenolics, VOCs, painting residues and thinners, explosive3 

Funding to Date: $16.93 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The initid PA/SI included identi- 
fication of 14 potentially contami- 
nated sites, all targeted for an 
RI/FS. Significant contamination of 
ground water by aromatic hydro- 
carbons and volatile chlorinated 
hydrocarbons has been found. Ele- 
vated levels of contaminants have 
migrated off-base. An SI was u p  
dated for 18 SWMUs during May- 
July 1990. The SI report was sub- 
mitted to the EPA and Pennsylvania 
in March 1991 and is currently 
being finalized. The SI report 
recommends further investigation of 
eight sites. 

waters have been contaminated with 
chlorinated hydrocarbons, chlorin- 
ated organic solvents, toluene, and 
chloroform. Soils have been con- 
taminated by xylene, heavy metals, 
chloroform, aromatic and chlori- 
nated hydrocarbons, and chlorinated 
organic solvents. Organic contami- 
nants have migrated beyond depot 
boundaries in the southeastern area. 
Additional field work for the RVFS 
is currently being conducted to 
satisfy regulatory requirements 
noted during review of pre-IAG 
RI/FS efforts. A dye study is un- 
derway to define contaminant flow. 
The quality of the ground water at 
the DNTP lagoon is being assessed 
under RCRA requirements. 

the ability of the vacuum system to 1 
Ueat soils. This testing indicated 
limited potential for the ISV unit 
because of h e  site characteristics. 
Low-temperature thermal stripping 
is being considered for soil remedi- 
ation. Ground water trmtrnent also 
will be considered at both NPL 
sites. Ground water treatment at the 
former IWTP lagoon area was 
initiated in June 1989. The interim 
ground water treatment system was 
expanded to nine extraction weus in 
December 1990. The contract for 
closure of the lagoon has k e n  
awarded, and the closure plan has 
been approved. Remediation is 
planned to begin in December 1991. 
In 1990, approximately 25,00 cubic 
feet of soils were removed from the 

Remedial Investigationl Remedial Design1 Old Fire Training Area. Records of 
Decision (ROD) were signed in 

Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) I,9l hr , sE ka, , 
The R I B  was initiated in June All dterIlate Water System Was the PPo Area Drum 

1982, and eonfmed contamination provided in Seplember 1987, An ments, and the oil bum pit. 
of 11 areas. Ground and surface ISV system was used to determine 



Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant (41 1 

w Texarkana, Texas 

Service: 

Size: 

Army 

15,546 Acres 

1 HRS Score: 31.85 1 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed June 1990 

Actlon Dates: PNSI completed 1978; Placed on NPL 1987; 
RIIFS initiated 1987 

I contaminants: Munitions-related wastes, heavy metals, petroleurn/oil/lubricants 
I 

Funding to Date: $4.39 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 This is rcheduled lor 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) completion by July 1992. 

u Lone Star AAP is a GOCO plant An RI/FS was initiated in Sep- 
that employs approximately 2,000 tember 1957. A contamination 
pople. Past disposal practices survey investigated 17 areas of 
included burial of drummed and potential contamination. Heavy 
undrummed wastes in landfiIIs, metals and/or explosives were dis- 
weus, and cisterns; disposal of covered in the ground and surface 
explosives in a demolition area, water and surface soils at several 
black powder dump, and burning sites. Small concentrations of sul- 
ground; and the discharge of wastes fates, chlorides and dieldrin were 
to chemical sludge ponds, settling also detected in the ground water. 
pits, unlined pinkwater lagoons, and Additional investigations conducted 
neutralization ponds. Potential in 1990 and 1991 have discovered 
ground watercontaminant migration the potential for off-site 
off post could affect approximately contaminant migration. New studies 
200 private wells located within to include off site investigation are 
two miles of the post and used for planned for 1992 as part of RCRA 
potable water purposes. Facility Investigation 0. 

The P M I  found nitrobodies and The pre-ROD IAG was signed in 
heavy metals in manufacturing. dis- September 1990. Only the NPL site, 
pod, demolition, and lagoon areas the Old Demolition Area (ODA), is 
and determined the contaminants covered by this agreement. The 
could migrate beyond plant bound- remaining sites have been listed as 
aries through surface and subsurface SWMUs. There are 145 SWMUs 
waters. A follow-on indepth inves- under investigation. 
tigation was recommended to deter- The Federal and state regulators 
mine if contaminants are migrating have completed reviewing the 
off-post. R I D  for the ODA. Additional 

investigation was recommended. 

Remedial Designl 
Remedial Action (RD/RA) 

Both Chromic Acid (North G 
irrea) and 0-Line (Sourh 0 Ara)  
Fonds have been closed and are 
k i n g  monitored. Leaking under- 
g~0und fuel tanks at the instillation 
gas station have been drained and 
fueling operations h v e  been moved 
to another location. Tank removal 
and soil remediation are scheduled 
to begin in early 1992. 



Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant 
~arnakk, Texas 

propellant rocket motors 

IAG Status: Signed by the Army, EPA, and Texas 
in October 1991 , 

Water 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1990; 
RI/FS initiation 1991; RFA performed 1988; RCRA permit final 1992 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, VOCs, munitions-related wastes, petroleum/oil/lubricants 

&"ding to Date: $1.58 million I 
Preliminary Assessment/  Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The Longhorn AAP primarily 
produced 246-TNT flake and acid 
for munition production during 
World War 11. Flake production 
ceased and the current mission 
commenced in 1945. 

A PNSI recommended conduc- 
ting an environmental survey. A 
contamination survey and follow-up 
studies identified contamination of 
onsite surface and ground water and 
soils emanating from the Active 
Burning Ground/Rocket Motor 
Washout Pond Area, the TNT Pro- 
duction Area, the Flashing Area, the 
Landfdl (old), TNT burial sites, and 
old Burning Grounds. 

An RFA in 1988 identified many 
of the same sites as SWMUs wirh a 
potential for release. 

A preliminary survey confirmed 
two sources for VOC ground water 
contamination beneath the Active 
Burning Ground and identified a 
third potential source that will 
require further investigation. The 
contaminant plume has neither 
moved significantly in the last 30 
years, nor migrated off-post. 

The IAG lists 13 areas that will 
be included in the RI/FS. Investi- 
gations at the site will follow 
CERCLA procedures, but will also 
incorporate RCRA requirements. 

Capping of the Rocket Motor 
Washout Pond Arm was initiated in 
1984. The Texas Water Commis- 
sion certified the pond clean-closed 
in 1986. 



Loring Air Force Base 
~imestone, Maine 

- .  

Service:. 
* .  

Air Force 

Size: . - 9,000 Acres 
. -* 

HRS Score: 34.49 

Base  Mission: Headquarters to Strategic Air Command's 
42nd Bombardment Wing 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed January 1991 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1984; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Waste oils, fuels, spent solvents, PCBs, pestic 

Fundlng to  Date: $41.95 million 

Prejjminaw Assessment/ 1968. From 1968 to 1973, these 
materials were disposed of by burn- Site Inspection inpa The 6 0 0 - 0 ~  nighfine a ra ,  

Historically, wastes have been with its industrial shops and main- 
burned or buried in landfdls. Sur- t t~~ance  hangars, was a primary 
face water less than three miles generator of hazardous waste on- 
downstream. is used for recreational base. While some generated wastes 
activities and a fresh water wetland were disposed of on the ground or 
is 500 feet from Landfill 3. in storm and sewer drains in the 

area, most wastes were disposed of 

Remedial Investiaation/ elsewhere. soils in the flightline 
- -  - area also contain significant (R'lFS) arnoun, of fuel, oil, and various 

was initiated in VOCs. An estimated 1,200 people 

October 1986 disclosed that rnoni- obfain drinking water from wells 

toring wells on-base were contami- within three miles of haZXdous 
nated with rnethylene chloride. substances The 
T E ,  carbon tetr;chloride, and (non-~ouble) well is less than 500 
barium. The are on or feet from the ~0~at i0n  of buried 
downgradient from several widely transformers- According to the 1986 
xattered disposal areas. T~~ areas IRP report, water in the flightline 
an: old, adjacent gravel pits that ~ n a g e  ditch, a 295Wfoot portion 
were used for landfill and cover of a tributary to Greenlaw Creek, is 
190 acres. ~~, ,df i l l  2 was used for. contaminated with rnethylene chlo- 
disposal of hazardous wastes horn ride, tetrachloroethylene, 1, I-TCA, 
1956 to 1974, and ~ ~ ~ d f i u  3 saw . TCE, and iron. The ditch receives 
similar use fmm 1974 to fie early Stom water discharges from several 
1980s. In the 0.5-acre Fin Depart- Sewen draining b e  flightline am 
rnent Training Area, large quantities and the nose dock area, both loca- 
of hazardous were dis- tions where fuels were handled. 

posed of through landfilling until 

:ides, heavy metals 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

An RA was initiated in 1989. 
Remedial actions in 1990 included 
contaminated soil and UST remov- 
als. Remedial actions in 1991 in- 
i:luded contaminated soil trem~~ent, 
ZTST removals, and landfill upping. 
Remedial Actions for 1992 will 
involve further contaminated soil 
Irarment and free product removal. 



Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant 
Doyline, Louisiana 

Service: Army 

Size: 14,974 Acres 

30.26 HRS Score: 

Base Mission: Load-Assemble-Pack operations; 
Manufacture shell metal parts 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PNSl completed 1978; RIIFS initiated 1985; 
Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Oils, grease, degreasers, phosphates, solvents, metal plating sludges, acids, 
flyash, TNT and RDX explosives 

Funding to Date: $38.19 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Louisiana Army Ammuni- 
tion Plant (LAAP) is owned by the 
government and is operated by the 
Thiokol Corporation. LAAP cur- 
rently employs 1,680 people. 

The PA/SI concluded that the 
explosive loading and disposal areas 
of the plant were heavily contami- 
nated with explosive wastes, pri- 
marily TNT, RDX, and tetryl. In 
addition, sumps and unlined ponds 
in the metal parts production area 
were contaminated with waste from 
plating and fabrication operations. 
No explosives were found in the 
surface water leaving the instal- 
lation. In addition, no indication of 
contaminant migration off the 
installation through ground or sur- 
face waters was found. The high 
potential for fume migration of the 
explosive contamination, however, 
resulted in a recommendation for a 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The fust stage of the RVFS work 
consisted of a preliminxy con- 
tamination survey completed in 
1982. The actual RIFS began 1985 
with a follow-on RI completed in 
1987. The investigations indicated 
that no off-post migration had 
occurred. On-post wells, however, 
were contaminated with explosives, 
including TNT, RDX, and HMX. 
The contaminated ground water had 
reached the southern boundary, so 
as part of a follow-on RI, four 
wells were installed off the southern 
boundary of the installation in 1988. 

Remedial Design1 1 
Remedial ~ c t i o n  (RDIRA) 

Incineration of explosives-con- 
tamhated soil and h m e n t  of 
contaminated surface water in Ares 
P began in 1987. The incineration 
of 102,000 tons of soils and the 
trerltment of 50 million gallons of 
pinkwater was completed in March 
1990. Closure activities and revege- 
tation of the site were completed 
during the fourth quarter of 1990. 

A 1989 analysis indicated that 
the explosives-contaminated ground 
water had migrated off the southern 
boundary. Consequently, two 6- 
month ground water monitoring 
programs were completed between 
1989 and 1991; no contamination 
was found. Monitoring of these 16 
drinking water wells will continue. 

water quality monitoring program. 



Luke Air Force Base 
j v Glendale, Arizona 

Service: Air Force 

Size: 4,198 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.93 

Base Mission: Advanced fighter training 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Petroleum/oil/lubricants, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $9 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Luke AFB is located in the 
Sonoran Desert and rests on a broad 
alluvium-filled valley within the 
western portion of the Phoenix 
Basin. The PA/SI conducted in 
1982 identified a number of poten- 
tially contaminated areas, including 
five sites where hazardous wastes 
were disposed of. These five sites 
were subsequently investigated in 
1983 and 1986 as part of the IRP. 
Additional sites were later identified 
for investigation. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Two old fire training sites in 
berrned areas were used to simul3t: 
aircraft fire by burning POL wastes. 
Below surface, soil borings con- 
tained elevated levels of oil and 
grease, and low levels of volatil: 
organics. These findings prompted 
a pre-design study to determine hi: 

extent of contamination and gathtr 
the requisite information for con- 
ducting a soil vapor extraction pilot 
study and the subsequent removal 
action. Three ground water moni- 
toring wells were installed, one pre- 
sumed to be upgradient and two 
downgradient The water table was 
measured at 360 feet below ground 
surface. No significant contaminants 
were detected. In addition, the 
waste treatment annex landfill was 
discovered eroding from the banks. 
An inspection was conducted and 
stabilization action was executed in 
March 1991. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RD/RA) 

RAs to date include closing a 
former waste oil and conuminated 
JP-4 fuel storage site. The subject 
tanks were removed and the area 
war capped with concrete. blonitor- 
ing wells are in place. In addition, 
the leaking UST at the base service 
station was removed. Soil vapor 
extl-action is planned for the North 
Fire Training Area. A treatability 
study was completed in January 
195 1. A bank stabilization project 
to prevent further erosion of a 
landfill into the Aqua Fria River 
was completed in early 1991. 



March Air Force Base 
Riverside, California 

Service: Air. Force 

Size: 7,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 31.94 

Base Mission: Aircraft maintenance and repair; Refueling 
operations; Training activities 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1984; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $26.2 million i 
Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Investigation1 "~0rdin-e to the baewidc work 

plm developed under the require- Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) ,,,, ,, ., ,,,,, ,,,. 
Soils on March AFB are con- RI/FS efforts are currently 

Laminated with organics and metals underway. On-base Well No. I was Remedial Desianl 
Y 

and primary ground water conmi -  contaminated with TCE, ~et~achloro- Remedial re ti^^ (RDIRA) 
nsnrs are TCE and perchloroethyl- ethylene, and cis-1,2dichIoroethy- 
ene (PCE). An estimated 11,600 lene at levels that exceed sute Activities supporting system 
people ob~ain drinking water from drinking water smdards. Therefore, design for removing TCE from 
municipal wells within three miles Well No. I was taken out of ser- pound water at six sites beean in 
of hazardous substances on March vice. Ground water concenrrations 1989. RD/RA activities in 1990 
AFB. The base also is adjacent to range from 170 ppb PCE and 110 included the removal of the Panem 
light industrial, agricultunl, and ppb TCE on base, to 15 ppb TCE hydrant fueling system, con- 
residential areas. in one off-base private well. The taminated soil treatment, and 

As part of the PA/SI, the Air private well owner has been pro- pumping and treating free product 
Force investigated 42 potentially vided with bottled drinking water. beneath the removed hydrant 
contaminated sites. The sites includ- An RIPS status report, completed fueling system. During 1990 and 
ed three fire training areas, seven in 1991, divided March's IRP sites 1991, activities continued for free 
inactive landfills, underground into three operable units (OU) for product removal and soil ueaunent 
solvent storage tanks, an engine test better tracking and grouping of at the Panero site. The insrallation 
cell, and spills. Significant contarni- contaminants. It also provided sug- of a ground water treatment system 
nation was found at seven sites. gestions and recommendations for began at Landfill No. 6. Planned 
Three regions of ground water ground water monitoring well loca- RD/RA activities for 1992 include 
contamination beneath the base also tions, contaminant tests required further contaminated soil treatment 
were identified. and types of treatment procedures and free product removal at the 

and processes to be used for specif- Panero site, Swimming Pool Fill 
ic contaminanrs based on site char- (Site 17) and Engine Test Cell (Site 
acteristics. Activities will continue 18) RD and RA, and the remov?' 
in the three operable units Hawes UST. 3 



Marine Corps Logistic Base 
Albany, Georgia 

Service: Navy 

Size: 3,327 Acres 

HRS Score: 44.65 

Base Mission: Supply center; Training center 

IAG Status: Signed July 2, 1991 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1985; Placed on NPL 1989; RIIFS initiated 1989 

Contaminants: Waste oil and fuels, solvents, mineral spirits, PCBs, paints and thinners, 
stripping compounds, DDT, cleaning solutions 

Fundlng to Date: $2.5 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PNSI identified eight poten- 
tial contamination sites, six of 
which were recommended for con- 
firmation studies. Sites included 
landfills, a storm sewer and canal, 
and a leaking drum storage area. 
Nine sites are being addressed 
under the SI. 

Ten sites have been added 
following the RFI. Twenty-one sites 
are being addressed under an RI/FS. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Phase I of the corrective action Five recovery wells have been 
RFI was completed for nine sites insulled at the I \ \ T  y d  the old 
during 1989. The RR results will sludge drying beds were capped. 
be used for the RI. Old sludge 
drying beds are currently being 
corrected under RCRA. A draw- 
down test was performed on the 
recovery well that extracts water 
from the contaminated Upper Ocda 
Aquifer. A conceptual design was 
then completed for the recovery 
system. At the Industrial Waste 
Treatment Plant (I\W), quarterly 
ground water monitoring continues 
as part of the RCRA corrective 
action. 

The fourth meeting of the TRC 
was held on October 31,1991. The 
Deparunent of the Navy, EPA, and 
Georgia Environmental Protection 
Division negotiated and signed an 
FFA in 1991. 



Mather Air Force Base (48) 

Sacramento, California 

, Air Force 

Size: ' 5,934 Acres 

HRS score' 28.90 

Base Mission: Electronic Warfare Officer Training; Navigator Training 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA and State of Caiifornia , 

Action Dates: PA completed 1982; RI/FS initiated 1984; 
Placed on NPL 1989; SI completed 1990 

Contaminants: Solvents, cleaners, VOCs, plating wastes 

Funding to Date: $33.86 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design/ 
Site inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Water quality analyses of drink- The IRP at Mather AFB is cm- Bottled water was provided to 
ing water in wells on and near the rentIy being conducted at the off-base residents in 1956 whil 
base ind ica~  the presence of TCE AC&W Sites, the Group 2 Sites construction of a water line c o u l ~  
and other solvents in the shallow and the Group 3 Sites. The RI at be completed from the base water 
ground water system. In 1979, the AC&W Sites was completed in supply to the affected residents. In 
drinking water contamination was March 1991, with the FS completed 1989, six residences and a 33-unit 
first discovered when sampling in July 1991. The FS report recom- trailer park were connected to a 
from the production well at the mended ground water remediation local municipal water main. 
Aircraft Control and Warning at the site. A draft Record of Deci- Remedial Design at the AC&W 
(AC&W) area confirmed the pres- sion (ROD) for the AC&W Sites is Site is in progress. Once the ROD 
ence of TCE. To date, ground water due in December 1991. is signed, a site remediation sche- 
contamination has been confinned The RI and the FS included in dule wiII be negotiated and included 
at the AC&W Site, the 7100 Area the Group 2 Sites is underway, with in the Federal Facility Agreement 
(southwestern comer of the base), the draft reports due in 1992. It is (FFA). It is expected that construc- 
and the West Ditch (western border anticipated many of these sites will tion at the site will be complete in 
of the base). Both the 7100 Area not require remediation, but exten- 1993, with beatment of the ground 
and West Ditch are suspected of sive ground water contamination in water continuing for at least seven 
causing off-base contamination. three areas of the base will likely years. 

require ground water removal and Remedial actions will be 
treatment. required at several other sites. 

The RI at the Group 3 Sites has ScheduIes for remediation will be 
begun, with a draft report due in negotiated after the RODS are 
November 1992. The sites consist signed. 
mainly of oil/water separators and 
are expected to require limited if 
any remediation. , w 



I McChord Air Force Base 
I (Wash RacWreatrnent Area-WTA) 

(American Lake Garden Tract-ALGT) 
Tacoma, Washington 

1 : 

Service: Air Force 

I Size: 4,616 Acres 
1 

HRS Score: W I A  - 42.24 
ALGT - 31.94 

Base Misslon: Airlift services to troops, cargo, equipment, 

I passengers, and mail 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Actlon Dates: PNSl completed 1986; RIIFS in ALGT completed 1991; RIIFS in WTA initiated 
1990 and ongoing; Agreement with State signed in July 91 for 29 non-NPL sites 

Contaminants: ALGT - Chlorinate3 solvents; W A  - Fuel constituents; Non-NPL - Fuel, hydraulic 
fluid, oils, solvents, paints, acids, pesticides, metal:; 

Funding to Date: $15.4 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Almost 500,000 gallons of haz- 
ardous substances have been used 
and disposed of on-base. 

The PA identified 62 sites and 
recommended further action at 34 
of them. SIs identified shallow 
aquifer contamination. The base. 
and over 10,000 people within three 
miles of the base, depend upon the 
aquifers for their drinking water. 

The current number of sites is 64 
and includes sites with no further 
action needed, non-NPL sites, sites 
within two NPL locations, and one 
"site" to track UST removals. 

The ALGT RI/FS was initiated 
in May 1987 and completed in 
March 1991. Low-level concentn- 
tions of trichloroethylene migrated 
in the shallow aquifer to the north 
and west into the off-base ALGT. 

Further RWS work was initiated 
in 1991 for 38 sites. 

RAs were initiated in 1988 to 
c1c:anup POLcontrlminated soil at 
Sile 63. The ALGT ROD specifies 
hookups to the new potable water 
system the Air Force instaIIed in 
the ALGT in 1986. RD work for a 
ground water pump and treat sys- 
tem at this site is schedul@ to 
begin in 1992. The RA should 
begin in 1993 and continue for at 
least 30 years. 



McClellan Air Force Base' 
Sacramento, California 

=Sewice: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

Ai; Force 

2,950 Acres 

Logistics for aircraft, missile, space, and 
electronics programs 

\ 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 with EPA and State of California 

RI/FS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1987 

Organic solvents, metal plating wastes, caustic cleaners1 
degreasers, paints, waste lubricants, photochemicals, phenols, 
chloroform, spent acids and bases, PCB-contaminated oils 

Funding to Date: $72.78 million I 
Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Since a 1979 Air Force study As a management solution for Several cleanu~ actions h v e  
w 

first detected ground water co; the efficient impIementation of the been completed. i h e  Air Force 
tarnination, several on-base and RI/FS, the sites were grouped into provided approximately 335 resi- 
off-base wells have been closed. eight operable units (OIJ). A dents with hookups to an alternate 
Approximately 23,000 people in the CERCLA work plan was developed water source at a cost of $3.5 mil- 
area depend on the ground water to implement the RIFS at a c h  lion, and a carbon filtration system 
for domestic and agricultural use. operable unit, The RIFS for the has been installed for base well 
PA/SIs conducted since 1981 have entire base is expected to be com- X16. Eleven sites have k e n  capped, 
identified a total of 177 sites. The pleted by the year 2002. RI work is and ground water extraction sys- 
soil and ground water contamina- underway in Operable Unit B, lo- tems have been installed at two 
tion at McClellan AFB are primar- cated in the southwest section of operable units. The extraction sys- 
ily the result of chemical releases the base. Basewide investigation to tems are connected to a $3.8 rnil- 
from land disposal facilities used define the extent of ground water lion ground water treatment plant. 
for disposal of liquid, sludges, and contamination is also underway. A contaminated building (Building 
solid wastes; discharges and acci- Ground water contamination is 666) was dismantled and removed 
dental spills at various industrial primarily in the shallow aquifer 120 for a cost of $3 million. 
activities and storage areas; and feet below ground surface, but has In M 1991, an expedited action 
leakage from sumps, underground migrated to 390 feet in depth at was completed near the old Build- 
storage tanks, and industrial waste some locations. ing Site 666 to contain a ground 
lines. water plume and prevent future 

degradation of a base water supply 
well located on the southwest edge 
of the base. An additional ground 
water exrraction system is planned 
for installation on the southwest 
edge of the base during 1992. 

w 



Milan Army Ammunition Plant 
I Milan, Tennessee 

Service: Army 

Size: 22,544 Acres 

HRS Score: 58.15 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

1 Base Mission: Load-Assemble-Pack, ship, and demilitarize 
explosive ordnance 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1978; Placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS initiated 1987 

1 Contaminants: Munitions-related wastes, heavy metals, organic solvents, paints, thinners, acids 

Funding to Date: $6.87 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The Milan Army Ammunition A two-phase survey completed 
Plant (MAAP) is a GOCO facility in 1983 concluded that MAAP 
owned by the government and ground and surface waters were 
operated by Martin Marietta. contaminated with n\JT, DNT, and 
MAAP presently employs 1,600 RDX. contamination was moving 
people. toward the plant boundaries; ground 

A PNSI concluded that the and surface waters at the instal- 
demolition areas, wastewater lation boundaries contained mercury 
lagoons, burning grounds, draining at levels exceeding Federal EPA 
ditches, and streams were contami- water quality criteria. Ground and 
nated with explosive wastes in surface waters within MAAP con- 
addition to zinc, chromium, iron, tained lead and chromium, but 
sulfates, and phosphates. Of 11 migration studies were inconclusive. 
MAAP water supply wells sampled The major sources of contamination 
in November 1978, explosive con- identified were the 0-Line Lagoons, 
taminants were found in three wells the explosives-burning ground, the 
near the 0-Line Lagoon area These ammunition destruction area, and 
three wells subsequently were taken drainage ditches associated with 
out of service. these areas. Regular sampling and 

analysis of existing wells continue. 
A formal RIJFS process for the 
0-Line Lagoons was initiated in 
1988. A contract to perform an RI 
at the 0-Line Lagoons, the open 
burning grounds, and 17 other 
SWMUs was awarded in April 
1989 and completed in July 1991. 
RDX was detected in the Milan 
City wells in May 1991 at levels 

below 2 ppb. Follow-on RI work 
will be conducted to determine the 
source and nature of the ground 
wc,ter contamination. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDJRA) 

The 0-Line Lagoons were c a p  
ped and seeded with grass in 
December 1983. Are s  of suspected 
residual explosive contamination of 
surface soils were excavated. Addi- 
tional wells to monitor leaching of 
contaminants into ground water 
have been installed. Post-closure 
maintenance of grounds and fences 
continues. If necessary, further 
RD/RA activities will be initiated 
after the completion of the RI/FS. ' 



Moffett Naval Air Station! 
Sunnyvale, California 

Senrice: Navy 
.-? ; 

Size: 3,919 Acres 
k- 

HRS score: 24.49 

Base Mlssion: Training for air/patrol squadrons and 
antisubmarine warfare; Headquarters for 
Commander Patrol Wings of Pacific Fleet 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed as amended in 1990 with EPA and State 
of California 

Action Dates: PA completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1987; RIIFS 
initiated 1988; SI completed 1989; RI scheduled for completion 1992 

Contaminants: Metal plating wasfes, PCBs, waste oil and fuels, painting 
residues, organic solvents, caustics, coolants, pesticides, 
asbestos, freon, dyes , 

Funding to Date: $33.2 million -1 
Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RllFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Approximately 272,000 people 
depend on wells located within 
three miles of Moffett Field as 
sources of drinking water. The 
estuarine wetlands of San Francisco 
Bay are adjacent to the base. 

A PA/SI identified nine sites as 
potential contaminant migration 
sources and eight sites were 
targeted for an RIPS. The potential 
effect of contaminant migration on 
the regional aquifer system was 
documented, as was the chlorinated 
hydrocarbon contamination of a 
shallow onsite aquifer. 

Nineteen sites currently are 
being investigated under an RIJFS, 
including nine identified in the 
PNSI and I0 additional sites 
incorporated as a result of a Cease 
and Desist Order to Moffeu Field 
by the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. RliFS work 
plans were finalized in March and 
April 1988. The RI has been 
conducted in two phases. Phase I of 
the RI started in May 1988 and 
Phase 11 began in November 1989. 
Upon completion of Phase I, sites 
that have been sufficiently 
characterized and require no 
additional Phase 11 work will be 
evaluated so that Operable Unit 
RAs can be conducted. 

A removal action to address 
leaking tanks and sumps was initi- 
ated in 1990. The evaluation and 
closure of abandoned wells that 
may be potential conduits for sub- 
surface cross-contamination also 
were initiated in 1990. A pump 
and-trat system design was 
completed for Site 14 in Oc'qber 
1991 and construction of the system 
is scheduled for compietion in 
1992. 



Mountain Home Air Force Base 
Mountain Home, Idaho 

Service: Air Force 

size: 9 Square Miles I _  

HRS Score: 57.80 

Base Mission: Tactical Air Command; Tactical Fighter Wing, with 
F-111A fighter and EF-111A electronic countermeasure 
operations 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed 1992 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1986; RI/FS initiated 1985; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

I Contaminants: VOCs, petroleumloil/lubricants, heavy metals 

I Funding to  Date: $3.2 million 

1 Preliminary ~ssessmenti Remedial Investigation1 umples were lor 
Site Inspection (PNSI) metals, organics, and peuoleum Feasibiii t~ (RIIFS) hy,,,,ns. aganics .and petre 

Moun~in Home AFB has hen  RI  field studies were conducted leum h l 'dmzbns  were detected in 

controlled by the Tactical Air Com- in 1985 and 1988. The lagoon shallow soil samples, but no vertical 
mand since 1965. Hazardous mate- landfill, where general refuse and migation was evident in soils or 

rials and wastes have been used and POL producrs were disposed of ground water. Additional efforts 

generated at Mountain Home for between 1952and 1956, iscurrendy have been made to l m t e  and 
aircraft maintenance and industrial the site for the base wastewarcr sample additional disposal Wnches, 

operations. h ior  to 1969, base lagoon. Monitoring wells instakd including DDT dmms. An FS to 

wastes were disposed of by several near the center of the landfill evaluate remedial action 2kxnative~ 
then-accepted methods, including detected lead and cadmium in the for the fire training area will be 
incineration and landfilling of solid ground water. In 1988, soil, surface, finalized. The USGS is conducting 

wastes. discharge of liquid wastes and ground water samples were a Wund water in suPPofl 
to sanitary sewers, and the use of collected and analyzed for metals, the RIFS to assist with the 
waste oil for road oiling. The area volatile and semi-volatile organics, ~ h ~ a c t e r i z a ~ ~ ~  the cornpiex 
around the base is primarily agricul- and total petroleum hydrocarbons. ground water system- 

tural, and wells supporting 6,000 Any compounds detected within 
people and land irrigation are three these media were within MCLS for Remedial Design1 
miles from hazardous substances on drinking water. To determine Remedial Action (RD/RA) 
base. whether any contaminants have 
During the PA/SI, the Air Force reached the interlayers between the R D M  work is planned for 

identified potentially contaminated lagoon and the water table, monicor- 1992 at the fire training area. An 
areas where POL products, solvents, ing wells have been installed and IRA is planned at the low-level 
and pesticides were disposed of. sampled. radioactive waste disposal site to 
These sites subsequently were in- Waste oils, fly ash, solvents, jet reduce the threat of contaminant 
vestigated in 1985 and 1988 as part fuel, tank cleaning sludge, and migration. 
of the IRP. possibly 20 drums of DDT were 

placed in trenches and burned or 
covered with fill. Soil and ground 



Naval Air Development Center (54) 
Warminster Township, Pennsylvania 

I 

- Service: Navy 

. .%, Slze: 921 Acres . . 

HRS Score: 57.93 

Base Mission: Research and development for naval aircraft systems, 
antisubmarine warfare systems, and software 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1981; Proposed for NPL 1986; RI/FS initiated 1988 

Contaminants: VOCs, metal plating wastes, painting residues, 
PCB-contaminated waste oils, fuels, solvents, asphalt, coolants 

Funding to Date: $942,000 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Designl 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Numerous private and public A TRC has been formed. Eleven Remediation of underground 
wells are located within three miles TRC meetings have been held since storage mks was conducted during- 
of the installation and provide January 1989. The community 1989 and 1990. Initiation of RD/RA 
drinking water for more than relations pIan was completed and work is expectzd in 1993. 
100,000 people. Local surface water forwarded to EPA in June 1990. 
is used for recreational and indus- The RVFS work plan was com- 
ma1 purposes. A PA/SI identified pleted in June 1990. Implementation 
eight sites as potential contaminant of the work plan began with the 
migration sources recommended for collection of first round of samples 
an RVFS. Chromium and lead were in October 1990. 
found in surface waters. Chromium, Twenty-nine new ground water 
DCE, and TCE were discovered in monitoring wells were installed in 
onsite weUs at levels above EPA November 1990. Ground water 
water-quality standards. Ground sampling from a total of 46 wells at 
water monitoring continues. the site was completed in December 

1990. 
A second round of samples will 

begin in early FY 1992. A 
Remedial Investigation (RI) report 
and Risk Assessment will he devel- 
oped based on both sets of samp- 
ling data. A list of dternative solu- 
tions, ending with a feasibility study 
(FS) is expected by September 
1992. 

V 



Naval Air Engineering Center 
Lakehurst, 

Service: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

New Jersey 

7,382 Acres 

Develop and test weapons systems 

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA 

PNSl completed 1983; Placed on NPL 
1987; RI Phase II completed 1990 

1987; RIIFS initiated 

Contaminants: Waste oils and fuels, solvents, degreasers, paints, lpaint residues, 
photographic chemicals, acids, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides, refrigerants 

I 
Funding to Date: $1 0.4 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Investigation/ A TRC has been f,ormed Mem- 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) bers include EPA Region 11; New 
Jersey Deparunent of Environmen- 

An extensive, environmentally Completed RIFS field work tal ~ r o ~ c u o n ;  New JerW' Pineland (V sensitive pineland preservation ihnt confirmed con~rninn~ion at several Commission: Ocean County Health 
supports recreational, wildlife, and sites, although analysis of potable De~arunent; Town of Manchester; 
agricultural uses surrounds Lake- well water showed no evidence of Town of Jackson; Township of 
hurst Naval Air Engineering Center contamination. A final report was Plumstead; Borough of Lakehurst; 
(NAEC). Nearby communities use completed in July 1990. In addition, NAEC Lakehurst; and I'brthern 
a shallow aquifer adjacent to the initial screening under the FS for 16 Di\'ision, Naval Facilities Engineer- 
base for drinking water. priority sites continues. Aquifer ing ~ommand- 

A PA/SI identified 45 potentially characterization was conducted in 
contaminated sites, and an RIFS is 1990. Remedial Design1 
considering 43 of these sites. Sites were grouped into six Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

"categories" to expedite remedia- 
tion. Several categories are in tb Ground water uearment has been 
"Interim Remedial Action" (IRL, initiated in 1990 and is expected to 
phase, consisting of pump and treat continue in 1992. Additional 
systems, while others have had RDlRA work is expected over the 
Records of Decision (RODS) next several years. A ROD covering 
signed, indicating no further action. all sites is scheduled for completion 
These IRA sites, as well as the in January 1993. 
remaining sites, will continue 
through Phase III field investiga- 
tions and reports starting October 
1991. Completion of this phase of 
the work is scheduled for February 



Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island 
(Ault Field & Sea Plane Base) 
Whidbey Island, Washington 

Service: Navy 

Size: 7,000 Acres 

HRS score: 47.58 (Ault Field) 
39.64 (Sea Plane Base) 

Base Mission: Provide services and materials for 
aviation operations I 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

Action Dates: PA/SI completed 1984; Placed on NPL 1990; RI/FS initiated 1988 

Contaminants: VOCs, petroleurn/oi~lubricants 

Funding to Date: $1 4.8million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Ground water is used extensively The FFA signed September 17, 
for water supply throughout much 1990, groups the 39 R I P S  sites into 
of Whidbey Island. Contaminant five operable units to be investi- 
migration could occur through gated and remediated in phases. A 
ground and surface waters. TRC has been formed with repre- 

A PA/SI idenfifkd 51 past spill sentatives of NAS, Whidbey Island; 
and/or disposal sites, with 39 sites Engineering Field Activity North- 
targeted for an RI/FS. A Current west, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Situation Report completed in Jan- Command; EPA Region X; 
u q  1988 determined that surface ATSDR; State of Washington 
water runoff may have contami- Department of Ecology; Island 
nated sediment and biota in near- County Emergency Services; Cit- 
shore areas around the island, and izens Ground Water Advisory Com- 
that contaminants from several sites mittee; Oak Harbor Citizens; and 
could migrate in ground water. An Navy contractors. 
accelerated initial investigation RI/FS work at three of the 
completed in September 1989 at the operable units was funded in 1991. 
Site 6 Landfill found chlorinated It will involve well insrallation, 
soIvents in the shallow aquifer. The sample coIIection and analysis, and 
contaminants appear to have compIetion of the RI/FS report for 
migrated just beyond the edge of these operable units. 
government property. Private wells 
tested around the property in 1989 
were unaffected by the landfill 
contamination. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Remediation of underground 
storage tanks was conducted during 
1990 and 1991. An IRA at the Site 
6 landfill is being planned. Initia- 
tion of RD/RA work is expected in 



Naval Industrial Reserve 
Ordnance Plant 
Friaiey, -- hlilinnesoia - - 

7 

-L 

Size: 83 Acres 

HRS Score: 30.83 

Base Mlsslon: Design and manufacture advanced 
weapons systems 

JAG Status: Signed March 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1988; RIIFS initiated 1988; 
Placed on NPL November 1989; Record of Decision 
for ground water remediation September 1990 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, VOCs, petroleum/oi~lubricants 

Funding to Date: $6.1 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 water. plmt discontinued usins Remedial Design/. 
TCE during the first quarter of Site Jnspection (PAISI) ,987. ,,, w,, ,st, 0, ,e Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The northern portion of the 
Naval Indusnial Reserve Ordnance 
Plant (NlROP) is govemment- 
owned, but operated by a private 
contractor (FMC). The remainder of 
the facility is owned independently 
by FMC. Highly permeable sands, 
conducive to the downward migra- 
tion of contaminants, lie below the 
facility. Underlying these sands, the 
potable water in aquifers is suscep 
tible to contamination. These 
aquifers, in turn, discharge into the 
Mississippi River, which supplies 
the potable water for Minneapolis. 
The water supply intake for Min- 
neapolis is located approximately 
one mile downstream from the 
m o p .  

Three sites identified as potential 
contaminant migration sources were 
recommended for an RWS. A 
series of investigations performed 
between November 1983 and June 
1988 identified TCE in the ground 

NPL in November 1987. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A TRC has been formed. Mem- 
bers include EPA Region V; North- 
em Division, Naval Facilities En- 
gineering Command; Minnesou 
Pollution Conml Agency; USACE, 
Omaha District; County of Anoke; 
City of Fridley; FMC, Inc.; 
MWCC; and NIROP Fridley. A 
three-party Federal Facilities Agree- 
ment between the Navy, EPA and 
the State of Minnesota was signed 
in March 1991. 

I~tsrim Removal Action involved 
removal and disposal of 1,200 cubic 
yards of soil and 43 drums con- 
taining PCB wastes, flsmmable 
solids, and base solids. This effort, 
initiated in 1983, was completed in 
1984 at a cost of S733,W. 

The Navy recommended and 
El?A and the Minnesota Pollution 
Conrrol Agency approved, instal- 
lation of a treatment and disposal 
system for ground water. A ROD 
for ground water remediation was * 

issued in September 1990. 
The RD for the first phase of 

cleanup was completed in 1991. 
The RA is scheduled to begin in 
early 1992 with the construction of 
drawdown wells and piping KI 
remove conmination from the 
ground water. 



Naval Security Group Activity 

Finding Facility i 
IAG Status: Negotiated and expected to be signed early 1992 i 
Action Dates: PNSI completed 1988 for Sites 4, 6 and 7; PAIS1 initiated 1991 for sites 1 ,  2 and 

3; RIIFS initiated 1988 for sites 4, 6 and 7; Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Pesticides, herbicides, paints, oils, solvents 1 
Funding to Date: $1.2 million 

Preliminary AssessmenV 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Past disposal methods in landfills 
created the potential for soil and 
ground water contamination. 
Ground water is the potable water 
supply for the base. SpiIIage of 
herbicides and pesticides, and the 
rinsing of application equipment, 
have contaminated the areas 
adjacent to the pesticide shop. 
Sightings of endangered wildlife 
have been reported in numerous 
locations. 

A PA identified seven potentiaIly 
contaminated sites. Originally, only 
two sites, the former pesticide shop 
(Site 6) and the leachate ponding 
area (Site 7), were recommended 
for an SI. The source of the leach- 
ate at Site 7 is the municipal land- 
fill adjacent to the Station bound- 
ary. The pistol range disposal area's 
(Site 4) proximity to Site 7, and 
recent information on Bunker 607 
disposal area (Site 2) mandated that 
an SI be conducted. As a precau- 
ti onary measure, SIs shall be con- 
ducted at the South and North 
Stone Road Disposal Areas (Sites 1 

and 3). Since Wenger Road Dls- 
poh  Area (Site 5) was cleaned up 
in 1983, no further studies will be 
required. The PNSI has been com- 
pleted for Sites 4, 6, and 7. The 
PA/SI for Sites 1, 2 and 3 is ex- 
pected to be comple~ed in 1992. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Sample analyses indicate that 
soils are contaminated at Site 6, the 
Former Pest Control Shop, but no 
ground water contamination has 
been detected at this site. The 
leachate contamination at Site 7 
originates at an offsite source (the 
municipal landfill). However, its 
inclusion in the scope of the RI/FS 
is a precautionary measure to pro- 
tect the base water supply. The 
Navy will continue to pursue legal 
avenues with regard to the migra- 
tion of contamination onto the 
Station. Additional rounds of sarn- 
pling for Sites 4, 6, and 7 are 
expected to be conducted during 
1991-2 to complete the RI and 
begin the FS. Depending upon the 
results from the SI at Sites 1 ,2  and 

, 
3, any one or all sites may be 

recommended for RIPS work 
efforts. 

A TRC held its first meetin 
' 

January 1989. Several 
were held during 1990 
documenution for Site 6 had been 
completed. Several meetings will be 
held throughout the life of thls 
project. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

In 1988, the Navy installed a 
fence around the Former Pest Con- 
trol Shop (Site 6) and covered the 
site with 6 inches of soil to prevent 
human exposure to spilled pes- 
ticides. RD/RA work will begin 
after completion of RVFS activities. 



I 
I Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering (59, 

1 W Station 
I Keyport, Washington 

I Navy 
I Service: 

Size: 4,959 Acres 

H R S  Score: 32.61 

I Base Mission: Prove, overhaul, and issue torpedoes 

I IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1990 

Action Dates: PAlSl completed 1984; RI/FS initiated 1985; 
Placed on NPL October 1989 

Contaminants: Metal plating wastes, solvents, cleanersldegreasers, paint residues, 
thinners, strippers, waste oils and fuels, acids and caustics, dyes, 
contaminated fuel solids and rinsewaters, pesticicles 

Funding to  Date: $8.8 million 

Preliminary AssessmenV 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PAfSI identified nine sites as 
potential contaminant migration 
sources. Six sites were identified 
for further study. The study con- 
cluded that past disposal practices 
may have contaminated portions of 
a shallow aquifer and adjacent 
marsh. Potential offsite con- 
tamination of bay and marsh 
sediments may impact the marine 
environment. 

Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Designl 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The RI/FS currently underway Initiation of RD/RA work is 
should be completed in 1992. expected to begin in 1992. 
Marine sampling of water, sedi- 
ment, and shellfish tissue was 
completed in 1989. Land-based 
sampling consisting of soil, gas, air, 
surface, and ground water began in 
April 1990. 



Naval Weapons Station, Earle (Site A) 
Colts Neck 

Sew ice: 

Size: 

HRS Score: 

Base Mission: 

IAG Status: 

Action Dates: 

Contaminants: 

~ e w  Jersey 

1 1,134 Acres 

Ammunition, logistics and administrative 
support for home-ported ships 

Signed February 16, 1991; Effective May 16, 1991 

Placed on NPL August 1990; PAISI completed 1986; 
RIJFS initiated 1988 

Heavy metals, petroleum/oils/lubricants, organic solvents, 
paint residues, corrosive acids 

- 
degreasers, 

Funding to Date: $1.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Both the ground water system 
beneath the Colts Neck facility and 
the surrounding surface waters are 
used extensively by public and 
private interests. Runoff from any 
on-base contamination threatens 
public health and the environment 

A PA identified 29 potentially 
contaminated sites, and an SI was 
completed in 1986 for two explo- 
sive ordnance disposal sites, five 
landfills, two paint chip disposal 
sites, an air pollution controi resi- 
due spill site, and an explosive 
washout area. An SI for 16 of the 
remaining 18 sites is expected to 
begin in 1992. The other two 
remaining sites are a demilitariza- 
tion furnace and a cyclone dust 
storage area. These are addressed as 
current operations under RCRA 
corrective actions and are not 
included in the IR Program. 

An RI work plan for 11 sites has Initiation of RD/RA work I 

been prepared. The RI field work expected in 1993. 
began in January 1991. In October 
1988, the Navy held the first TRC 
meeting. Members include NWS 
Earle; Northern Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command; 
EPA Region 11; State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Pro- 
tection; Monmouth County Health 
Department; and Howell and Mid- 
dletown Townships. 



I 
New London Submarine Base (61 

y Groton, Connecticut 

Setvice: . 
. ,' -.: . 

\,  . - 
Navy 

Slze: 547 Acres 

HRS Score: .. 36.53 

Base '~ iss lon:  Homeporting submarines; Submarine intermediate 
maintenance and repairs; Submarine training; 
Submarine medical research 

IAG Status: Initiated and expected to be signed in 1992 

Actlon Dates: 
' 

IAS completed 1983; RIIFS field plan completed 1990; 
Placed on NPL August 1990 

Contaminants: Pesticides, fuel oil, construction rubble, spent acids, 
incinerator ash, solvents, paints, PCBs 

I * 
Fundlng to Date: $2.7 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

1 The Initial Assessment Study 
(IAS) identified 16 potentially con- 
taminated sites and recommended 
further investigation at four sites. 
Potential con taminan t migration 
represents a thre3.t to the Thames 
River, a fshing source and recrea- 
tional area. 

The field work began in July RD/RA work will begin after 
1990. The work plan includes five conipletion of RWS activities. 
RI sites and six SI sites. A TRC Hazardous wastes were removed 
was formed in 1989 and members frorn the arm in 1991. 
include the Navy, Connecticut 
Department of Environmental PTO- 
tection, EPA Region I, Town of 
Groton, City of Groton, Town of 
Waterford, City of New London, 
the Town of Ledyard, and inter- 
ested citizens of those communities. 
The combined SI and RI draft 
report was submitted to the TRC in 
August 1991. This report recom- 
mended three of the six SI sites for 
no further action. The remaining 
three will proceed to RI. The five 
RI sites are recommended for FS. 
Two additional sites have been 
discovered and added to the 
program. 



Newport Naval Education & Training (62) 

Center 
Newport, Rhode Island 

. . . . .  . . . . ,  . . , .  , .  . . : . . . .  - . . . . . . . .  
Funding to  ate: $2.3 million .. . . . .  . _ .  . 

. .  - - . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 ~emedial  Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Migration of contaminants pose 
a potential threat to the underlying 
aquifer. Surface drainage and 
ground water from potentially con- 
taminated sites flow directIv into 
the Narragansett Bay. Such poten- 
tial contamination could adversely 
affect shellfish harvested for human 
consumption. 

A PNSI identified 18 potentially 
contaminated sites. Nine sites 
exhibited sufficient evidence to 
warrant further studies. 

An RI/FS work plan was com- 
pleted for five sites in March 1989, 
A TRC has been formed and meet- 
ings have been held since April 
1988. TRC members include New- 
Port NETC; Northern Division, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Com- 
mand; Rhode Island Department of 
Environmental Management; EPA 
Region I; Cities of Portsmouth, 
Middletown, and Newpon; Narra- 
gansett Bay project representatives; 
and Melville Marine Indusmes. In 
July 1990, the community relations 
plan was issued for NETC New- 
port Field work for the lU/FS work 
plan was completed in November 
1990. The draft RI report was 
completed in November 1991 and 
is undergoing TRC review. The 
Federal Facility Agreement between 
the Navy, EPA and RIDEM is in 
the draft final stage. 

RD/RA work .will begin after 
completion of RI/FS activities. 
Hazardous materials were removed 
from the area during 1989 and 
1991. 



Norton Air Force Base 
/ W San Bernardino, California 

, Size: ': 2,003 Acres 

HRS score: - -  39.65 

~ a i e  ~isslol i :  Military ~ i r l i i  Command Base 
. - 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 
, " 

Action Dates: PAIS1 completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Waste oils and fuels, solvents, paint strippers 
and residues, refrigerants, acidic plating solutions, 
metal plating residie 

- 

Funding to Date: $18.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

A PA/SI identified several sites Initial investigations found that 
of potential contaminant migmtion. soils at several sites were con- 
Sites targeted for an RWS included taminated with solvents, fuel deriva- 
two landfills, six discharge areas, tives, and metals. An IAG between 
four chemical pits, a fire training the installation and the regulatory 
area, a fueI spill area, a PCB spill community was signed as required 
area, a chemical spill area, two by CERCLA. Deadlines for meeting 
waste storage areas, an UST area, critical milestones toward final 
and a low-level radioactive waste remediation have been established 
burial site. After additional study, and coordinated with EPA and the 
two more sites were identified in state. The final ROD is due in 
1987. September 1993. An RI/FS effort is 

underway to characterize all sites, 
with drafts expected in 1992. In 
addition, . a comprehensive RI/FS 
work plan (strategy plan) has been 
developed. A draft RI/FS work plan 
was submitted to EPA and the state 
for review prior to finalization in 
1990. A comprehensive ground 
water plan also was provided. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

.4 removal action was taken in 
19E5-86 to clean up the on-base 
I W F  sIudge drying beds. A 
ground water pump-and-treat 
syslem is being installed to remedi- 
ate TCE contamination in the 
cenml portion of Norton AFB and 
prevent further TCE migration. In 
1989, a total of 26 USTs were 
removed. Removal of underground 
storage tanks and surrounding con- 
taminated soils continues. 



Ogden Defense Depot 
~ g d e n ,  Utah 

Service: Defense Logistics Agency 

Slze: 1 ,1 39 Acres 

HRS score: 45.10 

Base Mission: Electronic equipment. industrial construction 
equipment, textiles, package petroleum, and 
industriaVcommercial chemicals distribution 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1987; RI/FS 
initiated 1987; ROD OU #1 signed 1990; RDtRA OU #1 initiated 1991 

Contaminants: Solvents, painupaint residues, pefroleum/oiVlubricants, insecticides, 
chemical warfare agents (mustard and'phosgene gas training kits), 
methyl bromide, metal plating wastes/sludges, PCB-transformer oils, 
degreasers, acids and bases, sand-blast residues 

Funding to Date: $7.32 million 

Preliminary Assessment, Remedial Investigation/ 22 sites have completed h e  ~rnw 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) phase. 

A PNSI identified 44 sites as An RIFS was initiated in Sep- 
potential contaminant migration tember 1987 when ground water 
sources. The PA/SI has been corn- monitoring wells were installed and 
pleted for all 44 sites. Twenty-two soil brings were taken at 17 loca- 
were studied further under the tions. Sampling of soil and ground 
RI/FS. These 22 sites were divided water has confirmed concentrations 
into four Operable Units (OUs) and of benzene, TCE, vinyl chloride. 
nine contamination study areas. trans-12-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, methy- 

lene chloride, chlordane, zinc, cad- 
mium, barium, toluene, temchloro- 
ethene, and chromium above the 
established federal MCLs. Ground 
water contamination has been lim- 
ited to the shallow aquifer because 
of the current geological conditions 
at the site. The FFA identifies four 
OUs. A ROD wiU be developed for 
each unit The first DLA ROD was 
signed in September 1990 to allow 
official startup of cleanup activities 
at OU #2. RI/FS reports were com- 
pleted for all OUs during 1991 and 
contamination site study areas. All 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Vials of mustard agents and 
initant grenades were removed 
from disposal pits in June 1988. 
Remedial design was completed at 
OU #1 and OU nU2 during 1991. 
RD/RA activities were initiated at 
OU # I  during 1991. 



Otis Air National Guard Basel 
1 w Camp Edwards 
I -F T'-..cr.h43* Falmouth, M ~ s s ~ L ~  r u a c 4 r a  

. _ _-- --. \ -  

Service: Air Force 

Size: 22,000 Acres 

HRS Score: 45.92 

Base Mission: Provide Army and Air National Guard training, 
East Coast Air Defense, and Coast Guard AirISea 
Rescue 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed July 1991 

Action Dates: Placed on NPL 1989 

I Contaminants: Waste solvents, emulsifiers, penetrants, photographic chemicals, VOCs 

Funding to Date: $21.6 million 

I Preliminary Assessmenu near the Base landfill and current toward h e  town of Bourne. No 
fire Uaining area. In 1986, a PA ccntamination has been detected w Site Inspection was performed on the entire inrrzi- flowing toward the low" of Sand- - 

Otis ~k Nationd Guard Base lation. Forty-two potential hazxd- wich on the northern border of the 
(ANGB) ,  C a m p  E d w a r d s  Ous Waste sites were recommended base. 
(ANGB),  U.S. Air Force, U.S. for further study. This includes 21 

Coast Guard and Veteran's Admin- sites on ANG facilities, 15 sites on Remedial Desiqn/ 
istration cover approximately ARNG facilities and six sites on 
22,000 acres of what is known as USCG facilities. The sites include 

Remedial ~ c t i h  (RDIRA) 
the Massachusetts Military Reserva- 
tion (MMR) in Falmouth, Barn- 
stable County, Massachusetts. The 
area is not heavily populated. 
AIthough the occupants and proper- 
ty boundaries have changed since 
the facility was established in 1935, 
the primary mission has been to 
provide training and housing for air 
and ground military units. In 1982, 
the Air National Guard (ANG) 
conducted an initial PA at O ~ S  

ANGB and identified seven sites 
requiring further study. 

In 1984, the USGS detected a 
plume of contaminated ground 
water which extended two miles to r rhe south of the m t m e n t  plant In 
1983 and 1984, volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) were detected 
in on-site IRP monitoring wells 

fire training areas, coal stonge 
areas and motor pool areas. The 
waste products associated with the 
identified areas include waste sol- 
vents, waste fuels, and chlorinated 
solvents. SIs have been complersd 
on 19 sites. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

In FY 199 1, the sites were prior- 
itized and RIs were initiated at 
priority sites. Wells have been 
installed along the southern border 
of the base to detect any contarni- 
nation possibly migrating off-base 
from the sites into the towns of 
Falmouth and Mashpee. Ground 
water contamination from the land- 
fill has been detected flowing 

The ANG reimbursed the City of 
Falmouth for installing new water 
lines in 1986-87 to the affected 
residences and replacing a city well. 
In 1989, additional water lines were 
installed in three affected areas in 
the Ashument Valley. Falmouth, 
MA was compensated for installa- . 
tian of water lines in Ashument 
Valley because a plume from Otis 
Sewage Treatment Plant caused the 
closure of private wells. Mashpee, 
MA will be compensated for water 
lines installed in the Briarwood area 
because of contamination from 
h43R During 1991, removal of 
contaminated liquids and sediments 
began on two projects to prevent 
further ground water contamination. 



Pearl Harbor Naval Complex 
(Proposed for Listing on the NPL) 
Pearl Harbor, HI 

. _ -  . _ - . -  .- . .  - .. ,&?. , - -  . <,-, , ,, ' .-,-, '  : . . .. - . . I  ._ Service: i-- . .-.- Navy ' ''-: ' - 
. ,  . 

.Size: . .. .. ., , . .. - 6,300 Acres;, . :-.. L .* ',.:. . . , . "  -. . - 
. HRS score: . 70.82 . ~. -.* I 

Base Mlsslon: ~erve'as area commander in coordinating resources to provide facilities, 
services,'and materials in support of the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

, , 

IAG Status: * -  IAG not yet initiated 

Action Dates: PA completed 1983; RIIFS initiated 1991; Proposed for NPL July 1991 

Contaminants: Waste oils, pesticides, heavy metals, PCBs, solvents 

Funding to Date: $1 0.7 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

A PA conducted in 1983 identi- 
fied 31 potential sources of hazard- 
ous substances. Since then, addi- 
tional sources have been identified. 
The Complex currently has 22 sites 
requiring further action. Most sites 
are located close to Pearl Harbor 
shoreline waters. Some sites are 
located near drinking water wells 
and wetlands. The potential exists 
for migration of contaminants to 
receptors or resotirces of concern. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The proposed listing of Pearl 
Harbor Naval Complex on the NPL 
was based on the aggregate scoring 
of six sites within the area' Pearl 
City Peninsula Landfill, Former 
Gyro Shop, PCB Disposal Storm 
Drain at Building 68, Pickling Shop 
Waste Disposal, Makalapa Pesticide 
Rinseate Pit, and Aiea Laundry 
Shop. All sites are not contiguous. 

The activities affected by the pro- Remedial Design/ 
posed NPL action include Shipyard 
Pearl Harbor, Public Works Center 

Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
Pearl Harbor, Submarine Base Pearl 
Harbor, Naval Station Pearl Harbor, 
Naval Supply Center Pearl Harbor, 
and Inactive Ships Detachment 
Pearl Harbor. 

A RI/FS was initiated in Septem- 
ber 1991 at some of the higher 
priority sites. Other sites will be 
investigated as funds become avail- 
able and requirements are negoti- 
ated with EPA and the State. Inte- 
gration of RCRA and underground 
storage tank requirements with the 
NPL action is anticipated. Operable 
units will probably be established to 
manage the investigation and clean- 
ups. A TechnicaI Review Commit- 

While the R$S is in progress 'crr removal actions will Ix undertaken 
when appropriate to expedite the 
cleanups. Removal actions will 
include the excavation and disposal 
of solvent-contaminated soil and the 
recovery of fuel products from the 
brackish ground water. During 
I99 1, over 100 cubic yards of PCB- 
contaminated soil were removed 
from a transformer site near a 
school playground. Initiation of 
RD/RA at some sites is expected in 
1994. 

tee has been established and con- 
vened to review actions at the sites. 
A community relations plan is 
currently being developed. The 
Navy anticiptes that an FFA will 
be initiated in 1992, More details 
concerning the implications of the 
NPL action will be established 
during FFA negotiations. Nd 



Pease Air Force Base 

. - ,  - - , ,  

Funding to Date: $35.8 million 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Inveitigationt Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The area around Pease AFB is 
commercial-residential. The base 
abuts a tidal estuary called Great 
Bay that leads to Little Bay three 
miles downstream, which is used 
for both shellfishing and recrea- 
tional activities. Both coastal and 
fresh water wetlands are along 
surface water migration pathways 
from the base. 

An estimated 9,000 people 
obtain drinking water from public 
and private wells within three miles 
of the base. 

Sites identified during a 1986 
study included seven landfills, two 
areas where waste oil and solvents 
were burned for fire bahing exer- 
cises, and four areas where solvents 
and other liquid wastes were 
discharged on the ground. All haz- 
ardous wastes generated on-base 
currently are disposed of offsite at 
EPA-regulated facilities. 

A second PA was conducted in 
1990 to satisfy IAG requirements. 
A total of 35 sites have been 
identified. 

Tests conducted in 1977 deter- 
mined that a well supplying drink- 
ing water to 8,700 people on-base 
was contaminated with TCE. An 
RI/FS was initiated in September 
1987. According to a 1988 IRP 
report, traces of heptachlor and 
lindane were found contaminating 
surface water along the surface 
runoff pathway from one of the 
landfills. Lead and zinc were found 
in sediments of three major drain- 
age ditches on-base. The base holds 
an NPDES permit for the discharge 
of treated wastewater into the Pis- 
cataqua River. 

Additional RI/FS work is cur- 
rently underway. The RI for all 
sites is scheduled to be completed 
by 1993. 

In 1984, an aeration.system was 
insralled to remove TCE born all 
t~ase water supply wells. The TCE 
levels are no longer detectable, so 
the system has been discontinued. 

Removal of EOD items such as 
spout flares and starter d d g e s  
was completed in 1991. Removal of 
most underground storage tanks and 
contaminated soils have been com- 
~leted. An interim remedial action 
involving the installation of a 
ground water pump-and-treat sys- 
tem is also scheduled to be installed 
in early 1992 to facilitate lease 
and/or transfer of flightline . 
properties. 



Pensacola Naval Air Station 
Pensacola, Florida 

Service: Navy 
. v . * ,  

~ l z e :  , 5,569 Acres 

HRS - Score: - 42.40 

Base Misslon: . Flight training; Naval Air Depot 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed October 1990 

Actlon Dates: PA completed 1983; RI/FS initiated 
Placed on NPL 1990; SI scheduled 

Contaminants: Paints, 'metal plating wastes, asbestos, phenols, PCBs, pesticides, +' 
chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents, ammonia, cyanide 

Funding to Date: $1 0.1 million 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Past disposal practices included The RVFS began in December 
burning in unlined pits; depositing 1988 in conjunction with the RFI. 
in disposal areas; storing aviation A contract was awarded for the 
gas in fuel tanks; and discharging development of SI work plans for 
liquid wastes to industrial sewers, all sites (SWMU and IRP sites) at 
sanitary sewers, and surface Pensacola NAS. Draft work plans 
impoundments. were submitted to EPA Region IV 

The PA was completed in 1983 in May 1989. 
by the NavaI Energy and Environ- Eleven work plans were finalized 
mental Support Activity. An initial in 1990 for Phase I field work. Five 
SI was conducted in 1984 followed Phase I1 work plans were submitted 
by an extended SI completed in for review and comment by the 
1986. regulatory agencies. 

The first meeting of the TRC 
was held in January 1989. Navy, 
EPA, and Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation drafted 
an FFA. Signatures occurred in 
October 1990. The FFA identifies 
37 potential sources of contarni- 
nation for further investigation and 
appropriate corrective action. The 
last TRC was held in July 1991 to 
discuss the interim data reports on 
the first 10 sites' Phase II reports. - 
The next TRC meeting is scheduled 
for January 1992 to discuss the 
remaining Phase I draft work plans. 

A ground water recovery system 
has been operating since J a n u a r y w  
1987 at the IlVTP complex. The 
recovery systzrn will replace the 
existing centrifugal pumps with 
submersible pumps and drawdown 
protectors as required by the new 
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit 
received in September 1991. 
Impoundments at Site 33 underwent 
formal closure under RCRA in 
1989. 



Plattsburgh Air Force Base 

I Contaminants: Organic solvents, PCBs 
I 

Funding to Date: $20.8 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

I Toluene, TCE, 1,l ,I-TCA, meth- 
ylene chloride, and 1.2-dichlore 
ethane are present in drainage 
ditches in areas where solvents and 
jet fuels were spilled. Tests con- 
ducted in 1987 found MEK, TCE, 
and trans- 1,2dichloroethylene in 
two shallow monitoring wells 
downgradient from a drum storage 
arm. An estimated 2,000 people 
obtain drinking water from wells 
within three miles of the base. 

EPA evaluated eight hazardous 
waste accumulation or disposal sites 
and four spill areas to develop the 
HRS score for Plattsburgh AFB. 

An additional PA/SI will be 
conducted in 1992 as required by 
the IAG. 

Plattsburgh AFB prepared and is R D W  activities for 1991 
implementing a basewide RWS included remedial actions for the 
work plan. DDT spill site located at the 

DRMO facility, and for the fise 
training a ra .  Two landfill closure 
actions will be awarded in 1992, 
with construction beginning shody 
afterward. Also, a removal action at 
Building 1034 is planned for 1992. 
Incineration will be used to dispose 
of the waste after removal. 
Addit ional  RAs may be 
implemented based on the results of 
the. RIFS. 



- , :  
'I; i 

Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant 
Riverbank, California w 

Funding to Date: $10.77 million 1 
Preliminary Assessmenti 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Riverbank Army Ammuni- 
tion Plant (RBAAP) is a GOCO 
facility currently employing 
approximately 150 persons. Past 
operations have contaminated the 
ground water beneath the plant with 
cyanide and chromium wastes and 
the off-post potabIe water supply 
used by approximately 70 residents. 

A PA/SI identified potentially 
contaminated sites, including the 
NITTP, an abandoned landfill, and 
four evaporation/percolation (EP) 
ponds located 1.5 miles north of the 
plant near the Stanislaus River. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

supply wells off-post is conducted, 
quarterly. The E/P ponds contain 
zinc concentrations above California 
limits for surface impoundments. 
The RI report was conditionally 
approved in August 199 1 pending 
completion of additional sampling 
at the landfill and IWTP off-load 
area. FS efforts were initiated in 
November 199 1. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Chromium contamination has operation in September 1991. The 
been meed to past operation of the System is achieving a 99 percent 
m. The abandoned landfill is removal of hexavalent chromium 
the source of cyanide contaminants. and cyanide. 
Both chromium and cyanide have Remedial measures initially 
entered the ground water aquifers scheduled for 1991 to reduce the 
beneath the plant. Their migration zinc concentrations in the E/P 
off-post affects the potabIe domestic ponds have been delayed. The 
water supply. Sampling domestic recommended aItemative use of the 

zinc-rich sediments as an agricul- 
tural soil amendment was deter- 
mined to be nonexecutable because 
the sediments would have to 
regulated as a hazardous was 
Other alternatives are being evalu- 
ated for implementation in 1992. 
An Action h1emorandum for instal- 
lation of a waterline to off-post 
residences was approved in Septem- 
ber 1991. The waterline will be 
installed in 1992. 

In response to finding chromium 
contamination above state limits, 
off-post domestic supply wells at 
five residences were replaced with 
deeper wells. Construction of an 
interim ground water treatment 
system was compIeted in December 
1990 and was placed under 24-hour 



Robins Air Force Base 
1 (Landfill #4/Sludge Lagoon) 
1 Houston County, Georgia 

- .  -._ J_.*- ..-_I.-._-- -,_- - .- . - . . 
' sewice:, . Air Force 

Size; , ,-.-: - . -  I - -- ,- 8,855 Acres . . . . . - A  - ., . 
HRS Score: ' 51.66 

Base Mission: Aircraft logistics 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 

I Action Dates: PAISI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: VOCs, paint strippers and thinners, paints, solvents, 
phosphoric and chromic acids, oils, cyanide, carbon remover 

I Funding to Date: $18.9 million 

, 

Preliminary Assessment/ Georgia EPD during survey work Another RI/FS began in 1988 to 

Site Inspection (PAISI) for the Part B Permit. address sites which includ; con- 
struction debris landfiils, ground 

~ o b i n s  AFB is located in the Remedial Investigation/ water  ona am in at ion area1 and 
Coastal Plain of Georgia and in- Feasibility Study (RI/FS) several disposal areas. 
cludes a 1,200-acre wetland. Units 
of the highly permeable Cretaceous An RIlFS was initiated in Sep- Remedial Design1 
Aquifer lie beneath the base. Al- tember 1986. The sites have been Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
though the water supplies for the grouped into eight zones. In 
Base and City of Warner Robins Zone 1, contamination of ground Several USTs were removed and 
are derived from this aquifer, the and surface water and sediments by water supply wells were replaced in 
ground water flow and contaminant organic solvents and metals was 1987. Removal of pesticide con- 
migration appear to be in an east- c o n f i e d .  In Zone 2, ground and taminated soil in Zone 2 will begin 
erly direction, away from all wells surface water contamination was in 1992. The remedial designs for 
and the city. Trichloroethylene and detected. In Zone 3, high levels of Zones 3 and 5 are being accom- 
tetrachloroethylene have been petroleum products, TOX, and plished with corrective actions 
detected in ground water. Thirty- BTEX were found. In Zone 4, scheduled to begin in 1992. The RD 
three sites on base may contain ground water contamination by for the NPL site Zone 1 began in 
hazardous waste from past disposal TOX and BTEX was detected. In June 1991. A total of 16 sites are to 
activities. Zone 5, solvents were found. No be closed during 199 1. 

Ground watercontamination with significant contamination was An IRP master plan has been 
a high potential for contaminant detected in Zone 6. In Zone 7, approved for Robins AFB for 1988 
migration was detected at three TCE, petroleum hydrocarbons, and through 1992. The plan is a work 
sites. Two areas covering 465 acres lead were found. Zone 8 had one document to consider contaminant 
comprise the NPL site: Landfill #4, soil sample test positive for PCBs. sources, migration, and the develop- 
and an adjacent sludge lagoon, mcnt of remedial alternatives. 
which contains phenols and metal w plating wastes. Additional sites have 
been added since 1986 through 
identification by the Base and the 



Rocky Mountain Arsenal 
 dams-county, Colorado 

Decontamination and cleanup of real estate, facilities, and equipment 

Pre-ROD IAG Federal Facilities Agreement established 1989 

$J RIIFS initiated 1984; PNSI completed 1985; Placed on NPL 1987 

Contaminants: Pesticides; mustard gas and nerve agents; mercury; lead; arsenic; 
organic and inorganic chlorides; hydroxides and fluorides; 
diisopropylmethylphosphonate dichloropentadiene; dibrornochloropropane; 

I 

solvents; acids; methyl isobutylketone; sulfur bearing organic and 
inorganic compounds 

Funding to Date: $414.69 million 
, 

Preliminary Assessment/ FS for "e on-post OU is underway of liquid and 500.000 yards of con- 
and scheduled for completion in taminated soil were removed at Site Inspection 1993. It involves the review of Basin F with the liquids placed in 

The my completed a more than 200 technolo,oies in tanks and ponds, and the soil placed 
contamination survey in ~ ~ g ~ s t  preparation for the detailed analysis in a waste pile. The Decision DOCU- 
1973 and an installation assessment of ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ e d i a l  alternatives- ment for destruction of the 10.5 
in March 1977. These studies iden- million gallons of Basin F liquids 
tified 19 areas potentially contami- Remedial Design1 has been finalized. 
nated with hwvy ITIetals, chemical Remedial Action (RD/RA) In FY 1991, a conuact was 
agents, incendiaries, and industrial awarded for the cleanup and dis- 
wastes. The FFA calls for 13 R A ~  to mantling of the Hydrazene Blending 

contain contamination sources, and Storage Facility, closing of 

Remedial Investigation/ reduce the extent of contaminant Over 350 abandoned 'veils. closing 
migation, and decrease the cost of old and deteriorating sections of the 

I :  1 
Study (RIIFS) the ,, media,,. A,] ,& sani, sewer, and removal or 

The cleanup program at Rocky have been initiated, wilh many enu~sulation of asbestos, and b e  

M o u n h  m) is divided completed. Recharge trenches have assessment of "other contamination 
info two operable uniu (our), on- been installed at the Nonh Boun- source" IRh .  Completed actions 

I. i post and off-post. RMA completed d q  System and short-term include inerception and treatment 
h e  final off-post RI ~ e p f i  in 1989 improvements have been made to of TCE and Dib~mochloro~ro~ane 
and b e  final on-post RI repon in Lhe Northwest Boundary System. contaminated ground water at the 

,.I i 1990. An RI Addendum to the off- TWO new intercept and treatment Motor Pool and Rail Classification 

post OU was completed in 1991. systems located north of l a i n  F Yard Arms, construction of a slurry 

Both on-pon and off-post Human and in the Basin A neck area have wall around and capping over dis- 

Heal& Exposun A m m e n u ,  been completed. Engineering design  PO^ trenches, soil vapor ex fraction 

which reprmnt fie second of for a new intercept and treatment 0fTCE in theMotorP00l area* and 

key steps in the Integrated system located off-post, north of monitoring of complex disposal 
Endangementhsessmen((EA) for RMA has also been completed. Venches- Additional actions are 
RMA, were completed in 1991. m e  Approximately 10.5 million gallons ~ lmned  for the future. 



Sacramento Army Depot 

w Sacramento, California 

I 
.--, , 

Service: Army 

Slze: 485 Acres 

I HRS Score: 44.46 ' 1 
Base Mission: Depot for electronics materials; 

Manufacture parts 

FFA Status: Pre-ROD FFA signed 1988 with EPA and State of California . e 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1979; OUIRIIFS initiated 1984; Placed on NPL 1987 'q 
Contaminants: Waste oil and grease, solvents; metal plating wastes; 

wastewaters containing caustics, cyanide, metals 

Funding to Date: $25.49 million 

, Preliminary Assessmenu both on and off sile, primarily low solvent conwmirwtcd ground water , 
levels of TCE. hlewls have also under the former bum pits. The Site inspection been found in the Old Morrison plant has successfully mated over 

The 1979 pA/SI identified sev- Creek sediments near the Oxidation 1 10 million gallons to date. 
crd indusuial arms and spi]l/dis- Lagoons. Sampling and analysis of The ROD addressing soil con- 
posal sites as potential sources of soil under a 1,000-gallon UST, tamination for the Tank 2 OU was 
conwinan[ migra[ion. A follow-on known as Tank 2 OU, indicate that signed by the Army in October 
investigation conducted under the VOCs, PAHs and pesticides exist in 1!991 and is being reviewed by EPA 
oprab]e unit (OU) RI/FS addressed the area. There are also several IX and California. SAAD has 
[hcse potential sources of contami- areas that were identified in the awarded a contnct to design and 
nation. original PA/SI that do not warrant construct a soil vapor extraction 

An enhanced PA was subse- further action. A No-Action ROD is umunent system equipped with air 
qucntly conducted to determine all being prepared for these areas. pollution controls to remediate 
environmental issues that need to be organic solvent soil contamination. 
addressed for Base Realignment and Remedial Design/ A remedial action removal con- 
Closure (BRAC) 1991. The assess- Remedial Action (RD/RA) tract was awarded September 1991 
ment included records reviews, to design and construct a treatment 
evaluation of ongoing environmen- The SAAD ROD for the south system to mnove heavy metals 
tal studies, and a site visit post ground water ~Onta"inati0n from the former 

was signed in September 1989 by oxidation lagoons- SAAD has 

Remedial Investigation/ the Army, the Sate of California, awarded a soil washing Watment 
and h e  EPA IX Regional Adminis- S).Stem to extract the inorganics 

(RIIFS) ,, ,on,,ct& a g,,, fmm the soil. A Record of Decision 

Severd OUs at SAAD have been Water well exfEicti0n System and is cunentl~ being prepared for the 

identified that may require response uI~-v io le t  light hydrogen peroxide sc'il washing unit, 

actions. Four of the OUs were CwPemxidation) treatment plant 
recommended for Feasibility which began operations in Novem- 
Studies with the other OUs to be ber 1989. The IRA is intended to 
addressed in an overall site FS. The prevent ground water contamination 
on-going ground water monitoring from migrating beyond SAAD 
program has detected contamination bounciaries and to treat organic 

1 



savanna Army Depot Activity (74) 

Savanna, Illinois hv 
- .  - 

f 

.. Size:' ':. . . . 13,062 Acres 

.,.. 7.- :-,:. .. - + ." 
HRS Score: - - ' .  42.20 - ' 

or munitions and  explosive^ 
Manufacture and store chemicals 

' - - Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with, EPA and State of Illinois . . IAG Status: 
' A 

ornpleted I 979; RIJFS initiated 1980; 
- Placed on NPL 1989 

Contarninants: Munitions-related wastes 

Funding to Date: $13.51 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation/ Remedial Design1 ' 

Site Inspection ( P a l )  Feasibility Study (RIlFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
Three potable water sources near The RWS, initiated in Septem- Incineration of TNT-contarnin- 

Savanna Army Depot and the ber 1980, identified and confirmed ated soils at the lagoons are sched- 
shallow aquifer five meters below the extent and concentration of uled for 1992. The incineration 
may be contaminated. Lagoons ground water and soil contamina- remedial action is expected to pro- 
adjacent to the Mississippi River tion in the lagoon sediment The ceed as an operable unit. 
also could contaminate these lagoons leached TNT and other 
drinking water sources. Surface chemicals to the ground water. 
contamination could affect the large Sampling of selected ground and 
wintering population of baId eagles. surface water sites in 1988 deter- 
The PA/SI initially identified 59 mined the extent of contaminant 
potentially contaminated sites and migration. The IAG-mandated RI 
these sites later were consolidated commenced in October 1989, The 
into 45 sites. Local munitions- May 1990 site characterization 
related contamination was detected summary increased the number of 
in sediments of the TNT washout- potentially contaminated sites to 72. 
area leaching-pond, and in ground Environmental sampling at 26 sites 
water on base. recommended by EPA and Illinois 

EPA commenced in 1990. 
Additional investigatory effort 

was required under the RI in 1991 
by the regulatory agencies. 

J 



Schof ield Barracks 
Oahu, Hawaii 

Preliminary Assessmentl Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

I A PA was conducted in 1984. 
Pesticide storage, burning ground, 

w washrack activities, and paint filter 
disposal activities were cited as 
possible sources that could con- 
taminate the municipal landfill. No 
evidence of ground water con- 
tamination was found at the time of 
the PA. 

In April 1985, the Army 
informed the Hawaii Department of 
Health that high levels (30 ppb) of 
TCE contaminated wells supplying 
drinking water to 25,000 people at 
Schofield Barracks. The federal 
MCL for TCE is 5 ppb. 

A PA/SI and initial RI scoping 
effort was initiated in 1991 for 
operable units (OU) 1, 2 and 4 to 
detail efforts required to locate the 
TCE source and to gather data 
needed to support remedial actions 
at the installation. 

Additional PA/SI efforts are 
planned in 1992 for OU 3. 

In September 1986, the Army 
began removing TCE from con- 
taminated wells on bxe  to ensure 
safe drinking water. This interim 
response action will be modified as 
required, based upon findings of the 
upcoming RI/FS. RI/FS activiries 
for OU #1, #2 and #? will be 
initiated following completion of 
the RI scoping effort initiated in 
1991. All RIFS efforts will be 
conducted under the FFA between 
the Army, EPA and Hawaii. RI 
efforts will be planned as warranted 
for OU #3 upon completion of the 
PAJSI efforts. 

RD/RA work will &sin after 
completion of R I F S  activities. 

Currently, ground w.ater vat- 
ment is performed in place with 
granulated activated carbon (GAC) 
for removal of TCE from ground 
water for the drinlung water supply 
at Schofield Barracks. 



Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 

~ontamlni"tnts: Chlorinated &anic solvents,~heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $3.59 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Seneca Army Depot employs 
approximately 700 civilian and 300 
to 400 military employees. Chlori- 
nated organic solvents from the 
incinerator ash IandfiIl have been 
detected in ground water on post 
and in seasonal surface seeps off 
post. Occupants of a farmhouse 
near the field where the seeps occur 
may be receptors. No private wells 
are affected. Soils in the open bum- 
inglopen detonation (OBIOD) 
ground are contaminated with heavy 
metals that apparently do not 
migrate. 

The PA/SI identified the poten- 
tial for ground water contamination 
at the incinerator ash landfill and 
recommended an SI. The SI con- 
firmed off-post migration of con- 
taminated ground water and iden- 
tified several source areas within 
the IandfdI. 

RI/FS scoping activities began in 
1990 for the landfill and for the OB 
ground. The work plan for both 
projects were approved in October 
1991 and field work at both sites 
has begun. These investigations will 
characterize contaminant source 
areas, define the extent of conmi -  
nation, and evaluate health risks. 

RD/RA is anticipated to begin in 
1993. Actual initiation is dependant 
upon regulatory considerations 
throughout the RIFS process. 



1 
Sharpe Site, Defense Distribution (77) 

y Region West (formerly Sharpe Army Depot) 
Lathrop, California 

Service: - Defense Logistics Agency 

.Size: . 
, - . - .  720 Acres 

, . ' , -  . . '  
'HRS Score: . 42.24 

,- . . . 

Base Mission: Depot for general supplies 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed 1989 with EPA and State of 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1980; RI/FS initiated 1984; 
Placed on NPL 1987; Ground water RI completed 

Contaminants: VOCs 

Funding to Date: $14.37 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

Sharpe employs 1,200 people. 
Wastes have been landfilled or 
buried onsite. The PAJSI indicated 
contamination from landfilling in 
the north and south ends of the 
depot, in areas referred to as the 
north balloon and south balloon 
because they are encircled by a 
railroad turnaround. The study iden- 
tified contaminants in the burning 
pits and burial sites in the central 
area of the depot. The PNSI found 
solvent wastes, predominantly TCE, 
contaminating soil and ground 
water in the area. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The RI/FS was initiated in July 
1983. The complexity and extent of 
site contamination and the intense 
regulatory oversight have neces- 
sitated two separate RI sampling 
operations. The final RI for all sites 
at Sharpe was approved by the 
regulatory agencies in July 1991. 
The RI documents the extent of 
ground water and soil contamina- 
tion. The primary contaminant is 
TCE. Approximately 24,000 yards 
of TCE-contaminated soil is 
present. TCE levels up to 20,000 
ug.L have been measured. The 
California allowable level for TCE 
is 5 ua. TCE from Sharpe Depot 
also has contaminated ground water 
off post The draft FS for ground 
water contamination was submitted 
in FY 1991 and is expected to 
become final in December 1991. 
The draft FS for soil will be sub  

California 

1991 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Sharpe has constructed two 
interim ground water treatment 
systems. The first system is located 
in the South Balloon Area and 
began operating in hiarch 1987. 
The second system is located in the 
North Balloon Area and began 
operating in October 1990. The 
North Balloon system requires 
upgrading which is scheduled for 
1992. RDfRA for a third and final 
ground water plant will begin in 
1992. A treatability test of in-situ 
volatilization for soils was con- 
ducted in 1991. It was a success. 
Extended tests are planned for 
1992. 

mitted in January 1992. 



Tinker Air Force Base 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

Service: - , .. Air Force 
- * . . 

.size: - .  - .- 5,001 Acres 

._ I - -  . _ . . %  1 

r ' -_I  

' 42.24 -' --.HRS = a * . .  score: - 
* .  -. . . , - -  

sase ~ission: ~ d r i & i d e  repair depot for aircraft, weapons, and . ' 
engines 

, . - . - " ,  . *\ _i._lt' 2 - . . _ _  
.-MG s ta tus :  P ~ ~ - R o D  IAG signed 1988 
;-+ ... -.- + > . . .. 8 .  

- . .  
_-~ct lbn Dates: .- PNSI completed 1982; RIIFS initiated 1983; Placed on NPL 1987 _ '" ;' ' . . . . . . . . .. - 5  - ,  , #  . . . .% - 

contaminants: Organic solvents, heavy metals 

Funding to Date: $43.71 million 
. . 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Tinker Air Force Base is located The RIFS  phase commenced in 
within the drainage area of the September 1983 and has been com- 
North Canadian River Basin of pleted on three wells, Landfill 3, 
central Oklahoma. Two tributaries North Fuel Tank Area (NPL site), 
for this basin are Crutcho and Kuhl- Pit Q-5 1 (NPL site), abandoned pits 
man Creeks, which run through the at the IWTP, Fire Training Area 2, 
base proper. The base sets on the and Building 3001. Field in- 
recharge zone for the large and vestigations have been completed at 
productive Garber-Wellington Landfills 1-4, Landfdl6, Fire Train- 
Aquifer, a major potabie water ing Area 1, Supernatant Pond, and 
source for the base and surrounding Industrial Waste Pit 2, Building 
communities. Cleaning of aircraft 3001, and two radioactive waste 
parts and engines over the past 45 dump sites. Investigations are 
years within Building 3001 has underway at the IWTP, Industrial 
resulted in ground water contamina- Waste Pit 1, Southwest Tank Area, 
tion of this major water supply with Area A RefueIing Station, 3700 
organic solvents (TCE and 1,2- Fuel Yard, Four Fuel Sites, 3 radio- 
DCE). To date, three drinking water active waste dump sites, Crutcho 
wells within or adjacent to BuiIding Creek, Kuhlman Creek, and the 
3001 indicate a contamination Soldier Creek NPL site. 
plume, within the shallow water No off-base contaminant migra- 
zone, of 220 acres. This plume is tion has been confirmed to date. An 
moving north and northwest and is IAG covering the NPL site was 
a possible contamination for the signed December 1988. 
base and 75,000 non-base users of 
this water source. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The ROD for Building 3001, I - 
North Tank A r a  operable unit, 

. 

Pit Q-51 operable unit was sign I 
in 1990. Pit Q-51 was cleanedand 
plugged in September 1990. The 
design efforts for the recommended 
B3001 ground water recovery and 
tratment system was completed in 
August 1991. 

Landfills 1 and 5 have been 
capped and the Landfill 6 cap was 
repaired. Landfill 3 is presently 
near completion on the capping 
action. 

Documentation recommending 
no further action has been com- 
pleted for three wells, Pit Q-51, 
Fire Training Areas 2 and 4, 
Facility 1123, three of the five 
radioactive waste disposal sites, and 
the industrial waste pits. 

Future RA work will include the 
removal of radioactive waste and 
the use of innovative solidification/ 
stabilization techniques at the super- 
natant pond. 



Jobyhanna Army Depot 
Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 

. . . . . . . . . .  :- . . . . .  
. . . . . .  . .  . - s,ze . r . ,I: .:: ';  :..: ...... >.:. , ..,... : .,-.. .: 1,293 Acres . . .  . . . . . .  , .> \:; ,;:,, ........ -5 .,:.. :&$ .:-. .. :. . . . .  . . .. . ,.. , ,...-s: .. . ,g,;: !-;; > .;:, ...!':~ . . . . .  - - ,. ..:., .. ... ... . . . . . . .  

... .--: ... ; . a  :-.- 
I .  ,. . ' 

Base -..* .- ~ission: - A , ,  , - Logistics for communications/electronics 
. . . . . . .  

. 
equipment; Largest communications/electronics 

... . . <  ...... : . . - .  , . _ .  I overhaul facility in Army . , -  - . - 1 .  
. . 

IAG Status: , Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1990 

Action Dates: PAISI completed 1980; RI/FS initiated 1987; Placecl on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals 
I 

I Funding to Date: $4.99 million 

I 

Preliminary Assessmenti Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The PAIS1 was completed in 
1980 and updated in 1988. These 
initial studies conf i ied  that there 
was VOC contamination of both 
on-post and off-post wells. As a 
result of the IAG, additional sites 
require SI work. The SI is currently 
underway at these sites. 

The RI/FS, initiated in July 
1987, addressed VOC contamina- 
tion in the southeast comer of the 
depot. Two source areas have been 
confirmed with one only a few 
hundred feet from affected off-post 
wells. The preferred response mea- 
sures under the FS are passive 
volatilization for contaminated soils 
(tilling soils within a specially con- 
structed building); pumping and 
treating ground water; and provid- 
ing an alternate water source to 
affected residents. 

,4 treatability study. is being 
conducted for the passive soil vola- 
tilization technology. The Army has 
been providing boded water for 26 
residences and one business since 
March 1987. A waterline extension 
from the depot to the affected resid- 
ents was completed June 1991. 



Too& Army Depot (North Area) (80) 
Tooele County, Utah 

Service: . . Army 

44,087 Acres 

HRS Score: 53.95 

Base Mission: Store and supply equipment; Build and repair 
locomotives, wheeled vehicles, and transport cars 

IAG Status: Pre-ROD IAG signed September 1991 

~ c t i o n  Dates: PAISI completed 1980; Placed on NPL 1990; RIIFS initiate 
- .  

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleurn/oil/lubricants, PCBs, paint primers, cleaning, 
plating and explosive wastes 

Funding to Date: $24.26 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Invest$ationl Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Historic disposal practices con- An environmental survey In 1982 The IWL was granted interim 
sisted of discharging wastes to indicated that TCE from the nVL status under RCRA in 1985. This* 
evaporation or percolation ponds, was migrating to the northern boun- required installation of monitoring 
detonation and burning, and burial dary on-post. An RI addendum re- wells, but the previously document- 
at the demilitarization range. Conse- port in 1989 concluded that a plume ed evidence of ground water con- 
quently, ground water was threat- of ground water contamination con- tamination caused TEAD to enter 
ened by contaminant migration taining TCE from the IWL extends in0  a Consent Decree uith the 
from the waste sites; plant and off-post approximately 2,500 feet. State of Utah. As a result, a ground 
animal life in the area also could be A site-wide RI/FS was initiated in water quality assessment was con- 
affected. September 1987. Additional ground ducted. The Consent Decree aIso 

The December 1988 PNSI iden- water contamination was detected at required TEAD to cease discharging 
tified potential ground water con- the Sanitary Landfill and the TNT wastewater into the IWL and to 
tarninant migration. Five sites pre- washout pond. These results were close the lagoon. Closure of the 
sented a significant threat to public published in December 1990. A lagoon was completed in 1989 and 
health and the environment, inclu- foIIow-on RI was initiated and construction of a ground water 
ding explosives found in the ground workplans were submiued to the pump and treat system was initiated 
water beneath the TNT washout regulators in October 1991. RFI and in 1991. 
pond. Ground water is contaminated RI work initiated in 1990 in the 
with volatiles at the Industrial North and South areas and con- 
Waste Lagoon (IWL). tinued during 1991. 

3 



Tracy Site, Defense Distribution 
Region West (formerly Tracy Defense Depot) 
Tracy, California 

Service: - 
* ,  

Defense Logistics Agency 

Size: . - .' - 
I , _  

448 Acres 

HRS Score: 37.1 6 
, - 

, Base,Mission: Store and distribute food, medical, electronic, 
- , .> , . ,  .* and industriaVconstruction equipment; and textiles 

for Armed Forces in the western U.S. and Pacific 
. %  , 

,. - 

IAG Status: Signed 1991 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1982; RI/FS initiated 1986; 
Placed on NPL 1990 

Contaminants: Heavy metals, petroleum~oii/lubricants, VOCs, TCE, PCE 

Funding to Date: $9.5 million ' 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 - 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A PA/SI identified 32 sites of 
contamination on-depot with strong 
contamination migration potential. 
All 32 sites will be included in the 
RIES investigations. The upper 
,yound water aquifer, both on- and 
off-depot, is contaminated with both 
TCE and PCE beyond federal safety 
standard limits. 

An RI/FS began in September 
1986 on 32 sites. In addition to the 
contaminated upper aquifer, the soil 
on-depot is likewise contaminated. 
Ninety monitoring wells have been 
installed, and 61 soil borings and 
180 soil vapor tests have k e n  
conducted. This RIPS  addresses 
ground water only and is referred to 
as Operable Unit (OU) One. An 
jnstallation-wide RIPS for soil 
contamination will be awarded 
during M 1992. 

An IRA contract awarded in 
September 1989 led to the construc- 
tion of an air stripper to remove 
contaminants from the ground 
water. The sLripper was installed 
during the third quarter of N 1991. 
Five extraction wells, three injection 
wells and 10 additional monitoring 
wells were installed as part of this 
prcject. 



Travis Air Force Base 
Solano County, California 

Size: , . 
. i  - ,  . I -  

5,025 Acres 
> . -  4 .  

HRSScore:;: 29.49 . . . \ -. 

Base ~ission: Gateway to the Pacific, providing strategic airlift sbrvices for 
a h troops, cargo, and equipment: west coast terminals for 

. . aeromedical evacuation. , 

. .  * .  \ ,  

- IAG Status: ,. ,. , I  

Pre-ROD IAG signed 1990 
, . I - -.,.., L.  -\ - . * , . < , . 2 .  . . . - .. -4 . ? . ..,<, . ' *i ,-' .. . 

~ct ion  ~ a t e s :  'PA/SI com~leted 1985; RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on 
NPL 1990 '. 

Contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons 

Funding to Date: q10.19 million 
P 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

The area around Travis AFB is An N/FS is underway to deter- 
primarily agricultural. Industrial mine the type and extent of con- 
operations on base include aircraft tamination and to identify allerna- 
and automotive servicing, above tives for remedial action. Two 
and below ground fuel storage and additional sites have been added to 
distribution, and facility main- the investigation: the Cyanide Dis- 
tenance and repair. posal Pit (CDP), where approxi- 

A PA/SI identified several sites mately 250 pounds of cyanide. were 
potentially contributing to contami- buried, probably in 1967; and the 
nation due to past operations and Grazing Management Units, where 
disposal practices. These sites a swelling affliction has been 
include old landfills, a closed sew- observed in horses. Preliminary 
age treatment plant, fire fighting anaIysis indicates that fine-grained 
training areas, disposal pits, spill alluvial sediments of very low 
areas, and the storm drainage sys- permeability exist beneath the base. 
tern. Volatiles present in the storm Localized buried sand and gravel 
sewer system, particularly TCE, channels represent likely pathways 
could possibly reach Union Creek. for contaminant migration. The 
Point Arena AFS, an auxiliary ground water at Travis AFB con- 
installation occupying 81 acres on a tains namlly elevated concentra- 
mountain top in Mendocino County, tions of several metals and common 
contains both mercury and possibly anions. The contaminants detected 
VOC contamination. 

in the ground water include volatile 
organics and metals. Metals and 
polynuclex aromatic hydrocarbons 
PAHs) were detected in the surface 
water, sediments of the storm sew- 
ers, and Union Creek. Completion 
of the RIFS is expected in 1993. 

Remedial Designl 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Twenty-seven USTs were 
removed from various IRP sites at 
Travis AFB in 1986. In 1990, an 
IRA was initiated to investigate, 
intercept and cleanup floating fuel 
products in the ground water table. 
Additional RD/RA activities will be 
determined by a ROD anticipated 
for early 1994. 



Treasure Island Naval Station- 
1 Hunters Point Annex 
I 
1 

San Francisco, California 
- --  - . _  .. . .  ,..s,%"4y,. ... ,<T-z7---.-.-.?.-.. -.--- .... . . . . .  ........V". .? . . - . . . . . . -  . . -  
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.:'.;'.. ,? ' , , I: :. ........ ...... .. . .  . . .  . .  

~ c t l o n  Dates::;: ,. ,. .: 'RIIFS initiated 1987; Placed on NPL 1989 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

. . . .  - ...... ,; \ :, :.: % . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  

~ o h ~ r d n a n t ' s ~  P a i n t s ,  solvents, fuels, acids, bases, heavy metals, 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . , .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  

..% . . : . polyaromatic hydrocarbons, VOCs ... .... ,. , :  .. !.t..... ' . . 

~ u n d i n ~ ~ t o  Date: $31.8 million 

I Preliminarv Assessment1 To date, the RI/FS has inclu'ded 
23 sites. Four removal actions are 

w Site lnspectio planned for 1992, including site 
Formerly the Hunters Point treatment, decontamination, and 

Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point waste removal. 
Annex was established in 1869 as 
the first dock on the Pacific Remedial Investigation1 
coar;r ne Navy purchased Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 
installation in 1939 and leased it to 
Bethlehem Steel Company. The A TRC was formed in 1988 and 
Navy operated Hunters Point Annex members include representatives 
as a shipbuilding and repair facility from COMNAVBASE San Francis- 
from 1941 until 1976. Triple A co; Treasure Island Naval Station; 
Machine Shop then leased the facil- Western Division, Naval Facilities 
ity from 1976 to 1986 and sub- Engineering Command; California 
leased numerous buildings to pri- Department of Toxic Substances 
vate tenants. Testing in 1987 Control, California Regional Water 
detected benzene, PCBs, toluene, Quality Control Board; Bay Area 
and phenols in onsite ground water. Air Quality Management District; 
A bottling company draws ground EPA Region M; the City and 
water !?om a spring approximately County of San Francisco; NOAA; 
one mile from Hunters Point Department of Interior, and a public 
Annex. Offshore sediments contain representative appointed by the 
elevated levels of heavy metals and Mayor of San Francisco. 
PAHs. Area surface waters are used The last phase of field work for 
for recreational activities, commer- one Operable Unit began in 1991. 
cia1 navigation, and fshing. The draft RI report is scheduled for 

completion in June 1992. In 
addition, development of RI work 
plans for four sites began in 1991. 

Completion of RI/FS work for all 
sites is expected in 1994. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A removal action was imple- 
mented in 1986 to clean up PCBs. 
Removal of asbestos was under- 
taken and completd in 1990. 
RD/RA work will begin afrer corn- 
pletion of RI/FS activities. 



Twin Cities Air Force Reserve Base (84) 
(Small Arms Range Landfill) 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

- - 
Service: Air Force - 

Size: - ' ' - 280 Acres 
. . 

HRS Score: . k -  33.70 (One site only, Small ~ r m s  Range Landfill) 

Base . ~iision: . .  Tactical Airlift 
, . 

IAG Status: - I .  

Pre-ROD- IAG signed by the Air Force and USEPA Region V . 
- ~ o v e m b e r  1989; Public comment period completed ~ a n u a r y  1990 r- c:.;-f.). ;vcL?i";. : 

Action Dates: SI completed 1986. RI completed in 1990; FS completed 1991; Placed on 
NPL 1987 

Contaminants: OiVpetroleum/lubricants, spent .solvents and cleaners, battery acid, strippers, 
painting wastes (containing metals such a s  chromium), PCB-contaminated oils, 
chlorinated hydrocarbons 

I 

Funding to Date: $2.94 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Inspection (PAISI) 

The Air Force Reserve complet- 
ed a PA in March 1983 and an S I  
in April 1986. The Small Arms 
Range Landfill is located on non- 
contiguous property two miles from 
the main base property, and was the 
primary solid waste disposal site for 
the base from 1963 to 1972. The 
landfill primarily contains general 
refuse, but industrial waste products 
may have been buried or burned in 
this landfill. These products include 
paint thinners and removers, paint, 
primers, lacquers, paint filters con- 
taining chromium in the paint, and 
100 to 200 gallons of leaded fuel 
sludge. This landfill is almost three 
acres, and is located adjacent to the 
Minnesota River within the 100- 
year flood plain. The northern 
boundary of the Minnesota Valley 
National Wildlife Refuge lies 500 
feet from the landfill. It flooded 
once in 1965. The EPA HRS staff 

estimated 64,700 people living in 
the Minneapolis-St Paul metro- 
politan area depend on public and 
private wells for drinking water 
within a 3-mile area of the landfill. 

The other sites include a landfill, 
fuel spills, sludge burial pi& haz- 
ardous waste drum storage area, 
battery shop leaching pit, and UST. 
The PNSI identified a possible 
plume of AVGAS on the ground 
water table at the Past Fuel Site, 
and also identified additional poten- 
tial for contamination problems. 

An SI is underway for two sites, 
Temporary Landfill and Hangar P-1 
Area. Field work for this project 
was completed in December 1991. 

Remedial Investigation1 r(lS 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

For the NPL site, Small Arms 
Range Landfill, initial investigation 
studies were completed in 1986. 
The RI was completed in July 
1990, the FS was completed in June 
1991, and the Proposed Plan in 
August 1991. The public meeting 
was held on 5 September 1991. 
Ground water investigation results 
indicate very low concentrations of 
only a few compounds were 
detected. The first round of ground 
water sampling showed traces of 
some volatile aromatic compounds; 
meth ylene chloride, l,ZDCE, 
acetone, 2-butane, chloroform, TCE, 
benzene, and toluene. Only TCE 
was detected above federal MCLs 
in the upgradient well, which 
suggests an off-base source. Also 
detected was the organic compound 
bis (2ethylhexyl) phthalate, which 
was slightly above the Minnesota 
Recommended Allowable Limit 

J 



Twin Cities Air Force Reserve Base 
1 (Small Arms Range Landfill) 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 

1 . . -  (Continued) 
I 
I (RAL) in one sample. Some metals 

were detected, but the levels were 
very low, (below SDWA MCLs,) 
and are auributed to background 
and not the landfill. The second 
round of sampling detected 1.2- 
DCE significantly below federal 
MCLs, bis(2-ethyl-hexyl) phthalate 
below state RALs, di-n-butylphtha- 
late, and caprolaccam in low con- 
centrations. M e d s  were detected in 
the second round of sampling, but 
again in low concentrations below 
the SDWA MCLs. The 12 moni- 
toring wells around the site screen 
the ground water from 5 to 60 feet 
below level surface. , 

The chosen remedial alternative 
is natural attenuation with ground 

r( water and surface-water monitoring. 
maintenance of the landfill cover, 
and site access resmctions. This 
alternative was chosen in coordina- 
tion with the USEPA and MPCA 
and is acceptable by both agencies. 

Negotiations for an FFA between 
the Air Force, EPA, and the State 
of Minnesota concluded on August 
15, 1989. Due to differences 
between the DoD and State of Min- 
nesota on the issue of reimburse- 
ment, the FFA has only been signed 
by the Air Force and EPA. 

The RI/FS for one site, past Fuel Remedial Desian/ - - 

Spill, was completed in March 
1989. A plume of AVGAS has Remedial ~ c t i &  (RDIRA) 
been discovered floating on the 
ground water table and migrating to 
the southwest. A variation of the 
pump and treat method has been 
chosen as the remediation alterna- 
tive. This will involve pumping the 
contaminated water to the surface, 
separating out the liquid AVGAS, 
discharging the treated water to the 
sanitary or storm sewer, and dispos- 
in3 of the AVGAS at an appropri- 
ate facility. 

An RI/FS is currently underway 
for five other sites: MOGAS Spill, 
Suspected Oil Spill A r a ,  former 
Hazardous Waste Drum Storage 
Area, Underground Tank Leak, and 
Battery Acid Leaching Pit. Field 
work for these sites was completed 
in July 1990 and the RI report 
should be completed in November 
1991. 

The chosen remedial alternative 
for the NPL site described previous- 
ly requires no design actions and 
remedial action will begin immedi- 
aely following the completion of 
the Record of Decision. 

The remedial design for the 
pump and treat system at the Past 
Fuel Spill Site was completed in 
August 1990. Construction of the 
system was completed and became 
operational in May 1991. 

Remedial action was accomplish- 
ed at one site, JP4 Spill Site: be- 
twcxn 1983 and 1985. A state-ap 
proved venting system was instal- 
led, and effluent contaminant levels 
decrased until they were no longer 
detectable in laboratory analysis. 
Thl: system was removed upon smte 
concurrence that the site does not 
pose a threat to human health or the 
environment. 

Furthermore, approximately 
1,4130 cubic yards of PCB-contami- 
natr:d soil have been incinerated. 
The in-situ volatilization units 
installed at Site D and Site G have 
recovered approximately 222,678 
pounds of volatile organic com- 
pounds (VOCs). 



Twin Cities Army Ammunition Plant (85) 

New Brighton, Minnesota 

- Service: _. Army 

Size: T. : 2,560 Acres 
. . . . 

. * I "  

HRS score: -, %! ' '* 5$16. . , . . 
^ - .  

Base , ~ission: ,., . . - ,  .Small , . arms and projectile casing manufacture 

IAG sta'tjs:' . . - .'  re-ROD IAG signed 1987 with EPA and State of Minnesota . -  -:. . _ 
*_/. . \ <  . - I .  ._ . - ,. . . - . I .  - . <,  - .  .. . 7 :  

. A ,- -, . G'.. ' .- . _, f-.- 
\ .  I . , .  , . . r '-, ..I 

.Action - *,: .,3 :: , Dates:.+, -.. .: . -. , . P C !  rnrnpleted 1988; Rl completed 1991; FS inliated 1991; , - .i:-,'c'.i*., .. _ .  :;45,, . . 
. c . .  ' . ,  

.. ' 
- 8  - . ,. . . .. - .: Placed onNPL.1982 I . .  , , ' 

,-,;.:., ;& 7 - - 
. . 

contaminants: VOCs, heavy metals, solvents, acids and caustics, fuels, 
cleaners, paints, explosives 

Funding to Date: $33.27 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 
Site Inspection (PNSI) 

Sources located on the Twin 
Cities Army Ammunition Plant 
(TCAAP) have contaminated 
ground water primarily with VOCs. 
The contamination affects water 
supplies for the cities of New 
Brighton and St. Anthony, located 
2.5 and 4.5 miles downgradient, 
respectively. The PA/SI verified the 
presence of 14 potentially con- 
taminated sites. Concurrent field 
investigations conducted since 1981 
verified three major sources of 
regional ground water contamina- 
tion. Site D is a former series of 
earthen impoundments used for 
industria1 waste disposal. Site G is 
a former landfill used for building 
and industrial waste disposal. Site I 
(Building 502) is the area where 
industrial operations introduced 
VOCs to the ground water system. 
Two other sites have contributed to 
perched ground water contamina- 
tion.  he& sites consist of Site A, 
a former disposal area for industrial 
waste, and Site K (Building 103), 
where industrial operations intro- 

duCed VOCs to the ground water 
system. The remaining 13 sites 
have not contributed significantly to 
ground water contamination at 
TCAAP. 

Remedial Investigation1 
Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 

Alliant Tech Systems, Inc., 
formerly Honeywell, Inc., an in- 
dustrial tenant of TCAAP, and the 
Department of the Army have in- 
stalled approximately 300 moni- 
toring wells both on and off the 
plant to define the magnitude and 
extent of ground water contamina- 
tion. The FFA requires the DA to 
complete an RI on TCAAP and 
requires EPA to conduct an investi- 
gation of off-plant areas. These ef- 
forts were completed in 1991. The 
FS was initiated by the Army in 
August 199 1. 

Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

A regional ground water treat- 
ment system has been installed to 
extract and treat ground water, 
prevent contaminant migration 
beyond plant boundaries, and con- 
tain highly contaminated ground 
water within the plant interior. 

Additional efforts to preclude 
ground water contamination include 
installation of two ISV systems at 
Sites D and G, ground water treat- 
ment at Site I, incineration of con- 
taminated soils, and provision of 
contaminated soil storage facilities. 
Efforts also are being conducted at 
Sites A and K to prevent con- 
tamination from migrating within 
the perched ground water system. 

Approximately 3.7 billion gaI- 
Ions of contaminated ground water 
have been treated and 144 tons of 
contaminants have been removed. 



Umatilla Army Depot 
Hermiston, Oregon 
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Contaminants: Metals, red fuming nitric acid, pesticides, RDX, nitrates, TNT, TNB, 
HMX, DNT isomers 

Funding to Date: $14.05 million 

, 
Preliminary Assessrnentl Remedial Investigation1 Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

The PA/SI identified and tar- 
geted several major contaminant 
sources for RI/FS work. These 
areas contained explosive wastes 
and UXO. Ground water under the 
washout lagoons was contaminated 
with cyclonite (RDX), nitrates, 
TNT, TNB, HMX, and DNT. An 
enhanced PA in support of base 
closure activities was prepared con- 
currently with the RVFS work plan 
under the IAG. The enhanced PA 
was submitted in April 1990. 

A Phase I RI determined the RIFS documents are being prep 
washout lagoons had contaminated arcxi for an operable unit remedial 
the alluvial aquifer with TNT, action of the washout lagoons. The 
RDX, HMX, ThB, DNT, and cornposting technology demon- 
nitrates. In addition, the shallow suated in a recent pilot study at 
basalt aquifer conuined very trace Urnatilla is being considered for the 
quantities (approximately 1 ppb) of rernedial action. 
explosives. Several SWMUs, 
including the deactivation furnace, 
active and inactive landfills, the arn- 
munition demolition area, and sev- 
eral septic tanks, showed various 
industrial and explosive contam- 
inants. A Phase 11 RI was initiated 
in August 1989. Work conducted 
under the IAG will cover 55 sites, 
22 in the ammunition demolition 
area. RI field work was initiated in 
May 1990. Field work for asbestos 
and radon assessments in support of 
the base closure mission was in- 
itiated in FY 1990. 

A supplemental RI/FS addressing 
remaining sites was initiated in 
September 1991. 



Weldon Spring 

Contaminants: TNT, DNT, lead, thorium, uranium, PCB, asbestos 

Funding to Date: $26.19 million , I 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Investigation1 Raffinxe Pits. Qw B u ~  
Quarry Follow-on (residuals), and 

Site Inspection (PAISI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Ground Wate;. The for the 

The Weldon Spring Ordnance During the RI on the active Chemical Planya?ffinak Pits 

Works is composed of two major portion of the site, 8.000 surface undenvay with the ROD scheduled 
components: the active panion is a soil samples were taken: subsurface for May 1993. RIPS scoping has 

1,655-acre area where M and soil samples were taken at 4 1 loca- begun for the Q u q  Follow-on OU 
DNT were produced during World lions; 34 monitoring wells were wirh the RWS scheduled to begin 

War 11; the inactive portion is a installed onsite; 14 monitoring wells in FY 1992. RVFS scoping is 
15.577-acre area that provided were installed offsite; water was p l a n d  for the Site Ground Water 

support facilities, such as water 
treatment, storage magazines, power 
plants, heat plants, classrooms, and 
housing, to the production area. 
Adjacent to the active site is the 
230-acre former Atomic Energy 
Commission (AEC) facility, which 
processed uranium from 1957 to 
1966 and is listed separately on the 
NPL with DOE and the Army as 
the PRPs. The AEC facility is 
located on an area that was origin- 
ally part of several TNT production 
lines. As a result of an OMB deci- 
sion and an MOU between the 
Army and DOE, the Army is 
funding DOE for part of the Chem- 
ical Plant remedial work. 

sampled at 10 springs and eight 
lakes; sediment was sampled at 
eight lakes; and soil vapor testing 
was conducted in four areas. A 
wooden pipeline was mapped using 
ground penetrating radar at 270 
locations and sampled at 24 loca- 
tions. Nitroaromatics and VOCs 
were detected in the ground water, 
nitroaromatics and lead were 
detected in the surface soil, and 
nitroaromatics wen detected in the 
wooden pipeline. A draft FS was 
submitted in July 1990. A draft 
Risk Assessment was submitted 
October 1990. 

The Chemical Plant area at 
Weldon Spring ha. been broken 
into four OUs: Chemical Plant/ 

ou. I 
Remedial Design1 
Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Various IRAs have been initiated 
or completed for the Chemical Plant 
area to mitigate actual or potential 
releases of radioactive or chemical 
contaminants to the environment. 
RODS for the Quarry Bulk Waste 
Removal effort were signed in 
September 1990 and March 1991. 
Supporting activities are underway 
with the fmaI action expected to 
begin in May 1992. For the 
remaining OUs .RD/RA work will 
begin after completion of the RI/FS. 3 



i 
West Virginia Ordnance Works (88) 

lw Point Pleasant, West Virginia 
I 

Senrice: Army 
. . . - .  

SI&: 8,323 Acres 

HRS Score: 35.72 

Base Mission: Established in 1942 and produced TNT from 
toluene for the World War II war effort; 
Deactivated in 1946 

I IAG Status: First OU IAG signed 1987; Second OU IAG signed 1989 

Action Dates: PNSI completed 1982; Placed on NPL 1984; RIfFS initiated 
1984. ROD for OU #I signed 1987; ROD for OU fM signed 1988; Omaha 
District assigned RD for Second OU cleanup in November 1989; 
Transition to FUDS Program October 1991 

Contaminants: Nitroaromatic residues 

Funding to Date: $17.62 million 

, 

Preliminary Assessment/ envionmend e n h a r m e n [  assess- Remedial Design1 
Site Inspection (PAISI) ment (EA), and an FS to identify 

and asscss rcmcdial action alter- Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
In May 1981, red water seepage ndves. The R1v completed in l985. A contract was awarded in 1987 

was observed adjacent to Pond 13 determined that major contaminant by the Army to perform remedial 
in McClintic State Wildlife Station Source are% were soils in the actions on the first OU. Field work 
(MSWS). The pond was located manufacturing arat was conducted in  1988 and con- 
near the former TNT wastewater PrKeSS lines, and soils in a burning si jted of excavation and fl amins of 
trunk sewerlines and pumping sta- grounds The aquifer industrial sewerlines and flaming 
tion. Studies by the West Virginia under mandacturing area and the surface of the burning ground. 
Department of Natural Resources the ground water in the burning A soil cap was then placed over 
and EPA contractors in 1981 and f l ~ ~ n d s  arm were not contaminat- conminated soils at the TNT 
1982 showed 2,4-TNT, 2,6-TNT, ed- To expedite clanup, activities manufacturing and burning grounds 
2,4,6-TNT, and phenol present in were divided inlo two operable a,. A $4.6 million contract for 
the ground water. A 1984 archives units @Us); the manufacturing capping the two red water ponds 
search of the West Virginia (3rd- m, burning grounds area* and was awarded on August 31, 1990. 
nance Works (WVOW) concluded indus td  sewer lines; and the acids Construction began in the summer 
that, based upon contaminant ar4yellow water reservoir, red of 1991. Capping material was .  
sources and the hydrogeplogic water reservoirs, and Pond 13/Wet removed from a clean borrow on 
setting of WVOW, the patential Well site- An FS for the fist OU sile; the borrow area subsequently 
existed for contamination migration Was completed in 1986 and for the be converted to an 11.5-acre 
through surface and ground water second in 1988- The ROD for wetlands. A contract for capping the 
pathways. the second unit called for capping yellow water reservoir was awarded 

two red water ponds, and building in September 1991. A ground water 
Remedial Investigation/ two ~ n d s  on the MSWS, capping study is in the planning phase. The 

Pond 13, capping the yellow water project will be funded through the (RItFS) resewok, pumping Xld treating m S  program beginning in F( w related ground water, and pur- 1992. 
In 1984, the Army contracted for chasing an indushal park at 

an RI to determine the extent of 
acids ardyellow water reservoir 

contamination, a human health and for incorporation into MSWS. 



Williams Air Force Base 
Chandler, Arizona 
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con tah inah t s :  ' . w'aste solvenk, fuels and lubricants, heavy metals 
- 9 . -  - 

~unding to Date: $1 1.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment1 Remedial Design1 Two operable units (OU) have 
been established. OU2 is the former Site Inspection (PPJSI) Remedial Action (RDIRA) fuel area and 

Irrigated farmland and desert 
surround Williams AFI3. Past dis- 
posal practices have contaminated 
soils with heavy metals and ground 
water with pemleum products. The 
Air Force has completed an initial 
assessment and the potentially con- 
taminated areas include a past frre 
protection training area, drainage 
systems, and landfill and spill mas. 

The soufiwest Draining System f ~ ~ t  to be considered. OU1 is the 
was remediated in 1988 by final remedy for the remediation of 
installing a soil cement and con- all sites. Two Reposed Plans and 
Crete cap on the upper 350 feet of "0 RODS will be prepared- )(I) 
the ditch. This action was agreed to A draft of the ROD for OU2 is 
by Stale of Arizona regulatory expect& by July 1992 and for OUl 
officials. by September 1993. The RD for 

Monitoring wells approximately OU2 is expected April of 1994 and 
350 feet deep have been inawlled at RA 1995. for OU1 
the liquid fuels storage area to expect& IG~ember 1994 and RA 
determine the extent of vertical l'kn'ember 1995. 

Remedial [nvestigationl migration of leaked fuel. Shallow The Draft Fkmedial Investigation 
wells approximately 250 feet deep R e ~ n  for OU2 was pubfished in 

(RflFS) h, k e n  .,,, , plot , 1991. The Draft Feasibility Study 
A work plan has k n  developed extent o t  this plume. Pump tests a d  the P r o ~ s e d  Plan have 

for an RW to & m i n e  the type have been conducted to gather data been submitted for regulaor~ 
and extent of conmination and needed for remedial daign of a review. A pilot study/demonsmtion 
identify alternatives fw remedial proposed pump and treat facility. project is undenvay at OU2. Two 
d o n .  Field investigations are Continuous fuel recovery has been horizontal wells and a large diame- 

started. underway. ter well will be compared to deter- 
A storage tank was removed mine the efficiency of jet fuel 

during 1991 from the elec~oplating removal from the shdlow Water 
shop. Removal of drums was also table. 
completed during that year at the 
pesticide burial area. 



Wright-Patterson Air Force Base 
Davton. Ohio - 
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IAG Status: 
. >  - . . ; .  

Pre-ROD IAG signed March 1991 
- < 

Action Dates: RIIFS initiated 1986; Placed on NPL 1989 

Contaminants: Waste oil and fuels, acids, plating wastes, solvents, pesticides, 
batteries, radioactive wastes 

Funding to  Date: $69 million 

, 
Preliminary Assessment/ refuse and chemical waste. Ground able soils in the are3 exacerbates 

water in the vicinity of Landfill 8 is this concern. f i e  IAG with the Site Inspection conminated with benzene and USEPA Region V was signed on 
Past Air Force activities in TCE. Landfill 10 is contaminated March 21, 1991. The base is under 

support of operational missions with VOCS. However, complica- an Administrative Order of Consent 
have created 62 unlined waste tions have arisen wifh landfill sub- (February 1988) which specifies site 
disposal areas throughout the base, sidence, gas generation and venting, RJ and cIeanup processes. 
including landfills, spill sites, fire and seepage of lachate. The W S  
training areas, and cod storage for these sites is scheduled for Remedial Design/ 
piles. As a result, contamination of completion by April 1993. A 
h e  aquifer used by h e  city of focused RIFS for Source Control is Remedial Action (RDIRA) 
Dayton and the base for drinking scheduled for inithion in 1992. Drinking water from base wells 
water has occurred. The base will begin four additional is being treated for voc contami- 

Known sites were rated in 1982 RI/FS projects at the next highest nation. In 1991 the base initiated a 
during the first phase of the IRP. priority operable units in 1992. Also Removal Action along the base 
Twenty-four sites located on the in 1992 a l3asewide Monitoring boundary to intercept and treat 
base contained hazardous material. Program will be initiated. In June ground water found to be con- 

1987, the USGS initiated a hydro- taminated with TCE flowing in the 

Remedial Investigation J g a l ~ g i ~ "  SSesSment of the strata direction of the City of Dayton's ' 

underlying the base to understand well fields. m e  permanent system (RVFS) p u n d  water movement and the be fully operational in 1992. 
me R ~ S  conat was awarded direction of contaminant migation. Another Removal Action was initi- 

in November 1989. The Rm for The complete USGS study will pro- ated in 1991 at Spill Sites 2 and 3 
sius is cumntly scheduled to be vide a technical foundation for to delineate the extent of a free 

c o m p ~ e ~ d  in 1998. Landfjb 8 and future base-wide 1R.P activities and plume (JF'4) and to imple- 
10 have been the highest concern is "heduled for completion h ment a fres product recovery and 
due ro their he wood- 1992. Regional p u n d  water flows ground water treatment system. 
land  ill^ residential area ~~b in a southwesterly direction toward 
landfills were a trench and cover the City of drinking water 

for dispasal of gene* weU fields. ' he  existence of perme- 



Yuma Marine Corps Air Station 
Yuma, Arizona 
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PA completed 1985; SI completed December . - 1990; : , . 1 : 
d 1990; Placed , on . NPL 1990 

, ., ' 

Contaminants: VOC~,  waste fuels, oils, degreasers, solvents, 
paints, PCBs, pesticides, herbicides, photographic chemicals 

Fundlng to Date: $1.6 million 

Preliminary Assessment/ Remedial Investigation/ Remedial besign/ 
Site Inspection (PNSI) Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Ground water is a potable water A TRC has been formed and the Although no RD/RA activities 

source for Yuma Marine Corps Air first meeting was held in ApriI are currently planned in 1992, 
Station (MCAS), the City of Yuma, 1990. Members include represents- removal actions will be considered 
and for industrial and agricultural tives from the City of Yuma; the if an imminent threat is identified 
purposes. Past disposal practices Arizona Department of Environ- during the RI/FS. 
contaminated soils and ground mental Quality; EPA Region IX; 
water. A PAIS1 identified 12 poten- Yuma MCAS; Southwest Division, 
tially contaminated sites, and Naval Facilities Engineering Com- 
recommended that two sites be mand; and the public. Development 
studied further to confirm contarnin- of the RIPS work plan began in 
ation. November 1990. 

The confiat ion study for these Yuma MCAS was listed on the 
two sites was completed in early IWL in February 1990. Sub  
1988. In response to a State of sequently, EPA assigned a separate 
Arizona request made in July 1988, remedial project manager for the 
11 of the original 12 IAS sites and base. FFA negotiations with EPA 
two additional sites were investi- and the State of Arizona were initi- 
gated further as a part of an SI ated and completed in 1990. Find 
completed in December 1990. To signature is expected in 1992. 
date, 18 sites have been identified. 



Appendix C 
Status of IRP Installations 

This Appendix to the Annual Report includes three tables that summarize the status of 
activities at all DoD installations included in the IRP by the end of FY 1991. 

Table C-1 summarizes IRP site status by state, DoD component (Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Defense Logistics Agency), and installation. Table C-2 provides a status summary by DoD 
component. 

The status abbreviations used in this Appendix are as follows: 

C - Number of sites for which a particular study or action h3s been com- 
pleted 

u - Number of sites with a particular study or action underway 

F - Number of sites scheduled to have a study or action performed in the 
future 

CO - Number of closed-out sites where no further action is required. 

Installation status is designated as follows: 

Italicized - The installation is listed on the NPL 

- The installation has a signed IAG 

+ - The installation is proposed for listing on the NPL. 



Number of Sltes 
Total 

ARMY 1 
AFRC Birmingham 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Cullman 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

AFRC Gadsden 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Alabama AAP 3 7 3 7 0 0 0 3 5 0 2 1 2 9 5 0 0 1 2 4 0 1 2 2 2  

Anniston Army Depot 45 4 5 0 0 0  4 5 0 0 0  0 4 5 0 0  3 2 3 7  3 2 3 6  

Coosa River Storage Annex 
(Armiston) 1 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  / 
, 
Fort McClellm 6 0 6 0 0 0 4 3  0 1 7 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

Fort Rucker 106 106 0 0  0  105 0 o 62 0  43 62 0  0  0 1 0 5  0  0  105 

Phosphate Dev Works 3 1 3 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  1 0 0 0  0 1 0  0 0  

Redstone Arsenal 7 1 7 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  

USARC Abbeville 4  4 0 0 3  0 0 1 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Anniston 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  / 
USARC Beltline 5  5 0 0 5  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  / 
USARC Birmingham 01 1 4 1 4 0 0 1 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  1 
US ARC Birmingham 02 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARCCropwell(ASFl55) 9 9 0  0  9 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

USARC Dothan 2  2 0 0 2  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Elba 4  4 0 0 4  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Enterprise 3  3 0 0 3  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Foley 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Fort Rucker (ECS 143) 10 10 0  0  10 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  I 
US ARC Gadsden S  5 0 0 s  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0  

USARC Holt 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0  
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