
MAJ Larry A. Frost 
5432 Irving Ave S 
Minneapolis, MN 
5541 9 

Sen. Rod Gramms 
Sen. Paul Wellstone 
Rep. James Ramstad 

Dear [Copies sent to all above]: 

My position for several years now has been that military resistance to reductions 
in force are unjustified in the face of current strategic reality. I understood the 
argument that the current administration would not be able to hold the line at 
reasonable reductions, but that seemed specious to me given the obvious need for re- 
shaping and reducing the force. I took this position even though, as a full-time AGR 
soldier, I was in the path of the reductions in force in the AGR captain's program. 

However, closures and reductions have passed the point of sanity. If we intend 
only to be able to fight one (fairly small) war, be honest with the public and change our 
strategic statement to say so. Forces we currently field are inadequate to meet the 
two-war standard. 

Furthermore, our most critical weakness is airlift and sealift. At a time when both 
Air Force and Navy are asking for (and Congress is providing) funds to increase both, it 
makes no sense to close Reserve bases operating transport aircraft we so badly need, 
especially in light of reduced overseas basing. Yet the Base Closure and Re-alignment 
Commission (BRAC) added six more AF Reserve outfits to the closure list on 10 May of 
this year. Three of these outfits are C-130 air transport and three are F-16 wings. The 
list includes the base at Fort Snelling, MN. 

Reserve members don't move when bases are closed. These bases are all in 
major metro areas -- where pilots live. Re-activating or moving these units is feasible 
only at a huge expense in re-training. Pilots also take a long time to train -- they cannot 
be re-created quickly in the event they are needed. 

Our reserves have seen an increase, not a decrease, in active duty missions. 
We cannot afford to be without airlift to get us where we need to -- or to extract our 
forces if they get in trouble. Removing these experienced transport wings and the 
fighters who protect them is dollar- and strategy-foolish. It may someday cost us lives. 
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Anyone who studies history and observes the current scene knows it is a 
question of when, not if, the Reserves are committed to a major war, or a series of 
lesser conflicts. I expect it will happen (again) on my watch, and I don't feel 
comfortable leading our soldiers into a fight without the backing of our own government. 
The time to stop the drawdown is now, not next year or next month or tomorrow. We 
have come down as far as we dare, and farther than we should. 

One other factor you might like to consider. The only base services complex for 
several hundred miles exists at Ft. Snelling. Closing it would cost we full-time soldiers 
and many retired and reserve personnel our newly-built Base Exchange and other 
services. These facilities are not extensive, and the savings they offer not ir- 
replaceabie for a fairly senior officer like myself, especially one with no children. They 
are irreplaceable to a junior enlisted man with a family. These secondary costs will 
directly and immediately affect morale and even viability of our underpaid junior 
enlisted personnel. 

Those who urge further reductions are no longer cutting fat. They are attacking 
the nerve, muscle and sinew of our force, and placing my life and the lives of our 
soldiers and airmen at risk. Please reply and let me know: 

(1) How you will vote on this issue, and 

(2) What actions you will take to represent my point of view to BRAC. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

5 JUN 95 
MAJ, 6 s  
US Army Reserve (AGR) 

1 - Alan Dixon, Chairman, BRAC 

m rQvlUvl: 
h u  d m  P ? a Q  dtrncPp/, 
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May 30, 1995 

The Honarable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington DC 20350 

Dear Dr. Perry 

As a Department of Defense employee, I have been involved in and have witnessed 
many efforts to compare Army, Navy, and Air Force facilities with the intent of reducing 
the excess and duplicative capabilities that exist in the Department of Defense. In 
each of these efforts I have seen and am aware of the posturing and data manipulation 
that has taken place by the services to ensure that they would come out on top in any 
comparison. Although frustrating, I have always shrugged it off as that's the way the 
game is played and the services will never be able to make any reductions without 
outside guidance to force the issue and guarantee an honest and unbiased decision 
with the best interests of the Nation in mind. 

I have since witnessed an attempt by one service to manipulate the base closure 
process that, to me, is so blatantly fraudulent and with such total disregard to the 
welfare of the Nation that as a citizen, taxpayer, and public servant, I can no longer be 
silent. 

The enclosed information that I have obtained, if true, appears to indicate that the 
United States Air Force has acted in a manner that is clearly unethical and, to me, 
bordering on criminal to introduce deliberately flawed data and recommendations into 
the base closure process. If these allegations are true then the United States Air Force 
is deliberately trying to harm the future ability of the Department of Defense to conduct 
its business in the most cost effective manner, and could waste American Taxpayers 
millions of dollars. 

If true, this attempt by the Air Force to fraudulently bias the base closure process 
should not go unpunished. An investigation should begin at once and, if the enclosed 
allegations are found true, any government employees found to have acted in a 
manner that has violated the public trust should be made to account for their actions 
and appropriate punishment made. 

I am not signing this letter since I have seen first hand the retributions that fall on 
people who do not toe the service line, even if they are telling the truth. 

Sincerely, 

An American 



Copy to: 

Department of Defense Inspector General 
400 Army Navy Drive 
Arlington, VA 22202-2884 

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

The Honorable William Thomas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 2051 5 

The Honorable Elton Gallegly 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 2051 5 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable Mark Hatfield 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable William Roth 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

The Honorable Bob Livingston 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 



The Honorable Floyd Spence 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 2051 5 

The Honorable John Kasich 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 2051 5 





SUBJECT: Observations of tbe Test and Evaluauon CT&E) and Laboratory Joint C-ecc:  
Group (JCSG) Pn>cesses 

r)ris Iuper & been pnrwEd to damneat obmationa on the efl~cts of Air For# aftions 
in the BRAC % TBtE and Lobaruory joint pmccs=s= should be ufi~mn.ood that OSD m k  
a "bands off approach to rhis proass, p t e f h g  that the m e  Bpafunena scale dues 
\nth a s d g i ~ t - u p  vote among tbunselm. In rhe TBtE m. the Navy lmt many of aesc 
voles because of the s m g  p u s a d  ~htionship b ~ ~ e n  the Army and Air Force JCSG 
principals; the fact rhrt the Air Force and Army principals interface with the OSD primipals 
regularly in the course of their regular  dutie.9 within the DoD's T a  management s m ;  and 
for the nason that tbe Army didn't have a me stake m the T&E arena Therefore, the Army 
k a m e  the dc facm t i e - b w g  vote. most often voting wirh the Air Force. 

MOSZ OOCCWOC~~Y are the Air Fara? actions regarding the cornpansons between NAWC 
China I o i n t  Mugu and APDTC Egiin in the area of armamenrtweapons RDTW. Air Force 
actions can be grouped into seven general arcas. Each of h e  cases described occurred over the 
objections of the Deparrmenc of the Navy. 

1. C M D ~  the Joint Workinn Gmupg. 

~t the onset of the BIUC p m  h e  Air Force stnffed the working group of the T&E 
JCSG with non-BRAC pcrso~el from AfD'KI Eglin and AFFK Edwards. Many were 
prevlousiy involved in the T&E Resource Investment Board (TERIB) studv nnd aucmptcd to 
bnng ElUB resulk? into the BRAC -5s. No less than seven employees of these two sites 
we= part of all phases of developing the T&E dm call: developing the T&E Analysis Plan wlth 
the hnctioaal vdue questions. scoring weights. and measures; z-fying Air Force data call 
responses for accuracy; sconag Army, Xavy and riu Force activities Tor functional value; 
deveiop- joint alternatives; and wnting the final repoh They were aiso strong advocates for 
theu home sites in debates directly affeaing their acuvities 

By contrasf no workmg group member from h e  Navy or the Army was in a conflict of 
interest by being an employee of a TkE activity. The aAO noted with concern the large number 
of Xir Force staff from acuvicies undcr evaluation. and the DoD IG's office recommended to 
OSD that some of the staff frum AFDTC Eglin be dismissed. However, this never happened. 

This basic conflict of intenst spawned many outcomes that were individually 
disadvantageous to the Navy-although none became a " g m e  breaker" by allowing the Air Force 
ro achieve any of its joint B M C  goals. However. there is sull cause for concern. The Air Force 
hss aiready anempttd to use the distorled T&E JCSG dau to tnfluence other joint BRAC groups, 
md it wiil no doubt usc the enoneous and distorted data generated in the joint process to 
jmngrhen irs pasltioa in wbsequent srudies of RMQE m f r a s t ~ ~ ~ ~ .  If *esefurure studies are 
ro c&ed equitably with aficul on outcomc~ in the best inuresrs ofnariod security, &is 
&toaed JIlm mwt never gain accepuance as occumte. objective. or credible. 



It a Air Force lnsistcnce that the original RDTdkE JCSG be split into T m  wd 
Laboratory mups. UnliLc thc Air Force, the Navy uses its inrcgrated fanlilies for =&E. 3.n- 
Service E n m g ,  and M a g  -- not just for 'formal Tm". *=fore the Navy arlu forced 
to m& Mja of its RDTM facilities' worklaad and capacities and them 
into T&E a d  RIQD. 'This e r a l  split d t t d  in an undersutement of DON C-Q ~d 
capacity. 

Ironicdy, at the c i w  of the joint process. and after a year of discussion in both the T&E 
and L a b o m ~  JCSGs that it couid not perform a combined analysis of its T&E and Laboratory 
-ture,- the Air F o r e  claimed bat  the T&E and Laboratory sites must be &&red 
together to correctly obtain funcuonal value. 

Distort& functiod v d u u  were derived in a heavtly mdpulared p c e ~ ,  polcnorlly 
compromrs~g the legislative quirernent "to prowde a fdr process that w d l  result in the timely 
ciosure and realignment of mrlitary installati~n~' @dense BUC Closure and Realignment Act 
of 1990, Part A sec. 2901 (b)). More ro the point, the scores defy tests of reasonableness (see 
TAB 1). 

To ill us^. NAWC Panucnt River scored the same in Armamenr/Weapons (AIW) as 
di J NAWC China LsLc. Both scored a 57. Patuxent River had one facllity that performed 931 
rest hours in A/W in FY 1993. China Lake had 32 faeditits with a combined FY 1993 workload 
af w.231 test hours in M W .  That an air vehicles test sire had the same A/W score as the 
Navy's largesf weapons test site S ~ ~ I U Z X  the credibility of the T&E results. Not surprisingly, 
. m T C  Eglin rcceived a score of 82 in AIW. 

*e were many flaWed. but very &liberate. deci~ioui that produced these scares. One 
example is the decision on Ibe scoring of air/landl= space. Thts was a critically imponant issue 
because adlmd/sea space accounted for 70% of the physical value of an activity and physical 
value, in turn, comprised 65% of the points used to dcWrnine the total functional value (FV) of 
a T&E site. The flawed nanire of this decision is best illustrated by the following two items: 

m C  Edwards, which resides in the dcsen next to C h b  Lake, received points for 
the sea space off NAWC Point Mugu thar lt does not control while China Lake was 
denied points for tbc same sea space that is under i t$ control and the Navy's control. 

m T C  Eglin received poinu for airspace 550 miles away that it does not controi, 
while China Lake w a  denied points for airspace 150 miles away that it does control. 

It is rllogical that an activity that actually controls and uses c m  airspace is not allowed 
to be ~ v e n  credit for it, ye[ another activity from a different Military Depanmenr, equidisaant to 



the airs- and -tially collocated with the conablling activity, is grven credit for it, 
&cision wm rpti- on the bros of thc bcodon h the r&E dopl call responre rn 
ocn'viay rcprud its 4~41hbk w ~ e .  That is. during the scoring process, it was ut 
only avspvc rrponcd under quuaon X). 1.G.1 of the daU would be acceptabk for mdg. 
The proper dua existed within the NAWC activities' data tail responses the 
inequity, a l h t  not in the exaa q-on position desued by h e  ICSO. 

The Navy formally quested h e  incarpantian of ail d * d  data present in rhe dru call 
mpnsts. It did not request the collection of new dam nor the revision and receMcadon of 
the current &pi With &rvy lobbymg by the Air Force and a dc- by the Army to beep the 
grocess moving, OSD &i&d to reject tbc Navy's EquW. & cm@arf AFDTC E g h  received 
FV pinu for airspace not recrortrd d e r  R3-I.G. I (m TAB 1. Attachment A). In short, the 
impact of OSD's decision on the FV of the NAWC sites simcmt (see TAB 2). l& 
damage it did to the integrity of the joint BRAC process was imparable. 

3. ulate the Rbccss and the Datq 

A. Exclude Navy Fail irks:  The T&E JCSG. and its worbng group, excluded from 
anaj,ysis various fanlities that it determined to be (1) minor performers of T&E (i.e.. under 5% 
of workload is T&E, or If T&E is less than 100 test hours), or ( 2 )  suppon in nature rather than 
providing an actual T&E product This re~ultcd in a large number of DON faciiitiu being 
excluded from tk analysis when in fact bey &owed ceded workload and capability in T&.E 
per the dtfiniuoos provided in the T&E data call. are numerous casm where r facility 
reported 5% or less workload in T&E but produced much more than 100 =.st hours / year of 
T&E product Tbcrc are also examples of several Navy facilitie.. that reported T&E wdcload 
per the dektion provided in che T&E data d. but categorized as support facilities and 
exciuded from the analysis. 

To Illusme. NAWC Chrna Lakr: had 30 fadties exciuded horn MW analysis: 20 as 
quppon facilities. 5 for oper~ang ~ d e r  100 test hours. and 5 for operating .mder the 5% 
threshold. By coauast, AFDTC Eglin had 2 fadt ies  excluded: 1 for operating under 100 test 
hours, and 1 for operating under the 5% threshold. 

B. Alter Crrnfied Navy Dam At the Air Force's initiative, the T&E JCSG decided to 
change rht c e d e d  responses for two NAWC C h h  Lakt lscilitia (Junction RMch Radar Cross 
Section Fanlity and the Electronic Warfare Inkgridon Laboratory). The JCSG ditectcd thpt their 
workload nor be scored far rhe A N f r u l c n o d  area in which they reported fhemchtes and 
instead be shifted in total to the EC functional area. This change affected capability calculations 
md reduced the capacity of iVW workload at NAWC China Lake relative to AFDTC Eglin. 

C. ''Coachn Dam Cud Responfu: Evidence of "coaching" exists in AFDTC E@'s data 
call response. Furthermore, the response's late submittal datc and multiple revisions a h  brings 
inta qwstion the intcgnty of iu dPtz d nspona AFDTC Eglin's data call response (marked 
Draft #3, Revisioa #2) was subrnittcd to the JCSG on 5 Augus~ nvo days @er r t u  appmval 



usue ofthe ~ s u a r i v e i y  sansiaive T&E JCSG Analysis P h  and over one mondl & 1 
July deadhe d4ta cd l  nspbnw~ set by he T&E JCSG. 

lXs meat that A F D E  E g h  a ~ i W  on the working gmW were helping ro develop the 
T&E Anrlysis Plan as the data call rcSpOW being p m w  m- 'Thz A n a l y s i s  Plan 
was developed from mid-June to 3 August It's hard to believe that the date of Eglia's 
data s u k ~  is to che TBcE JCSG's completion of rhe critical analysis a d  =ring 
methodologies All Navy r e v  wae subrmtrcd prior to the 1 July deadline. In fact th: 
NAWC China I,ake response w u  submitEd on 10 May. 

D. Prozect Q~esrioMbL Air Force Data: The TBE dala call did not c l d y  efvr 
certain terms. such as "test missions' and 'Wt how". A a resuit then! were i n c o m & a  in 
the way some questions were answered by the T E  ~ ~ v i t h .  The Navy, in a 27 Sepomber 
briefing to the JCSG, raiaed this issue as a problem (see TAB 3 - 'Concern: C o m m f i t y  of 
Data"). The m s s  set up by the JCSG to resolve such inconsistencies was thc for 
Clanficaaon (RFCI pmcus. 

In one impomt  case. quutionable Air Force data was protected from this pro-. 11 
concerned the discrepancy between the ratio of Test HOW to Test Missions for Open Air Ranges 
repm by A F D E  Egiin and NAWC Chrna Lake. Thesc two activities do slmrlar work, yet 
AmTC Eglin reported 6 Test Hours per Tea Mission. whereas China Lake reported 2 Test 
How per Test Misson. lEe Air Vehidu s c o ~ g  team initiated a RK: to w l v c  this 
discrepancy, however, the Air Fone's working group "lead" (Dan Stewart Executive Director 
of A F D X  Eglia) refused to issue it tn A F D X  (s= TAB 3 - "Wuest for Clankation"). 

It should lx noted that per the JCSG ground mies. the T&E scoring teams could issue a 
RK: provided it had the concurrence from two of the three MIU>EPs represented on the team. 
In this case, the Air Vehicles team imdmou?. concurred on two separate occasions and 
9rovldcd the R#: to the ,w Farce 'lead" for his signature prior to Issuance. It should be noted 
chu it was-in AFDTC's in- u, show a h g k f  rauo of test hours u, missious because it 
traaslatcd into a higher workload capacity. b fact the Air Force has aAreaciy used rhis 
questionable data in a Laboratory JCSG briefing t the DDR&E (see following discussion). 

5. Misc~rescnt Undesirable Data 

In a February 1995 Laboratory JCSG meeting, an Air Form Laboratory JCSG working 
group member, witb the backing of an Air Forct T&E working group member, stated that Eglin 
had much higher W scores than China LAC by wing AFDTC Eglia's discorred T&E FVs in lieu 
of Wright Lab-Em's lower Inboratory FV. Thrs misrepresentation was conecud by the 
DDR&E therefon: the FVs calculated by the Laboratory group for mlssiles/rockcts were rtponed 
out showing China Lake (m, Wright Lab-E& (22) and ASC-Eglin (35) (see TAB 4). In this 
meeting the Air Force ma& other fallacious claims (see TAB 5). such as: 



* w. The T&E JCSG faded to complete  anal^. herefore the Air ~on;e 
its own " funcabnzl *view" of T&E. 

&g The T&E JCSG compietcd its analysis in November 1994 and a hnal 
=port signed by the T&E COUUUS on 22 November. Thc Air Fom "frmnional 
=viewn was performed in lieu of complying with the n c i p r d  d m t i v e s  
dirrcredbytheT'CcM3aus  

m: AFDK has 93,143 square rnile5 of akspace and 91,998 'quare rniIes of sea 
sw. 

Fact AFDTC was officially scored for total nsuicted auspace of 18,782 4 mi. - 
and .sea space of 17.550 sq mi. by the T&E 3CSG (see TAE3 6). 

* Claim: There is an open air mnge cspsrnty of 16.036 test hours at A m  Eglin vs 
China Lahe's 3.986 ttu hours. 

k c  This specious claim is founded on the questionable dara chat wu m t e d  
by the ED of AFDTC discussed in Thrust M). 

6. Perform an Extramural "Functional Review". 

Fading to achieve its goals within r& BRAC pro-, the Air Force conduced a 
"functiod =viewn of T&E outside h e  p- Fbr the Air Force refused to evaluate the T&E 
c ~ e n ' s  reciprucal alternatives (e.g.. realign AFDX-Eglin to NAWC China Iake, and realign 
NAWC China lnLc to ARIX-Ern) .  Second che Eglin members of the T&E working group 
performed their own analysis of the Navy's T&E dam and manipulated it to heir advantage (see 
discussion in Thrust M). The Air Force has used this extramural anaiysis in subsequent 
a i o m  on workload assignment, downsizing. and ~ ! ~ ~ u r c c  allocation. In facf the Air Force 
met with the T&E JCSG ctxfiain to sell rbem on the Air Force-generated alrmmives. Not 
being performed in accordance with BRAC crireria and proper procedures, Lhese a l t u n u i v ~ ~  were 
re-iected oat-of-hand by the cochairs (see TAB 7). 

As for the Laboratory JCSG. h e  Air Forct sent their h a 1  npon to the OSD Chairperson 
u m g  the distorted T&E FVs with otbcr kiccrcd and manipuiakd information u, p o m y  
E g h  AFB as having the ability, capdty, facilities and all other atmbures to take over the 
RDT&E functions of China Lake. The DDR&E sent a l e m  back to the Air Force stating that 
their analysis had been performed intemdly urd therefore had no relevance 10 the BRAC process. 
(see TAB 8). h addition, the OASD (ES) refuted an Ak Fom c lam made in its BRAC report 
hat "incompiee data from Navy p~c luded  COBRA analysis" and declared the Air Forcc's 
functionni r e d w  ae "not nspoasive tb the T&E JCSG alternatives. and h a t  it did not =present 
a contindon of (he JCSG analysis plan' (see TAB 9). 



OSD adopted a "hands off approach to manqmg h e  COUX? of this study. with few 
exceptions, the OSD staff didn't equip chcmseAvu with tht howledge quued to steer the smdy 
and choac ins- to delegate ~ b i l i t y  to the p o n ~ ~ r a t i v e  w e g  group In fact, the 
Navy had to argue suoagly t&af OSD rev- iU initfal i ~ ~ t i o n  qPfOve, sight useen without 
ev.ltr.rioa, the cdW d g  weights rad IWUWCS lh t  gencnted by the n o n d e ~ v c  
w a r k i n g ~ p .  h r h e e r r d . O S D ~ t ~ p ~ ~ t ~ f h t ~ ~ ~ ~ d A r m y p o d d o a a n d t o  
debate the weigh and mcasns at the JCSG lcvel. Such o v d g h t  was the exception given t h  
the T&E ICSG atvu ~viewcd or sppmved over 80% of scorhg decisions ma& by the 
working group. 

At various points in the procem. all of the above were raised lo the OSD level by 
the Department of thc Navy. One issue p;rper that ~ a ~ m d  many of h above points was 
?menred infomdly to tbe OSD BRAC o- on 21 wkr (SC TAB 10). D m  exisu m 
support each of tk points made in rhe above discusioas. 

Attachments 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 14 JUN 1994 

B U C  CONCERNS 

BRAC law states that all sites must be treated equaily and fairly. In the Joint Working 
Groups on T&E and R&D this is not being adhered to. Therefore, the Joint Working Group 
process is flawed and is open to challenge. 

The Functional p e r s o ~ e i  kom the Air Force, and to a lesser degree from the Army, have 
a significant conflict of interest The Air Force personnel in particular have vested interests. 
The senior SES from E@ AFB is one of the Air Forces major representatives. He was 
involved in putting together the data call. He is proposing and critiquing the analysis 
methodology. He will be involved in the analysis that decides what functions/facllities the DOD 
wiU plan to recommend for relocation or closure. One of the major area of overlap between the 
services is Eglin AFB. This senior Air Force rep. renuns to Eglin regularly, and wrll return there 
to his senior civilian position after BRAC is completed His objectivity must be questioned. 

The senior SES civilians from the various Navy sites . such as China Lake, P t  Mugu, Pax 
etc. do not have the same opportunities to influence, tweak or manipulate the data calls and 
analysis as the Air Force does with Eglin because the Navy has interpreted this to be a conflict 
of interest Therefore all sites are not being treated fairly as prescribed by law. 

The senior SES Air Force civilian is backed up by 4 or 5 other personnel from Eglin 
AFB. In addition, The senior Air Force Rep has just directed a study in the T&E community 
where he has had access to and comparatively evaluated data from all services and made a 
military and cost evaluation on all service T&E facilities in the common support functional areas. 
This prior involvment and subsequent knowledge can influence his recommendations and 
decisions in the Joint Working Group efforts. 

The same is true for Air Force representatives to the Lab Joint Working Groups. The 
senior SES civllian from WPAFB has the same involvement and is in a preferential situation and 
also has a conflict of interest He works on the data call and analysis methodology then returns 
to his base to help prepare and review the data call response. Others from the Air Force are 
likewise involved Again the senior Lab persoanel from Navy activities are not involved for 
process purity reasons. 

A senior SES civilian from the Aberdeen Proving Grounds is also directly involved in the 
T&E area and was involved in the previous T&E study. He has worked closely with the senior 
Air Force rep on other studies and the two work in harmony to bias any vote by the services in 
the T&E area 

The process overall is not disciplined nor controlled, is open to challenge and is very 
susceptible to premature and predecisional information leaks. 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

'NASHINGTON. THE 31STRICT O F  COLUMBIA 

MgMORANDUM POR =CUT= SECRETARY, BEUC 95 S-G GROUP 

SUBJECT: BRAC 95 Tent and Bvaluation (TbrK) Joint Croen S e d c m  Group 
and Joint Crose-Service lmalysis WorWng Group 3Seab.r~ 

Pollawing is the Master List of individuals performing duties Fo the 
Test and Evaluation (Thg) Joint Croae Service Group and Joint Crose- 
Service Analysis Working Group per your request of 1 September 1994. 
Rating field organizations are identified when individuals are not 
assigned to Pentagon or Washington headquarters organizations. 

DThE , OUSD (ALT 
Mr. John Burt 
Xr . John Bolino 
Mr. Irvin Boyles 

DOT=, OSD 
Mr. Lee Frame 
Mr. Nichlas Toomer 
Mr. Joseph Moore 
Mr. William Rustia 

ARMlt 
Mr. Walter Hollis 
Mr. J o b  Gehrig 

N A C  
Mr. Gerald Schiefer 
CAPT Dave Roee 

AIR FOR- 
LtGerr(Ret1 Howard Leaf 
Mr. Parker Horner 

DNA 
Dr. Don Linger 
Mr. Thomae Kennedy 
Mr. Mark Flohr 



-0 
Col Michael Toole 
Ms. Kathleen Rueunmele 

DoD Comptroller 
MB. Jeanne Xasatens 

OSD PA= 
Mr. Prank Lewis 

(Teat M P ~  
ARMP 

Mr. Gary Holloway Hq TECOM (Aberdeen PG) 
Mr. Tom Roller Eq TECCM (Aberdeen PG) 
KAJ Eesex Powlks TEMA (Pentagon) 
Mr. David Prichard Hq TXCOM (Aberdea PG) 
Mr. Donald Jeanblanc Hq TZCOM (Aberdeen PG) 

The following Army personnel support ThE analysis, but do not 
participate on the Analysis Working Group: 

COL Xicbel Jones The A ~ I Y  Basing Study (TABS) Office 
LTC David Powell The Army Basing Study (TABS) Office 
LTCal John Xarriott The AZBIY Basing Study (TABS) Office 
MAZ CSarles Fletcher The k z x y  Basing Study (TABS) Office 

NAVY (All f rom Base Structure aalysis Team (BSATI Office) 
CDR Mark Sarnuels 
Mr. Don DeYoung 

The following N a v y  personnel support T&2 analysis, but do not 
participate on the Analysis Workfng Group: 

X r .  Dave Wennergren - COBRA functional assistance 
Dr. Ron Nickel - Optimization analysis tool assistance 

Dr. Dan Stewart\ 
Col Wea Heidenreich 
LtCol George London 
Mr. Doug Nation 
Mr. Robert Lee 
Mr. Joe Dowden 
Ms. Sharon Brooks 
Mr. Carlos Tirres 
Mr. John Lindegren 

X'DTC (Eglin ILPB) 
APDTC (Eglin APB) 
/TE. (Pentagon) 

APDTC (Eglin APB) 
APFTC (Edwards APB) 
APPTC (Edwards AFB) 
AFDTC (Eglin APB) 
ZLEDC (Amold U S )  
APDTC Eglin H B )  



The followiog AP p u r w a l  rupport TLg aa~1y.f 8 ,  but Q B O ~  

participata on tha Analysis WorkFPg Group: 

LtCol Roy Bicm Bare Closure Exacotive Group (BCEG) Offica 

DoDIG 
Mr. David Vincent 
Mr. James ?riel 
Ma. Barbara Moody 
Ma. XAthrylr Raoka 

OSD Base Closure & Utilization 
Mr. Michael McAndrmw 

All abova persoma1 have accaao to BaZIC 9 5  TLE data. TUr list 
superseder any and all other lints. 

Lee Frame John Burt 
Co-Chair Co-Chair 

Thg Joint C=oes-Service Group TLE Joint C r o e r - S e r d c e  Group 



FALSE T&E FUlVCTl0NA.L VALUE RATINGS 

During the BRAC'T&E Joint Cross-Senrice Group meetings, the Navy reps. often 
expressed concern that the overemphasis given to certain parameters, primarily by the Air 
ForceEglin AFB personnel, would unduly bias the functional value outcomes. When the site 
functional value results were briefed, the concerns were realized in that the functional values 
did not pass "the reasonableness test". For example, Eglin AFB had an 82 score in 
WeapondAmaments, whereas, Pax River and China Lake both had a 57 Score and Pax 
doesn't have any significant weapons workload or facilities. China Lake has many more 
facilities than Egiin and both China Lake and White Sands Missile Range (score 50), with 1.1 
mdion acres and 2.3 million acres respectively, are many times larger than Eglin in 
landmass. In addition, Edwards AFB had a higher score than China Lake in Electronic 
Combat even though Edwards used China Lake's EC outdoor range in its rating. It also used 
PL Mugu's sea range in its rating . yet China Lake was not allowed to claim P t  Mugu even 
though Chma Lake is also responsible for the sea range. Nor was Pt. Mugu allowed to 
include the China Lake ranges even though Pt Mugu uses them regularly. 

Using the incorrect "functional values" Eglin AFB came out higher than NAWC 
China Lake and NAWC PL Mugu which iointlv form the integrdv managed NAWC WPNS 
Division. Likewise, Edwards AFB was rated higher than NAWC Patuxent River. 

The Navy took a very strong stand against using the functional value results since they 
were erroneous. However, the non-Navy joint working group members, especially the five 
members from Eglin AFB, and other Air Force personnel, stated that these values were not 
important and that further analysis with capacity and other factors would bring out the true 
value of a facility and of a site. This, of course, did not happen. 

The Navy aiso expressed concern that the number of DON facilities being taken out of 
consideration, and the small percentage of "T&E" workload compared to total facility 
workload, in DON sites, would cause too significant a reduction in real capacity and again 
present an incorrect site value. The Navy uses its facilities for RDT&E, In-Service 
Engineering and Training, not just "formal T&E." It was only the "formal T&EW percentage 
capacity that was used in the T&E JCSG process. 

Because of the above. the Naw ~ r i n c i ~ a l  re~resentative to the T&E JCSG signed the 
rial reoort with a caveat that there was a nonconcurrence in view of the erroneous 
functional values being in the reoon. 

In a January, 1995 meeting on Lab JCSG, the Air Force BRAC co-chair, with backing 
by an Air Force T&E working group member, stated that Eglin had much higher scores than 
China Lake, referring, of course, to the functional values that had been enoneously calculated 
in the T&E group and then extrapolating them to the Lab JCSG. This was corrected, 
however, by DDR&E and the functional values calculated by the Lab group for missiles and 
rockets, were brought out, showing China Lake ( 77 ) , WL-Eglin AFB ( 22 ) and ASC- 
E g h  AFB (35  ). 

The Air Force is using the erroneous T&E functional values preciselv as predicted. to 
present a false, high rating for E ~ l i n  AFB and thus either. Drotect the site in the BRAC 
process. andlor ~ u l l  future workload into the Eglin Facilities at a later time. The Eglin 
personnel that were part of the T&E JCSG subgroup, have been doing their own analysis of 
the accumulated data and have manipulated it to their advantage, the Air Force is using this 
internal analysis in all discussions on workload assignment, subsequent downsizing or 
resource allocation. In fact, the Air Force met with the T&E JCSG Co-Chairs to sell them 
on the additional alternatives. They showed (1) what they could do intra-Air Force (2) what 
they wanted to acquire Cross-Service T&E and (3) what they wanted to bring in Cross 
Service from Lab to T&E. These alternatives were rejected out of hand by the Co-Chairs 
since they were not done in accordance with BRAC Criteria and proper procedures and a 



, letter stating that was sent to the ASSL SECDEF for Economic Security ( Economic 
Remvesment and BRAC). However, on 8 February 1995, rhe Air Force made a presentation 
(the USAF final LAB JCSG repon ) to DDR&E, budt around the premise that the T&E JCSG 
did not finish its analysis so the Air Force did it for them and that the "functional valuen 
scores for the Air Force was so much higher than the Navy's and they are unique x d  have 
the capability and capacity to take all the Navy's functions. Their vugraphs never showed 
any USAF response to the LAB JCSG recommendations but rather just stated they could take 
over Navy Functions. Thev, of course. did not show anv LAB JCSG "functional valuen scores 
since Eglins were so low. Subsequently, on 23 Feb 1995, the Air Force sent their frnal report 
to the LAB JCSG Chairperson. This report again used the incorrect T&E functional value 
data and much other carefully selected and manipulated information to portray Eglin AFB as 
having the ability, capacity, facilities and all other attributes to take over al l  the RDT&E 
functions of NAWC China Lake. DDR&E sent back a letter to the Air Force stating that 
their analysis was just something the Air Force had done internally and had no relevance to 
the BRAC LAB JCSG process. 





1. NAWC Interoretation. Both China Lake and Point Mugu used a conservative 
interpretation of the term *availablen. For example, China Lake claimed under question 
#3.1 .G. 1 of the data call only the airspace above the site proper and did not claim the 
NAWCWPNS Sea Test Range, the contiguous Pacifk warning areas, or the segment of the 
IR-200 routes connecting it with Point Mugu, only 150 miles away. In other parts of the 
T&E data call, China Lake reported that it uses each of these areas of available airspace. 
Moreover, the Sea Test Range and IR-200 are managed by an official working at the China 
Lake site, with the contiguous warning areas managed by Navy air M~ control authorities. 
NAWCAD-Patuxent River also reported, but did not claim, a sig&cant amount of airspace 
that it uses for air vehicle (AV) and electronic combat (EC) tests. 

The NAWC interpretation is important because it was not used by the major T&E 
sites of the Air Force. This difference affected the FV scoring ~ i g ~ c a n t l y  (see also 
Memorandum for the Record subj. "T&E Joint Cross-Service Group Decision on Scoring 
Functional Value", dated 15 November 1994.) 

2. Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFKI) Interoretation. AFFTC-Edwards claimed 
available airspace including more than the R-2508 Complex. Claimed available airflandsea 
space included UlTR, Nellis AFB, Tonopah, Vandenberg AFB and the Pacific Sea Ranges. 
The airspace at UTIR is approximately 350 miles from Edwards. Furthermore, A F F K  
received FV points for claiming China Lake's Ecbo Range. With this liberal interpretation, 
AFFTC was given an EC score that was higher than China Lake's. Ironically, unlike China 
Lake, Edwards is not a big performer in EC. 

3. Air Force Develooment Test Center (AFDTC) Internretation. AFDTC-Eglin 
claimed air and sea space down the entire length of the Florida coast In fact, W-174, a non- 
conti.guous warning area located approximately 550 miles away from Eglin, was claimed 
despite a large expanse of non-warning area sea space between W-174 and Eglin's Gulf Test 
Range. The non-warning area airlsea space is u&r  h e  management of civil air traffic 
control but is available for use to Eglin through Letter of Agreement with the FAA. 

In the 18 October 1994 decision, the JCSG ruled that the Navy would not be allowed 
to score any airflandsea space that its activities did not cite under data call question #3.l.G. I 
-- even if it was cited elsewhere in the data call. However, W-174 was scored despite not 
being reported by Eglin as an avadable warning area under question W3.1.G.1 (see attachment 
(a)). Thus Eglin received FVpoints for airspace not reported under #3.1.G.I, while the 
Naw 's request to do the same was denied. 

C .  Sensitivity Analysis. 



The Navy cited the following resuits to the JCSG on 18 October as evidence that the 
scoring process was flawed and required remedial action. It is clear fkom the following that 
the scores for China Lake, Point Mugu. and Pamxent River are sensitive to the unequal 
treatment resulting from different internretations of an undefined term. In the case of China 
Lake, the FV scores and rankings are e m m e i y  sensitive. 

1. Effect On China Lake's FV Scores When China Lake is treated like AFFK and 
AFDTC with regards to claimed aidhdfsea space, its A/W score increases 47% &om 57 
(ranked %tied) to 84 (ranked #I). Furthennore, China Lake's EC score increases 38% &om 
47 (ranked #5-tied) to 65 (ranked #1-tied). 

2. Effect On Point Mum's FV Scores. When Point Mugu is treated like AFFK and 
AFDTC with regards to chimed airflandlsea space, its -A/W score increases 3% from 77 
(ranked a) to 19 (ranked #3, the lower rank is due to the revised score for China Lake). Its 
EC score kreases from SS (ranked #2) to 60 (ranked #3). 

3. Effect On Pament River's FV Scores. When Patllxent River is treated Idre 
AFFTC and AFDTC with regards to chimed air/land/sea space, its AV score increases 6%. 
from 81 (ranked #2) to 86 (ranked #I). Its EC score increases 2% from 55 (ranked #3) to 56 
(ranked #4). 

D. Rersommenrinblons Made by the Navy to the JCSG. 

On 18 October 1994 the Navy requested remedial action to ensure a fair process that 
at the same time yieids credible results for BRAC decisions. It was proposed that the 
airAand/sea space inequity be rectified by re-scoring the NAWC T&E sites using certified 
dara aiready reported by the NAWC sites in their data calls. This proposal would not have 
entailed any delay resulting from the issuance of Supplemental Dam Calls or Requests for 
Clarification. 

1. Actions Requested bv the Naw. 

(a) Re-scoring NAWmNS-China Lake to include the available NAWC airfland/sea 
space in the Sea Test Range, the Navycontrolled contiguous warning areas, and Dl- 
200/206. 

(b) Re-scoring NAWCWPNS-Point Mugu to include the air and land space available 
to it at NAWCWPNS-China Like, as well as IR-2001206. 

(c) Re-scoring NAWCAD-Paauent River to inciude R 4 0 1  Am, R-5301, R-5302, R- 
53 14, R-6601, R-6611, R-6612, R-66 13, R-6604, VR- 1751, VR- 1752, VR- 1754, VR- 



1756, VR-1757, VR-1758, IR-714, XR-760, IR-761, IR-762, IR-850, IR-851, IR-852, 
IR-015. IR-030, IR-03 1. IR-032, and IR-033. 

2. Rationale for Re-Scorine Presented bv the Naw to the JCSG. The airflandsea 
space identified above in D.1. was stafed by the Navy to be both available and used by the 
NAWC T&E sites It was also pointed out that much of the subject air and sea space is 
either NAWC or Navy-managed. Adoption of the Navy proposal would have ensured their 
fair comparison on an equal basis with other DoD T&E sites, thereby satisfying the 
Congressional intent of PL 101-510. 

E. Decision of the JCSG. 

The Navy proposal to re-score China Lahe, Point .Mugu and Patuxent River was 
rejected at the 18 October 1994 JCSG meeting. The OSD principals (Mr. Burt and Mr. 
Coyie) agreed with the Air Force principal (Mr. Leaf) and the Army principal (Mr. Hollis) 
that the process was sound and not unfair to the Navy sites. 

- 
The JCSG decision did not protect the credibility and integrity of the T&E BRAC 

process. If the process itself is ever examined I would recommend that OSD. Air Force and 
Army JCSG principals, as well as the Air Force JCSWG "l" @an Stewart, Technical 
Director of AFDTC-Egiin) be asked the following six questions about the scoring and the 
general process, as well as why a course correction was not made when it clearly could have 
been without a resulting &lay to the schedule. 

Scoring Process: 

1. Is it credible that Patuxent River, the Navy's air vehicle test .site with one test 
facility, scored as high in weapons testing as China Lake, the Navy's largest weapons 
test site with 32 facilities? 

2. Is it equitable to score AFFTC-Edwards for sea space, yet deny China Lake FV 
points for the sea warning areas that are under its control and the Navy's control? 
(this question was asked of the OSD principaLr in the 18 O m b e r  meeting with no 
effect). 

3. Is it equitable award AFDTC-Eglin points for airspace 550 miles away that it does 
not control, yet deny to China Ldce airspace 150 miles away that it does control? 



4. Is it equitable to allow AFFK-Edwards to claim Utah Test and Training Range's 
airspace 350 miles away, yet deny China Lake the 17-200 corridor connecting it with 
Point Mugu and the sea test ranges, only IS0 miles way? 

General Process: 

5. Is it equirrrbZe that AFDTC-Eglin be allowed to submit its data call: (a) two days 
after the 3 August issue of the administratively sensitive JCSG T&E Analysis Plan 
(which contained the FV questions, scoring points and weights which the AFDTC 
Technical Director and Egih analysts helped formdate); (b) over one month after the 
due date of I July set by the JCSG; and (c) nearly 3 months after the submittal of 
China Lake's data call on May lo? 

6. Is it equitable that the Air Force staff the JCSWG with eight employees of T&E 
field sites under evaluation - five from MDTC alone - while the Navy accomplished 
the required tasks with two memben &carled from the Navy Base S t r u m  Analysis 
Team and drawn from outside the T&E community? 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

Date: 15 November 1994 

Subject: T&E Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) Decision on Scoring Functional Value (FV). 

A. Purpose. 

On 2 November, the JCSG made a decision to accept the Joint Working Group's 
(JWG) first D-Pad run for FV scores and to be,@ deveioping T&E alternatives for 
consideration by the ,Military Departments. This memo is an evaiuation of the JCSG's frnal 
deliberarions and decision on the scoring of FV. 

B. OSD's Sensitivity Analysis of FV 

The JCSG's decision to accept che original FV scores was based upon the minimal 
changes in FV produced by a sensitivity analysis designed by OSD's OT&E and DT&E stat'f. 
The analysis focused only on airspace in an anempt to gauge its effect on the scores. The 
OSD staff declared their analytical methodology to be a "reasonable person's" approach to 
defining and scoring available airspace while, at the same time, they adrmtted that their 
approach e n d e d  the scoring of unreported, w e d  and wrsuirable airspace. 

1. Unre~orted Airsoace. OSD's analysis scored all resuicted/warning area air and sea 
space within a 150 nm radius of the subject T&E site for air vehicles (AV) and armament/ 
weapons iA/W), and a 200 nm radius for electronic combat (EC). This meant that dl 
encompassed air and sea space was scored -- even If the airspace was unreported by the sites 
in their cemfied data calls. For example: 

(a) Chma Lake was scored for airspace at Indian Sprinss (4.275 sq. nm) and at the 
Army's Yuma Proving Ground (450 sq nm); 
(b) AFFTC-Edwards was scored for airspace at Yuma Provinz Ground (450 sq nm); 
and 
(c) A?TC-Fort Rucker was scored for airspace st Eglin AFf3 (675 sq nm ,. 

2. UnusedKJnsuitable ,4irsoace. In addition. this methodology scored all encompassed 
airspace whether it was unused. or even unsuirable, for test purposes -- a fact which prompted 
.Mr. Leaf (Arr Force JCSG principal) to refer to these irrelevant areas as "backyard airspace" 
during the 2 November meeting. For instance: 

(a) China Lake &as scored for airspace at Twenty Nine Palms (675 sq nrn); 
I 



(b) AFDTC-Eglin was scored for airspace at Hagler Auxiliary Air Field (100 sq nm), 
Ft Benning (100 sq nm), and Moody AFB (100 sq nm); and 
(c) Redstone Arsenal was scored for airspace at F t  McClellan (29 sq nm) and Ft 
Knox (84 sq nm). 

C. Results of OSD's Sensitivity Analysis. 

This uniform, but very arbitrary and unrealistic, approach to defining and scoring 
airspace yielded minimal changes in FV. For example, China Lake's FV in AIW remained 
unchansed at 57 while Eglin's decreased from 82 to 79. In addition, Patuxent River received 
an A N  score of 51. The latter score reveals the unrealistic nature of the approach because 
Patwtent River-he Navy's air vehicles test site-performed only 931 t a t  hours of A/W work 
in FY93, while China Lake--the Navy's largest weapons test site--performed 94,231 test 
hours. 

Such small movements in the scores resulted from pervasive flaws in the scoring, no[ 
unlike those which produced the low scores for the Navy's NAWC sites in the first D-Pad 
run. OSD was noufied of these new inequities on several occasions by N a w  BSAT 
personnel, both in a JCSG meeting on 1 Nov., as well as  individually with J. Bolino. N. 
Toomer, and L Boyles several hours before the 3 Nov. meetins. None were concerned by 
these inequities, or by their effect upon the results of the sensitivity analysis. During the 2 
Nov. meeting the Navy raised its objections to the flaws in the analysis, however, the OSD 
pnncipals (Mr. Coyie and Mr. Bolino, acting for Mr. Burt), the Army principal (Mr. 
Holloway, acting for Mr. HoUis), and the Air Force principal (Mr. Leaf) voted to accept the 
onginal values and be,ain the optimization model runs. 

D. Flaws in the "Reasonable Person" Approach. 

1. Failing to Rescore All of the .4ir/LandlSea S ~ a c e  Ouestions. The fust flaw in 
OSD's methodology was that other FV questions were not rescored to account for the 
changes made in airspace scoring. This was inequitable because sites such as A F F K  and 
m T C  retained their hlgher pre-sensitivity analysis points for these quesuons. which resulred 
from more expansive defrnitions of available airspace. By contrast. the Navy NAWC sites 
did not gain the additional credit they would have otherwise received under this new 
methodology. 

These other FV questions invoive topography, altitude lirmts, amount of supersonic 
airspace. and maximum straight-line distance. The scoring of available air and sea space has 
a direct impact on how these questions are scored as well. For example, AFFTC-Edwards 



retained the topography points for having sea space, whereas China Lake didn't receive points 
for sea topography-even though the methodology credited it with 2,475 nrn of sea space. 

When I explained this discrepancy to I. Boyles, he called the difference minor. Mr. 
Schiefer, the Navy JCSG principal. explained the same to J. B O ~ O  with no response to the 
Navy's concerns. This issue was not minor. Rescoring these questions yields an A/W score 
of 65 for China Lake, compared to the original score of 57. Additionally, Eglin decreases 
from 82 to 77 when rescored for the all changes made by OSD's methodology. In short, the 
original 25 point spread between China Lake and Eglin would have been reduced to a 12 
point spread, a 52% change, - Conuary to the JCSG's conclusion, this proves thar FV scores 
are very sensitive to the way airspace was scored. but this is evident only when all airspace 
questions are rescored. For wharever reason OSD refused to acknowledge or accept this fact 

2. Scoring Airs~ace Within Radii Instead of the Total Area of Accessible T&E 
Ranges. The second flaw in this approach was that only the air and sea space within the radii 
was tabulated In many cases the remainder of the test range was ignored despite the fact 
that the whole range was clearly accessible for testing. For example, China Lake was scored 
for 2,475 nm of air and sea space in the Pmc Warning Areas, while the remaining 77,000 
nm was not awarded despite full access to the warning areas being within less than 150 nm of 
transit distance from China Lake. If T&E sites were scored for all airspace within accessible 
ranges, the methodology would have conformed to the way testing is actually conducted. 

Scoring sites for the whole of accessible ranges would also have been a more 
anaiflcaily sound approach. This is because it would have minimized the effect of the 
arbiuanly established radii. For example, just the 50 nm difference between the Wo radii had 
a si_dicant effect on the scoring. With the radius set at 200 nm for AIW, as it was for EC, 
Chma Lake's AJW score increases from 57 to 63, an 11 % increase with only a 50 nm 
increase in radius. In short, by using the radii only to establish access to a reported ranse. 
h e  methodoiogy would have decreased the 3-mng scoring bias of the arbiuary radii. A "full 
range access" approach also would have insured the sconng of only relevant test space, 
instead of including the irrelevant non-test areas. 

3. Combined FV Imoact of the Two Scoring Haws. By using the "full range access" 
approach, with the other a n d a r y  airspace questions also rescored, China Lake's A N  score 
increases by 47% from 57 ("reasonable person" approach) to 84, and Eglin's score decreases 
from 77 to 75. Clearly, FV is very sensitive to the way airspace is scored. The degree of 
impact varies by T&E site, but Chma Lake and Eglin are cited here because of the extreme 
variation in their scores - a variation too large for me to accept the JCSG's decision to 
proceed with the original scores as fair to the NAWC sites. 



E. The "Full Range Access" Approach. 

This approach is a reahtic, analytically sound, and fair way to gauge the sensitivity of 
N to how airspace is idenmed and scored It also arrives at the right answer - which is 
that FV is extremely sensitive to the issue of airspace. This was not the answer the OSD got 
from its flawed methodology. The "full range access" approach would have met the tests of 
being (1) reasonable, because all  sires would have been scored for the whole of any reported 
T&E ranges accessible within 150 or 200 nm of transit, and (2 )  fair, because it bounded 
expansive airspace interpretations, such as Eglin being scored for airspace 550 miles away 
(i.e., W- 174) while China Lake received no credit for NAWC airspace only 150 miles away. 
Ths approach had the additional merits of (3) using cerufied infomation versus estimating 
with maps and grid chart, (4) including only airspace reported by the site (see B.l), and (5) 
including only airspace relevant for T&E purposes (see B.2). 

F. Summary. 
, 

The goal of the "reasonable person'sn approach was to accurately gauge to what 
degree the scoring of airspace had an effect upon FV. This goal was not achieved by OSD's 
methodoiogy. As shown by enclosure (I), when the errors and unrealistic nature of the OSD 
methodology are corrected, the scores for China Lake and Eglin are shown to be very 
sensitive to the way airspace is scored. The scores shown are from the fust D-Pad run, 
OSD's "reasonable person" approach; the "reasonable person" approach plus rescoring the 
other airspace questions; the "full range accessn approach, and the "certlf~ed & equitable" 
approach. 

The "certified & equitable" approach is my term for the Navy's  proposal to score the 
NAWC sites with the airspace they reported but &d nor clam under Quesuon 3.l.G.1 oi  the 
data caU This approach would have treated al l  sites m a fair manner by scoring them for all 
airspace they reported in their certified data calls as being regularly used test areas. This 
simple solution to the "airspace issue" was not accepted by the JCSG. Given the original 
method's inequitable treatment of the Navy sites and the unrealistic results (e.;., Patuxent 
River receiving the same A/W score as China Lake), I believe the decision by the JCSG to 
proceed with the origrnal FV scores fails to satisfy the legislative requirement to conduct the 
BRAC process in a fair manner. 





POINT PAPER 3 March 1995 

Title: Corn~arabilitv of Data Problems within the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-~ervice 
G r o u ~  TT&E JCSG) Process 

Issue: The Air Force has utilized erroneous and incomparable data from the T&E JCSG data 
call responses to do a unilateral analysis of a one-for-one comparison of AFDTC Em AFB 
and NAWC China Lake as combined RDT&E activities. 

Discnssion: The T&E and Laboratory JCSGs conducted separate and distinct analyses that 
did not use sirnilat data There was no bridging mechanism generated through which to 
merge the two analyses. However, the Air Force has anempted to claim that they have done 
this, when in fact chat have only used the results of the T&E JCSG analysis. Utilization of 
this T&E JCSG data beyond the suucture established by the T&E JCSG is misleading and 
was specifically cautioned against by the T&E JCSG principles in the minutes from the 27 
September 1994 T&E JCSG meeting. 

The briefing slide titled "CONCERN: Comparability of Dam" from this meeting 
(TAB A) outlines the concerns. The discussion accompanying the slide indicates that the 
T&E JCSG did not clearly define critical atnibues such as: 

a What a T&E facility is as opposed to what a Non-T&E facility is. 
b. What a *Testn is. 
c. How to roll up (i.e. aggregate) test facilities/capabilities. 
d. What a "Test Hour" is. 
e. How to convert from Direct Labor Hours to Test Hours. This would also include 

how to convert from Test lMissions to Test 
f. How to estimate the percent of T&E workload accomplished by a facility. 
g. How to properiy report a facility in either the Ak Vehide, Elecmnic Combac or 

Armaments/Weapous (ie. Xs it cfassified based on the system that is being rested 
or how the data from the test is going to be used?). 

The failure to clearly define these t e r n  created wide variances in the data presented 
by different activities for like facilities. 

A critical example of this is the apparent discrepancy between the ratio of Test Hours 
to Test Missions for Open Air Ranges reported by AFDTC Eglin AFB and NAWC China 
Lake. These two activities do W a r  work,yet Egh reported 6 Test hours per Test Mission, 
whereas China Lake reported 2 Test Hours per Test Mission. The Navy representatives to the 
T&E JCSG working group initiated a request-for-clarification (RFC) to resolve/understand 
this disczepancy, however, the Air Force Lead on the working group refused to agree to send 
it It should be noted that this Air Force Lead was on loan to the Air Force BCEG h r n  
AFDTC Egiin m. 

A one-for-one comparison that contains such incomparbility is ullsuitable for BRAC 
decisions. 



ISSUE PAPER: T&E JCSG Process 
10/2 1/94 

A. Issue: The duties of the personnel assigned to conduct data reduction and entry have 
evolved far beyond that orisinally envisioned or authorized. 

DON representatives of the data reduction group were speclfically assigned because they 
have no personal. vested interest in the outcome of the T&E JCSG analysis. However, other 
Military Depanmenrs have not followed this philosophy and. in fact  have placed senior 
executives on the goup. The presence of these executives has had the following affect on the 
zroup's activities: " 

1. Their previous panicipation in outside studies [i-e. Test and Evaluauon Resources 
Investment Board ( T E D ) ]  raises an enormous credibrlity problem due to accusations of data 
manipulation that occurred during those studies. 

3. They expanded the role of the group to include making judgements on activities and 
dam rather than pure data reduction. 

3. Either through serendipity or the laws of vacuum. the zroup did the following which 
directly impacted the scores of each activity: 

(a) Because of a lack of clear definition in the data call itself, the group decided on 
the definitions of various terms such as: what is a S&T activity and what is a T&E activity, 
what is a factlity that suppons T&E as opposed to one that provides a T&E product. 

(b) Extrapolated speclf~c quidance given by the T&E JCSG to apply to apparently 
similar situations. Over 10 scoring issues were raised within the group; 80% of them were 
decided st the goup level. 

tc)  Determined the analysis methodology to be used inciuding  be quesuons to be 
scored. 

id) Determined the weights and points to be applied to functional value scoring. 

It was not DON'S understanding that the data reduction g o u p  was going to perform t h s  
type o i  function. T h ~ s  group was supposed to do non-determination tvpe work that did not 
require the exercise of personal judgemenr As a result. the data of one ,Military Department 
was evolving even as the analysis pian was being developed and approved. Anomalies exist 
wherein some of an activity's data caU response conforms to the original data call questions. 
whereas other responses appear to be specifically tailored to address issues that were being 
evaluated as the analysis plan was being finalized and after other data had been received. 
These anomalies represent clear evidence of data reduction group members coaching 
act~viues. Such involvement extends to the ceruficauon of the data once it was received at 



the headquarters staff. 

Potential Solution: The following actions are submitted for consideration for solving 
this problem. 

1. Extremely close oversight of the process by the DoD IG. 

2. Audit 100% of the changes in various drafts and revisions of data call responses that 
occurred prior to formal subm&ion to the T&E JCSG. 

5. Re-strucrure (or eliminate) the data reduction support group with the JCSG assuming 
all responsibility of structuring the analysis and preparation of alternative recommendations. 

4. DON does not think that the T&E JCSG membership are so senior that they can not or 
have forgotten how to do real work 

B. Issue: The analysis pian places inordinate weight on physical value to the deuiment of 
technical value. 

The insenion of the physical value and t e c h c a l  value layers into the work breakdown 
structure places an enormous and unbalanced weight on physical value (see attached dia-pm. 
.Although physical attributes are extremely imponant, the weighing magnitude overshadows 
the numbers, capabihty and importance of other technical facrlities. The functional value 
results are clear evidence of this problem. 

Potential Solution: The followin,o actions are submitted for consideration for solvin,o 
ths problem. 

I.. Have the DoD IG conduct sensitiviry analysis where weignungs are adjusted in 
excursion increments of fifteen to see whaf if any, changes in funcdonal value happe~.  
Clearly there is no expectation that activities like NAWC Chma Lake, White Sands *Missile 
Range, or Edwards AFB which have broad capabilities will be affected. However. smaller. 
more narrowly focused activities like Tyndall AFB, Redstone ATTC. or NSWC Indian Head 
may have their relative positions changed. 

C. Issue: Changin: C e m e d  Data Based on Individual T e c h c a l  Judsments. 

Requests for Clarification (RFCs) were deliberately structured to elicit answers that 
would allow changes to cerufied data--even in cases where the cemf~ed data was clear. For 
example. Pt. Mugu was asked to clan.@ the topography under its airspace but not to include 
iniand routes. This question elicited a different response that changed the original ceded 
answer that reported topography under ail of its  space. including IR-200. Clearly, the 

C 



problem here was havinz the personnel who were assigned data reduction tasks have free 
exercise of techmcal judgmenr, often denying FV to cenain sites in the process. Other 
examples include the challenges to and subsequent changes by the T&E JCSG as to how two 
NAWC China Lake facilities - Junction Ranch Radar Cross Section Facility and the 
Elecuonic Warfare Intezation Laboratory -- would be scored. They certified themselves as 
providing workload in certain functional areas. however, the T&E JCSG refused to allow 
them to be scored in the c e d e d  categories. 

Potential Solution: Rescore the data in conformance with the reported certified data. 
In areas where RFCs are required because of incomplete answers or obvious discrepancies, 
the DoD IG should perform a 100% audit. Changes should be entered if they are found to be 
appropriate. 

D. Issue: Arbitrary rule-making after data reducuon. 

There was a sigruficant amount of judgment exercised by a e  group set up for data 
reduction. For exampie, after reviewing the data h group set a 5% and 100 test hour 
threshold, which had the effect of eliminating facilities with both large numbers of test hours 
and high percentages of T&E performed. Additionally, ths rule-making included applyma - 
judgment to chanse how facilities reponed themselves. This resulted in the exciusion of 
facdities which perfom a large amount of R&D on the basis of being a "T&E Support" 
facrlity. Examples of h s  include the NAWC China Lake Chemical Analysis Research 
Faclliry and the Materials Engineerin-Gdure Analysis Facrlity. Both of these certified T&E 
workload per the definition provided in the T&E JCSG data call, but were catesorized as 
support facilities by the T&E JCSG and excluded from the analvsis. 

Potential Solution: Re-examine the rules. correct all chanses made from judgment at 
the data reduction group's level, and have the DoD IG run sensitivity analyses to determine 
wnar happens with 10, 20, and 30% increses m "T&E support" acuviries to see b e  effect or 
the d c i a l  split berween R&D and T&E. 

E. Issue: Data corrections resulting from .Military Department audit agencies have not been 
reported. 

Audits have been performed by rhe audit agencies of all three ,Military Departments. 
The changes resulting from the Army and Air Force audits have not been reponed or 
incorporated into the activity data responses. This needs to happen for the appropriate 
scoring for functional value. In conuast. DON audit results have been reponed and 
incorporated into the functional value sconns. 

Potential Solution: The results from all audits should be incorporated into che 
certified data calls with my necessary rescoring of the data performed. 



F. Issue: Data Comparability. 

This problem is reflected in the most sipnlficant single catesory of analysis - air 
space. For example, China Lake is nor given credit for certain airspace it both uses and 
controls, yet another activity from a different Military Deparrment, equi-distant to the airspace 
and essenaally collocated with China Lake, is given credit for the same airspace. Certified 
dam already exists to correct the inequity, albeit not in the exact question position requested. 
For example, Pt Mugu and Chma Lake both report in their data call Overviews "since 
NAWCWPNS is m integrated organization at multiple sites, an d l c i a l  spbt is being made 
to respond to BRAC data calls ... although the data calIs are provided separately as requested, 
the capabilities of the NAWCWPNS sites must be treated a s  an integrated whole." 

Potential Soiution: While recognizing the difficulties, where cenified data is 
avdable. albeit not in the specified pos&ion. reponed airspace should be included into the 
calculation of FV. A rule should be established in assigning available airspace which sets an 
outer boundary to what can be claimed by an acuvity. For example. air space can be 
assigned by a launching activiry on an unrefueled basis. While in actual practice, testing may 
require some "topping off" of the rank in transit to a test. the intent here is to set an outer 
boundary that prevents an East Coast facility from claiming airspace on the west coast and 
vice versa For example. Chma Lake should not be d o w e d  to claim Paruxent River ainpace 
and vice versa DON data call responses provide the necessary connection between air space 
at another activiry that it has access to and rourinely uses. Data call excerpts are provided 
below. 

Paoe 2 (China Lake & Pt Mueu) 
"Aircraft Weapon Systems programs at the China lake and Point Mugu sites have been 

consolidated into a single organizadon with facilities and capabilities at both sites. and the 
personnel work as an inregated team. Sirmlar consolidauons at NAWCWPNS have been made 
in the areas of Enpeering and In-Service Engineering, .... Infomation and Electronic Warfare. 
Ax intercept Weapons and Attack Weapons. ...... Additionally, this interation has resulted in 
rhe Yaval Weapons Test Range Complex. whcn is composed of the Point Mugu sea range and 
test faciliries combined w i h  the iand ranges and test facilities at China Lake and White Sands." 

Paoe 3 (China Lake). Page 4 (Pt Mu,ou) 
"Since NAWCWPNS is an integrated organization at multiple sites, an ~ c i a l  split is 

being made to respond to BRAC data calls. NAWCWPNS is completely integrated across sites 
and functional areas and pursues work with the philosophy the RDT&E is a seamless process." 

Page 4R (China Lake). Paoe 3R (Pt Muou? 
Both data calls provide graphic descriptions of the airspace that they use. They both show 

all o i  the R-2508 au spaces at China Lake and all of the Warning -4reas off of Pt Mugu (W-60. 



Pace 6 (China Lake) 
"Consequently, many facilities capable of T&E (but not meeting the "have done" criteria) 

were omitted. The total capabtlity and unconstrained capacity of the installation to perform T&E 
is thus understated." 

Paee 120R (Pt Munul 
"Navy and joint-service lar,oe scale. multi-participanf multi-warfare area training exercises 

including littoral and strike operations into NAWCWPNS China Lake and other Southern 
California DoD range and training complexes." 

Pace 140R (China Lake) 
"When additional range is required. the d a n d  IR-200 route between NAWCWPNS Point 

Mugu, Edwards AFB, and the Utah Test and Trainins Range is also avadable." 

Paoe 147R (China Lake, 3.1.G.7 
Straightline se,oments "381 nautical miles. NAWCWPNS Naval Western Test Range (NWTRC) 
Complex includes R-2508 and Warning hreas off the Southern California coast. 

Paoe 148R (China Lake) 
" For example, the C b a  Lake ranges routinely work in conjunction with Point M u g  Sea 

Range to perform ship-launched, long-range cruise missile operations." 

Paoe BS70 (Paruxenr River) 

Question 3.l.G.4 provides a long narrative that idenufies other Visual Flight Routes, 
lnsuumentation Routes and Restricted Areas that NAWC Patuxent River also has access to and 
utilizes. The square mile quantities of some of these sections of air space is avadable in the 
cerufied responses horn other activities. For instance R-66 1 1, R-66 12, and R-66 13 are quanded  
in the NSWC Dahlgren response. 



MEMORANDW FOR THE CHAIRMAN, LABORATORY JOINT CROSS-SERVICE 
GROUP 

FROM: DON BSAT TECHNICAL TEAM LEADER 

Subj; SAFlMII ,MElMORANDUM DATED 23 FEB 1995 

REFERENCES 

ENCL: (1) T&E JCSG CO-CHAIRS MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ECONOMIC SECURITY (ECONOMIC 
REINVESTMENT AND BRAC) dated 3 Feb 1995 

The emneous information contained in the subject memorandum is a continuation of 
the improper manipulation of data and analysis that has piagued the T&E Joint Cross-Service 
Group since its inception. This presentation of incorrect and half-truth information has now 
infested the Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group. 

BRAC law dictates that all bases should be ~ e a t e d  equally and fairly. The analysis in 
thxs report is not in accordance with the law because an impartial review will show that the 
analysis was specifically manipulated and that ail bases were not treated equally and fairly. 
Therefore, the information generated, primarily by personnel from Eglin Air Force Base, 
cannot be considered in any BRAC deliberations. 

It was noted that the very low scores given to Eglin Air Force Base weapons related 
activities in the LAB JCSG were not used nor mentioned in the analysis. Instead an Eglin 
AFB driven set of numbers incorrectly generated in the T&E JCSG were used in the LAB 
JCSG report 

It was noted that the analysis v u p p h s  used, were annotated with the fde number and 
name of a civilian Senior Executive from Eglin AFB. This indicates the presentation could 
have been actually prepared at Eglin. With the primary involvement of this Senior Executive 
and his staff from Eglin AFB, and with no involvment from other mditary departments, it 
wouid be surprising if the analysis wouid not show a distinct or sole preference for 
consolidations at that Air Force base 

It was noted that the claim was made that insufficient COBRA data was not received 
by the Air Force, from the Navy, to perform proper analysis. The DDR&E staff received a 
copy of the DON submittals from the initial responses and also the second responses 
requested (the second delineating extremely restrictive Air Force imposed assumptions) at the 
time DON sent the responses to the Air Force. The DDR&E staff aiso has copies of the Air 
Force response to the DON request for data clarification. The response stated the Air Force 
did not need additional infomation to perfom their COBRA analysis and therefore would not 
supply any funher information to the DON. Proper andysis of those responses will 
undoubtably show that it is cost effective, and viable, to proceed with the movement of 



weapons efforts out of Eglin AFB as recommended by the LAB JCSG. 

It was noted that the claim concerning COBRA analysis in the report was diametric to 
the Air Force verbal report on 8 February 1995 where they stated that they did not perform 
the COBRA analysis because the cost of living was so much higher in California It is noted 
that there is no COBRA screen that contains specific cost of living data 

It was noted that the Air Force claimed that T&E and W must be considered 
together to correctly obtain functional value. This is of specific interest because for the past 
year of discussion in the T&E JCSG, the Air Force has maintained that they could not 
analyze them together since T&E and R&D are completely separate. merefore the Navy 
would have to make an artitlcial estimate of its RDT&E facilities workload and capacities and 
separate them into R&D and T&E even though it was impractical to do so. It was at the Air 
Force insistance that the original RDT&E JCSG was broken up into the T&E and LAB 
groups. Functional Value was not used by either the Army or the Navy in determining 
Mdhary Value. Military Value, in accordance with the SECDEF criteria sent to Congress and 
published in the Federal Register to satisfy BRAC requirements. is far more encompassing 
than just a series of facilities Functional Value that is used in the Air Force analysis. 

It was noted that claims were made concerning the synergy from collocation of life 
cycle functions at one site. The Navy has had that synergy as a thxust since World War II 
and a l l  past consolidations have been in accordance with that thrust The Air Force Advisory 
Board made a series of trips to DON activities, especially to China Lake, to observe the full 
spectrum synergy and to ascertain why the DON had been so successful, historically, in 
fielding and maintaining weapons systems using that synergy. 

It was noted that capacity numbers were quoted for Egiin AFB that were significantly 
out of proportion to DON bases. The same Senior Executive that was involved in this 
capacity analysis would not allow a request for clarification to go to Eglin MI3 on this 
subject in the T&E ICSG. The DoD Inspector General has a copy of the draft request that 
has the Air Force nonconcurrence on i t  The capacities quoted for Navy facilities are out of 
context and and are not indicative of actual capacities since they only represent a limited ( in 
some cases 5% ) of the capacity of the facilities and also include only a limited number of 
DON facilities at the site. This was a direct result of the Air Force personnel manipulating 
data. The T&E JSCG minutes outline the DON concerns with how the capacities and 
Functional Values were incorrectly derived. Also the DON representative to the T&E JCSG 
inserted a non-concurrence statment on the final T&E JCSG report to highlight the DON 
concerns. 

The rest of the subject report is so h u g h t  with similar problems as noted above, that 
it is not worth the time to continue further discussion- Suffice it to say, the DON 
representatives to the T&E and LAB Joint Cross-Service Groups have kept data and 
memoranda to the record that would allow any independent reviewer to recommend the 
elimination of any further consideration of this Air Force derived, and manipulated, 
infomation. As you are aware, these same Air Force T&E JCSG representatives attempted to 
provide the same fallacious analysis to the OSD Co-Chairs of the T&E JCSG. These Co- 



' 
Cham recognued the eroneousness of the Air Force derived recommendarions and rejected 
them appropriately as shown in enclosure (I). 







Mr. Billy P. Whyde 
4000 Flint Ridge Road 
Hopewell, Qhio 43746 

Ph. (614) 522-7505 7AM-3:30PM Work 
(614) 787-2925 

8 April 1995 

Dear President Clinton 
I write this letter in disbelief of what is going on as to my employment 

as a federal worker. 
I have worked at Newark Air Force Base in Newark, Ohio since 15 October 

1973 which was shortly after ny return from Viet Nam and my honorable 
discharge from the navy. Newark Air Force Base Newark, Ohio is on the Base 
Closure list and as it stands as of now we are supposed to Privatise in 
Place on 1 October 1996. As in a statement you made in California at one 
of the Bases slated for closure you stated "for you are the victors of the 
cold war and you will not be forgoten" you did not say victims! 

The Newark Air Force Base is a very unique base to say the least. The 
GAO has stated that there will be no savings at all and will cost more 
(100 million or more) to proceed with Privatization in Place or closing. 

The Question Is If The Government Will Not Listen To It's Own accountants 
(the GAQ) Then Why This Office, Why Not Do Away With The GAO? 

So much for the base closure dilemma let alone the lives of those who 
work there or the community it self. On to myself and others like mo. 

As of 1 Oct 1994 the law was changed to prohibit a CSR employ~e from 
withdrawing their lump sum retirement, taxed contributions they made into 
the retirement system. By the base closing I will be able to retire under 
discontinued service. If I was able to withdraw this sum it would reduce 
my annuity by aroun $100 3 month. How long would it take for me to receive 
over $30,000 I have contrit~uted? Would not this money help to pay o'f my 
mortgage and allow me some flexibility, of course it would! But I can't a 
and others have had this privilege. [Jnited States Representative Applegate 
of Ohio introduced a bill into congress that would have prevented the 
federal employee from heing penalized the 2% per year penalty for every 
year of age below age 55 from their annuity due to base closing or reduction 
in force. I will be age 44 at base closing MIGHT BE! This will reduce my 
snnuity by 23% OIJCH! My G 2 d  v%y 5id I start working for the Y.S. Gcversnont 
at 17, I guess I should have partied more. If this xasn't enough now you 
(you is used loosely here) want to eliminate or reduce Cost of uiving 
Increases to the Federal Retirees and change or retirement annuities by 
calculating annuitys over a 5 year average earnings instead of the present 
3 years. KEEP GOING AND I'LL HAVE TO PAY YOU! Even nov I would be possibly 
eligible for food stamps with my son as a single parent. don't believe 
this is retirement! Of course one might stay in the federal work force. I -- 
ask why? Yove to another base and watch it close? Watch my retirement age 
be incre3sed to 62. Watch the retirement rainbow disappear as we the the 
wozking backbone of this country become the scapegoats for political gains 
of a few? I don't ask for retirement in the Florida Keys or world trave1,I 
did the latter serving ny country. All I request is a acknowledgement that 
the government is hurting one of it's cvn. Even to the non federal worker 
they receive the benefits from our work, car purchases, food, living in 
general, are we really hurtin? the tax payer, no! Thin:< of the penalty I'll 
pay and then 1'11 pay taxes on the crumbs I receive! How much is fair. 



April 27, 1995 

Walter Hale 
7975 Ivy Hill Way 

Antelope, CA 95843 

Honorable Alan J Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
I 700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

Sir, as a concerned citizen with limited resources, it becomes difficult to ascertain with 
certainty which of the aviation depots should close or should even be considered for closure. I am 
aware that history tells us that a Nation which sponsors a strong defense is able to ensure its 
citizens safety and power projection for its commercial endeavors. The question is simple, what 
closure posture is in the best for this Nation and its citizens. 

Based on some personal research, I have come to some basic conclusions for which I will 
share with you. It is my conclusion that there are only two alternatives which would ensure the 
most prudent of choices. To be brief, if it is determined by your esteem staffthat current depot 
capacity significantly exceeds possible war time needs, then closure of this Nation's organic 
depot may indeed be the prudent choice. However, if it is determined that possible wartime needs 
dictate that current depots would be necessary to support a greater contingency action, then the 
choice should be clear not to close any organic depots but rather allow the Services to downsize 
through workload attrition, thus allowing the depots rapid growth potential to meet unforeseen 
wartime scenarios. The closure decision must based on mitigation of risk thereby ensuring this 
Nation can meet any National contingency action. 

However, considering all the Services have agreed that current capacity exceeds wartime 
commitments, then maybe they are correct in this assumption. But needless to say, how far 
shotild we reduce our capacity to meet war time commitments and how long would it take this 
nation to recover from over downsizing in the event that the current wartime scenario falls short 
of a greater real war time scenario. What do we as a Nation then? 

There is only one solution to mitigating the risk of downsizing the Nation's organic 
capability. If you have to do it, do it wisely and without Service bias resulting from other BRAC 
closure outcomes. Let us all embrace the concept that the Services' essentially manage specific 
depots and that they are owned by the people of this Nation. By that concept, a decision from 
you commission needs to be based on your findings and not Service intervention nor negotiation. 

If it is your esteem staff and commission determination to close a depot then you should 
exercise every fiber of integrity and make the closure recommendation based on logic. From my 
research, the answer is simple, if you must close a depot than your integrity to serve the people of 



this Nation dictates that you place all the aviation depots on the list. How else could you ever 
come to a decision which is based on simple logic. 

As you know there are nine (9) aviation depots within the Department of Defense. The 
following list describes which Service manages a specified depot, its acreage, FY99 work load 
and utilization capacity: 

a. Corpus Christi, TX * 186 acres Army ** 3.8M hrs/96% cap 
b. Jacksonville, FL * 96 acres Navy ** 3.3M hrs/l09% cap 
c. Cherry Point, NC * 1 14 acres Navy ** 2.8M hrs/89% cap 
d. North Island, CA * 362 acres Navy * * 3.4M hrs/96% cap 
e. Sacramento ALC, CA * 2,917 acres Air Force ** 5.1M hrs/73% cap 
f. San Antonio ALC, TX * 4,000 acres Air Force ** 5.6M hrs/84% cap 
g. Oklahoma ALC, OK * 5,001 acres Air Force ** 7.3M hrs/8 1% cap 
h. Ogden ALC, UT * 6,666 acres Air Force ** 4.7M hrs/70% cap 
i. Warner Robins ALC, GA * 8,550 acres Air Force ** 7.3M hrs/98% cap 

* Depot Profiles (1991), Published by Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis Group 
Gentile AFS, OH 

** Defense Depot Maintenance Council Business Plan, 30 Jan 1995, Work Load 
Capacity data Published by the Under Secretary of Defense, 
PH: (703) 697-7980. 

Now it doesn't take a genius to realize that if you had to reduce capacity by initiating 
depot closures, then to mitigate the risk of unforeseen war time commitments, it is prudent to 
close smaller depots than larger depots in respect to a host of reasons: less environmental costs, 
minimized community impact, minimized work load transfer cost and depot work load expansion 
to meet unforeseen wartime commitments can be met by maintaining the larger aviation depots. 
Ask yourself which is easier, to fit a K Mart in a Seven Eleven store or put a Seven Eleven store 
inside a Krnart store. 

The data above also reflects that one depot has exceeded its capacity to surge for wartime 
commitments and the others have between 2-30 percent growth capacity for mitigating the risk of 
meeting wartime commitments. Is DOD's aviation depot infrastructure at a size to ensure this 
Nation can remain free and powerful? This National question now lies upon your desk and your 
commission must come to terms with finding the right answer ir-regardless of how the depot 
managers perceive fairness. History will be our Judge and Jury and the consequences of our 
decisions today will indeed impact our children's lives. 

God Bless you and your commission as you endeavor to find the right solution. 

Sincerely, 
\ 



TO: 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION (BRAC) 
1700 NORTH MOOR STREET I 

SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

7. ( 

FR0M:SSG HAWKINS MORRIS LEWIS 
18250 WEAVER (APT 211) 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48228 

MY CONCERN IS THE CLOSING OF SELFERIGH AIR FORCE BASE. 
HERE IN METRO AREA 50 MILES, NORTH, SOUTH, EAST,AND WEST, 
ARE A LOT OF SOLIDER THAT DEPEND ON THAT BASE.1.RETIRED 
SOLIDER,ACTIVE SOLIDER,RESERVE SOLIDER, AND THERE FAMILY 
DEPEND AND USE THE BASE A LOT. TO WHO EVERY IS MAKING 

*HAT DECISSION, PLEASE TAKE INTO CONCERATION THE SOLIDER 
AND THEIR FAMILY. THE DPP ACCOUNT BOUGHT A LOT OF SOLIDER 
TO THE BASE,IF IT IS CLOSE DOWN YOU PEOPLE WILL HURT,AND 
ENCONVENT A LOT OF DELCATED SOLIDER. 

YOURS TRUTLY 
SSG:MORRIS L HAWKINS 
SSN 439 13  6136 
COMPANY A 1ST BN 70TH DIV 

FARSER , MICHIGAN 
48226  



April 26, 1995 

BRAC Members, Rep. Lamar Smith: 

Dear Sirs; 

Yesterday, I had the opportunity to discuss the Randolph AFB mission and the 12th Flying 
Training Wing with Rep. Lamar Smith and his staff. 

I pointed out that the Guadalupe County Court informed Randolph officials that it will not 
comply with their legal recommendations in the 1993 AICUZ report. His staff and I discussed the 
possibility of obtaining a legal opinion fiom the Justice Department on the legality of the flying 
mission at Seguin. Your commission might wish to look into this matter before you dismiss 
realigning the 12th wing in your May i 7 release report. The 12th Flying Training Wing could 
easily be dispersed to Laughlin and other remote bases and integrated into their existing 
administration. This would save the tax payer the expense of their current administrative function 
by the consolidation. The remote bases could then compete financially for instructor pilot training 
in the same way that the maintenance bases compete for aircraft servicing. I have spoken to Del 
Rio Chamber officials about this and they would welcome the 12th Flying Training Wing mission 
to their local community. 

The primary question asked by Rep. Smith's staff was: "What is best for the national defense?" 
If a Randolph jet crashes into one of the many schools, shopping centers, or subdivisions at 
Seguin, then the entire history of our confrontation at Seguin will become a national media issue 
damaging the image of the U.S. Air Force. This is especially true if the pilot happens to be one of 
the Japanese fighter pilot students which are being trained over our homes. 

Our concern is hrther heightened by the accident of the Randolph jet last week which killed all 
aboard and barely missed an subdivision. According to Randolph officials in their 1993 AICUZ 
presentation in Seguin, they plan to use business jets similar to this type at Seguin soon. Of the 
six jets of this type at Randolph, two are reported in the papers of having crashed. There is also 
our concern that Randolph officials are underplaying the safety issue by saying at the 1993 
ATCUZ that they think that they can fly forever at Seguin without having an accident. You can 
verify these facts by requesting a copy of the video of the 1993 Seguin AICUZ meeting. 

The 12th Flying Training Wing is only about 5% of the Randolph budget. Much of this 5% is 
spent on fuel, parts, etc. Very little benefits the local economy. If the 12th Flying Training Wing 
is realigned, then the airstrips at Randolph could then be used for commercial passenger traffic as 
an international airport. Note that San Antonio has commissioned a study by the Simpson 
company which concluded that the Randolph air strips are the only existing facilities of the 
military which could be used for civilian passenger traffic. San Antoinio is currently 
commissioning a study with Ricondo of Chicago which is "unofficially" reported to recommend a 
new S.A. Airport site possibly between Marion and Schertz which is directly in the Randolph air 
tracks. The BRAC commission might wish to investigate these reports. 



If the Pentagon objects to sharing the MPC and ATC with a civilian airport, then the MPC and 
ATC could be reassigned to Lackland AFB. This logic is the same as the San Antonio logic of 
assigning fbnctions of Brooks AFB to Kelly. Thus it is conceivable that the entire Randolph 
mission could be realigned to Lackland and billions of dollars saved for the U.S. Tax payer over 
the future. A 50% budget savings amortized over 20 years from consolidating Randolph to 
Lackland would exceed 10's of billion of dollars at current interest rates 

I do hope that you will consider our citizen input. There is opportunity for your commission to 
save the tax payer a lot of money, better secure the national defense, and do a service to our local 
communities by acting on these recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

David L. Carleton 
Member, Concerned Citizens' Group 
1 127 Keller Lane 
Seguin, Texas 78 15 5 
Ph.2 10-372-9406 



7 April 1995 

Subject: BRAC 95 Decision to DisestablishIRelocate AFEWES and REDCAP 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My perspective on this subject is from the viewpoint of a long time user 
of Electronic Warfare (EW) simulation and range test facilities to develop 
and optimize EW systems and processes when faced with an ever 
increasing array of complex threats and a most dynamic world 
environment. Operational EW systems are only as effective as the latest 
information and analysislevaluation allows them to be. 

The integration of AFEWES and REDCAP with AFFTC is a fundamentally 
sound approach for Air Force EW. Management and utilization planning 
of EW test facilities, from a central point, is quite desirable. However, 
perhaps this integration could be accomplished with electronic linkage of 
facilities rather than physical movement. Electronic integration should be 
reviewedlanalyzed before mandating physical facility moves. 
Additionally, we should determine if and how our EW simulation facility 
resources can be shared with our international allieslfriends if the 
suggested physical move takes place. 

If facility movement really is the best answer to this integration issue, it 
must be done slowly and carefully. Why? For many reasons, but the 
most important ones are: 

( 1 )  The AF EW community, and our overall defense posture, 
cannot afford a lengthy time gap during which these EW 
simulation facilities are not available for testinglanalysis. 
The only prudent plan would be to move a facility, one 
threat system at a time, to minimize such a gap. 

(2 )  Appropriate data and documentation must be generated on 
the bits and pieces of these facilities and 
operatorlmaintenance training for new personnel must be 
provided. These activities take time. 
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A carefully planned phase down of simulator systems at the existing 
facilities must be laid out and followed in coordination with a 
corresponding planned ramp up of these systems at a new facility 
location. This is likely to be a 2 - 5 year process. 

In summary, I would like to recommend that the decision makers 
appropriately consider: 

(1)  The determination of whether or not physical movement of 
AFEWES and REDCAP is necessary and desirable. 

(2)  If physical movement is decreed, then develop a plan to 
spend this over a multi-year time period to avoid dangerous 
gaps in test simulator availability and potential EW simulation 
chaos. 

Sincerely, 

Charles G. Brown, PhD 

CGB :dj 
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3 _AF G w w t  PC tz/z7 0 
DEFEJVvE BASE CL OSlrRE &REA.LIGWENT COMMISSION DEC19.1994 
I700 MOORE ST., SUITE 1425 
RRLlNG TON VA 22209 
GENTLEMEN 

A f Y  EXPERIENCE INCLUDES 30 YEARS WITH AIR FORCE PLUS MW EXPERIENCE AND 
COAEIDERABLE ,rLS M4UQGEMENT SCHOOLING SUCHASAT WPAFB, O H 0  STATE, U OF U 

I WOLfLD LIKE TO SUGGEST SOME IMPORTANT CRITERIA FOR COAEIDERATION RE HILL Am. 
Ic'ARIOUS C O ? T .  CITIES AND STATES H V B  MTURAI; ADVANTAGES SUCH AS PORT 

FACIUTIES, hE4T.OW F 1 J W C . A  CENTERS, PACIFIC RJM L OCXTIONS, ETC 
MLL AFB, W X H A L S O  HAS STRATEGIC, LOGISTIC AND PROXlMITY TO NORAD AT COLOR4DO 

SPRING,,": SURROUNDED BY HGHER MOUNTAINS, .4VAILABlLITY OF WATER. WATER POkVER 
M4TLFRAL GRT FUEL, SUCH THAT IN  THE EVENT OF NTJCLEAAYTHERMO NUCLEAR ATTACK WLYC,Y 
WOULD KNOCK OUT POWER, WATER, FUEL AND FOOD SUCH THAT THE DEFENDIhrTG FORCES 
WOUI P BE IMMOBILIZED. THIS LOCATlON IS PAM1dOUNT AS W E  MOST DEFEIET.3LE, VIABLE 
LOGISTiCJTRAIMNG CENTER FOR MOBILE MlZITARY FORCES INADDITION OF COURSE ARE THE 
TEST RANGE FACILITIES AT THE NEARBY GUNNERY, BC!'MBING M E  WHICH IS WSED FOR hfIS131 E 
WEAPOiJSANDIBMMOTORSAT M O K O L  

PEFEAEE OF SUCaY FACIUTiES IS MUCH E N W C E D  BY M O C W M N  TOP RADARS FAA 
FACIUTlES AND DATA L ( . S  TO COMMAnrD CEAFERS: IT IS  3X.E ONLY AF FACILITY WITH I T S  (3BW 
ARSEM5 FOR MUMTIONS. 

h W M l Z 4 A E  OF SAVINGS ARE AI IAIMLE TO T'3'E DEFENSE DEPT THAT 11;4VE J W T  YET SEEN 
IDENTIflED WHICH WOULD APEDlrCE COSTS K'THOIJT C,PI,TrCRI, BASE CLOSINGS SOME OF Th'ESE 
ARE LIS "EL, AS POLLOW;_: 

J CONSOUDATE (COA'MBIAW INTO GEAXRIC SINC2LE PSC CUSSEq) 
R. SPECIAL WEAPONS CUWFIC3TIOAE OF MOST ITEh.43 SUCH AS TRQIMNG, TEAT, 

POWER j.UIDPUES WHICHNO LONGER NEED SPECIAL SECLVTY C . < : E S  
B: COMBINE TRAIMNG & TEST i?QUIPME~hJTIMO A SINGLE FSC. 
C: ESTABLISH A SINGLE FSC FOR ALL TYPES OP AIRCRAFT & VEHICUUR ENG1NE.Y 

AND TRAAKMSSIONS FOR DOD SUPPLYoTORAGE & REPAIR 
D: CO11DIhE INTO A SlNGLE FSC A l L  AIRBORNE & P A C E  VEHICLE FLIGHT, 

NA VI Cj,4JWION& SEMSO R INSTRUMENTS SUCHAS GYROS, 4CCELE ROMETERS ETC 
E: SELL OFF IN  TOTO (AS A PACUGg) SOME OF THE NUhiEROLrS cSTOR4CX? 

fi?4REHOCrSES OF DEAD SCJPPLY ITEMS WHICH ARE OBSOLETE & SO EXTENSIVE THEY ARE 
" U 4 C E D w  BY TOMWGE INSTE4D OF ITEM COUNT. 

2. A CAREFCJL REVIEW OF THE PROLIFERATION OF FSCS FOR GEAERICALY SIMlL1R 
EQUIPMENT SUCH AS WRT DOMY FOR QUARTEH&GpTER CLOTHINGMJD SHELTERS WOULD REPEAL 
DUPLIC ITIONAND O VERL4P WHICH COULD BE -4 SOURCE OF GREAT ECOIJOMIES 

FrYTURE THREATS WILL PROBABLY COME E;'ROII/f OVER THE POL4R REGIONS INASI.4 fIIL L 
FIELD 1;; NE4REST THESE THREATS: OUR EXPERIEJ\rCi" WITH W T N A f  SHOULD M V E  T4UGHT (%' 
THE L)l17FlCULTIES WJTH LONG SUPPLY LINE,? OUR M T U M  DEFEAEES ON THIS END OF fHE 
THREAT ARE SCrPERIOR TO .M OTHER M4. 

P YESIDEAT LINCOLN LEARhED THE IAdPORTAN;"CE OF SUSTAlNABLl? LOGISTIC S W P O R  T JAT 
THE CI 1 i% WAR, WE COULD DO W L L  TO MLflNT'N H;Z L AFB. MOST FACILITIES EVERE LOCA TED 
BE CA LC 7 OF POLITICAL AND F I N A V C I .  COrJSIDERAT,TONS. JVHHN THE HILL FlEL D L Oi?ATICVJ Ig-4:; 
ADQPTE D IT CW BASED ON kZ4 RTIME, GE OG R4 P?IIC J>EFE!EE REATOM-7 WHICH ARE E VEJJ h4URE 
CHTI CA L NOW WITHhfISSIL E AND THE RhfONJNJrCLE4 R T./ IRE,.ITS. 

F IrTLrR E MiLITA RY FLUJCTIG)M rl RE CI-&IATGIl, 'G. THE A W  BIIPGIMRRS ibf12TITiLlN OF 
B UIL ir>IJrG DAMS .M6D LEVEES SHOYLD BE C H W D  1-0 RE3 UIL DINC? THE IMFRA bTR LfCTCrRE OF 
R Cl4DS d: BRIDGES. 

T,YE EXTENSIVE HOLDINGS OF OBSOLETE Mi.! ITARY SUPPLIES IN  ,';TORAGE SHOUIT D 3 E 
TCfRhrEP O W R  TO -4 SINGLE EXIITTAPVT AGENCY FOR LIQ '/ID,4TION 



THE GROUND SLTPPORT LOGISKrC MRNAGEhATAT SYSTEMS SN(fL1LD BE REBiArLT LRWG 
MOPEKN COaWPLTERS TO SORT AND IDENITIFY DUaDLIC:4TIONS &- OVERL4P. 

?*HE REPLACEMENT V A U Z  OF A FACILITY SLrCH AS HILL AFB I S  FAR GREATER TH4V 
M 1 Y I  VG WE COULD AFFORD IN THE EJ'ENT OF FUTURE N O R  CONFLICTS 

ii LOT OF THE FUTURE ~ W S S I O N  OF U;SjlF SH0irL.D BE RECOGMZED AS BEING IMSaDACrE FOR 
R E C O N W C B ,  INTELWGEATCE & COMMCTMCATiONS C C4N BE SUPPORTED BY 
01PA.N IiTiESAND L OCATlONMOWlN PUCE AT THIS L OCATIO! 

I COULD GO ON B UT WILL STOP-4T TEIIS P O W  UNLESS FURTHER INTEREST IS SHOR'N 
801 876 2635 RESPE CTFULL I': 

D m  M&- 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

December 29, 1994 

Mr. Don L. Harbertson 
' 5895 Sierra Drive 

Morgan, UT 84050-9789 

Dear Mr. Harbertson: 

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

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

Thank you for providing this information to the commission. 

incerely, 

David S. Lylesu 
Staff Director 





Bea Ie Military Liaison Committee @ 
Febraury 11, 1995 

General Thomas S. Moorman 
Vice Chief of Staff 
United States Air Force 
1670 Air Force, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Eear General Noorman: 

At our meeting at the Pentagon last December you inquired if we had 
information concerning what percentage of the total construction 
dollars and the total payroll dollars in the Yuba City Metropolitan 
Statistical Area were generated at Beale Air Force Base. I had a 
difficult obtaining the information and I apologize for not getting 
it to you sooner. 

The enclosed information is for the years 1992-1993 because the 
latest information we were able to obtain from Beale was for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1993. We understand that the 
information at Beale for the following fiscal year will be published 
soon. We trust the enclosed is the information that you inquired 
about. 

Very truly yours, 

James G. Changaris 
Chairman, Beale AFB 
Retention Committee 

JGC/ jc 
Enclosure 
cc: Mr. Robert Bayer 

Mr. David Lyles 
Mr. James F. Boatright 
Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr. 

l? 0. Box 1808 Yuba City, CA 95992 



SUTTER COUNTY 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
1160 CIVIC CENTER BLVD.. SUITE G 

YUBA CITY, CALIFORNIA 95993 
(916) 741-7261 FAX (91 6) 741 -7109 

February 2, 1995 

Jim Changaris, Chairman 
Beale Retention Committee 
878 Richland Rd. 
Yuba City CA 95991 

Dear Mr. Changaris: 

This correspondence is a response to your request for amended 
total construction valuations and payroll comparisons for Beale 
AFB vs. the Yuba-Sutter Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) for 
fiscal 1992 - 1993. 

The total construction valuation for the Yuba-Sutter MSA, 
inclusive of the public and private sectors for fiscal 1992 - 
1993 (October 1, 1992 and ending September 30, 1993) is as 
follows : 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION Public and Private 
$281,565,000 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION Beale AFB 
$23,875,511 

Total construction at Beale AFB represents approximately 8.5% of 
all the construction activity in the Yuba-Sutter MSA during 
fiscal 1992 - 1993. 

Payroll for the Yuba-Sutter MSA, both public and private: 
$745,039,298 

Payroll at Beale AFB 
* $119,259,102 

Beale AFB represents approximately 16% of total payroll, both 
public and private, in the Yuba-Sutter MSA for fiscal year 1992 - 
1993. 

* (This figure is amended and adjusted upwards to reflect actual 
rather than factored payroll numbers for-~eale AFB fiscal 1992- 
93.) 



Mr. Jim Changaris 
February 2, 1995 
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This information was compiled through data that was provided by 
the Construction Industry Research Board Dodge Report detailing 
contracts for new editions and major alteration projects for 
public entities in the State of California, as well as, private 
sector information provided by the Construction Industry Research 
Board. 

Payroll data was provided by the California Department of Finance 
and the California Employment Development Department/Job Service, 
Linda Rogers and Diane Gillmore account analysts. 

Payroll data was compiled from County Business Patterns reports 
as generated by the US Dept. of Commerce and the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, as well as, public sector payrolls as generated by 
reporting units of local government, school districts, and public 
agencies. All total construction and payroll information includes 
Beale AFB reported data. 

If you have any further questions with regard to the economic 
impact of Beale AFB or economic comparative data, please do not 
hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

GREGG GOODWIN 
Economic Development Director, Yuba and Sutter Counties 



ocumellt Separator 



S u t h e r l a n d ,  A s b i l l  & B r e n n a n  
T E L .  I 4 0 4 1  8 5 3 - 8 0 0 0  

999 P E A C H T R E E  S T R E E T .  N . E .  

F A X :  14041 8 5 3 - 8 8 0 6  
ATLANTA.  GEORGIA 3 0 3 0 9 - 3 9 9 6  

JOHN H. MOBLEY. I I  

DIRECT LINE: 14041 8 5 3 - 8 1 2 8  
February 23, 1995 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

PERSONAL 

The Honorable Sam Nunn 
303 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Sam: 

Thank you for meeting with me last week and discussing the 
opportunity that we may now have to greatly expand educational 
opportunities for disadvantaged children on a national basis. 

Your agreeing to support an effort to accomplish this by 
consolidating federal programs and to directly involve state 
programs and the private sector was very much appreciated. 
Without you much, if not all, of what cities In Schools has been 
able to do with the Department of Defense and other areas of the 
federal government would not have been possible. On behalf of 
Cities In Schools, we are grateful. 

We are in the process of talking with Speaker ~ingrich's 
advisors concerning this new approach and, so far, we have met 
with favorable reactions. As you pointed out, any effort along 
this line must have broad bipartisan support in the Congress. 

Again, on behalf of Cities In Schools, we very much 
appreciate all that you have done and are doing for disadvantaged 
children. 

Best regards, 

JHM/ws 
cc: Mr. Robert H. Hurt 

Mr. Matthew M. Sikes 



bcc: Mr. ~illiam E. ~illiken 
Mr. Jonathan Powers 
Mr. J. Neil Shorthouse 
Ms. Cece Carman 
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East Dallas 
Christian 
Church 

(Disc~ples of Christ) 

629 NORTH PEAK STREET 

P.O. BOX 710329 

DALLAS, TEXAS 75371 

PHONE (214) 824-8185 

Dial-A-Prayer 823-61 19 

Fax 824-8583 

Dr. Michael W. Mooty 
Sr nior M~n~ster 

The Rev. Edwin D. Michael 
M~n~ste of Pastoral Core 

The Rev. Deano L. Perdue 
M~nster if Chr~st~on Nurture 

Dr. Joe A. Stalcup 
Deon, School sf Theology lor the Loity 

Mr. Raymond V. Tolentino 
Bvsinvss Adm~nlstrator 

Mr. James Higbe 
Orgon~st/Choirrnostei 

Ms. Peggy McCurdy 
Church Hostesi Wedd~nq Coord~notor 
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June 22, 1995 

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

Dear Commission Members, 

I am adding an endorsement of support for the 
continuance of Vance Air Force Base in Enid, 
Oklahoma, such a vital part of the Enid area 
economy. Although I do not live in Enid, I 
have family members who live there, and all 
over north central Oklahoma. 

I was in Enid about the time of the BRAC 
visit, and was impressed by the tremendous 
endorsement that you were given by the 
citizenry in their support of Vance. From what 
I read in the newspaper, the lower cost factor 
in training pilots alone is your greatest 
reason to continue its operation. Also, its 
geographic location and weather conditions are 
among other very favorable factors to. 

Although I feel for the city of Lubbock if 
their Base were to be closed, it seems that it 
would be even more disastrous for Enid and 
Oklahoma, if Vance were to be closed. Vance 
Air Force Base, and Phillips University (of 
which I am a graduate) are the two main-stays 
of Enid, not affected by the weather as are 
the crops. The current wheat harvest probably 
will be another near-disaster for much of the 
State due to too much rain. Enid needs Vance, 
and Vance needs Enid! They are good for each 
other, and its smart for the Air Force! 

In closing, it is noted that whenever bases 
and facilities are closed over the country, 
there seldom seems to be any thought or 
planning given to alternative uses. Just to 
close them down and let them rot where they 
are is a terrible waste, an affront to the 
local folks, and disgusting to all of the 
American taxpayers! That needs to change. 
Thank you for giving Vance your support! 



Gerrie E. Cooper 
9350 N. 67th Ave. Apt 257 
Glendale, Arizona 85302-398 1 
(602)486-3857 

June 18,1995 

Chairman Allen Dixon 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I write you today to remind you of the critical roles that facilities location and 
demographics play in the ability of the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to fulfill 
their missions as key elements of the Total Force and the significant effect that the 
decisions of the Base closure and Realignment Commission will have upon that ability. 

As I am sure you are aware, members of the Reserve components are civilians who are 
also part-time soldiers - soldiers. Unlike the Active components, which assign and move 
their full-time personnel from one unit and location to another, the Reserve components 
are constrained by the demographics of the population centers in which their members live 
and work in their civilian status. Simply put, Reserve units and their facilities must follow 
their members if they are to be effective. 

As a practical matter there are limitations on just how far Reservists might be 
reasonably be asked (and can afford) to commute regularly to train. Thus, the closing of a 
local Reserve center or other training facility can have the effect of denying the reserve 
components access to highly qualified, experienced personnel who would otherwise have 
served, and precluded the need for significant training replacement costs. 

Many factors are considered in base realignment and closure decisions. Included are 
military requirements, cost, environmental issues, the economic impact on surrounding 
communities, and other issues. I am concerned that the calculation of the military value of 
facilities does not quantifj. the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve components. 

Emphasis is being place upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing a facility by two or 
more Reserve components or the use of an Active component facility by a Reserve 
component can eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective; however, there are real 
limitations to the shared facilities. It is not realistic to close a Reserve facility in an area 
where a large number of Reservists reside and expect those Reservists to travel great 
distances to train at another site. 
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There may be a conception that the drawdown of the Active forces will free facilities for 
use by the Reserve components. The ability to save additional hnds  in this manner is 
minimal. The instances of Reserve components being able to take over facilities previously 
used by Active forces without alteration or renovation have been, and will continue to be, 
very few. Because of the demographic factor, facilities used by the Active forces often will 
not meet the needs of the Reserve components. To  the extent that Active component 
facilities can be usehlly transferred to the Reserve components, those actions have already 
been considered in current planning. 

I hope you will encourage the Commission to carefully weigh all of these issues when 
reaching its decisions regarding the future of Reserve component facilities being 
considered for closure or realignment. 

Sincerely, 

Gerrie E. Cooper V 
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i Closure verdicts draw near 
Texas lawmakers make final public pitches to save bases 
WASHINGTON (AP) - With the 

final vcrdict on base closings drawing 
near, Tcxas lawmakers have made 
thcir last public pitches to save cight 
Tcxas defense installations from the 
base-closing commission's hi t  list. 

Republican Sens. Phil Gramm and 
Kay Bailcy Hutchison, joined by 12 
Housc mcmbcrs, appeared Tucsday 
before the Defcnsc Basc Closurc and 
Rcalignmcnt Commission to argue 
the Tcxas casc. 

The testimony markcd the final 
public input by thc Texans, who will 
continue to lobby the commissioners 
privately up until the last minute. 

U.S. Rep. Larry Conlbest madc the 
case for Lubbock's Rccsc Air Force 
Base, the only undcrgraduatc pilot 
training basc the Pcntagon rccom- 

mended for closure. 
"The Air Forcc is going to need all 

its pilot training capacity to fulfill 
the pilot training requirements into 

Combest makes pitch 1 1 A 

thc 21st century," the Lubbock Ite- 
publican lold thc commission. 

"If in thc future the Air Forcc 
necds to rcopen a base you recom- 
mend for closure, reopening i t  will 
cost eight timcs mo12 than the esti- 
mated savings of closing. 

The congr~wionally mandated 
commission will vote next week on 
which of 178 candidate bases nation- 
wide should be closed or realigncd. 

By July 1, thc commission must 
forward i b  rccommcndations to Pres- 

ident Clinton and Capitol Hill. 
Congress must accept or reject the 

recommendations in their entirety. 
A.side from Recse, the Texas bases 

being reviewed are Kelly and Brooks 
Air Force bases in San Antonio, Red 
River Army Depot in Texarkana, 
Laughlin AFB in Dcl Rio and 
Bergstrom Air Rcservc Basc in Aus- 
tin. 

Two others bases, Corpus Christi 
Naval Air Station and Naval Air Sta- 
tion Fort Worth-Joint Reserve Base, 
a re  being examined for realignment. 

The Texans joincd the parade of 
more than 200 lawmakers appearing 
for two days beforc the eight-member 
commission - most stressing that 
thcir bases are too important lo close 
and that any job loss would do harm 

to the local and state economies. 
The Texas contingent repeatedly 

referred to the state's strong support 
both at  home and on Capitol Hill for 
the armed forces. 

The contingent drew attention to 
the fact that other delegations havc 
voted against increased defense 
spending while continuing to urge 
that their bases remain open. 

"Our Texas delegation comes to 
you, Republicans and Democrab. We 
support the military," Hutchison 
said. 

"We have done i t  on the merits for 
years and years and years," she said. 

Gramm concurred: "Our love af- 
fair in Texas with our military bases 
did not happen the day they wcnt on 
the base-closing commission list." 



5m=-- - 

eting bases 
may gun 
By BOB SE-R 
~ d ~ e h 0 ~ 4  

According to Horn, Reese's 
jugular includes problems with 
runway crosswinds and Lub- 
bock's status as the largest city 
with an undergraduate pilot 
training base. Lubbock - more 
than four times larger than any 
of the competing communities - 
wouldn't suffer nearly as much 
economically from a base clos- 

Reese's three main Air Force 
comwtitors in the fight to re- 
maih open - Laughlin, Colum- 
bus in Columbus, Miss., and 
Vance in Enid, Okla. - are par- 
ticipating in regional hearings 

1, today and Saturday before the 
z- independent Defense Base Clo- 
I- sure and Realignment Commis- 
g aion, known as BRAC. 

Columbus is a topic of the 
d hearing today in Atlanta, while 
1- Laughlin and Vance will be dis- 

cussed Saturday in Fort Worth. 
i- Reese backers had their 
g chance to address the BRAC 
I- commission during a Dallas re- 
I- gional hearing April 19. 

"I expect them (the competing 
?s bases) to try to sell themselves 
;y as opposed to dumping on some- 
n body else," Lubbock military 
re consultant Christopher Lehman 

m i d  of this weekend's hearings. 

for Reese 
'%ut we'll respond and rebut" 
privately if Reese is attacked. 

The three Reeae competitors 
can thanlc Lubbock for having to 
participate in the hearings a t  
all. Lubbock's questioning of the t 0 original Pen tagon recommenda- 
tion to close Reese prompted the 
BRAC panel to review the'other 
three installations for closure. 

Lubbock leaders focused on 
Vance in part+* during their 
defense of -&e, documenting 
areas where, ttiey contend, Reese, 
should have ranked higher. * 

&ill, Vance eappmkrs said 
they won't return fire Saturday. 

ve never got@ i&*m,,rbq 

I deal like they4 &ub- 
bock officials) have," Enid Mayor 
Mike Cooper said. 'We think it's 
just a matter of sticking to the 
facts. All of that quite naturally 
shows that Vqnce ranka ahead of 
(Reese) and some of the others." 

Allegra Brigham, a member 
of a Mississippi committee work- 
ing to save Columb> aid herk 
group won't spend hmwenigrat- 
ing competing bases either. "It't'a 
our intention to talk about 
what's good about Columbus Air 
Force Base," Brigham said. 

Despite the denials, however, 
Horn said he expects to hear 
plenty of Reese-bashing during 
the upcoming hearings. But 'he 
said the Del Rio contingent 
won't engage in it "because they 
(Lubbock officials) have treated 
us well.'' 

"But they (Vance and Colum- 
bus) are going to go after the 
weakest animal," Horn said. 
"And that is Reese because they 
were the ones picked" in the 
orl&al Pentagpa chap r n m -  
mendation. 

'lt's going to take some pretty 
substantive evidence to keep 
Reese off the list and put anoth- 
er base on the list," he said. 

But Lehman said Reese sup- 
porters have made headway in 
persuading the BRAC panel to 
coneider Lubbock's size as an as- 
set. The increased quality of life 
of a larger city will help recruit 
and retain quality people, hf 
aaid. 
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Gramm says Texas bases have i, 
r.-. &fighting ... C 

chance' to be salvaged[( 
. o r  

 WASHINGTO TON (AP) - The 
eight Texas military bases 
threatened with closure or con- 
d d a t i o n  have a "fighting 
chance" of 'surviving the base- 
oloaings process, says Sen. Phil 
Ghamm. 
anwith this fourth round of base 

c1&ngs entering the final 
sprint, Gramm met Thursday 
with fellow Texas Republican 
Sea. Kay Bailey Hutchison, Rep. 
Joe Barton, REnnis, and staff- 
ers for other House members 
who represent areas with affectc 
dbasea. 

V e  continue to believe that 
have a fighting chance of 

keeping our bases off the list," 
Gramm told reporters after the 
closeddoor meeting. 

But, he added: "Is i t  possible 
that we could get every base off 

in Texas? Probably statistically 
not." 

The Defense Department in 
February indicated its desire to 
close Reese Air Force Base in 
Lubbock, Red River Army Depot 
in Texarkana, Brooks qFB in 
San Antonio and Bergstrom Air 
Reserve Base in Austin. The 
Pentagon also proposed realign- 
ment of Corpus Christi Naval 
Air Station. 

Last month, the Ilefense Base 
Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission made its own additions 
to the Pentagon list - adding 
Kelly AFB in San Antonio, 
Laughlin AFB in Del Rio and 
the Air Force reserve component 
at  the Naval Air Station Fort 
Worth-Joint Reserve Base. 

The congmmionally mandap 
ed commission will hold a re- 

gional hearing ia Po& 
Saturday to hear from 
ties in Texas and 0 
with baees added to the 

I 
month. 

ton to hear co 
Pentagon testimony regarding 
all of the bases potentially on 
the chopping block. 

Votes on the future of each af- 
fected base is expected the fol- 
lowing week. 

The commission has until 
July 1 to submit to President 
Clinton and Congress its final 
list of recommended closures and 
realignments. 

Carigregs must approve or re- 
ject the cdmmissioleg recornmen- 
datiom in their entirety, without 
modification. 
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1 Bases butt heads 
I at BRAC hearing 

Rivals say Reese should be closed 
Ity BOB SECHLER 
P Wanehe-Journal 

FORT WORTH - Two com- 
petitors of Lubbock's Reese Air 
Force Base wielded powerful 
shields in defending themselves 
f ~ o m  the base closure ax - the 
ndlitary's own recommendation 
to close Reese. 

At Saturday's regional base 
closure hearing, representatives 
of both Vance AFB and Laughlin 
AFB touted the benefits of their 
installations and then asked the 
BRAC panelists simply to follow 
the military's lead. 

"You have a difficult task be- 
cause I know there are several 
firie pilot training bases," Okla- 
homa Gov. Frank Keating told 
members of the independent De- BRAC hearing in on 
fenae Base Closure and Realign- Friday- 
mmt  Commission. "They cited the Air Force rec- ommendation, which we know is 

i t  very seriously, and they said 
that Vance (in Enid, Okla.) 
should be one of the survivors." 

Saturday's hearing a t  the 
Fort Worth Convention Center 
re-emphasized the uphill battle 
that Lubbock has mounted since 
the Pentagon released its clo- 
sur 3 recommendations March 1. 

1 3  BRAC hearings, the three 
bas3s vying against Reese - 
Var~ce, Laughlin in Del Rio and 
Colilmbus in Columbus, Miss. - 
repratedly pointed to the origi- 
nal Air Force recommendation: 
that Reese should be shut down. 
Coltrmbua r-rticipated a 

.A 

Texas Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchison and Phil Gramm, mid- 
dle, along with Gov. George Bush, are sworn in. 

tary consul&t Christopher Leh- 
man, referring to ~ ~ b b ~ ~ . k * ~  con- 
tention that the Air Force made 
mistakes in its analysis. 

The Air Force has ac{mitted 
making some mistakes hJt con- 
tends they weren't signific ant. 

Reese's hopes have hinged on 
the possibility of convincing the competitors) don't get the last 
BRAC commission that the mili- word," Lehman said. "We have 
tary erred in its deciuion. to rebut, counter and refocus." 

I~ubbock's main ConcerJl now, Reese boosters testified a t  an 
Lehman said, is getting a chance April 19 regional hearing in Dal- 
to reiterate its case before the las. 
BRAC panelists begin final de- Also Saturday, Vance and 
liberations. Laughlin supporters stressed 

"I want to make surcl (the apn R N A T Q  =* 

Reese Air Force Base should 
be closed. Lubbock's military 

accused the Air 
Force of arm-twisting. . Reese Air Force Base rivals 
focused primarily on their own 
strengths. 
See 

- 
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High court sets 
limits on quotas 
Justices target affirmative action 

WASHINGTON (AP) - The Supreme 
Court imposed significant limits on af- 
frmative action Monday, ruling that  the 
federal government is bound by strict 
standards in offering special help to mi- 
norities seeking remedies against dis- 
crimination. 

Courts must hold Congress and the 
president to the same rules as state and 
local governments when determining 
whether affirmative-action programs re- 
sult in  reverse discrimination, the jus- 

Desegregation restrictions 9A 

tices said. The 5-4 ruling came in a Colo- 
rado case. 

The application of the new standard 
was not just limited to programs involv- 
ing contract set-asides or hiring quotas. 
In announcing the decision, the court a p  
peared to be abandoning the central hold- 
ings in its past two major affirmative-ac- 
tion holdings, both of which were victo- 
ries for civil rights advocates. 

Few government programs are found 
constitutional when the more rigorous 
"strict scrutiny" standard is applied. 

"All racial classifications ... are consti- 
tutional only if they are narrowly tai- 
lored measures that  further compelling 
government interests," Justice Sandra 
Day O'Connor wrote for the court. 

She said "all government action based 
on race ... shauld be subjected to detailed 
judicial inquiry to cnsure that  the per- 
sonal right to equal protection of'the law 
has not been infringed." 

The court, however, rejected the urg- 
i n g ~  of some that  i t  outlaw all affirmative 
action as unconstitutional "reverse dis- 
crimination" against whites. 

Only Justice Antonin Scalia voted to 
do away with all forms of race-based af- 
firmative action. 

The court even stopped short of strik- 
ing down the federal affirmative-action 
program it had studied - one that offers 
special help to minority-owned business- 
es in the highway construction industry. 

The affirmative-action decision sig- 
naled a fundamental shift in the way 
courts are to evaluate such federal pro- 
grams. They now will be subjected to 
"strict scrutiny" - a standard that would 
require affirmative-action programs to be 
narrowly tailored to remedy past discrim- 
ination. 

"The ruling undoubtedly will mean 
more challenges to affirmative-action 
programs," said a disappointed C. Ste- 
phen Ralston of the NAACP Legal De- 
fense and Educational Fund. 

William P. Pendley, the Denver law- 
yer who challenged the plan the court 
ruled on, said, "Now, those who oppose 
affirmative action will have the constitu- 
tional basirl for dismantling it." 

One opponent, House Speaker Newt 
Gingrich, IGGa., said he expected con- 
gressional hearings soon on the future of 
federal affirmative action. 

The ruling comes a t  a time when 
Gingrich arld other Republican leaders 
are trying lo cut most forms of affirma- 
tive action. 

Three Republicans with presidential 
aspirations - California Gov. Pete 
Wilson and Sens. Bob Dole of Kansas and 
Phil Gramul of Texas - hailed the deci- 
sion. "It's now our responsibility in Con- 
gress to follow the court's lead and put 
the federal government's own house in 
order," Dole said. 

Patricia Ireland, president of the Na- 
tional Organization for Women, said the 
decision "does not have to be a legal and 
political disaster." But she predicted that 
conservativ~s in Congress would "have a 
field day with this." 



Other bases 
- i avoid direct 
- 

i Reese attack 
: By BOB SECHLEB : AvaIancheJournsl 
: Reeae Air Force Base suffered 
: some verbal attacks Saturday, 
1 but the culprits for the most part 
: avoided direct assertions that 
: Lubbock's base was the one that 
: should be closed. 
: Instead, representatives of 
' both Vance AFB in Enid, Okla., 
and Laughlin AFB in Del Rio 
talked up the benefits of their 

, own bases while relying on 
. slides and illustrations to docu- 
, ment what they thought of 
' Reese. 

Supporters of Vance, which 
Lubbock officials have critiqued 

: for the past two months in an at- 
;tempt to prove that Reese 
:shouldn't be closed, went to the 
:extent of using red ink in their 
; elides to highlight Reese's stand- 
' ing while listing the other bases 5 black. 

Still, Vance supporters men- 
d Reese directly only one 
in their formal presentation 
day, saying that several 

itary reviews have concluded 
Reese is the base that 

w l d  be closed. 
"These studiee have decided 

: Rmse was the right base to be 
;cloned," said retired Col. Don 
/ Crusher Craigie. 
I The Vance contingent also 
: took on Lubbock's contention 
that it has a better quality of life 
than Enid. 

"Big city does not equal quali- 
ty of life," Enid Mayor Mike 
Cooper said. "In Enid, quality of 
life means God, country and 
family." 

Two themes were emphasized 
throughout the Laughlin preeen- 
tation - plentiful air space and 
favorable weather. 

Representatives of the b e  
pointedly avoided verbal criti- 
cisms of any competing installa- 
tions. 

But the Laughlin group did 
:employ slides showing how the 
four bases ranked in various cat- 
egories. The bulk of the elides 
showed Laughlin on top and 
Reese in last place. 

The Laughlin supportere 
mentioned Lubbock and Reese 

:only one time, when they dis- 
played a slide ehowing how Lub- 
bock believes the four base8 
should have been ranked had the 
Air Force used correct data. 

The slides ahowed Laughlin 
in first place with Reme in third 
place ahead of Vance. 
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General presses again for 
By BOB SrJCHLEB 
AvrlPdeJnormrl 

FORT WORTH - A top Air Force of- 
fadrl testified for the second day in a 
h w  Saturday that Lubbock's Reese Air 
Force Bass should be closed. 

Later, Lubbock military consultant 
Chrirtoph9r Lehman accused the Air 
F o m  of resorting to arm-twisting to in- 
fluence base closure decisions. 

The testimony against Reeee came at 
Saturciay''~ regional base closure hear- 
ing in Fan, Worth. 

Lt. Oer . Billy Boles - the second 
higheat ccmmander of the Air Educa- 
tion and 'baining Command, of which 

Reese is a part - stated unequivocally 
that the Air Force wants Reese closed 
and that Vance; Columbus, and Laugh- 
lin Air Force bases should be left open. 

"As the users - the people who live 
with the BRAC decisions - we need to 
move into the 21st century training our 
pilots at  Vance, Laughlin and Colum- 
bus," he told the Base Closure and Re- 
alignment commission. 

Boles sat with representatives of both 
Laughlin and Vance while they testified 
Saturday. On Friday, he attended a re- 
gional base closure hearing in Atlanta 
and testified on behalf of Columbus. 

"It's an effort at intimidation," Leh- 

man said after the Fort Worth hearing. 
"(The Air Force officials) don't want to 
be overturned by the base closure corn- 
mission, so they're circling the wagons." 

Lehman said U.S. Rep. Larry Corn- 
best, RLubbock, already has submitted 
a formal complaint to Air Force Secre- 
tary Sheila Widnall. 

But at  least one base closure commis- 
sioner - Wendi L. Steele - said a f h  
the hearing that she doesn't expect the 
BRAC panel to be unduly iduenoed by 
the Air Forbe's apparent strong feelings 
abut Rsese. 

'Th9 L th last group that% g~krg to 
be intimidated by anyone," hie said. 

*Lubbock Avalanche-Journal SA 

closure of Reese 
*This commission is still an indepen- 
dent commission!' 

Reese originally was recommended 
for cloeure by the Air Force, and the 
Pentagon went along with the recom- 
mendation. But Lubbock officials have 
been appealing to the independent 
BRAC commission, which has authority 
to alter the list of proposed base clos- 
ings. 

The BRAC panel on May 10 agreed 
to review the military's recommenda- 
tion, apparently persuaded by Lubbock's 
success in fmding flaws in the original 
Air Force analysis of Reese. 

Lehman said the Air Force's reaction 

has been to mount a full-court prese to 
ensure that BRAC commissioners don't 
overturn the original recommendation. 
The tactic includes sending Boles to the 
regional hearings to remind commie- 
sioners of the Air Force's opinion. 

"(The Air Force officials) are pretend- 
ing like there weren't any errom, like 
there weren't any mistakes," Lehman 
said. 

But Boles said the Air Force simply 
wants what it believes is best. He said 
his participation in the regional hear- 
ings - which are supposed to be oppor- 
tunities for public comments - hasn't 
been unfair to Reese. 





June 14, 1995 

TD: Base Closure Commission SUBJECT: Moffett Field C i f o r n i a  
1700 N. Moore Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 AD. $(cJ (L1 

I n  your REPORT to the President, please recommend that  
Moffe tt  Field A i r  Base. California be closed completely to - 
m i l i  taw and c i v i l i a n  a i rc raf t .  

Moffett Field i s  an example of our country's l o s t  sense of 
concern and common decency especially towards children and the elderly.  

See enclosure "A" and note a l l  of the many schools i n  the 
Moffet Field "general" a i r c r a f t  f l i g h t  patterns. The p i l o t s  do not  
r e s t r i c t  the i r  f lying to the paths shown, but f l y  low anywhere over 
Sunnyvale and other c i t i e s .  

Enclosed i s  correspondence pertaining to Moffe tt Field which 
w a s  sen t  to the l a s t  Base Closure Commission with other  per t inent  
information. 

Sincerely, 
K. Ross 



DRAFT 



TO: Base C l o s u r e  Commission 
1700 N. Moore S u i t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n  VA 22209 

J u n e  22,  1993 

SUBJECT: M o f f e t t  F i e l d ,  C a l i f o r n i a  

1. M o f f e t t  F i e l d  c u r r e n t  o p e r a t i o n s  
A. Most ly  Navy P-3 4 e n g i n e  p l a n e s  run  t r a i n i n g  and  P a c i f i c  Ocean 

p a t r o l  f l i g h t s  which p a s s  o v e r  t h e  cities of Sunnyva le ,  Mountain 
V i e w ,  C u p e r t i n o ,  S a n t a  C l a r a ,  S a r a t o g a ,  Campbell a n d  p a r t s  of 
S a n  Jose C a l i f o r n i a .  Sunnyvale ,  b u t t e d  up  a g a i n s t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d ,  
t a k e s  t h e  p l a n e s  f l y i n g  a t  t h e i r  lowest, a b o u t  100 feet above 
b u i l d i n g s  n e x t  t o  t h e  base, a n 3  t y p i c a l  500 to  1000 feet above 
S u n n y v a l e ' s  homes, s c h o o l s ,  c h u r c h e s ,  l i b r a r y ,  civic c e n t e r ,  m e d i c a l  
c e n t e r  i n  t h e  s h o r t e r  t r a i n i n g  f o r  l a n d i n g s  p a t t e r n  t h a t  circles 
o v e r  Sunnyvale  on ly .  

B. O t h e r  s l o w  moving, n o i s e  s h a t t e r i n g  4 e n g i n e  p l a n e s ,  Boyz-N-Hood 
s lum low f l y i n g  h e l i c o p t e r s  and  i l l ega l  f i g h t e r  jets. 

C. How would you l i k e  t o  l i v e  h e r e  i n  Sunnyvale?? 
D. A i r p o r t s  and  a i r  b a s e s  b r e e d  s lums due  t o  a i r c r a f t  n o i s e  and  

imminent c r a s h  danger  t o  r e s i d e n t s .  Your c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of c l o s i n g  
any a i r  b a s e  t o  m i l i t a r y  o p e r a t i o n s  has a doub le  p o s i t i v e  effect 
of r e d u c i n g  m i l i t a r y  costs and r e s to r i~g  peace a n d  q u i e t  t o  t h e  
c i t y .  

2. P l a n  t o  r e t a i n  300 FULL TIME Naval A i r  R e s e r v i s t s  and  1000 Navy r e s e r v e  
p e r s o n n e l  t o  t r a i n  on P-3 a i r c r a f t  a t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d .  ( A c t i v e  d u t y  o n l y  
l e a v e  base) (IAICL 
A. Moving m i l i t a r y  u n i t s  from one  base t o  a n o t h e r ,  i n  i t s e l f ,  does n o t  

s a v e  money, b u t  a c t u a l l y  i n c r e a s e s  Dept. of Defense  spend ing  t o  make 
t h e  move. I t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  close o u t  ALL Navy o p e r a t i o n s  and  
f a c i l i t i e s  a t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d  t o  e f f e c t  a r e a l  s a v i n g s .  Leaving any 
Navy a t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d ,  opens the door  for  m o r e  e x c e s s e s  and 
movement o f  o t h e r  Navy o p e r a t i o n s  i n t o  M o f f e t t  F i e l d  on t o p  of 
t h e  c o n t i n u e d  Navy Rese rve  expenses .  

B. Leav ing  t h e  P-3 a i r c r a f t  and  Navy o p e r a t i o n s  a t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d  w i l l  
o n l y  d e l a y  and  impede t o x i c  c o n t a m i n a t i o n  c lean-up  a n d  probable 
c o n t i n u e d  c o n t a m i n a t i o n .  

C. A m i l i t a r y  r e s e r v e  u n i t  w i t h o u t  e x p e r t  on c 'uty, a c t i v e  d u t y  p e r s o n n e l  
w i l l  be a compromised t r a i n i n g  program, and w i t h  a i r c r a f t  i n v o l v e d ,  
t h e  c r a s h  danger  i s  g r e a t l y  i n c r e a s e d .  

D. The P-3 and o t h e r  Navy a i r c r a f t  n o i s e  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  a b u s e  t h e  
c i v i l i a n  r e s i d e n t s ,  c o n t i n u e  t o  l o w e r  t h e i r  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e .  

E. The p-3 a i r c r a f t  r e s e r v e  t r a i n g  f u n c t i o n  is BEST t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  
a n  a c t i v e  d u t y  P-3 base. W e  want t h e  best,  d o n ' t  we!? 

F. Did t h e  Commission i n t e n d  a l l  Navy o p e r a t i o n s  c l o s e d  a t  M o f f e t t  F i e l d ?  
A r e  Navy p e r s o n n e l  s e t t i n g  up  a self s e r v i n g  n e s t  a t  Moffe t  F i e l d ?  



7 ,  

t .._I 3. -Pentason p lan  f o r  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  m i l i t a n ,  u n i t s  t o  Moffet ~ i e l d ( l ~ ~  ~ 2 )  

- .j . A. TQ "open" Moffet t  F i e l d  o r  any o t h e r  base c losed  by your Commission 
. f **. t o  any m i l i t a r y  " re loca t ion" ,  d e f e a t s  and v i o l a t e s  your  mission,  

t h a t  is,  t o  reduce Dept of  Defense spending by s l e c t e d  m i l i t a r y  base  
c losures .  

t ; 5 B. Moffet t  F i e l d  should remain c losed  t o  a l l  m i l i t a r y  opera t ions  
except  t h e  A i r  Force satellite t r ack ing  s t a t i o n  u n i t  (Ozinuka). 

4. Toxic contamination at H o f f e t t  ~ i e l d  (/NCL# 3-1 6 3-%) 
A. Moffet F i e l d  is ranked as "one of  t h e  most t o x i c  a p o t s  on the San 

Francisco  bay peninsula." Toxic contamination has  occurred a t  Moffe t t  
F i e l d  because of yea r s  and yea r s  of neg lec t  and i r r e s p o n s i b i l t y  by 
t h e  U.S. Navy and w i l l  never g e t  c leaned up iZ more m i l i t a r y  u n i t s  
are t r a n s f e r r e d  back i n t o  Moffet t  F ie ld .  The c u r r e n t  scheduled t o x i c  
clean-up completion d a t e  is t h e  year '20051 over 10  y e a r s  which means 
no p r i o r i t y ,  nevre gets done, Do it now! 

5. A i r  S a f e t y  a t  Moffet t  F i e l d  (/UCL eq-/ 4-3 
A. Moffett  F i e l d  has  been l i s t e d  as the most l i k e l y  base t o  have a n  a i r  

crash .  The i n c l o s u r e s  d e t a i l  t h e  most r ecen t  ~ o f f e t  FieLd P-3's 
mid-air c o l l i s i o n  near  San Diego and 1 4  "more noteworthy" a i r  c rashes  - 

a t  Moffet t  F ie ld .  
B. f h a v e  observed a near  mid-air c o l l i s i o n  of t h e  NASA A m e s  p lane  

on a circle path  and a P-3 on a s t r a i g h t  i n  path.  The NASA- p lane  
swerved sha rp ly  about  500 f e e t  from h i i t i n g  t h e  p-3. Apparently 
t h e  P-3 p i l o t  never s a w  the NASA p lane  1 
When stormy weather occur r s  and p r e v a i l i n g  winds change d i r e c t i o n ,  
San Jose I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Airpor t  directs jet a i r l i n e r s  OVER Moffet 
F i e l d  t o  approach San J o s e  Airpor t  from t h e  North w e s t .  The c i r c l i n g  
jet l i n e s  have been observed f l y i n g  ABOVE AND BELOW the P-3's t ak ing  
o f f  d i r e c t l y  i n t o  t h e  jet l i n e r s  c i r c l i n g  routes!  

6. A i r c r a f t  NOISE from Moffet t  F i e l d  p lanes  (M)CL * Sd l6 54) 
A. See my personal  le t ter  t o  D e p t  of Navy Environmental Planning Branch. ' 
B. There w e r e  5000 i n p u t s  t o  t h e  navy Environmental planning branch of f ic l  

concerning Moffet F i e l d  c losure ,  mostly no i se  complaints ,  according 
t o  Richard S c o t t  of t h a t  Navy Branch ( H i s  phone was 415-244-3704) 

7. Nuclear Bombs a t  Moffet t  F i e l d  
A. P-3 a i r c r a f t  are to  use nuclear  warheads t o  des t roy  submarines 

(Pa lo  Alto Times news article),  What a r e , n u c l e a r  warheads doing i n  
a congested metropol i tan  area?  Sf a P--3 crashes ,  might t h e  nuclear  
w a r  head go o f f?  Is t h e r e  nuclear  r a d i a t i o n  contamination even i f  it 
doesn't go o f f ?  T s  t h e r e  nuclear  contamitaion a t  Moffet t  F i e l d  now?? 
Should the Pres iden t  of t h e  United S t a t e s  be landing  a t  such a base  
as he has i n  t h e  p a s t ?  

8. FAA Vio la t ions  a t  Moffet t  F i e l d  
A. According to i n v e s t i g a t i v e  upeaker a t  sunnyvale C i t y  Council meeting, 

Moffet t  F i e l d  is i n  v i o l a t i o n  of: 
1. Clearance a r e a  a t  runway approaches i s  not  long enough. 

San Francisco Airpor t  has  t h e  whole San Franciaco Bay. San J o s e  A i r p  
h a s  m i l e s  of empty land. Moffet t  F i e l d  has  t h e  width of  Freeway 101. 

2. Noise level o f  P-3's and o t h e r  mof fe t t  F i e l d  p lanes  exceeds fAA 
maximums over r e s i d e n t i a l  homes. 

3. Speaker thought t h e s e  FAA r egu la t ions  may no t  apply t o  m i l i t a r y  
a i r c r a f t ! ? ?  
Who's running t h i s  country,  c i v i l i a n  laws o r  t h e  m i l i t a r y ' s  whims?? 



9 .  N A S A C O ~ ~ ~ O ~  of Moffet t  F i e l d  
* A. NASA should not  r e c r u i t  an)) "tenants! f o r  Moffet t  F i e l d  t h a t  u s e  

* .  t o x i c  f u e l s  or chemicals or cause a i r c r a f t  no i se  p o l l u t i o n  t o  t h e  
4 - r e s i d e n t s  of ad jacen t  cities. 
Y J  B. Moffett  F i e l d  could be an "unattended a i r s t r i p "  f o r  t h e  in f requen t  

NASA a i r p l a n e  and t h e  l a r g e  i t e m  carge  p lane  f o r  i n d u s t r y  l o c a t e d  
n e x t  t o  Moffett  F ie ld .  I f  t h e  weather i s  a problem, t h e  planes can 
always temporari ly  l and  a t  nearby San J o s e  Airport. 

C. An unattended a i r  s t r i p  could mean: 
1. No a i r c r a f t  f u e l  s t o r a g e  (no more f u e l  contamination t o  water )  
2. No a i r c r a f t  maintenance facil i t ies (no more s o l v e n t  contamination) 
3. No need for FAA o f f i c e .  
4. No need f o r  NASA t o  have 1 2  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  per yea r  t o  opera te  

t h e  f i e l d  (ozinuka AFB maintains a l l  a t t e n n a s )  
D. A l l  m i l i t a r y  (except  OZINUKA) can be t r a n s f e r r e d  o u t  of  Moffet t  ~ i e l d  

as of J u l y  1994 schedule.  
1, See  t h e  telephone book l i s t i n g  f o r  Moefett F i e l d  and envis ion  a l l  

t h e  savings i f  t h e r e  w e r e  no one and no o rgan iza t ions  a t  these  
phones. (/hJCL Q? 

E. Moffet t  F i e l d  shou d not  be used by anyone f o r  landing  p r a c t i c e .  
The no i se  a s  h a s  been s t a t e d ,  is abusive p l u s  a i r  s a f e t y  decreases  
f o r  planes not  f a m i l i a r  wi th Moffet t  Field.  There is no p l a c e  t o  d i t t )  
a p lane  i n  Sunnyvale, as t h e r e  has  been i n  t h e  p a s t ,  Sunnyvale is a l l  
b u i l t  up w i t h  no provis ions  made f o r  the approach t o  Moffet t  F ie ld .  

10. F i n a l  Statement: To b e b e f i t  both decreased qovernment spending and 
Moffet F ie lda rea  q u a l i t y  02- 
A, Moffet t  F i e l d  run by NASA 
B. Unattended a i r s t r i p  
c, NASA and indus t ry  a i r p l a n e s  only  
D. No f u e l  s t o r a g e  o r  maintainance f a c i l i t i e s  
E.No p r a c t i c e  p lanes  
F, Clean up t o x i c s  now 
G. g r e a t l y  reduced a i r c r a f t  no i se  abuse 

2. Reduction of  government spending and IMPROVED United ~ t a l ~ s  of Americc 

Sincerely, 

K, Ross 
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i Page 5 / l z a l  Air Resew 1 
Over 300 full-time Naval Air Reservists will continue to be based at Moffett to train 1,000 
reserve personnel. The reservists maintain, operate, support and train on P-3 aircraft 
which will continue to be based at the airfield. 

) 
Research Center 

NASA/Ames Research Center is one of the ten largest employers in Santa Clara and 
manages the largest research and development budget in all of the Silicon Valley. 
NASA/Ames occupies 424 acres of the Moffett Field Complex and includes 14 major wind 
tunnels (including the world's largest); 18 advanced flight simulators; two super 
computers; and 25 unique aircraft used for aeronautical flight research and as flying 
laboratories. In 1990 NASA/Ames had an annual budget exceeding $600 million. More 
than 70% of that budget was spent in the Bay Area. 

NASA/Ames is the center of activity for national rotorcraft (helicopter) and power-lii flight 
research important to industry, the Department of Defense and other federal agencies. 
The wind tunnels test virtually every new civilian and military aircraft. Space and earth 
sciences research is conducted using aircraft as flying laboratories for the study of the 
earth's oceans, atmosphere (such as the study of the condition of the ozone layer), 
vegetation as well as the planets and stars. NASA airborne research activities have 
gathered data on Arctic and Antarctic ozone depletion, air pollution, land use patterns, 
ocean currents, rain forests and soil moisture. Immediately after the 1991 Oakland Hills 
Fire, NASA research aircraft used its infrared observation capability to identlfy smoldering 
'hot spots" for ground fire fighter crews. 

Access to Moffett Field in a tightly controlled operational environment, compatible with 
NASA's research flight activities, is essential for NASA/Ames to continue its research and 
development missions. 

A ~ ~ o s D ~ c ~  and Hiah Technoloav Industries 

Numerous industries in the Silicon Valley use and depend on Moffett Field as a secure 
facilrty with the capability to support the transport of oversized, sensitive or otherwise 
unique products. Among the largest companies directly dependent on the Moffett Field 
Complex are: Lockheed Missiles 8 Space Company; ESL, a subsidiary of TRW; and GTE 
Government Systems. These three companies alone directly employ nearly 26,000 people 
in their Moffett facilities with payrolls that exceed $1.38 billion a year. 

Lockheed activities require the use of large military aircraft in the immediate vicinity of its 
facilities for the purpose of transporting classified products. Close airlift support is required 
because the size and/or weight of the products preclude their transport over public roads 
and highways. In addition, the aircraft that transport such cargo generally cannot land at 
most public airports. Lockheed's programs include the Space Station Freedom and the 
Hubble Space Telescope and the Trident Missile program. In 1989 50% of Lockheed's 



RELOCATION 
- ) b m P a g e l B  . -  

from Alameda Naval Air Station, one of the Califor- 
m a  bases recommended ror closing, 8hoU?tl-be 

- ~ O V -  ~ a t t  r l e ~ a  m n ~  sandleg- 
1 and. y .  

The recommendations were part of a larger base- 
closing package announced by the defense de= 
ment. All together they affect 30 mqjor military 
bases across the county and at least five in North- 
em California ( - . 
: But it likely will be fall before any specific chang-' 
es or announcements are made. The recornmenda- 
tions still must be reviewed by the Base Realib- 
ment and Clcsure Cor&icr, as wel! as the presi- 
dent and Congress, said 6th Army spokeswoman 
Rena Davies. 

When the Base Realignment and Closure Commis- 
'sion announced the closing of the Tresidio in 1988, 
.the headquarters for the Grll Army was originally 
slated to move to Fort Carson in Colorado. But plans 
for relocating the unit changed after the 1991 an- 
nouncement that the Navy would leave nearby Mof- 
fett. 

After extensive analysis, Army officials deter- 
mined Moffett represented a more practical - and 
cost-effective - move. 

"fltl w i l l  n r n ~ i r t ~  11c with I mnrn rnntralirrnrl 

The 6th Army is responsible for the t;-aining ar. 
mobilization of approximately 100,000 Army rt 
serve and National Guard personnel in 12 wester 
states. About 75 percent of the units are on th 
West Coast. t . , < *  .. ,Af* .. . 

"The West Coast is prime th'ktory for militar 
assistance to civil authorities," Thomas added, no' 
ing the Guard's role during the Lama hieta  eartf 
quake h d  the ins Angeles riots. ' :u - 
jNot only that,rthe move to Moffett,x)nly m hot 

drive away from the Presidio, is expected to UE 
the military only $9'million; a move to Colorad 
would have cost $36 million. , ,'. :A , 

.*'It actually makes a lot of sense, strategicall 
since most of our soldiers are on the West &asT 
said the 6th Army's Davies. Principal points 
debarkation for the military - Oakland, Seat 
and Long Beach - also are on the West C m t .  

The transition also is eased by the fact Nof: 
remains under federal control. In December, o .  
cials announced, the National Aeronautics s 
Space Administration, whose Arnes Research Cen 
shares runway space with Moffett's P3 Orion flc 
would manage the base when the Navy leaves 
1994. The space agency has been searchmg , 
qualified federal agencies interested in relocating 
the base. 

Under the same agreement, officials from On, 
ka Air Force Base in Sunnyvale would nta~>+ 
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1 qeport claims A~~ f. ; 
Prfoffett land 1 s 6 developable ' 

Rosanne Spedor 
P E N I N S A A T ~ M E S ~ ~ ~ L ~  

! 

Please see M O F W ,  A-12 
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.- ~a'vy environmental engineers 
' don't even know for sure where 
all the underground storage tanks 
are, due to- haphazard mainte- 

. nance of records and the loss of 
many files during a fire several 
years ago. Without concise re- 
cords, the engineers resort to 
searching for tanks by using 
ground-penetrating radar and 
digging trenches. 

Working from a sketch found 
last year in an old fiie, the Navy 
last week uncovered 10 additional 
leaking fuel tanks at a site under 
the parking lot at Moffett's com- 
missary. The huge tanks - each 
capable of holding at least 10,000 
gallons - contain water tinged 
with fuel. 

In past decades the Navy dealt 
with old fuel tanks by removing 
the fuel and filling the caverns 

' ~ l t h  water, sand or cement. Since 
the Kavy didn't clean the tanks' 
walls, toxics inevitably mix with 
the filler. 

While the EPA and Congress 
continue to hammer out the de- 
tails for the lease and sale of prop 
erty on contaminated bases like 
Moffett, several bases throughout 
the country have begun testing 
the waters. Norton Air Force 
Base in San Bernardino County 

1- set to close in 1994 - has al- 
ready leased a hangar to the In- 

. land Valley Development Agency. 
:The developer plans to lease the 
bangar. to Lockheed Missiles & 
Space Co. Inc. to use for mainte- 
hance of airplanes. - 

'  men'^& kr F'or6e Base in 
.'PDrtsmouth, NH., attempted to 
sell a building to a German air- 

:craft company, the EPA allowed 
the sale -of the building, but 
bafied the sale of the possibly 
, contaminatd 'land beneath it, 
f<enmieref,dd. To stay within 
EPA dipulafions, the fm, Deut- 
: &e'Airbus, bought the building, 
but &y ~~e iana below. f 
*?he ~agaries of the regdato: 
climate -havei frustrated some 
would-be tenhts. Lockheed, for ? .  - I - - _  .--- - - 

example, ran into trouble with ~ccording to mi&y estimates 
the EPA when it set out to build a i t  will cost more than $1 billion 
new floor in the hangar at Norton. and take nearly a decade to detox- I - 

ify the 86 b&s selected in the we got fyst round of base :~loqkes, 
we were concerned the construe- begdn in 1988. The deanup 
tion might release volatiles in the will detract hm the s.6 bil. 60%" K e m m e ~ r  said. lion in savinns that the govern- 

~ilitary b&es across the cok- 
try are fkaught with toxic pollu- 
tion and those in California are 
no exception. In the EPA's Region 
'M, which includes California, Ar- 
a izona, Hawaii, Nevada and the Pa- 
cific Islands, nine of the 17  bases 
pegged for closure are Superfund 
sites. All but one of these Super- 
fund sites are in California. s 

ment had hop& to gain by sew 
..the bases to private ..? companies or 

communities. .& +: ,P .';. 
. . , . f $. ,t' '- 
. 1 With 34 more bases likely to be 
cl& during- the current p u n d  
,of closures, the costs will skyrock- 
et. Environmental restoration of 
Moffett alone is expected to bst 
a b u t  $120 million - - . . . ; \ 
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Continued from B-1 !. 
leaked into groundwater supplieses 
I Ted Smith, head of €he Silicon I 
Valley Toxics Coalition, said with 
the end of the Persian Gulf War I 
the government should devote 
more%ffhry resources to en- 
b e  environmental hazardi at 
home. war veterans should not 
havetheir lives endangered in the 
United States afier suhving Iraqi 
bullets. Smith said. I 

"It would be a real tragedy to 
have people come back .(from t&e 
war) to unsafe areas, and ffi 
exactly what's happenicg all over 
f i e  country:' Smith said. - 

The report made seven recom- ' 
mendations to solve the toxics 
problems, including 

W Devoting more of the mili- 
tary budget to cleanup. +. Ending the military's exemp , 
tion from supervision by states 
and the EP. Unlike private pollut- 
ers, federal installations do not 
have to report the amounts of 
toxic chemicals released into the 
environment under the Communi- 
ty Right to Know Act 

Changing military specifica- 
tions and procurement policies, 
which encourage the use of ozone- 
destroying chemicals and other 
tordc substances. 

Despite Moffett Field's status as 
a Superfund site, studies have re- 
vealed that the contamination 
poses no immediate threat to 
human health. The toxics have not 
reached any of the city of Moun- 
tain View's drinking water wells. 

However, Smith said the pollu- 
tion has almost certainly s@pa 
mto the San Francisco Bay, posing 
a serious t h r a t  to wildlif6 and an 
indirect threat to fisherman and I 
hunters who eat animals taken 
from the by. 

And because iccreased pumplng 
of 
pollutants to migrzre toward them, 
a m r t a n t  water resourceIn 
the Trought is eliminated,Siegel 
said. 



~ l e m ~ p  I I CONTINUED mOM A - 1  
I 
I comuletely restored until at least 

after an estimated 
spent, 'said James 

, - 

: ing underground storage tanks, / he said. 
Despite some concern ex- 

pressed by one Mountain View 
resident and environmentalists 
that local wells will eventually be 
affected by these leaks, officials 
say "there's no current threat" to 

[Mountain View's drinking water 
i SUDU~Y.  

Angela Hill 
F'EMNSLILA m s  TREIUNE 

I - - -  / "The contaminated groundwa- 
ter is at a higher level," said Rein 
Bradley of the IT COG., one of the 

Haas, environmental coordinator 
for Moffett. So far, $35 million has 
been used for soil studies, investi- 
gations and removal of some leak- 

I The cleanup of Moffett 
I Field's contqrninated soil 
I and groundwater is prog- 

ressing, but it's proving to be 
a long and difficult chore, 
and there's a lot more to be 
done. 

I Even after nearly four 
1 years of research and soil 

studies, surprises keep sur- 
, facing. An unknown landf111 

was recently discovered in 
I the middle of the golf course. Navy mtractors. a Weus for ' for example, and oacials  .drLnkhg water come fmm a 

suspect that old wells could er aqui(er.., 
remain hidden anywhere un- .- briny Siegel of the Santa Clara 
der the air station. County Toxics Coalition said it is I Such reponS were ~.OO early to tell where the ontam. ered to about 20 people a t  a inants go, public meeting "No one r c a y  what the 
night by a panel of represen- ground looks like down deep," he 
Wives from the U.S. said. "With the intense dmught and and the need to use groundwater, 
ronmental agencies. there's definitely a concern." 

One Of the biggest pmb Also at  risk are some endan- 
lems the officials cited for gered species in the 
the effO*lr including the saltmarsh harvest 1 The 2*aoa acres Of 7- mouse, according to Roberta wears 'e? Blank of the Environmental Pm- 

I ue , SO vents, oil and @W tection Agency. 
foxlc memicds* wou A l'horizontal condult study" 

will begin this fall to examine 
Please See ETTf A-6 whether contaminants have 

moved to other areas along sew- 
- -- 

i 

7 ,/ 
j' 

ers and utility trenches. 
Some of the reasons for delays 

in the cleanuo. according to Haas. i 
have been coitracting difficulties , 

and budget pr~bIems.~Also, access ! 

to some areas, .such as-thosFun- 
Fer runways, hasbeenA-@iit 1 
a A n  even impossible in 2 - m A  ' 
Bijjr I 

Field work began in 1988 at  1 
Moffett to determine what kinds ! 
of toxics were present and how far 
they spread. Nineteen sites on ' 
Moffett Field were identMed as j 
contaminated and combined into \ 
six "operable units." then given 
separate cleanup schedules. 

In 1990,lO leaky tanks and three , 
sumps were excavated. Eleven j 
more abandoned tanks are sched- , 
uled to be removed this fall, and 
nine more will go in 1993. 

"We'll pretty much put hloffett 
Field out of the underground stor- 
age tank business," Haas said. 

When the naval air base is on- 
cially decommissioned in Septem- 
ber 199.1, the property is to be 
transferred to the neighboring 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Ames Research 
Center. Even after the transfer. 

the cleanup, and the property 
can't be used for commercial pur- 
poses until it is completely clean, 
said Capt R.K. Gray, command- 
ing oficer at  hloffett 

through to the end," Gray said. 
"And we intend to do it correct- 

the Navy remains responsible for , 

"We're committed to seeing this 

ly." 
Most reports and studies of the 

cleanup can be viewed by anyone 
at the Mountain View Library. 



Closed base sites 
\ 

5 Look ahead: primarily housing - to be turned 
over to new owners by the time 

Bay Area facilities bases are dosed. But they still 
worry that the military's long his- 

are studded with tory of delay and underfunding 
will jeopardize the quick reuse of . 

toxic threats. ! valuable land a t  many bases. 
Each of the large Bay Area bas- :; 

BY SCOTT THURM . es recommended-this month for; 
M e w  NPWS Staff Wnter closing is studded with environ: -r 
Decades of environmental deg- mental threats. At Alameda Na- . 

radation and neglect by the Pen- val Air Station, two old durn@ . 
tagon threaten the quick conver- may be leaking toxins into San 
sion of nearly two dozen Califor- Francisco Bay; at Mare IslaRd Na- 4 
nia military bases scheduled or val Shipyard, high levels of met- 
proposed for closing - and the als such as chromium and lead 
e~0n0miC renewal dreams of sur- mar industrial areas; at Treasure 
rounding communities. Island Naval Station, houses were 

Before the condominiums can built atop old burial trenches con- 
be built, the college campuses taining cleaning solvents, g w  
opened or the industrial parks es- line and metals. 
tablished, the military must clean In general, the eantkination is 
up or contain dozens of potential . See BAS=, Badc PW 
threats at each base, including .. 
toxic waste, PCBs, pesticides and REIArr,, PAGE 
sometimes radioactive materials. 

Manv e x ~ e r t s  say a new feder- m Monterev Presidio. McClellan 
a1 law-wili allow large tracts - . not out of woods yet. - 

% 





~re&ure  Island until-la'te 1995 . - HERCURY NEWS 

and for Mare Island until 1996; . (  r . I '  

>- . Alameda doesn't even have such The Navy probably will use the It may not be that easy. .. , 
a schedule. law to transfer control over two For one thing, the military 

Still, Navy officials, and many housing areas a t  Moffett FieLd tends to have almost no studies of ' 
conversion experts, are relatively Naval Air tion in Mountain relatively uncontaminated areas, + optimistic about timely reuse of iew, which is scheduled to close which will be needed before these 
these bases. That's primarily be- 
cause a new federal law - spon- co 
sored by former Rep. Leon Panet- si 
ta, D-Monterey - allows the mili- - 6ase to the Natio 
tary to turn over bases a piece at  
a time once an area has been cer- 
tified as free of environmental 
contamination. 

The law is getting an early test 
at Fort Ord, in Panem's old dis- enough uncontaminated areas to why they remain wary, despite a 
trict. State environmental offi- al!ow a piecemeal conversion. pledge from Defense Secretary 
cials recently recommended fenc- "It's not as though Alameda Les Aspin to fund cleanups. 
ing an 8,000-acre tract with unex- needs to be padlocked and no- "We know they were doing 
ploded munitions - almost one- body can enter for 26 years," said things wrong for a o UW I 

third of the base - because the Medman, the Navy spokesman. - A d  \ 
Army has neither a way to re- "If someone wanted to put in a (the U.S. Environmental Protec- I 
move the bombs nor funds to- university campus or a high-tech tion Agency) are starting to do 
study the area. center, there is mom at Naval Air 

s In response, community groups Station Alameda to do that today, 
have altered their reuse plans to and you're talking hundreds of- 
rlmlnrn thst srna n w n  c n a ~ o  acres of SDaW " 



26 crewmen from Moffett missing after twoplanes collide near ! 
CAROLYNE ZlNKO / STAFF 

Two Navy P-3 Orions from Mof- 
fett Field N a v l  Air Station collid- 

: ed in the air  early this morning 
I 
8 during a training mission off the 
I I coast of Southern California and 

26 crewmen were missing, snld 
Navy spokesman Mike Kreis. 

a The  crew,men belonged to 

squadron VP-50 that flew to San 
Diego early this morning on a 
training mission, according to 
Moffett Field spokesman John 
Shackleton. 

Search and rescue teams in heli- 
copters have found some debris 
but have located no bodies or sur- 
vivors at Ule crash site, 60 miles 
due west of San Diego, he said. 

. \ 

Twelve crew members were on 
one plane and 14 on the other, 
Kreis said. ' I *  

Pilots a t  Moffett Field declined 
to comment on why the planes 
were flying in the same vicinity, 
saylng they needed clearance 
from the public affairs depart- 
ment. 

Navy air controllers lost contact 

with the two planes at about 2:30 
a.m., Navy spokesman  Bob 
Howard said. A Navy SH-50 heli- 
copter crew taking part In the ex- 
ercise spotted a fireball a t  sea a t  
about the same time, the Navy 
said. 

The helicopter's crew reported 
seeing wreckage but no survivors, 
he said. . 

Rainshowers and strong winds th 
were reported in the San Diego 01 
area overnight About three houn to 
after the planes collided, a funnel 
cloud was sighted about 5 miles ce 
offshore from San Diego's Mission in 
Beach. of 

The National Weather Service ti( 
said pilots In the area reported se- 
vere turbulence at about the time 



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

Cost: $30 million 
Length: 117 ft. 
Height: 33 ft. 
Wing span: 100 feet 
Maximum speed: 473 mph 
Cruising speed: 378 mph 
Crew: 10 to 14 

The P-3 Orion is the Navy's 
premier submarine hunter and 
is capable of flying 12-hour 
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flue Angels collide - pilot injured 
;OCIATED PRESS 
ZENTRO 

wo Navy Blue Angels jets collided over Su- 
stition Mountain while practicing a tricky 
nond formation stunt, causing one of the 
.planes to crash into the peak, authorities 
1. 
he pilot of the downed plane ejected safely 
)re the FA-18 Hornet plunged into the 759- 

flown by helicopter to the El Centro Regional so close to the leader that their moves a 
Medical Center, where he was treated for fa- made almost instinctively based on the sligf 
cia1 bruises and cuts suffered in the ejection. est motions of the lead plane. A 1983 militz. 
He was released Tuesday afternoon, a nursing investigation found that this type of flyi; 
supervisor said. caused four Air Force Thunderbird jets 

The planes involved were among four air- crash in 1982 a t  Indian Springs, Nev., killi: 
craft practicing a tight formation called a "dia- four team members. 
mond roll" when the lead plane flown by r---- lueAngels use the-dsxd Navy ba. 
Cmdr. Pat Moneymaker struck Moseley's , near El Centro -a f ln t<i -~ra i ' i i i i ig  kente 
aircraft, Ray said. P" eam practices daredevil routin. 

high mountain about 20 miles northwest he Navy is inveNgating how Moneymaker, which it performs at air shows throughout tf 
his Imperial County community, said Mike , the Blue Angels. commanding officer, and Mo- country. 
*, a public affairs officer a t  the El Centro collided during the stunt Tuesday's accident was the first involving 
,a1 Air Facility. Blue Annels aircraft since Februarv 198 
h e  other three planes, including one in- During the diamond-roll maneuver, four  when an F ~ - 1 8  jet crashed during r 
,ed in the collision, returned safely to the planes fly skyward in a diamond formation neuvers. The pilot ejected safely in that acc 
:, Ray said. The aircraft that plunged into from low altitude and perform a 500-mph loop 
mountain was destroyed. while staying in a tightly packed group. 21 Blue Angel pilots have bee 
[arine Corps Capt. Chase Moseley was Wingmen in these Blue Angel formations fly 

- . I - -- - - 
s a /- 

I- 
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Navy bomber crashes d u n g  I 

training mission - crew safe: 
ASSOCIATED PRESS 

--f L CENTRO - -- .. 

Navy investigators are tryIng to 
determine why an A-6 Intruder at- 
tack bomber attached to a Virgin- 
ia-based squadron crashed in 
flames during a training flight. 

Both crewmen ejected safely 
before the plane crashed Wednes- 
day in an alfalfa field about eight 
miles west of El Centro near the 
Mexicall border, said El Centro 
Naval Air Facllity spokesman 
Mike Ray. 

The pilot and navigator were 
treated at a base clinic for minor 
injurles and released. Names of 
the two weren't released until 
their famllies could be notlfied of 
the accldent. 

Cause of the crash is under in- 
luestigation. - - --,- - - 

The crew members are part of 
Squadron VA-42, based in Ocean 
Va. They were on a training Ngh 
out of the El Centro facility whe 
thelr jet crashed about 3:15 p.m. 

1. 
"They routinely come out (to 

the Southern California desert) to 
train," said Ray. "They've been 
out there for the past two weeks." 

The plane crashed about 50 feet 
from a house, sending debris fly- 
ing up to 200 yards away. A fence 
caught fire, but the nearby house 
was not damaged. 

Mary Lynn Nichols, who lives 
next to the field where the plane 
crashed, said she thought anearth- 
quake had struck when the acci- 
dent occurred. 

- -- 



Air Force tragedy occurs 
during training mission 

HARLEM, Mont. - Two mili- 
tary cargo planes collided Mon- 
day night over Montana and 
crashed, authorities said. An Air 
Force s~okesman said all 13 Dee- 

! ple - abbard apparently were 
i killed. . 
I 

i The collision occurred during a 
1 refueling training mission involv- 
I ing four Air Force C141s and a - ,  

1 . tanker, said Ray Martell, a 
I 
I ' spokesman for McChord Air 

Force Base near Tacoma, Wash., 
where the cargo planes were 
based. 

Two of the C141s collided over 
north-central Montana and 
crashed near Harlem, about 30 

. milei south of the Canadian bor- 
1 der, authorities said. 

i There was a major collision 
and two fireballs were observed 

- - , by the cfews of the other two (G . : 14l) aircraft, and we have reports 
: --of aircraff parts near the town of . . 
' - Harlem," Martell said. % .2, " 'G 

. : There were six people on one of 

. a the G141s and seven on the other, ' 

.. . said Gloria . Rayford, spokes- , , woman for the 62nd Airlift Wing 
, at McChord. - ' ! .  

'Initial indications are there 
are 13 dead," said Sgt. Brian Or-- 

$ 
- ban, a spokesman at Malmstrom 

7 -  Air Base in Great Fa1ls;Mont.'- -- . 
- C 

, %; Command. ' , - 
. The fourengine jet is used to .. -.P.,dCi.=.* - - " , 

ferry large loads .of equipment - + and tmps.','5a' 4,' " . ' .- > ' - . ,: r t .  , - 4  

& - . .' The Washington Air National ' - '  ' ' 

Guard KG135 tanker was &om ' F'airchild Air Force Base near 
I Spokane, Wash., Martell said. 

In western Texas, meanwhile, 
an Air Force B-1B bomber 
crashed in mohtains during a 
training flight Monday night. Res- 
cuers were searching for its four 1 crew members and an Army he1i- 

I copter was sent out to pick up one 
1 possible survivor, office? said,- 

The crash occurred in a-tugged ' 
I area north of Valentine, about 150 
I miles southeast of El Paso. 
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apartment ymplex after 10s- hats carried stretchers inferno'of flaming fuel. May- 
ing two enp;mes. into the cordoned-off disas- or Ed van Thijn said at least Please --- see CRAS.H,.A-: - 
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Environmental Planning Branch 

'. CODE 09PB 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066 

27 Sep 1990 

REF: Moffe t t  F i e l d  P 3  Orion A i r c r a f t  Operation 
and Closing of Mof fe t t  F i e l d  

The Moffe t t  F i e l d  4 engine  P3 a i r c r a f t  a r e  us ing  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  
of  t h e  c i t y  of S u n n p a l e ,  C a l i f o r n i a  as a c i r c l i n g  touch-and-go 
PRACTICE RANGE. 

An es t imated  50,000 r e s i d e n t s  i n  densely populated Sunnyvale 
(and Mountain V i e w ,  C a l i f o r n i a )  a r e  cont inuously t a k i n g  a bea t ing  
from t h e  v i b r a t i o n ,  r o a r i n g  no i se ,  b l a s t i n g  and whine of t h e  c i r c l i n g  
P3 a i r c r a f t  a s  t h e y  approach, pass  over ,  and l eave  t h e  area. 

Typ ica l ly ,  t h e r e  are 200-300 passovers  a-day in my Brea (not-. in l i n e  
with t h e  landing  f i e l d ! ,  a t  1-5 minute i n t e r v a l s ,  anytime between 
9 AM t o  I1 PM,  f l y i n g  a s  low as 500 f e e t ,  v i b r a t i n g  windows, doors  
and f l o o r s .  Sometimes groups of 2-3 a i r c r a f t  a r e  i n  t h e  same loop  and 
maybe 3 loops.  (about  8-9 a i r c r a f t  i n  t h e  a i r  a t  t h e  same time, 

A 1 1  t h e  above does n o t  concern normal take-off and landings  of 
a i r c r a f t  on a s t r a i g h t  l i n e  t o  Mof fe t t ,  b u t  concerns t h e  p r a c t i c e  of 
using t h e  Ci ty  of Sunnyvale as a c i r c l i n g ,  low f l y i n g ,  p r a c t i c e  range 
f o r  touch-and-go l and ings  a t  Moffet t  F ie ld .  

The problem h a s  been presented  t o  Moffe t t  F i e l d  m i l i t a r y  
management by c i t i z e n  complaints  and one l o c a l  congressman, b u t  c u r r e n t  
Moffet t  F i e l d  management h a s  remained i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

Three documents, from Chief of NavalOperations, 17  JUL 1979: 
Sec re ta ry  of  t h e  Navy, 1 4  D e c  1981: Pa lo  Alto T imes  30 May 1984: 
s t a t e  t h a t ,  dur ing  t h a t  p e r i o d  of t i m e  a t  l e a s t ,  "touch-and-qo l and inas  
a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  35 each  day".. .."to enhance a i r  t r a f f i c  safety".... 
"and t o  reduce t h e  e f f e c t  of  no i se  and p o l l u t i o n  on t h e  l o c a l  environment" ...." t h e  l a r g e r  p a r t  o f  P-3 touch-and -go landings  i s  now performed a t  
Auxi l ia ry  Landing F i e l d  Crows LandingW...."in a f u r t h e r  e f f o r t  t o  remain 
a sood neiqhbor t o  communities of Sunnyvale and Mountain View.  H 

-The above p o l i c y  appeared to have changed about October 1989 when ,  
by my obse rva t ions ,  t h e  number of  c i r c l i n g  passovers  e s c a l a t e d  i n  my a r e a  
of Sunnyvale. 

The Physical  and Psychological  w e l l  being e f f e c t e d  by cons tan t  
low f l y i n g  planes:  ( a  few obvious ones)  

1.There-are s e v e r a l  convalescent  and re t i rement  homes i n  Sunnyvale, 
Low f l y i n g  p lanes  cause a n x i e t y ,  stress, headaches, h igh  blood p ressu re  
-probably a cause of  h e a r t  a t t a c k s  and dea th  t o  t h e  e l d e r l y .  

2. There a r e  two h igh  schools ,  one J u n i o r  High and s e v e r a l  grade 
schools  i n  Sunnyvale. School c h i l d r e n ,  s tuden t s ,  and t e a c h e r s  l o s e  
t h e i r  concent ra t ion  neede f o r  a good education. W r g i n a l  s tuden t s  need 
every advantage they  can ge t ,  n o t  d isadvatages  of cont inuous roa r ing  

overhead 
- 

p la f fes~ons tan t  i n t e r r u p t i o n  of baby and i n f a n t  s l e e p  i s  n o t  hea l thy  f o r  
t h e  c h i l d .  SID spdromk? 

- 



Air s a f e t y  and t h e  P-3 Orions near  m i s s e s  (observed i n  casual  
observations-no doubt hundreds more) 

1. 5 JUL 90 (1:50 pm) P-3 over  Moffet with one engine  n o t  running 
( o u t e r  s t a rboard )  

2. 1 2  JUL 90 (4:15 pm) Two P3 over f l y i n g  Mof fe t t  l i k e  f i g h t e r  
formation about 1000 feet  a p a r t .  

3. 17 JUL 90 (1:45 pm)- lea r  m i s s  P 3  landing  approach p a t h  crossed by 
h e l i c o p t e r  about 2000 f e e t .  

4. 25 JUL 90 (12:05 p m )  P3 c i r c l i n g  ccw and San J o s e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
c i v i l i a n  j e t s  c w  i n  same a i r  space over  Sunnyvale. Goes on a l l  t h e  
t i m e ,  

5 .  9 AUG 90 ( 5 : 0 5  p) S i n g l e  engine p lane  dodges c i r c l i n g  P3 a t . same  
a l t i t u d e  

6. Severa l  occas ions ,  a c i r c l i n g  P3 changes course  a b r u p t l y  t o  
m i s s  a s t r a i g h t  on l and inq  P3. 

7. some P3 f l y  s o  l o w ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a t  n i g h t ,  t h a t  a p i l o t  sneeze 
might plow them i n .  

8. There i s  no p l a c e  o r  time t o  d i t c h  a low f l y i n g  P3  except  i n t o  
r e s i d e n t i a l  homes, a school  or shopping a r e a s  -- with  a nuc lea r  warheado- 
DISASTER. 

9. PALO ALTD TIMES 22 AUG 1990 s t a t e s  t h a t  B57 t y p e  nuc lea r  b o m b s  
may be c a r r i e d  on P 3 ' a i r c r a f t  and /or  s t o r e d  a t  Mof fe t t  Field!! 
" P o t e n t i a l  for a d e v a s t a t i n a  nuc lea r  acc ident" ,  

I n  conclusion: 

1. Moffett F i e l d  NAS should be closed. The a r e a s  surrounding 
Moffe t t  Field have changed from f r u i t  orchards and farm land  t o  densely 
populated cities. Using dense ly  populated cit ies,  such as  Sunnyvale, 
f o r  low f l y i n g  a i r c r a f t  p r a c t i c e  ranges,  and t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  nuclear  
b o m b s  a b a r d  and on base  i s  i n s e n s i t i v e ,  abus ive  and a danger t o  t h e  
l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s  peace and well-being. 

2. Fur ther  remest vour o f f i c e  confer  with Moffett Field N M  
military rnanaoemeni t o  C ~ A S E  a l l  touch-and-go p r a c t i c e  f l i g h t s  a t  
Moffett Field. 

Since re ly ,  

K. Ross 
Sunnyvale,' C a l i f o r n i a  
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13 June 1995 

Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Arlington, Virginia 

Mr. Dixon: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Defense Contract Management 
District South located on Dobbins AFB in Marietta, Georgia. While you and 
your staff are probably well aware of everything I know, I am going to take 
advantage of your offer to provide further information. Some of this may or 
may not be useful to you and your fellow commissioners during your upcoming 
deliberations, but I believe it is important enough to do my best in leaving 
no stone unturned, so to speak. 

First, are you aware that the building that the Northeast District is 
currently housed in on Summer Street in Boston is probably going to be 
demolished to make room for a new Megacenter which is going to be built there? 
I have enclosed a copy of a clipping from a Boston newspaper in the event that 
DLA and DoD failed to mention it in their submission to the Commission. 

Secondly, has any mention been made of the fact that for at least the past ten 
years or more, DCMD West in Los Angeles has had an insurmountable problem in 
filling critical vacancies because federal employees find the cost of living 
so prohibitively high that they cannot accept offers of employment at West. 
In fact, recent internal reviews of the West operation such as Personnel 
Management Evaluations by DLA Hqs have revealed critical mission failures. 
The best way to put it is that West simply cannot handle its current workload 
and mission responsibilities let alone handle the entire old Dallas Region 
currently under District South. These are the day-to-day realities regardless 
of so-called objective criteria established by DLA and DCMC for BRAC 
decision-making. When the last BRAC round upheld DLA's decision to close the 
District located in Chicago at O'Hare, I doubt that the Commission was aware 
that West would have to leave in place a sizeable contingent of Chicago 
employees to enable West to continue to function. Yet this is another 
reality. The three Districts best suited to service DoD's contract management 
needs from practical standpoints were Atlanta, Chicago, and Dallas. 
Two of those are gone and now Atlanta is on the extinction list. 

The DLA Director, Admiral Straw, has apparently made it abundantly clear to 
the top management team at DCMD South that he wants the District closed with a 
minimum of fuss and interference. Thus a very chilling message has been heard 
between the lines among employees and their supporters in the District--make 
no waves and maybe there will be a placement for you at the end of the 
process. No overt threats and certainly no promises have been made but the 
message is clear nonetheless. You may be aware that the recent visit to B-95, 



District South's HQS in Marietta by one of your staff was not the scene of a 
packed house. This is yet another indication of employees receiving the 
between-the-lines message not to make waves. 

There are many small indications that the decision to close District South was 
based more on intangible factors than clearly defensible and objective 
criteria. Much of the data that DCMC and DLA used is easily manipulated while 
at the same time relatively meaningless in a practical sense. Also, while it 
seems a little paranoid to put this into writing, there is a very real sense 
among rank and file employees across the country, not just in District South, 
that DLA and the services would just as soon see DCMC in mission failure to 
the degree that the services can reclaim their major programs for 
administration such as in the recently deceased AFPROs, leaving at most the 
dregs of contract management for DLAIDCMC in whatever configuration. I am 
certain that if confronted with such allegations, everyone concerned in 
Washington would deny such a vision. Such denials, however, rarely ring true. 
This is particularly true when you have observed the federal establishment 
from within over the past 27 years as I have. The public does not really 
understand the games that are being played and, without major news value, 
neither does the media. 

I have to travel a lot in my job with DCMD South and I have come to understand 
that realistic and practical considerations rarely have an impact and 
certainly no input to public policy decisions. The unsafe conditions that 
surround the Boston District HQS building which mandate having a guard 
situated in a vehicle within the employees' parking area to provide sufficient 
security to and from the building entrance are not considered in the closure 
decision. The extreme difficulty travelling in and out of Boston by plane or 
car is certainly not considered to be important. The cost of housing and 
commuting in Los Angeles and Boston obviously have no place in the 
decision-making process. We are bombarded with high level pronouncements that 
the Federal Government must learn from private industry yet we make decisions 
that fly in the face of private industry wisdom. Which way has industry been 
moving historically for decades? South and Intermountain! Yet another recent 
announcement that ITT Sheraton International is likely to move its corporate 
headquarters to Atlanta is indicative of where the action is. 

Chicago spent $7 million plus to modernize its building at O'Hare and then we 
closed it..Atlanta has spent several million dollars over the past several 
years to modernize the Air Force-owned building and now we are proposing to 
close it but Lockheed-Martin will benefit from the taxpayers' generosity. It 
all seems to me to be terribly wasteful. Most of the field activities that we 
in District South service from Texas to Baltimore are very satisfied with the 
level of services that they need and which we provide. The working troops in 
Texas are familiar with West and are extremely apprehensive that they will 
have to depend on West in the future. The folks in Florida and the Carolinas, 
to name a few, are becoming quite concerned that Boston is much too much of a 
reach to obtain meaningful and timely support. How the working folks get the 
job done does not seem to be too much of a concern to the folks at Admiral 
Straw's level. They have made a decision and somehow the data will be made 
objective to support the decision. 

If I seem a trifle cynical and skeptical about the process, please forgive me. 
I do believe there is at least a small basis for such an attitude. I 



appreciate Senator Nunn forwarding my letter to you and I thank you for giving 
me a further avenue to express my concerns. Good luck in your deliberations 
because I know they will not be easy. Most of us here at District South will 
be watching on C-Span with bated breath and a prayer when you hold the final 
hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
/? 

Marietta, GA. 30066 

cc: Senator Sam Nunn 
Rep. Newt Gingrich 
Senator Paul Coverdell 
Rep. William Barr 





MAJOR Stephen R Hawkins 
1760 Round Hill Circle 

Kernenvile, NC 27284 

June 18, 1995 

Rep. Richard Burr 
143 1 Longworth Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Congressman Burr: 

I write today to remind you of the critical roles that facilities location and demographics 
play in the ability of the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to l l f i l l  their missions 
as key elements of the Total Force and the significant effect the decisions of the Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will have upon that ability. 

As I am sure you are aware, members of the Reserve Components are civilians who are 
also part-time soldiers-soldiers whose dedication, professional achievement, and reliability 
have stood our nation in good stead since its very beginnings, and who most recently 
served superbly in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm and subsequent 
contingencies. Uniike the Active components, which assign and move their hlI-time 
personnel from one unit and location to another, the Reserve components are constrained 
by the demographics of the population centers in which their members live and work in 
their civilian status. Simply put, Reserve units and their facilities must follow their 
members if they are to be effective. 

As a practical matter there are limitations on just how far Reservists might be reasonably 
asked (and can afford) to commute regularly to train as unit members or as individual 
citizen-soldiers, sailors and airmen. Thus, the closing of a local Reserve center or other 
training facility can have the effect of denying the Reserve components access to highly 
qualified, experienced personnel who would otherwise have served, and obviated the need 
for substantial training replacement costs. 

Many factors are considered in base realignment and closure decisions. Included are 
military requirements, cost, environmental issues, the economic impact on surrounding 
communities, and other issues. I am concerned that the calculation of the military value of 
facilities does not quan* the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve components. 

Emphasis is being placed upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing a facility by two or 
more Reserve components or the use of an Active component facility be a Reserve 
component can eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective; however, I caution that 
there are real limitations to the shared use of facilities. It is not realistic to close a Reserve 
facility in an area where a large number of Reservists reside and expect those Reservists to 
travel greatdistances to train at another site. 
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There may be a conception that the drawdown of the Active forces will fkee facilities for 
use by the Reserve components. The ability to save additional funds in this manner is 
minimal. The instances of Reserve components being able to take over facilities 
previously used by Active forces without alteration or renovation have been, and will 
continue to be, very few. Because of the demographic factor, facilities used by the Active 
forces often will not meet the needs of the Reserve components. To the extent that Active 
component facilities can be usemy transferred to the Reserve components, those actions 
have already been considered in current planning and are reflected in the President's 
budget request. 

I hope you will encourage the Commission to carefully weigh all of these issues when 
reaching its decisions regarding the future of Reserve component facilities being 
considered for closure or realignment. Given the proper resources, the Reserve 
components can continue to be the best bargain in the Department of Defense today. 
With your help they will have the facilities they need to play their critical role in the Total 
Force. 

Sincerely, 
/I 

Stephen' R. Hawkins, Major, USAFR 
Commander, 9 16 Civil Engineer Squadron 
Seymour Johnson AFB, NC 

cc: BRAC Commission Chairman - Senator Allen Dixon 



CONCFRNED TAXPAYERS O F  C E N T R A L  FLSORIDA 
3 2 3 9  M I D D L E S E X  ROAD 

ORLANDO, F L O R I D A  32803 

MI-. A l ? n  J .  Dixou 
c!hai.i-mail 
FRAC' Cc)mmi!;s ic)ll 
1700 N .  Moore Sti:ept, Si l i te  1 4 2 5  
A r l i ~ l y t o u ,  VA 2221?9 

R e :  #950514-9R1  

Thailk yo1.1 f o r  your  response  t o  my l e t t e r .  I am 
I ~ o p e f u l  (give11 the c o u r t e s y  and hl-eeding you d i sp la .yed  oil (3- 

S p a l ~ )  t h a t  you t r ~ ~ l y  w i l l  coi ls ider t h e  infos i i~at io i l  I have 
s e n t  t o  you. 

While i t :  n i t  be very  d i f f  i c a l t  c1ral.in~j w i t h  t l ~ e  
r eques t s  of f r i . ends  and r :o l . l r l agu~s  a11.d yet. relnai~i  o b j e c t i v e ,  
this i s  exac!t ' ly  what m u s t  he done i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of 01.1s 
nii.lj.tal-yf s f u t u r e .  

As Sena tor  Dale B u m p e r s  of Al-km11sas s t a t e d ,  t he  t.wo 
mail] o b j e c t i v e s  of base  r:los~~?:e a r p  C!OST S A V I N G S  and 
M I I , I T A R Y  R E A D I I J E S S . "  With t h i s  i n  mind, I have ~ncl .osecl  a 
copy of a Spglrlpllt w l l i c 1 1  a i ~ : e d  o n  b l o r l c l  'EJerJs Tc) l~ icJ l l t .  w i . t : l ~  
P e t e r  Jenn inc~e .  With 311 1:he news and  vents t a k i r ~ g  p l a c ~  i n  
1 1 1 ~  worlcl tod.ay,  (and w i l : l ~  a l l .  the h a s ~ s  s c l ~ e c l u l ~ d  for 
c l - o s u r e ) ,  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  1 n l . l s t  be PI.-et ty egreqio1.1~ i.11 ~L-CIPI- 
t o  merit covel-age c n  t h e  l l i gh t ly  news.  A s  Repl:essr~ltati.ve 
E i l l  McColltlm and o thel-s have  s o  e loquei l t ly  po in t ed  out;, ancl 
a s  t he  enclosed p i e c e  suppor t s ,  t h e  r e q u e s t  to r e t a i n  the 
PJucl-eal- Powers Schools a t  t ~ l ~ e  01-lando Naval T l : a l n i i l ~ l  Center  
acl l ieves b o t h  o b j e c t i v e s  w 1 l i . l ~  pr.-ovj.di.ny s hi.gl~et- q u a l i t y  n f  
1 i f e  f o r  our  a c t i v e  du ty  sei:vice men and woinen. 

We simply cal~nc)t  (-oil tii111e t o  c a t e r  t.o powe?.-ful c11aj.r~ 
or- s p e c i a l  i11tei:ests a s  ta:cpayer money i s  w a s t ~ d .  I u r g ~  yo1.1 
and. your f e l l ow  c o ~ n n ~ i s s j . o i i e ~ -  t o  stl-011gl.y consic1e~- t h e  f a c t s  
a s  p r e sen t ed  by tlie U .  S .  Gener-a1 Acco1.lnting O f f  i c e  and  the  
ellc losed  news r e p o r t  and maint  air1 t h e  M C I C ~ P ~ I -  Power Sc-*llools 
j.n 0rlancl.o . 



Clhairatan A l a n  Di:lon 
J u n e  1 5 ,  1 9 3 5  
Page  2 

Thank you aga in  for your time and ~011s ide~-a t io i l  
Chairman Dl-xon. We a l l  a p p r e c i a t e  your, and your f e l l ow  
comrnissione~-s, ded ica t io l i  t o  this d i f f i c u l t  t a s k .  We have 
every f a i t h  t h a t  yc-)u will make t:he r i g h t  c lec is ior~s .  

W i t h  ve ry  bqs t  w i s h e s ,  
,1 

Nancy Mellnn 

P .  S .  W i t h  a l l  r e s p e c t  t o  M r .  Nemfakos, informati.011 p re sen t ed  
by  him i n  t h e  p a s t  has proven t.o be wi thout  m e r i t  and  h i s  
co~iiment t h a t  he k i~ows  what i s  b e s t  £01- t h i s  community i s  
pres1.1mptious t o  s a y  t h e  l e a s t .  Not on ly  would cl.osing ONTC 
no t  be i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t  of tl1i.s community, it i s  no t  i n  
t h e  b e s t  i n t o r e s t  of 0111- a c t i v e  d u t y  s e r v i c e  men and women. 



304 Barley Mill Drive 
Greer SC 29651-6905 
18 Jun 1 9 9 5  

Dear S Hollings: 

I write to you today to remind you of the critical roles that 
facilities location and demographics play in the ability of 
the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to fulfill their 
missions as key elements of the Total Force, and the significant 
effect that the decisions of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) will have upon that ability. 

As I am sure you are aware, members of the Reserve components 
are civilians who are also part-time soldiers, sailors, and 
airmen - patriots whose dedication, professional achievement, 
and reliability have stood our nation in good stead since its 
very beginnings, and who most recently served superbly in 
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm and subsequent 
contingencies. Unlike the Active components, which assign and 
move their full-time personnel from one unit and location to 
another, the Reserve components are constrained by the 
demographics of the population centers in which their members 
live and work in their civilian status. Simply put, Reserve 
units and their facilities must follow their members if they 
are to be effective. 

As a practical matter, there are limitations on just how far 
Reservists might reasonably be asked (and can afford) to commute 
regularly to train as unit members or as individual citizen- 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen. Thus, the closing of a local 
Reserve center or other training facility can have the effect 
of denying the Reserve components access to highly qualified, 
experienced personnel who would otherwise have served, obviating 
the need for substantial training replacement costs. 

Many factors are considered in base realignment and closure 
decisions. Included are military requirements, costs, 
environmental issues, the economic impact on surrounding 
communities, and other issues. I am concerned that the 
calculation of the military value of facilities does not quantify 
the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve components. 



Emphasis is being placed upon the shared use of facilities. 
Sharing a facility by two or more Reserve components, or the 
use of an Active component facility by a Reserve component can 
eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective; however, I 
caution that there are real limitations to the shared use of 
facilities. It is not realistic to close a Reserve facility 
in an area where a large number of Reservists reside and expect 
those Reservists to travel great distances to train at another 
site. 

There may be a conception that the drawdown of the Active forces 
will free facilities for use by the Reserve components. The 
ability to save additional funds in this manner is minimal. 
The instances of Reserve components being able to take over 
facilities previously used by Active forces without alteration 
or renovation have been, and will continue to be, very few. 
Because of the demographic factor, facilities used by the Active 
forces often will not meet the needs of the Reserve components. 
To the extent that Active component facilities can be usefully 
transferred to the Reserve components, those actions have already 
been considered in current planning and are reflected in the 
president's budget request. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to carefully weigh 
all of these issues when reaching its decisions regarding the 
future of Reserve component facilities being considered for 
closure or realignment. Given the proper resources, the Reserve 
components can continue to be the best bargain in the Department 
of Defense today. With your help they will have the facilities 
they need to play their critical role in the Total Force. 

Sincerely, 

Edward A. Geier 

cc: BRAC Commission Chairman, Senator Allen Dixon 



March 30, 1995 

Senator Sam Nunn 
203 Common House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20151 

Dear Senator Nunn : 

I have called your office in the past to speak with you regarding the 
missile defense system located in the Grand Forks region. We have 
been baby-sitting these 40 atomic bomb multi-headed laden missiles in 
Cavalier County for 10 years. 

Our legislators are so concerned, they say, about the defense of our 
country. I say they are more concerned about the economy of one o r  
two cities, Grand Forks and Minot, than they are about the defense of 
this nation. 

The ABM Treaty, with its facilities located in Cavalier and Pembina 
Counties, is with who? Why is there an ABM Treaty concern at this 
stage of the game after twenty years plus and twelve billion dollars was 
spent on a system which operated only four ( 4 )  hours and was 
considered outdated. Twenty three (23) years later we are still 
spending all kinds of income tax money from hard working citizens and 
also property tax moneys to maintain a system that hasn't been proven 
to do anything. Millions of dollars are spent in Cavalier County each 
year to maintain closed down systems and local property tax has to be 
used to maintain roads for missile silos. These funds should be used to 
maintain public county roads to move products to market. 

The public hearing in Grand Forks for the Air Foce Base closure and 
the Missile Wing moving is for only one purpose, "the economy of a 
community." I do not agree with that principle of benefiting one large 
community at the expense of all the property tax payers of smaller 
communities where it costs them personally to support a continued 
financial venture of a larger, more powerful community. 

M r .  Don Quam 
401 15th Avenue 
Langdon, ND 58249 
(701) 256-2449 



BREVARD CITIZEN AIRMAN 

of 

THE 301ST RESCUE SQUADRON 

The Honorable Alan J, Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore S t r ee t ,  Su i te  1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

D e a r  Chairman Mxon, 

My name is James P. Dykens, and I am a Civi l  Service and Air Force Reserve 
aployee.  I have served i n  t he  Armed Forces ac t i ve  duty, and now nork f o r  
t h e  Civ i l  Service and A i r  Force Reserves f o r  a combined t o t a l  of 14 years. 
I have always had a pos i t ive  a t t i t u d e  and a dedication t o  duty. 

On August 24, 1992, my l i f e  was turned upside down, I am going t o  t r y  t o  
express i n  writ ing t h e  magnitude t h e  event " ~ u r r i c a n e  ~ndrew" is having on 
my l i f e  as I now see it and l i v e  it, and how t h e  decisions which are taking 
place by t h e  government a r e  a f fec t ing  my l i f e .  

I am wri t ing t o  you concerning t h e  re tu rn  of t h e  301st Rescue Squadron t o  
Homestead Air Reserve Base. I am a member of t h e  Brevard Cit ieen Airman, 
and I would l i k e  t o  l e t  you know t h a t  I ' m  one of t h e  members of t h e  Unit 
t h a t  does not want t o  re tu rn  t o  Homestead. Ju s t  t o  l e t  you know how much 
I do not want t o  re tu rn  t o  t h e  South Florida area,  I used t o  be employed 
with t h e  482nd Fighter Wing. A s  of March 26, 1994, t h e  482nd Fighter Wing 
returned t o  Homestead ARB where they a r e  functioning with approximately 
1/2 t o  2/3 of t he  f a c i l i t i e s  they had before t h e  hurricane. Fourteen months 
p r io r  t o  t h a t ,  they w e r e  functioning very w e l l  at M a c a l l  AFB, Tampa, F'L. 
While at MacMll AFB, t h e  482nd Fighter Wing shared f a c i l i t i e s  with t h e  
ac t i ve  duty's 56th Fighter Wing. I n  Summer 1993, t h e  ac t i ve  duty u n i t  le f t  
MacM11, leaving t h e  482nd a l l  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  they would need t o  function 
as a f u l l y  operational  Fighter Squadron. 

Contrary t o  t he  bel ief  of most people, t h e  mission of t h e  482nd is  not t o  
protect  south Florida. That is t h e  job of t h e  Florida A i r  National Guard 
which is current ly  on slert at Homestead ARB as it was pr io r  t o  t h e  hurricane, 
The 482nd9s mission is elsewhere. A s  far as supporting south M e  county, 
you might w a n t  t o  t ake  a survey. Very few of t h e  full- t ime employees l i v e  
i n  o r  near Homestead. 

One month p r io r  t o  t h e  482ndSs re turning t o  Homestead ( a f t e r  having been on 
TDY s t a t u s  a t  MacMll AFB i n  Tarnpa f o r  13 months), I applied f o r  and received 
a posi t ion with t h e  301st Air Rescue Squadron. This Squadron's s t a t i o n  was 
permanently changed from Homestead t o  Patr ick AFB u n t i l  F i sca l  Y e a r  97, l a rge ly  
due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  f a c i l i t i e s  were completely destroyed by Hurricane 
Andrew. 

Members of t h e  Unit and I cannot see  t he  sense i n  spending mill ions of do l la r s ,  
an estimated 35 mill ion t o  re loca te  our U n i t  t o  Homestead ARB and bui ld  new 
f a c i l i t i e s .  It w i l l  t ake  another 3.5 mill jon t o  move Enit members t o  Homestead. 



We have f a c i l i t i e s  at Patr ick AFB and have been supporting NASA's space 
s h u t t l e  missions and Range support missions f o r  t h e  pas t  two years. Both of 
these  missions are i n  cen t ra l  Florida. Our Squadron has  grown from 240 
posi t ions  before Hurricane Andrew, t o  over 500 posi t ions  t o  support these  
missions. The new full- t ime employees a r e  res iden ts  of cen t ra l  Flor ida  and t h e  
vas t  majority of our r e s e r v i s t s  are a l so  from t h e  region. To move us  t o  
Homestead ARB, where we w i l l  be doing t h e  saae scissions, w i l l  be costing t h e  
Government 1.42 mill ion more annually. This makes no sense i n  t h i s  c r i t i c a l  
time of Budget Cuts! 

We t h e  members of t h e  Brevard Citizen Airman of t h e  301st Rescue Squadron 
ask you, t h e  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission t o  thoroughly 
inves t iga te  a l l  i n t e r e s t  i n  our Unit re turning t o  Homestead ARB (formerly 
Homestead Air Force Base). Please de l ibera te  on t h i s  matter t o  keep the  301st 
Rescue Squadron at Patr ick AFB. For it is here  i n  Brevard County t h a t  we 
f e e l  i n  our hea r t s  and minds we can perform and contr ibute  t o  t he  v i s ion  of 
being an  unrivaled par tner  within t h e  Department of Defense. I would grea t ly  
appreciate your support i n  t h i s  matter. 

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED I N  THIS LETTER IS THE TRUTH TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, - 

@--P% 
James P. Dykens 
Member Brevard Cit izen Airman 







June 7, 1995 

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

B R A C Committee - Reference #950410-3 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As a U.S. taxpayerlvoter, I must inform you that I support the Department of Defense's and the 
Air Force's recommendation to keep the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force Base, 
Florida, rather than returning it to Homestead Air Force Station. 

It is my understanding, from available information, that the day to day operations of the 301st 
evolve around the Space Coast area. All training requirements for personnel can be met there 
completely. They have recently received additional taskings for Space Shuttle and range 
support. Both of these missions are in Central Florida - not South Florida. Flying time and 
perdiem cost to support the space and NASA missions from Homestead will add an 
additional cost of $1.42 million per year. 

It is also my understanding the majority of the people in the 301st do not want to be uprooted 
again. How many times must these people, and particularly the children, have their lives 
disrupted. Hurricane Andrew's upheaval was tragic enough.. .but beyond your control. This 
however, is within your control. And what of this cost.. . . .an estimated $3.5 million to move 
unit members to Homestead? WHY? 

Reportedly, nearly $100 million will be spent to restore Homestead Air Force Station. The cost 
of constructing new facilities for the 301st unit alone is estimated at $35 million. How can 
rebuilding of Homestead be justified, at such a price, when facilities such as Patrick AFB 
or even MacDill AFB are already fully functional and could better serve these missions? 
It seems a high price to pay for campaign promises. At the time it seemed appropriate to 
rebuild there. Since then, however, with budget cuts and restructuring, it seems ludicrous to 
spend U.S. taxpayers money in this way. 

These taxpayers' dollars can be saved by leaving the 301st at Patrick AFB. PLEASE! help 
keep this rescue squadron intact where it can best serve the needs of our country. 

Respectfully, 



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

June 7, 1995 

B R A C Committee - Reference #950410-3 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As a U.S. taxpayer/voter, I must inform you that I support the Department of Defense's and the 
Air Force's recommendation to keep the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force Base, 
Florida, rather than returning it to Homestead Air Force Station. 

It is my understanding, from available information, that the day to day operations of the 301st 
evolve around the Space Coast area. A11 training requirements for personnel can be met there 
completely. They have recently received additional taskings for Space Shuttle and range 
support. Both of these missions are in Central Florida - not South Florida. Flying time and 
perdiem cost to support the space and NASA missions from Homestead will add an 
additional cost of $1.42 million per year. 

It is also my understanding the majority of the people in the 301st do not want to be uprooted 
again. How many times must these people, and particularly the children, have their lives 
disrupted. Hurricane Andrew's upheaval was tragic enough.. .but beyond your control. This 
however, is within your control. And what of this cost.. . . .an estimated $3.5 million to move 
unit members to Homestead? WHY? 

Reportedly, nearly $100 million will be spent to restore Homestead Air Force Station. The cost 
of constructing new facilities for the 301st unit alone is estimated at $35 million. How can 
rebuilding of Homestead be justified, at such a price, when facilities such as Patrick AFB 
or even MacDill AFB are already fully functional and could better serve these missions? 
It seems a high price to pay for campaign promises. At the time it seemed appropriate to 
rebuild there. Since then, however, with budget cuts and restructuring, it seems ludicrous to 
spend U.S. taxpayers money in this way. 

These taxpayers' dollars can be saved by leaving the 301st at Patrick AFB. PLEASE! help 
keep this rescue squadron intact where it can best serve the needs of our country. 

Respectfully, I-, 
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Stephen P. Carl 
2110 Northfield Ct. 
Marietta, GA 30066 

15 June 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Although I have just mailed you a letter regarding the proposed closure of 
DCMD South in Marietta, GA; I have since had the opportunity to read the DLA 
Dimensions issue for Spring 1995. It contains a reprint of LT. GEN. Farrell's 
presentation to you minus the charts to which he refers. Once again, I find 
myself puzzling over the verbiage and substance of the DLA presentation. 

For example, "...cross-walked the DoD selection criteria ... to measures of 
merit that allowed us to fully address the military value of our 
activities. We used mission scope, mission suitability, operational 
efficiencies and expandability as our measures of merit." What does all that 
mean except to say DLA determined what criteria would support what they wanted 
to do? 

General Farrell's presentation discussed the role of the DoD IG, the GAO and 
the Navy's Public Works Center in the BRAC process. The first two were for 
independent evaluation of the criteria results which occurred because of DLA 
decisions in the first place. The DoD IG and the GAO were in no way 
responsible for the original selection criteria and therefore really were not 
a party to the closure decisions made by DLA to start with. As far as the 
Navy's role is concerned, does anyone realistically believe that a Navy unit 
would come up with any recommendations that ran counter to what Admiral Straw 
has made clear between the lines that he wants done? 

The last three points I would like to bring to your attention relate to those 
made by General Farrell. In the first of these, he used rationale regarding 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio that, while ranking the lowest, if 
it were closed would not result in the closure of a base since DCSC will 
remain open regardless and DDCO would therefore remain open under a 
"realignment." How exactly does this differ from DCMD South which, if closed, 
will not result in the closure of Dobbins AFB, Air Force Plant 6, or Building 
B-95? The second point was the concentration of workload in the Northeast and 
the Los Angeles basin. This workload indicator can be based on many different 
criteria if it is, in fact, relevant. Furthermore, we continue to see the 
movement of work South, not to the Northeast. Examples abound including 
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Grumman-Northrop to Florida, Lockheed-Martin to Florida and the Inter-Mountain 
Region, and Raytheon to name a few. Finally, the location of what should be 
primarily support and administrative organizations still has no direct bearing 
on the best actual physical address for that support. In fact, the opposite 
is closer to the practical reality than anything. For example, Boston has 
several field activities located in New England which means very few miles are 
involved. Time to travel to them from the address on Summer Street is, 
however, extensive. You can get to some locations within the Northeast and 
Mid-Atlantic areas now covered by DCMDN faster from Atlanta than you can from 
Boston. How, then, can any artificial workload indicator used by DLA be a 
meaningful factor to decide in favor of Boston? 

As you can see, I would rather see an honest expression by the powers that be 
which says plainly and clearly "We do not want South open any longer and we 
are going to shut it down, using BRAC as the means to do sol" Using all this 
subterfuge and then insulting people's intelligence that it is strictly 
objective, impartial, cost-effective and/or of the highest military value is 
very difficult to swallow. I suspect that if your staff really asks some 
pointed and pertinent questions regarding much of what DLA has proposed, the 
answers will not be supportive. For example, how can we buy a building for 
West and move them to it as cost effectively as when we have a Government- 
owned facility in Marietta fully staffed and operating efficaciously? 

Hopefully, if your Commission were to save District South, we will be able to 
maintain the best Contract Management organization in DoD for a number of 
years to come. Such a decision would benefit the taxpayers, the military, and 
the Agency. Thank you for your time and attention to my concerns in this 
matter. 

Sincerely 
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A February 1995 
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Recommendations 
go to commission 

Four depots, DISC, 
DCMD-S on the list 

On March 7 ,  1995, DLA Deputy 
Director Maj. Gen. Farrell made a 
detailed analysis presentation to the B ~ s e  
Realignment and Closure Commission on 
the DLA recommendations. The following 
is his prepared testimony to the commis- 
sion. 

Charts and graphics, referred to by 
Farrell, could nit be used here because of 
space limitations. However, they are 
available at local activities. 

Good afternoon. My name is Maj. Gen. 
Lawrence P. Farrell and I am the Principal 
Deputy Director for the Defense Logistics 
Agency at Cameron Station in 
Alexandria, Virginia. I also served as the 
Chairman for the DLA BRAC Executive 
Group for the complete duration of this 
round of the base closure and realignment 
process. 

I would like to first refresh you on 
DLA's mission, then walk you through 
DLA's BRAC 95 approach, outline our 
recommendations, and finally present you 
with an overall summary of DLA's 
actions. 

DLA is a combat support agency pro- 
viding worldwide logistics support and 
related services throughout the 
Department of Defense in the areas of 
contract management, distribution man- 
agement, and inventory management. 
The Agency's goal is to be the provider of 
choice, around the clock, around the 
world, providing logistics readiness at 
reduced cost thus enabling weapon sys- 
tems acquisition at reduced cost. To that 
end, we have implemented many innova- 
tive business practices, such as direct ven- 
dor delivery, business process engineer- 
ing, electronic commerce and electronic 
data interchange which will reduce lead- 
time and the cost of our services ,to our 
customers. 
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The DLA approach to BRAC 95 was 
consistent with the public law, the force 
structure plan, the DoD selection criteria 
and OSD policy guidance. Our step-by- 
step process outlined on this c h e  lead us 
to make recommendations that are fully 
consistent with our DLA strategic plan, 
our concepts of operations for our major 
business areas, and the force structure 
plan. Military judgment was exercised at 
each step in the process. 

DLA cross-walked the DoD selection 
criteria that were developed for the mili- 
tary senices to measures of merit that 
allowed us to fully address the military 
value of our activities. We used mission 
scope, mission suitability, operational 
efficiencies and expandability as our mea- 
sures of merit. Using a point system, 
activities within a category were evaluat- 
ed in each of these areas and point totals 
were used to determine the relative 
Military Value. DLA also performed a 
military value analysis for the six 
Installations that we manage for BRAC 
95. Incidentally, this was an analysis that 
we did not perfofm in the BRAC 93 

( round. It was a valuable tool as we exer- 
cised our military judgment. 

Using a variety of inputs that included 
the DoD force structure plan, military 
value and excess capacity analyses, risk 
assessments, and internally developed 
BRAC decision rules, we applied our mil- 
itary judgment to identify feasible closure 
and real~gnment alternatives. We costed 
out these alternatives, came up with rec- 
ommendations, examined economic, envi- 
ronmental and community impacts, and 
made our final decisions. The Strategic 
Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems 
model, identified here, is another analysis 
tool that DLA utilized in BRAC 95 to cost 
out depot configurations based on trans- 
portation and infrastructure costs. 

- DLA maintained an objective, impartial 
approach to our analysis process. We 
contracted with the Navy's Public Works 
Center Norfolk to conduct an independent 
assessment of all of our facilities. The 
DoD Inspector General worked closely 
with us through every step of our process. 
They validated our BRAC data as well as 
our internal analytical processes. They 
attended all of our executive group and 
decision meetings. The GAO, in their 
role as independent oversight, analyzed 

*Does not include facilities previously designated by BRAC 93 a 
earlier, which still may be operating. 

6 DLA HQ, Cameron Station, Va. 

IgJ SERVICE CENTERS 
a Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Mich. 

DRMS OPSEAST, Columbus, Ohio 

0 DRMS OPSWEST, Ogden, Utah 

DRMS National Sales Office, Memphis, Tenn. 
Defense Logistics Services Center, Battle Creek, Mich. 

a Defense National Stockpile Center, Arlington, Va. 
DLA Systems Deslgn Center, Columbus, Ohio 

A DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION HQ (23 depots: 12 East, 11 West) 
A Defense Distribution Region East, New Cumberland, Pa. 

A Defense Distribution Region West, Stockton, Calif. 
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tics -Agency 
s in Contlnental U.S. 

@ STAND ALONE DEPOTS 
West Region 

0 3 DDJC San Joaquin, Calif. 

0 6 DDOU Ogden, Utah 

East Region 
0 12 DDMT Memphis Tenn. 

0 19 DDRV Richmond, Va. 
@ 21 DDSP Susquehanna, Pa. 

0 23 DDCO Columbus, Ohio 

COLLOCATED DEPOTS 
West Region 

• 1 DDPW Puget Sound, Wash. 

• 2 DDMC McClellan, Calif. 

• 4 DDBC Barstow, Calif. 

5 DDDC San Diego, Calif. 

• 7 DDHU Hill, Utah 

• 8 DDOO Oklahoma City, Okla. 

• 9 DDRT Red River, Texas 

10 DDST San Antonio, Texas 

• 11 DDCT Corpus Christi, Texas 

East Region 
13 DDAA Anniston, Ala. 

14 DDAG Albany, Ga. 

15 DDWG Warner Robbins, Ga. 

16 DDJF Jacksonville, Fla. 

17 DDCN Cherry Point, N.C. 

I. ./ 18 DDNV Norfolk, Va. 
20 DDTP Tobyhanna, Pa. 

• 22 DDLP Letterkenny, Pa. * INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS * 1 Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pa. * G Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Va. * c Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio * P Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pa. * F Defense Fuel Supply Center, Cameron Station, Va. 

@ DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND, Cameron Station, Va. 

0 DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS 
0 DCMD-Northeast, Boston, Mass. 

0 DCMD-South, Atlanta, Ga. 

0 DCMD-West, El Segundo, Calif. 

0 DCMC-International, Dayton, Ohio 
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dur decision-making process in great \south in Atlanta was based on the high - - - 

1 
- 

detail. They also participated in our concentration of wo&load in the 
Executive G r o u ~  and decision meetings. Northeast and- the high dollar value of. " 

As previously mentioned, the DLA 
BRAC Executive Group developed a set 
of decision rules. These rules guided each 
of our decisions. Adherence to them was 
monitored continuously. Our basic objec- 
tives were to close installations and opti- 
mize costs and shared overhead where we 

P-..--.- 
" I weapon systems contracts that are being 

managed in the Los Angeles basin. We 
determined that an east to west split of 
workload made more sense than a north to 
south split due to the workload concentra- 
tion on both the East and West coasts and 
the time zones. 

at Charleston, Pensacola, Tooele, and 
Oakland; however, they were selected for 
closure in the BRAC 93 process. We did 
not reconsider these depots during this 
round of BRAC. 

The DLA distribution depots receive, 
store, atld issue wholesale and retail 
materiel in support of DLA and the mili- 
tary services. DLA has two types of 
depots. Those we have identified as 

elected to stay. \ stand-alone depots that are in the shaded 
Contract management, distribution boxes on this chart. 

depots, and inventory management cate- These depots are stand-alone in the 
gories of activities affected by DLA's rec- sense that they are not located with main- 
ommendations. If DLA3 recommendations tenance or fleet support.  hey dis&ute a - - 

There are three Defense Contract are accepted, the wide range of material to customers in 
Management Districts located in Boston. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ t  of ~~f~~~~ will many locations. The remaining depots 
Mass.; Atlanta, Ga.; and El Segundo, are collocated depots. These depots are 
Calif., which are responsible for manage- realize a $1.3 billion net collocated with a major maintenance or 
ment oversight of the contract adrninistra- present value savings over fleet customer who is their primary cus- 
tion workload within their geographic dis- 

20 years, and a steady tomer. They also provide normal distribu- 
tricts. The Defense Contract Management tion services to other regional customers 
Command International located in state savings of $120 mi/- and some limited worldwide support for 
Dayton, Ohio, oversees contract adminis- lion each year. specialized Military Service-managed 
tration operations outside the Continental items. 

The Defense Contract Management 
Command International realignment to 
Fort Belvoir, Va., where it will be merged 
with the Defense Contract Management 
Command headquarters, will allow us to 

United States. These organizations are 
responsible for centefing contract manage- 
ment oversight within largest contractor 
concentrations, promoting uniform appli- 
cation of DoD contract administration pol- 
icy and resource planning. 

Our recommendations were based on 
the workload projections reflected on this 
chart. Procurement dollars in 1990- 
$136 billion. The agency projects a 
reduction to $78 billion by the year 2001. 
This is a 43 percent reduction since 1990. 
As the Department continues to downsize, 
DLA is projecting a 31 percent reduction 
in active contracts [463,000 in 1990 to 
318,000 in 20011, leading to a 51 percent 
reduction in the number of contract 
administration offices, and a 42 percent 
reduction in personnel. 

We determined that there was excess 

take advantage of the location's proximity 
to the State Department and the interna- 
tional support infrastructure in 
Washington, D.C. and the surrounding 
areas. 

DLA is also recommending the redirec 
of the Defense Contract Management 
District West decision in BRAC 93 to 
allow us to buy a building in Long Beach, 
Calif. DLA has explored the feasibility of 
moving to a military installation in the 
Los Angeles basin area but we have been 
unsuccessful. Our analysis indicates that 
the purchase of a building will result in 
annual savings of $4.2 million. 1 

Our recommendations will result in a 
net present value savings of $165.7 mil- 
lion over twenty years and a steady state 
savings of $13.4 million starting in the 
year 2000. A total of 348 personnel will 
be realigned or redirected as a result of 
these actions and 136 personnel will be 
eliminated. 

These are the 23 Depots we reviewed in 
our BRAC 95 process. DLA is currently 
operating four additional Depots located 

' 

As a combat support agency, DLA must 
be ready to respond to mobilization 
requirements for both wartime and peace- 
time operations. The distribution system 
must be able to support two major region- 
al conflicts. Our concept of operations 
requires that we remain collocated where 
we have a major maintenance or fleet cus- 
tomer. DLA will store material in prox- 
imity to customers where demand patterns 
dictate. We optimize transportation costs 
between vendors, depots, and customers. 
We plan to optimize use of the remaining 
storage while reducing overall system 
costs. Hazardous material, subsistence, 
and other specialized commodities will be 
stored in the minimum number of depots 
where specialized storage is available. 

As reflected on this chart, DLA's physi- 
cal storage capacity exceeds our current 
and projected storage space requirements. 
BRAC 95 provides DLA with the oppor- 
tunity, on a large scale, to save taxpayer 
dollars by downsizing to our requirement. 
By 2001, DLA projects a requirement of 
452 million attainable cubic feet. As I 
will explain in subsequent charts, any 
deficit realized through our BRAC 95 rec- 
ommendations will be eliminated by uti- 
lizing excess capacity offered by the 
Services where we already have distribu- 
tion depots. 

capacity within this category. Looking at 
the risks associated with any changes, we 
made the decision that we still needed two 
districts and that realigning the Defense 
Contract Management Command 
International was feasible. The concentra- 
tion of workload is reflected on the map in 
the lower right comer of this chart. Note 
the high concentration of workload in the 
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' Northeastern United States and California. 

I The DL4 recommendation to close the 
Defense Contract Management District 



Through the force structure drawdown 
and DLA's initiatives, including optimiz- 
ing storage space, shifting workload to the 
private sector, and provide incentives to 
the customer to buy smarter, DLA projects 
that storage capacity requirements will be 
reduced by 43 percent by the year 2001. 
A 52 percent reduction in workload due to 
reduced inventory requirements and a 55 
percent reduction in personnel who sup- 
port that workload is projected. 

Storage capacity or cube is the con- 
straint within DLA relative to how much 
we can close. We must size our distribu- 
tion system to meet our customers' 
requirements. At the end of FY 94, DLA 
had 618 million attainable cubic feet of 
storage space while our requirement is at 
519 million attainable cubic feet. Our 
storage management plan that identifies 
increases to storage requirements such as 
Army stocks currently stored at Senneaca 
and Sierra depots, which are closing in 
BRAC 95, European returns and decreases 
resulting from service and DLA inventory 
reductions place opr requirement for the 
year 2001. DLA closures in BRAC 95 
reduce storage capacity by 114 million 
attainable cubic feet resulting in capacity 
of 431 million attainable cubic feet. A 
shortfall of 21 million attainable cubic feet 
is projected. As indicated earlier, DLA 
plans to use cross service transfers, if nec- 
essary, at collocated depot locations to 
make up any deficit in storage capacity. 

Throughput capacity is not a constraint. 
DLA measures its throughput by bin, bulk 
open storage, and bulk covered storage. 
Even after implementation of our BRAC 
95 recommendations, DLA will still have 
excess throughput capacity. 

The Army recommended closure of two 
of its maintenance depots at Letterkenny, 
Pa. and Red River, Texas. Following our 
concept of operations, DLA made the 
decision that closure of the maintenance 
activities at these locations eliminated the 
need for a DLA presence there. Since the 
Agency did not need the storage capacity, 
the Agency recommended the closure of 
the DLA distribution depots at 
Letterkenny and Red River. 

This decision still left the agency with 
excess storage capacity. Since our con- 
cept states that we will remain at locations 
where maintenance and fleet customers 
require dedicated support, no further clo- 

DLA 3 - -. recommendations to BRAG . 
The Defense Secretary's recornrnenda- Los Angeles area, currently in leased 

tions include the disestablishment of one space in El Segundo, is to be relocated to 
of two ICPs in Philadelphia, Pa. (the government property within the Los 
Defense Industrial Supply Center); the Angeles area. 
closing of four of DLA's 27 depots-in The recommendations have an antici- 
Memphis, Tenn., Ogden, Utah, pated total cost of $471 million in EY96 
Letterkenny, Pa., and Red River, Texas; dollars. From FY96 to FYO1, a savings 
and the disestablishment of Defense of $577 million is projected, resulting in 
Contract Management District South in a cumulative net savings of $106 million. 
Marietta, Ga. Two realignments and one An annual recurring savings of $1 19 
relocation also were recommended. million will be achieved beginning in 

These two realignments and one relo- FYO 1. 
cation follow: The Defense Contract The first of these BRAC-associated 
Command International office located in actions should commence in 1996, 
Dayton, Ohio is to be realigned into depending upon availability of funds to 
DCMC Headquarters at Fort Belvoir, Va. DLA. All actions should be completed by 
The Defense Distribution Depot in 2001. The implementation of these DLA 
Columbus, Ohio is to be designated as a BRAC recommendations will result in 
storage site for slow movinglwar reserve the elimination of 2,257 civilian and 3 5 
material. military positions, and the transfer of 

Finally, the Defense Contract 2,565 civilian and 28 military positions 
Management District West office in the throughout the DLA organization. 

sues in the collocated category were fea- 
sible. 

The agency then examined our stand- 
alone depots, their military value, installa- 
tion military value, depot throughput and 
storage capacity, and results of a Strategic 
Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems 
(SAILS) model analysis. 

Our concept of operations requires two 
primary distribution depots, one on the 
East Coast and one on the West Coast to 
support both wartime and peacetime con- 
tingency operations. The two depots at 
San Joaquin, Calif. and Susquehanna, Pa., 
are both large storage depots that are 
equipped for high throughput capacity. 
They both ranked over 250 points higher 
than the other stand-alone depots in our 
military value analysis. They ranked sec- 
ond and fourth in the installation military 
value analysis. Both maintain Air Line of 
Communication and Containerization 
Consolidation Point capabilities that are 
essential to support two major regional 
conflicts. They are located near military 
water and aerial ports of embarkation for 
shipping materiel to a war zone-wherev- 
er that might be. Both of these depots 
were removed from further analysis. 

After following the service maintenance 
depot closures, the agency still has an 

excess of over 60 million attainable cubic 
feet of storage capacity. Four stand-alone 
depots remained for review. 

The Defense Distribution Depot 
Columbus, Ohio, ranked lowest in the 
stand-alone military value analysis. 
However, the Columbus installation on 
which the depot is located ranked number 
one. Closure of this depot on an installa- 
tion where DLA and many other Defense 
tenants are housed would not result in a 
base closure. While the agency does not 
need the throughput capacity of the depot, 
the storage capacity could be used to store 
war reserve and slow-moving stocks. This 
would allow the agency to dramatically 
reduce staffing at this location (from 
approximately 500 down to 50 personnel) 
while retaining the storage capacity. 
Therefore, we chose to realign the depot 
rather than consider it for closure. 

The Defense Distribution Depot 
Richmond, Va., was also removed from 
further analysis. While it ranked fifth in 
the stand-alolle military value analysis, the 
Richmond installation on which it is 
housed ranked third. As with the 
Columbus depot, a closure of the 
Richmond depot would not result in a 
base closure. Additionally, the Richmond 
depot serves as a backup to our depot 
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iacited i t  Norfolk, Va., which supports 
the single largest fleet concentration with- 
in the United States. The Strategic 
Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems 
(SAILS) model favors Richmond as a 
storage and throughput site. Based on the 
results of an independent facilities inspec- 
tion, this installation is the best main- 
tained in the agency. 

Two depots remained in the stand-alone 
category-the Distribution Depot at 
Memphis, Tenn. and the Distribution 
Depot at Ogden, Utah. Both of these 
depots tied for third place in our military 
value analysis, but the difference between 
third and sixth place was only 37 points. 
Both depots are on installations with ten- 
ants with a smaller population and number 
of significant missions resulting in their 
ranking lowest in our installation military 
value analysis. Each depot closure will 
also result in a base closure. 

DLA's final recommendations in our 
depot categoly are to close the collocated 
depots at Letterkenny, Pa. and Red River, 
Texas, as a follow-on to the Army's main- 
tenance closures at t h s e  locations. Close 
the two stand-alone distribution depots 
located at Memphis, Tenn. and Ogden, 
Utah, both of which will result in base clo- 
sures. Our final recommendation to 
realign the distribution depot at 
Columbus. Ohio, will allow us to take 
advantage of the depot's storage capacity 
for war reserve and slow-moving stocks 
while dramatically reducing staffing at 
this location. 

These recommendations will result in a 
Net Present Value savings of $874.4 rnil- 
lion over twenty years and a steady state 
savings of $87.9 million, starting in the 
year 2001. As a direct result of these 
BRAC recommendations, 3,148 positions 
will be realigned and 1,748 positions will 
be eliminated. 

DLA estimates that $58 million in MIL- 
CON will be required to implement these 
recommendations. Approximately $35 
million of this cost is for the construction 
of hardstand for vehicle storage at our 
Distribution Depot in Anniston, Ala. 
Additionail), there are costs included for 
the renovation of office space and haz- 
ardous materiel storage space associated 
with the closure of our distribution depots 
in Ogden, Memphis and the realignment 
of Columbus. 

The five DLA Inventory Control Points 
manage over 80 percent of DoDs consum- 
able items. eensumable items, other than 
fuel, fall into two broad groups: Troop 
and general support items and weapon 
system items. Because of the unique 
nature of the fuels commodity, the 
Defense Fuel Supply Center was removed 
from consideration. Since the Defense 
Personnel Support Center is the primary 
troop support item manager, it was consid- 
ered only as a receiver. 

Because of the nature of the comrnodi- 
ties within the troop and general support 
and the weapon system group, each 
requires a different level and intensity of 

What's next. . . 
July 1- The commission 

makes its recommenda- 
tions to the President. 

He has fifteen days to 
accept or reject &l recom- 
mendations. The Congress 
then has 45 legislative days 
to reject the President's 
recommendations. 

management. Our concept of operations 
focuses our efforts accordingly. 

Force structure reductions affect supply 
management workload. Fewer service 
members and less service investment in 
major weapons systems reduce demand 
for consumable items. The agency is also 
aggressively pursuing better and smarter 
ways of doing business, leveraging tech- 
nology, reducing inventory, and relying 
more on commercial acquisition practices, 
particularly for troop and general support 
items. 

We project a 14 percent reduction in 
sales between 1992 and the year 2001. 
Inventory value projections reflect a 43 
percent reduction. This does not include 
the projected receipt of $6.5 billion in 
consumable item transfer between 1992 
and 2001. A 32 percent reduction in per- 
sonnel is projected during this time peri- 
od. 

DLA analyzed a number of options to 
achieve more concentrated management 

of troop and general support and weapon 
system items. As we proceeded with the 
analysis, several things became obvious. 
We would not close Columbus, which pri- 
marily manages weapon system items. 
The Defense Personnel Support Center in 
Philadelphia has unique experience in 
managing troop support items, and already 
manages only troop and general support 
items. 

Our analysis of capacity and of the risk 
inherent in singling-up management of the 
vast number of Weapon System items led 
us to conclude that two Weapon System 
ICPs were necessary and appropriate. 
Richmond is our best installation, and the 
Distribution Depot there will remain open. 
Therefore, we concluded.that disestablish- 
ing the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
in Philadelphia was in the best interest of 
DLA. 

Disestablishing DISC and realigning 
federal supply classes to achieve two 
weapon system ICPs and one troop and 
general support ICP support the supply 
management concept of operations, at an 
acceptable level of mission risk, and an 
immediate return on investment. 

This recommendation will result in a net 
present value savings of $236.5 million 
over twenty years and a steady state sav- 
ings of $18.4 million starting in the year 
2001. As a direct result of this recommen- 
dation, 335 positions will be realigned and 
408 positions will be eliminated. 

Disestablishing DISC and delaying the 
relocation of DPSC to the Aviation 
Supply Office installation allows us to 
realize a cost avoidance by not renovating 
more warehouse space than necessary. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the 
net impact of our recommendations is a 
maximum potential loss of 2,296 direct 
jobs. 

DLA's recommendations conform to 
our concept of operations and reflect DoD 
force structure drawdowns. Implementing 
DLA's recommendations will reduce 
infrastructure costs, appropriately match 
the agency's capacity with its workload, 
and posture DLA to best meet our cus- 
tomers' requirements at reduced cost. 

If DLA's recommendations are accept- 
ed, the Department of Defense will realize 
a $1.3 billion net present value savings 
over 20 years, and a steady state savings 
of $120 million each year. 4 
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University of Illinois Department of Motorcycle Rider Program 
Community Health 

at Urbana-Champaign 
145 Children's Research Center 217 333-7856 
51 Gerty Drive 217 333-6239 fax 
Champaign, IL 61820 800 252-3348 (Illinois only) 

June 12, 1995 ! & 
Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

It has come to our attention that the O'Hare Air Reserve Station 
in Chicago, Illinois is targeted for possible closure. Because 
this military base is routinely used to support civic programs as 
well as military operations, we would urge you to consider 
retaining this facility on your list of active military bases 
indefinitely. 

The University of Illinois utilizes this critical facility in 
Chicago to conduct highway safety courses for motorcyclists 
through the Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of 
Traffic Safety. These safety courses are currently offered at 
only three locations inside the City of Chicago. Because 
adequate training sites are extremely difficult to acquire, we 
are concerned that closure of the O'Hare Air Reserve Station and 
the consequent reduction in training will adversely affect 
civilian highway traffic accidents and fatalities in Chicago. 

All four branches of the military also recognize the benefits of 
these Motorcycle Safety Foundation certified courses and require 
all base personnel, world-wide, to satisfactorily complete this 
training before operating a motorcycle on any military base 
anywhere. Because the State of Illinois is allowed to conduct 
training at O'Hare, military personnel and their dependents 
receive this training at no cost. The military would otherwise 
have to fund instructor training, certification costs, teaching 
salaries, course equipment, support materials, and insurance 
themselves. Therefore, maintaining this base in Illinois for 
civilian sponsored programs will also reduce military costs. 

Again, we petition your committee to maintain the current active 
status of this base for both military operations and civic 
programs. If you have any questions about our program or would 
like more information about our operations at this facility, 
please do not hesitate to contact me by mail at the address on 
this letterhead, by phone at (217) 333-7856, or by e-mail at 
<j-sudlow@uiuc.edu>. 

fohn Sudlow 
Project Coordinator 





hENhETH \I. SMITH 
( eneral llanager 

June 13, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Thank you for your very nice note referring to the 1995 Chicago Regional Hearing held here 
at the O'Hare Hilton on May 31. 

Guest satisfaction through prompt, courteous service, is our number one priority, and it is 
encouraging to know that this was reflected to you through the efforts of our staff, 
particularly Mark Cully, Elysa Gillen and Tim Bailey. We're very proud of our team, and 
be assured that we will share your kind accolades with them. 

Thank you again, Mr. Dixon, for taking the time out of your busy schedule to write. Your 
comments are very much appreciated, and we're pleased that your meeting was successful. 
We value your continued business, and we look forward to the opportunity to serve you 
again in the near future. 

Si cerely, 

Kenneth M. Smith 
General Manager 

cc: Tim Bailey 
Mark Cully 
Ellysa Gillen 

Info. cc: Human Resources 

O'Hare International Airport. P.O. Box 66414. Chicago, Illinois 60666 Telephon~: 312-686-8000 
Reservations 1-800-HILTONS 



W '  
8309 N. Western Ave. 
Niles, Illinois 607 14-2364 
June 14, 1995 

Dear Base Closure Commission, 

I am writing this letter to you to express my concerns as an ordinary citizen in the closing 
of military bases in the Chicago area. 

As you know Fort Sheridan and Glenview Naval Air Station have already been scheduled 
to close. Now, the O'Hare Air Reserve Forces Facility is on the list for possible closure. 

I know with the budget cuts and the downsizing of the military there is not a great need 
for many facilities. 

I feel that with the actions in Bosnia and Iraq to name a couple there should be facilities in 
larger populated areas where manpower resources are readily available to fill needs if 
warranted. I know the City of Chicago wants the land that the Air Force Reserve base 
now occupies and would like nothing better than to see the base close. I would ask "Is it 
prudent to put the wants and not the needs of a city ahead of the needs of the country?" I 
think not!!!!! 

If it is decided to close the O'Hare base I would like to make a suggestion. What would be 
undesirable about not closing the Glenview Naval Air Station but improve and consolidate 
the units from O'Hare at that base. This base could also be used to move other units from 
the various services and truly be a consolidated base. This would be still in close proximity 
to a potential large manpower supply (Chicago) and be in an area where there does not 
seem to be much opposition to the base being there as the O'Hare base was being objected 
to by Chicago. Also, by consolidation at that base, there would be a potential for savings 
while still maintaining some reasonable level of military manpower. 

I would hope that hture needs of the country would be taken into consideration when 
these base closure decisions are being made. 

In the event you would want my address it is: 
Ronald J. Miller 
8309 N. Western Ave. 
Niles, Illinois 607 14-2364 

Thank you for your time in listening to my concerns. 

Very truly yours, 



16 Jun  95 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman BRACC 

1700 North Moore S t r e e t  
S u i t e  1425 
Arl ing ton ,  VA 22209 

Dear M r .  Dixon, 

P l e a s e  r e f e r e n c e  t h e  f o u r  a t t ached  letters. The letter t o  General  Fogleman 
c o n t a i n s  t h e  exp lana t ion  and t r u t h  of t h i s  mat te r .  

W e  need t o  pu t  f o r t h  ou r  b e s t  e f f o r t  i n  c a r i n g  f o r  and p r o t e c t i n g  ou r  war r i -  
ors--and s t o p  wast ing the t axpayers '  money. 

S ince re ly ,  
A 

WALTER L. CAMPBELL, JR.' ' V  
P.O. Box 131 
Shal imar ,  FL 32579 



8 June 1995 

General Ronald R. Fogleman 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
United States Air Force 
Pentagon - 2000 
Washington, D.C. 20330-2000 

Dear General Fogleman, 

It is my earnest hope that you will take a few minutes of your busy schedule 
to read and digest this letter. The content deals with one of many facets 
that affects our national defense/offense posture--in this instance, the USAF 
Electronic Combat (EC) DTCE and OTCE test areas and facilities. 

But first, I would like to add other points that I'm sure we can agree on. 
Number one is that senior leaders such as yourself have insights into facts I 
do not possess and that you have been entrusted by our country to attend to 
its national security. I am also sure that we can agree that leaders such as 
yourself have a responsibility to protect our warriors and their equipment in 
combat to the utmost of your ability. I sincerely believe you are trying very 
hard to do that based on the best information provided to you. I hope that we 
can agree that should some of that information be incorrect, such can place 
our warriors unnecessarily in harm's way because your well intended decisions 
would then be based upon dieinformation. I believe such is the case with your 
most recent letters to me. I think you need to be informed and concerned 
about this because it may endanger ouz warriors, and also may well border on 
or even run head on into a case of fraud, waste, and abuse. 

I am not contentious with decisions made by you or anyone else in authority 
relative to our national defense/offense preparedness and the support of our 
warriors (of any type) so long as fact and truth are adhered to. I have 
nothing to gain from my efforts but the safety of our nation and its warriors. 
This country owes me nothing, I owe this country and its warriors beyond 
measure. You need to understand this because I am trying to tell you that 
something is wrong in our nation's USAF EC DT&E and OTfE test areas and EC 
preparedness arena and it is my sincere belief that you have been made a part 
of it unawares. 

Now, let me give you a little insight as to my background and the type of 
individual that I am. I was born in Birmingham, Alabama, and reared on a farm 
just east of Columbus, Georgia. I am a Christian, God fearing (Baptist), 
loyal American who in WWII served with the 132nd Air Control and Warning 
Squadron of the'united States Army (13th and 5th) Air Forces in New Guinea, 
Biak Island, and the Philippines. I went into Japan at Yokahama on the heels 
of General McArthur in August 1945. In total I have 3 years of military 
service and 50.5 years U.S. Civil Service, 40 years of which have been at 
Eglin Air Force Base, and needless to say, I am proud of my service record. 
With 50 plus years of service and the retirement opportunity that is mine, I 



can retire at any time of my choosing and take home more dollars than I do 
working full time. So, as I have previously stated, there is no personal gain 
for me of any type involved in this endeavor--only what is best for this 
country and its warriors. 

To continue with the intent of this letter, I present the following 
comrnents/appraisals, and suggestions for your consideration relative to the 
USAF EC past, present, and future testing capabilities and status. 

Eglin Air Force Base has been deeply involved in threat radar systems gun and 
missile directors (domestic, simulated, and real world) in excess of 40 years. 
I personally have been involved in the Eglin EC activities since I arrived 
here in 1954. Testing, exploitation, jamming technologies and data collec- 
tion/reduction have been on a continuing upgrade during these years in the 
effort to stay abreast of state-of-the-art in theee fields. This also in- 
cludes associated gun model projectile and missile flyout programs that pro- 
ject the target hit/miss percentages in both clear and jammed environments. 
Since the western complex is the "new kid on the blockn how can Eglin be 
accused of duplication of effort in the EC test arena? 

The Eglin EC Facility for conducting ground mount testing is foremost in the 
world due to the early-on recognition by the Eglin EC test engineers expertise 
in EC testing and the value of such a facility to conduct finite controlled 
measurements, especially in conjunction with the "Silver Bullet" when related 
to measurement accuracies and usable project/missions test data. Eglin was 
also first to realize the real value of AFEWES, REDCAP, and the "Silver Bul- 
let" in the world of EC testing. As a matter of fact, was the first indi- 
vidual at Eglin to arrange for "Silver Bullet1' support in the evaluation of a 
radar gun director at Eglin years ago. The "Silver Bullet" is a state-of-the- 
art radar system computerized sampling, and measurements system that is being 
upgraded on a continuing basis in order to cope with all test requirements 
related to EC. 

I do have specific knowledge of what General Cranston actually signed out of 
Eglin in responee to the USAF/TE query relative to my letter of 27 April 1995 
to you. It was a good response, but much, much too weak. I am happy to 
report that I had no input to that response. However, I do know the individu- 
al that was assigned the task of preparing the response and I am very familiar 
with his characterietics, integrity, and backbone. He is an exceptional 
officer with extensive knowledge in the field of EC, capabilities of the USAF 
EC test ranges, and the related questions that I have raised. Unfortunately, 
on many occasions military personnel can't or won't speak their sincere con- 
victions for fear-of retributions--especially those in the career category. 

I also have knowledge of the USAF/TE rebuttal to General Cranston's response. 
The rebuttal is so unfactual that it is laughable--except for the waste of 
unrecoverable test time, effort, and tax dollars. For your information, Eglin 
does not have a Swedish Flycatcher radar--it is a Dutch Flycatcher, developed 
and built in the Netherlands. 



It has been implied that I am a liar in regards to my efforts to obtain on- 
hand, USAF west,tax paid parts to accomplish repairs on a radar system at 
Eglin that should be considered crucial to EC test missions support at Eglin. 
My requests for the needed parts have been denied since March 1994, even 
though I am only trying to do the job for my country that I am employed by the 
taxpayers to do. The implication doesn't upset me--I merely consider the 
source and continue on my way. I know the truth of this matter--and I also 
know that truth is unshakable. I have no idea who writes the letters that you 
sign out, but some of those letters, such as the one attached, certainly pres- 
ents you in a bad light. 

As for the Air Force's EC input into the BRACC, it is seriously flawed. For 
instance, it ignored the benefits to the taxpayer that were later pointed out 
by the Air Force's own cross servicing initiatives. That effort showed that 
there was an achievable cost savings by consolidating both Point Magu's and 
China Lake's weapons and EC test capabilities at Eglin. In fact, the BOD 
study also supported keeping EC at Eglin versus China Lake. As hard as it 
tried, AFMC's directed EC Process Action Team could not come up with a cred- 
ible cost savings by moving the EC assets from Eglin. This same group later 
discredited the cost savings in the Air Force's EC BRACC submission. The Air 
Force has an excellent opportunity to be a good steward for the taxpayer by 
taking on the Navy over the EC open air range issue. 

In your 12 April letter to me, you stated that, "We will retain training 
quality (emitter-only) capabilities required to support operational units 
at Eglin AFB and Hurlburt Field". I challenge you to find the I&M funds that 
are identified to do that. To the best of my knowledge, they do not exist in 
any Air Force FY 96 and outyear budget I have seen. Furthermore, the EC 
Consolidation Process Action Team (PAT) recommendations that were briefed to 
AFMC in November 1993 considered retaining only the emitter capability re- 
quired to support munitions development at AFDTC. Those systems needed for 
munitions testing at Eglin would be totally reimbursed by customer funding. 
In spite of the EC PAT finding that no credible cost savings for the move of 
Eglin's EC assets west, key EC PAT members appeared to be under verbal orders 
from AFMC to move the EMTE assets anyway and recommended to AFMC that this 
happen regardless of conflicting facts. You should know that the EC PAT did 
not study or evaluate any factors other than cost to support their recommenda- 
tion. This implies a possible hidden agenda. As a result, all EMTE I&M 
funding has been zeroed, and remaining systems will be relocated west or 
mothballed as per HQ AFMC Programming Plan (P-Plan 94-04). The information I 
have is our operational customers here want to retain the present EC capabili- 
ty intact while continuing the EC modernization efforts at Eglin. This is not 
acknowledged in or supported by the current AFMC P-Plan and seems 
contradictory to your comments of supporting operational units. 

General Fogleman, I implore you to bypass AF/TE and HQ AFMC and go straight to 
the field for answers. Have your immediate staff directly ask 
Maj Gen Cranston for a copy of the response he signed and sent to AF/TE. Go 



to the AFSOC, SMOTEC, AWC, and AFOTEC Det 2 Commanders and ask them if they 
agree with the response and also ask them for names of testers with EC test 
experience. Contact DIA (Mr. Douglas Street), Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, and 
the Night Vision and Electronic Sensors Directorate (Dr. Rudolph Buser) 
(AMEL-RD-MI-SE), Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. Seek their opinions as to whether 
they can satisfy all their test schedules and requirements at the other loca- 
tion with the systems you referred to. Ask them how important Eglin'a EC test 
capability and quality is to them. Ask about the consequences to the war 
fighter if this capability is lost or not supported (especially fly out data). 
But do this on a non-attribution basis for all remove AFMC and AFITE from 
the process this time. Make it known that you want the truth and not the 
"party" line. 

In closing, as the President considers additional air strikes in the 
Bosnia/Serbia area, consider that two of the systems we have been prevented 
from repairinglinstrumenting by AF/TE may be primary threats to our aircrews. 
Had we been permitted to support the AWC and AFSOC as we did in Desert Shield 
and Desert Storm, our warfighters would have already tested against these 
instrumented threats to develop their countermeasures and tactics. When we 
have done our very best to support our warriors, even that is not good enough. 
When we have the opportunity to do our very best and don't--that's criminal. 

Sincerely, 

z&& WALTER L. CAMPBELL, ~&:4yflefi* JR. 

P.O. Box 131 
Shalimar FL 32579 



13 Apr 95 

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pensylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President, 

1. As Commander in Chief of our Armed Services, it is my hope that you have a 
sincere interest in the defense/offense preparedness posture of our country. 

2. If so, please reference the attached four letters directly related to a 
small but highly important portion of our preparedness effort. 

a. Secretary of Defense: No response. 

b. Secretary of the USAF: No response. 

c. Senator Bob Dole: No response. 

d. Chief of Staff USAF, General Ronald Fogleman: Responded that he would 
have his logistics staff investigate. No support to date. Apparent- 
ly, USAF logistics isn't working too well. 

3. It seems to me that someone or some group in Washington needs a big dose 
of croton oil at the top and a big enema at the bottom. 

4. Can you, as Commander in Chief, direct that we get support? 

Sincerely, 

P . O .  BOX 131 Y 

Shalimar, FL 32579 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITE0 STATES AtR FORCE 

WASHINGTON 

a8 YAY 895 

Dear Mr. Campbell 

I have reviewed all the facts and your assertions 
are not substantiated. The required test systems already 
exist or are being fielded in time to meet real schedules 
and validated requirements. I remain convinced nothing 
has been done to impact the existing EC capabilities at 
Eglin. The Air Force, however, can not continue to allow 
duplication of capabilities in these times of reduction and 
consolidation; that would be a misuse of the tax-payer 
dollars. 

RONALD R.  OGLEM MAN 
General, 
Chief of Staff 

Mr Walter L. Campbell 
P.O. Box 131 
Shalimar, FL 33679 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR  F O R C E  
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

3FFICE OF THE SLCRETARY 

Mr. Walter L. Campbell 
P.O. Box 131 
Salimar, FL 32579 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

On behalf of President Clinton, thank you for your letter 
regarding the AFDTC Testing Facility at Eglin Air Force Base, 
Florida. Your letter was provided to the Department of the ~ i r  
Force for response. 

I have reviewed the information that was provided to you by 
General Fogleman dated May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, there is 
nothing of substance I can add. 

While I can understand the answer you received was not what 
you had hoped for, the information appears accurate and complete. 

Sincerely, 

.- 

-. ROBERT T. WIMPL 
Chief, White House Inquiries JJGP- Office of Legislative Liaison 



19322 73rd Place West 41 
Lynnwood WA 98036 
June 1 1, 1995 

Senator Allen Dixon 
Base Closure and Realignment Com mission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I am writing to you about the critical roles that facilities location and demographics 
play in the ability of the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to fulfill their 
missions as key elements of the Total Force and the significant effect that the 
decisions of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will have upon 
that ability. 

Members d the Reserve components are civilians who are also part-time military. 
Unlike the Active components, which assign and move their full-time personnel 
from one unit and location to another, the Reserve components are constrained by 
the demographics of the population centers in which their members live and work 
in their civilian status. Reserve units and their facilities must follow their 
members if they are to be effective 

As a practical matter there are limitations on just how far Reservists might 
reasonably be asked and can afford to commute regularly to train as unit members, 
or as individuals. The closhq of a local Reserve center or other training facility can 
have the effect of denying the Reserve components access to highly qualified, 
experienced personnel who would otherwise have served, and obviated the need 
for substantial training replacement costs. 

I am concerned that the calculation of the military value of facilities does not 
quantify the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve components. Emphasis is 
being placed upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing a facility by two or more 
Reserve components or the use 01 an Active component facility by a Reserve com- 
ponent can eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective, however, there are 
real limitations to the shared use of facilities. It is not realistic to close a Reserve 
facility in an area where a large number of Reservists reside and expect those 
Reservists to travel great distances to train at another site. 



There my be a conception that the drawdown of the Active forces will free facilities 
for use by the Reserve components. Turning these facilities over to the Reserve 
forces usually requires alteration or renovation. Because of the demographic 
factor, facilities used by the Active forces often will not meet the needs of the 
Reserve components. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to carefully weigh these issues 
when reaching its decision regar ding the future of Reserve component facilities 
being considered for closure or realignment. Given the proper resources, the 
Reserve components can continue to be the best bargain the Department of Defense 
today. With your help they will have the facilities they need to play their critical 
role in the Total Force. 

Sincerely, 

James T. Siscel 
Colonel, US AFR 



Thomas L. Speck 
12600 West 76th Street 
Lenexa, Kansas 662 16 

Dear Senator Dixon, 

June 13, 1995 

Enclosed are copies of letters that I sent to my Congressional delegates today. I 
am forwarding them to you to let you know my concern that the unique needs and 
priorities of the Reserve Components are considered by the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Too oilen, when these type studies and actions are underway, the senior leadership 
of the s e ~ c e s  and their staffs inadvertently overlook the needs of the Reserve 
Components. I do not seek any favoritism, only fairness and a reasonable consideration of 
the strengths of the Reserve Components and how those strengths have been derived. 
There is still much to be said about the "hometown" aspect of the Reserve Components 
and their contributions to National Security. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my concerns and I know that you 
will insure that the demographic considerations of the Reserve Components will be given a 
fair and reasonable consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Encl 
as 

6kw Thomas L. Speck 



Thomas L. Speck 
12600 West 76th Street 
Lenexa, Kansas 662 16 

June 13, 1995 

Dear Senator Dole, 

I write to you today to remind you of the critical roles that facilities location and demographics play in 
the abilxty of the Reserve Component. of our Armed Forces to fulfill their missions as key elements of the Total 
Force and the significant effect that the decisions of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will 
have upon that abillty. 

As I know you are aware, members of the Reserve Components are citizen-soldiers whose dedication, 
professional achievement, and reliability have served our nation admirably since its very beginnings through our 
most recent contingencies. Unlike the Active Components, which assign and move their full-time personnel as 
requirements dictate, the Reserve Components are constrained by the demographics of the population centers 
where Reserve Component personnel live and work. Simply put, Reserve unrts and their fkcht~es must be 
reasonably located in the areas where Reservists reside to be egective. 

It is not practical to expect these citizen-soldiers to commute long distances regularly to train as unit 
members or as individual reservists. Thus, the closing of Reserve Component centers and training facilities can 
have the efT& of denying our country and its Reserve Components the service of these highly qualified and 
ded~cated personnel. 

Many fhctors are considered in the base closure and realignment decisions to include military 
requirements, costs, environmental issues and the ecmomic impact on the surrounding communities. I am 
concerned that these calculations of d r y  value do not quantify the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve 
Components. 

Emphasis is being placed on the use of shared facilities between the two or more Reserve Components or 
the use of Adive Component facibes by the Reserve Compona.  'This use of shared facilities can be cost- 
effective but should not override the necessity to maintain Reserve Component centers reasonably close to 
population centers where Reservists reside. 

There may be the conception that the reduction of the Active forces will result in more facilities being 
available for Reserve Component forces. The instances of this being done in a cost4ktive manner is minimal. 
In addrtion to the fact that most of these facilities are not within a reasonable commuting distance for Reservists, 
they also require extensive renovation and alteration to be useable. To that extent, those actions have already 
been planned by the services and are reflected in current plans and the President's budget. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to carefully weigh all of these factors when reaching its 
decisions regarding the future of Reserve Component facilities being considered for closure or realignment. Given 
the proper resources, the Reserve Components will continue to a cost effective way to help provide for our 
National dehse .  With your he@ and encouragement, the Reservists will continue to have the facilities they need 
for their critical role in the Total Force. 

Sincerely, 



Thomas L. Speck 
12600 West 76th Street 
Lenexa, Kansas 662 16 

June 13, 1995 

Dear Senator Kassebaum, 

I write to you today to remind you of the critical roles that fhcilities location and demographics play in 
the ability of the Reserve Components of our Armed Forces to fulfill their missions as key elements of the Total 
Force and the significant efFect that the decisions of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will 
have upon that abillty. 

As I know you are aware, members of the Reserve Components are citizen-soldiers whose ddcation, 
professional achievement, and reliabiky have served our nation admirably since its very beginnings through our 
most recent contingencies. Unlike the Active Compcments, which assign and move their Ill-time personnel as 
requirements dictate, the Reserve Components are constrained by the demographics of the population centers 
where Reserve Component personnel live and work. Simply put, Reserve units and their fhc&es must be 
reasonably located in the areas where Reservists reside to be efFective. 

It is not practical to expect these citizen-soldiers to commute long distances regularly to train as unit 
members or as individual reservists. Thus, the closing of Reserve Component centers and training facilities can 
have the efi%ct of denying our country and its Reserve Components the service of these highly qualified and 
ddcated personnel. 

Many Edctors are considered in the base closure and realignment decisions to include military 
requirements, costs, environmental issues and the economic impact on the surrounding communities. I am 
concerned that these calculations of military value do not quantify the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve 
Components. 

Emphasis is being placed on the use of shared facilities between the two or more Reserve Components or 
the use of Active Component facilities by the Reserve Components. This use of shared facilities can be cost- 
effective but should not override the necesstty to maintain Reserve Component centers reasonably close to 
population centers where Reservists reside. 

There may be the conception that the reduction of the Active forces will result in more fhcilities being 
available for Reserve Component forces. The instances of this being done in a c o s t ~ i v e  manner is minimal. 
In addition to the hct that most of these hcilities are not within a reasonable commuting distance for Reservists, 
they also require extensive renovation and aheration to be useable. To that extent, those actions have already 
been planned by the services and are reflected in current plans and the President's budget. 

I hope that you d l  encourage the Commission to carefully weigh all of these factors when reaching its 
decisions regarding the &re of Reserve Component ficilities being considered for closure or realignment. Given 
the proper resources, the Reserve Components will cantinue to a cost efExtive way to help provide for our 
National defense. With your help and encouragement, the Reservists will continue to have the facilities they need 
for their cntical role m the Total Force. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas L. Speck / 



Thomas L. Speck 
12600 West 76th Street 
Lenexa, Kansas 662 16 

June 13,1995 

Dear Congresswoman Meyers, 

I write to you today to remind you of the critical roles that facilities location and demographics play in 
the abilrty of the Reserve Components of our Armed Forces to fidfill their missions as key elements of the Total 
Force and the significant effect that the decisions of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will 
have upon that abilrty. 

As I know you are aware, members of the Reserve Components are citizen-soldiers whose d&cation, 
professional achievement, and reliability have served our nation admirably since its very beginnings through our 
most recent contingencies. Unlike the Active Components, which assign and move their I11-time personnel as 
requirements dictate, the Reserve Components are constrained by the demographics of the population centers 
where Reserve Component personnel live and work. Simply put, Reserve units and their bcdit~es must be 
reasonably located in the areas where Reservists reside to be eBctive. 

It is not practical to expect these citizen-soldiers to commute long distances regularly to train as unit 
members or as individual reservists. Thus, the closing of Reserve Component centers and training facilities can 
have the effect of denying our country and its Reserve Component. the service of these highly qualified and 
dedicated personnel. 

Many factors are considered in the base closure and realignment decisions to include military 
requirements, costs, environmental issues and the economic impact on the surrounding communities. I am 
concerned that these calculations of military value do not quantify the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve 
Components. 

Emphasis is being placed on the use of shared facilities between the two or more Reserve Components or 
the use of Active Component facilities by the Reserve Cornponents. This use of shared facilities can be cost- 
effective but should not override the necessrty to maintain Reserve Component centers reasonably close to 
population centers where Reservists reside. 

There may be the concept~on that the reduction of the Active fbrces will result in more facilities being 
available for Reserve Component forces. The instances of this being done in a cost-eMve manner is minimal. 
In addition to the fact that most of these hcilrties are not wrthm a reasonable commuting distance fbr Reservists, 
they also require extensive renovation and alteration to be useable. To that extent, those actions have already 
bees planned by the services and are reflected in current plans and the President's budget. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to carefitlly weigh all of these factors when reaching its 
decisions regarding the *re of Reserve Component facilities being considered fbr closure or realignment. Given 
the proper resources, the Reserve Components will continue to a cost efktive way to help provide for our 
National defense. W& your help and encouragement, the Reservists will continue to have the fbcilities they need 
for their critical role in the Total Force. 

Sincerely, 



Hon. P a t t y  Murray 
111 R u s s e l l  B u i l d i n g  
Washington, D.C. 20510-4704 

June 12, 1995 

Dear Senator :  

The Base C losure  and Real ignment Commission w i l l  be mee t ing  w i t h i n  a  coup le  o f  
weeks t o  conduct  i t s  f i n a l  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  I am sending Chairman Dixon a  copy 
o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  f o r  h i s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

I am s u r e  you  a r e  aware t h a t  r e s e r v i s t s  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  as, "Twice t h e  
C i t i z e n . "  As c i v i l i a n s  we pursue o u r  c i v i l i a n  occupa t ions  and p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
community a c t i v i t i e s .  When c a l l e d  upon, we go where we a r e  s e n t  t o  augment 
and o r  s u p p o r t  t h e  a c t i v e  f o r c e s  i n  t h e i r  v a r i o u s  m i s s i o n s .  Witness t h e  
g r e a t e s t  e v e n t  o f  r e c e n t  y e a r s ;  Deser t  Sh ie ld /Deser t  Storm where r e s e r v i s t s  
were h e a v i l y  i n v o l v e d .  Witness H a i t i ,  a  more r e c e n t  and peace fu l  endeavor. 

The r e g u l a r  f o r c e s  and f a m i l i e s  a r e  moved about  t h e  c o u n t r y  and overseas as 
t h e  needs a r i s e ,  sometimes as u n i t s ,  sometimes as i n d i v i d u a l s .  Other t h a n  
annual  t r a i n i n g  when t h e  r e s e r v i s t  may be s e n t  j u s t  about  anywhere, n o t  
encumbered by f a m i l y  t a g g i n g  a1 ong, t r a i n i n g ,  equipment and f a c i l  i t i e s  need t o  
be w i t h i n  a  reasonab le  commuting d i s t a n c e  f r o m  home and c i v i l i a n  o b l i g a t i o n s  
i n  o r d e r  t o  adequa te l y  t r a i n  t o  f u l f i l l  t h e i r  m i s s i o n s  as key elements o f  t h e  
T o t a l  Force.  

The c i t i z e n  s o l d i e r  must c o n t i n u e  t o  be ready t o  se rve  when c a l l e d  upon. 
Adequate and up- to-date  equipment and adequate f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  needed t o  
f u l f i l l  t h e  m i s s i o n .  C l o s i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  p o p u l a t i o n  c e n t e r s  where 
r e s e r v i s t s  r e s i d e  and work must be c a r e f u l l y  cons ide red  i f  t h e  rese rves  a r e  t o  
remain  v i a b l e  f o r c e .  Your h e l p  i s  needed t o  keep them v i a b l e .  

S i n  r e l y ,  

- ~ & 4 ~ ~ -  
R. \.Duncan 
LTC AUS ( R e t )  

4059 N.E. 5 5 t h  S t .  
S e a t t l ? ,  Wa. 98105-2230 



Dear CongressmdSenator 
I notice a number of Reserve facilities on the list being considered for closure by the 

Base Closure and Realignment CommissionfBRAC] ,and wondered if the facility list 
matched at all with the list of reserve units to be disbanded You know that reserve 
members are civilians who are also part-time soldiers and who are assuming more and 
more of the Defense Mission. There are practical limitations on how far Reservists can 
be expected to commute to train as 
part of a Reserve Unit . I am concerned that the DOD calculation of military value of 
facilities does not quantify the needs and priorities of the Reserve Components who are 
trying to maintain a cohesive training unit in order to fulfill their increased 
responsibilities. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to to fully consider ths  issue when 
considering the future of Reserve Component facilities being considered for closure or 
realignment With the proper resources the Reserve components will continue to be the 
best bargain in DOD today. With your help they will have the facilities they need to play 
their Mitical role in the Total Force 



Thomas H. Kyle 
48 Cote Drive 
Epping, NH 03042 

12 June 1995 

The Honorable Judd Gregg 
393 Russell Senate Building 
Constitution Ave. and 2nd St., NE 
Washington, DC 208 15 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I write to you today to remind you of the critical roles that facilities location and 
demographics play in the ability of the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to hlfil their 
missions as key elements of the Total Force and the significant effect that the decisions of the 
Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission will have upon that ability. 

As I am sure you are aware, members of the Reserve components are civilians who are 
also part-time soldiers -- soldiers whose dedication, professional achievement, and reliability have 
stood our nation in good stead since its very beginnings, and who most recently served superbly in 
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm and subsequent contingencies. Unlike the Active 
components, which assign and move their full-time personnel from one unit and location to 
another, the Reserve components are constrained by the demographics of the population centers 
in which their members live and work in their civilian status. Simply put, Reserve units and their 
facilities must follow their members if they are to be effective. 

As a practical matter there are limitations on just how far Reservists might reasonably be 
asked (and can afford) to commute regularly to train as unit members or as individual citizen- 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen. Thus, the closing of a local Reserve center or other training facility 
can have the effect of denying the Reserve components access to highly qualified, experienced 
personnel who would otherwise have served, and obviated the need for substantial training 
replacement costs. 

Many factors are considered in base realignment and clcsure decisions. Included are 
military requirements, costs, environmental issues, the economic impact on surrounding 
communities, and other issues. I am concerned that the calculation of the military value of 
facilities does not quantifL the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve components. 

Emphasis is being placed upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing a facility by two or 
more Reserve components or the use of an Active component facility by a Reserve component 
can eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective; however, I caution that there are real 
limitations to the shared use of facilities. It is not realistic to close a Reserve facility in an area 
where a large number of Reservists reside and expect those Reservists to travel great distances to 
train at another site. 



There may be a conception that the drawdown of the Active forces will free facilities for 
use by the Reserve components. The ability to save additional finds in this manner is minimal. 
The instances of Reserve components being able to take over facilities previously used by Active 
forces without alteration or renovation have been, and will continue to be, very few. Because of 
the demographic factor, facilities used by the Active forces often will not meet the needs of the 
Reserve components. To the extent that Active component facilities can be usefilly transferred to 
the Reserve components, those actions have already been considered in current planning and are 
reflected in the President's budget request. 

I hope that you will encourage the Commission to carehlly weigh all of these issues when 
reaching its decisions regarding the hture of Reserve component facilities being considered for 
closure or realignment. Given the proper resources, the Reserve components can continue to be 
the best bargain in the Department of Defense today. With your help they will have the facilities 
they need to play their critical role in the defense of our nation. 

Sincerely, 

d-/d/& 
Thomas H Kyle 
Lt. Colonel, USAFR , Retired 

Closure and Realignment C o m a  



Dear 

I wri te  t o  you today t o  remind you o f  the  c r i t i c a l  ro l e s  t ha t  f a c i l i t i e s  locat ion 
and demographics play i n  the  a b i l i t y  o f  the  Reserve components o f  our Armed Forces t o  
f u l f i l l  t h e i r  missions as key elements o f  the Total Force and t he  s i gn i f i can t  e f f e c t  tha t  
the  decisions o f  the  Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission w i l l  have upon tha t  
a b i l i t y .  

As I am sure you are aware, members o f  the  Reserve components are c i v i l i a n s  who are 
also  part-time so ld iers  -- so ld iers  whose dedication, professional achievement, and 
r e l i a b i l i t y  have stood our nation i n  good stead since i t s  very beginnings, and who most 
recen t ly  served superbly i n  Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm and subsequent 

$I 
contingencies. Unlike the  Active components, which assign and move t h e i r  fu l l - t ime  -- . 
personnel from one un i t  and locat ion t o  another, the  Reserve components are constrained by 
the  demographics o f  t h e  population centers  i n  which t h e i r  members l i v e  and work i n  t h e i r  
c i v i l i a n s  s t a tu s .  Simply put ,  Reserve un i t s  and t h e i r  f a c i l i t i e s  must fol low t h e i r  members 
if they  are t o  be e f f e c t i v e .  

As  a practical  matter there are l imi ta t ions  on jus t  how Far Reservis ts  might be 
reasonably be asked (and can a f f o r d )  t o  commute regularly t o  t r a i n  as un i t  members or as 
individual c i t i zen-so ld iers ,  sa i l o r s ,  and airmen. Thus, the  closing o f  a local  Reserve 
center o r  other t raining f a c i l i t y  can have the  e f f e c t  o f  denying the  Reserve components 
access t o  h igh ly  qua l i f i ed ,  experienced personnel who would otherwise have served, and 
obviated the  need f o r  substantial  t raining replacement cos t s .  

Many fac tors  are considered i n  base realignment and closure decisions.  Included are 
m i l i t a ry  requirements, c o s t s ,  environmental i s sue s ,  the  economic impact on surrounding 
communities, and other i s sue s .  I am concerned tha t  t he  calculation o f  t he  m i l i t a ry  value 
of  f a c i l i t i e s  does not  quant i f y  the  unique needs and p r i o r i t i e s  o f  t he  Reserve components. 

Emphasis i s  being placed upon t he  shared use o f  f a c i l i t i e s .  Sharing a f a c i l i t y  by 
two or more Reserve components or the  use o f  an Active component f a c i l i t y  by  a Reserve 
component can e l iminate  duplication and thus be cos t - e f f e c t i v e ;  however, I caution tha t  
there are real  l im i ta t i ons  t o  the  shared use o f  f a c i l i t i e s .  I t  i s  not  r e a l i s t i c  t o  c lose  a 
Reserve f a c i l i t y  i n  an area where a large number o f  Reservis ts  res ide  and expect those 
Reservis ts  t o  t rave l  great distances t o  t ra in  a t  another s i t e .  

There may be a conception that  the  drawdown o f  the  Active forces  w i l l  f r e e  
f a c i l i t i e s  for  use by the  Reserve components. The a b i l i t y  t o  save additional funds i n  t h i s  
mmner i s  m i n i m a l .  The ins tances  o f  Reserve components being able t o  take  over f a c i l i t i e s  
previously used by  Active forces  without a l t era t i sn  or reztovatior? have been, and w i l l  
continue t o  be ,  very few. Because o f  the  demographic fac tor ,  f a c i l i t i e s  used by the  Active 
forces o f t e n  w i l l  not  meet t h e  needs o f  the  Reserve components. To the  extent  that  Active 
component f a c i l i t i e s  can be u s e f u l l y  transferred t o  the  Reserve components, those actions 
have already been considered i n  current planning and are r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  President 's  
budget request .  

I hope t ha t  you w i l l  encourage the  Commission t o  ca re fu l l y  weigh a l l  o f  these i s s u e s  
when reaching i t s  decisions regarding the  fu ture  o f  Reserve component f a c i l i t i e s  being 
considered f o r  closure or realignment. Given the  proper resources,  t he  Reserve components 
can continue t o  be the  bes t  bargain i n  the  Department o f  Defense today. With your help  
they w i l l  have the  f a c i l i t i e s  they need t o  play t h e i r  c r i t i c a l  ro l e  i n  the  Total Force. 

Sincerely,  



I June 12, 1995 
I I 

Tina Shur late 
Presidt nt 

Mark Sarbnann 
Vice Pi ?sfdent 

Carleen Flumenthal 
Secret. ~ry 

Felix Macrr-ed 
Treasu, er 

MEMBERS 
Dee Ann :ravey 

Gary Dav s 

Phillip Lor gley 

Roberr M, ler 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 2 2 2 0 9  

/ Dear members of the BRAC: 
I 

1 The members of the ARCA Consumer Council would like to 
, thank you for reconsidering the closure of the Kirtland 

Air Force Base. All of us on the Council have been 
elected by the 3 3 0  people who receive services from the 
Association for Retarded Citizens of Albuquerque. We 
were very concerned about the base closing, because many 
of us have worked on the base for many years, have made 
friends with the base employees and feared that we would 
lose some of our independence if Albuquerque no longer 
had Kirtland AFB. Continuation of Kirtland means so 
much to us and we thank you for taking the time to 
examine all areas that would have been impacted. 

Our Council meets every month for the purpose of 
improving services in our community and our signatures 
below represent many, many more people with 
developmental disabilities who want you to know that 

i your decision to keep Kirtland open will ensure our 
I continued success. 
I 

151 5 4th Street, NW Albuquerque, NM 87102 (505) 247-0321 FAX-243-8600 









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

June 7, 1995 

B R A C Committee - Reference #950410-3 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As a U. S. taxpayerlvoter, I must inform you that I support the Department of Defense's and the 
Air Force's recommendation to keep the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force Base, 
Florida, rather than returning it to Homestead Air Force Station. 

It is my understanding, from available information, that the day to day operations of the 301st 
evolve around the Space Coast area. All training requirements for personnel can be met there 
completely. They have recently received additional taskings for Space Shuttle and range 
support. Both of these missions are in Central Florida - not South Florida. Flying time and 
perdiem cost to support the space and NASA missions from Homestead will add an 
additional cost of $1.42 million per year. 

It is also my understanding the majority of the people in the 301st do not want to be uprooted 
again. How many times must these people, and particularly the children, have their lives 
disrupted. Hurricane Andrew's upheaval was tragic enough.. .but beyond your control. This 
however, is within your control. And what of this cost.. . ..an estimated $3.5 million to move 
unit members to Homestead? WHY? 

Reportedly, nearly $100 million will be spent to restore Homestead Air Force Station. The cost 
of constructing new facilities for the 301st unit alone is estimated at $35 million. How can 
rebuilding of Homestead be justified, at such a price, when facilities such as Patrick AFB 
or even MacDill AFB are already fully functional and could better serve these missions? 
It seems a high price to pay for campaign promises. At the time it seemed appropriate to 
rebuild there. Since then, however, with budget cuts and restructuring, it seems ludicrous to 
spend U. S. taxpayers money in this way. 

These taxpayers' dollars can be saved by leaving the 301st at Patrick AFB. PLEASE! help 
keep this rescue squadron intact where it can best serve the needs of our country. 

Respectfully, 

McCatg 
11 21 Spring Meadow Dr 

Beaumont, TX 77706 



DON'T CLOSE THE 928TH AIRLIFT WING 

AT O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS!!! 

I , OPPOSE THE 

I CLOSUREMOVING OF THE 928TH AIRLIFT W N G  AT 

i O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS. 

THE SUGGESTION OF CLOSURE/MOVING OF THE AIR RESERVE 

/ STATION WILL AFECT OVER 3,500 RESERVISTS AND 400 CIVlLIANS, 

I AND THEIR FAMILIES! 

THE AIRLIFT WING PROVIDES IMPORTANT TlUDlDYG FOR 

RESERVISTS FOR WORLDWIDE MILITARY SUPPORT 

I N  THE UNITED STATES. 

THE C-130 AIRCRAFT ARE AMONG THE MOST RELIABLE AIRCRAFT MADE. 

WE WANT TO STAY!!! 

(STMET ADDRESS) 

(CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 



June 9, 1995 

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

I3 R A C Committee - Referance #950410-3 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As a Brevard County citizen / USAF Reservist / Air Reserve Technician / Taxpayer / Voter, 
I must let you know that I support the Department of Defense's and the Air Force's 
Recommendation to keep the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force Base, Florida, rather 
than returning to Homestead Air Force Station. 

The majority of us, in the 301st, have constructed new lives for ourselves and our families in 
this community and do not want to be uprooted again. I feel it is particularly detrimental to the 
children of these families. They have been victimized over and over again since Hurricane 
Andrew upheaved their lives. We, as reservists, have not designed our lives to moving around 
like our active duty counterparts. 

Our day to day operations evolve around the Space Coast area. Training requirements for 
persofinel can be completely met here. We have recently received additional taskings for Space 
Shuttle and range support. Both of these missions are in Central Florida. 

As representatives of our great nation, you are faced with impending defense cuts that have 
mandated the restructuring of the military as a whole. The defense budget will have shrunk by 
25% by fiscal year 1995 and the decisions made impact the Air Force Reserve directly. 

Reportedly, nearly $100 million will be spent to restore Homestead AFS. The cost of 
constructing new facilities for our unit alone is estimated at $35 million. The cost to move unit 
members to Homestead is estimated at $3.5 million. Flying time and perdiem cost to support 
the space and NASA missions from Homestead will add an additional cost of $1.42 million per 
year. This money of US taxpayers can be saved by leaving the 301st at Patrick AFB. How 
can rebuilding of Homestead be justified when facilities elsewhere, such as Patrick AFB or 
MacDill AFB, are already fully functional? 

Please help in keeping the 301st Rescue Spuadron, intact, at Patrick AFB where it can best serve 
the needs of our 'country. 

T .  We- 
d . mcm1 \ 
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Jo Lynn Duckworth 
760 Gateway Drive 

! 
i '\ 1 \'L Bonaire, GA 31 005 

June 8, 1995 

Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
Hon. A1 Dixon, Chairman 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon & Members of the Commission: 

This letter is in response to the proposed action of closing Robins Air Force Base. The Middle Georgia 
area is very dependent upon the jobs provided by Robins Air Force Base and to close it would devastate 
our community. Most people in this area have a job in some way related to this base, whether it be 
military, civil service, government contractor or some other job created by the base being located here. 
Please give the decision to close our base serious consideration. I believe that Warner Robins and other 
surrounding communities could not survive without Robins Air Force Base. 

Si ce ly, 

%b& 
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June 9,1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing of the Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Base. 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical Center, I readily 
recognize the importance of maintaining the operations of a major Western New York 
institution. As a former U.S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an in-depth understanding of the 
vital role of the military. As a businessman, I am very much aware of the impact the 
base closing would have on the Western New York economy. And, as a Western New 
York resident, I am committed to the growth and vitality of our area. 

I feel strongly that the closing of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Base would have a 
devastating effect on our local economy and employment base. Furthermore, I believe 
the closure could also compromise the security of our region. 

Therefore, I fully support the effort to sustain the operations of the Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Base. 

Please call me if I can be of any assistance in keeping the base in Western New York. I 
can be reached at 7 16-898-5495. 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chairman 

ArnLiATED m THE 
STATE UNIITRSITY OF 
NEW YORK AT BUFFALO 







Honolable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 14, 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

The Air Force Secretary has made a recommendation to you which the military personnel in metropolitan 
Chicago vehemently oppose. We feel that her recommendation was based on lack of information regarding the 
O'Hare circumstances. The only explanation the Secretary has offered for her change in recommendation is that 
she is attempting to reduce the cost for Chicago and make it more affordable. This is certainly not a criteria for 
closing a military installation or criteria for deactivating a reserve unit. Her change in recommendation is 
strictly political which BRAC should ignore. We sincerely hope that your Commission will make your BRAC 
evaluation recommendation based on criteria and avoid political patronage. 

We have furnished your commission many good reasons why O'Hare Reserve Station should be retained and 
here is a summary we would appreciate if your Commission would consider: 

I .  We feel that the '93 BRAC decision should stand. Chicago testified many times before the '93 BRAC that 
money to pay the total cost was no problem. I heard it myself. They have had two years to furnish a financial 
plan. An extension will not produce a fund plan. They will also fail to pay the cost of moving the Air Guard. 
The military personnel at O'Hare are deserving of a decision on 1 July to continue training at O'Hare. 

2. O'Hare is one of the most modem Air Force Reserve stations in the USA. It can serve the Air Force for 
many years at a minimum cost for facilities, repairs, etc. The base has adequate facilities to host an additional 
C-130 squadron which will reduce the operating cost per aircraft. Many of the support and services can support 
the 'additional squadron. 

3. O'Hare is located in one of the largest recruiting areas in the USA. There will never be a manning problem. 
I have spoken to the Air Guard and they are veIy concerned that manning will be a problem if re-located as far 
away as Scott AFB . 

4. Your Commission should also consider that O'Hare is the only military reserve training station in northern 
Illinois. We have recently lost Chanute AFB, Glenview Air Station and Ft. Sheridan. Chicago needs O'Hare. 
It will provide a staging area to move military troops in case of a national emergency. If we lose O'Hare, whcre 
will the President park his aircraft when visiting Chicago? 

5. The military personnel in metropolitan Chicago, including the Air National Guard pray that your 
Commission will retain O'Hare which will be a reserve training station for future reservists corning off active 
duty and finding civilian employment in Chicago. 

6. Please consider the excellent record of O'Hare and the reservists who serve. 

- ' ~ o l l a n d  J.  Olson 
Lt Col, USAF (Ret) 

P.S. This message is being faxed and eight additional copies mailed this date. 





June 9, 1995 

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

B R A C Committee - Referance #950410-3 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

As a Brevard County citizen / USAF Reservist / Air Reserve Technician 1 Taxpayer / Voter, 
I must let you know that I support the Department of Defense's and the Air Force's 
Recommendation to keep the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force Base, Florida, rather 
than returning to Homestead Air Force Station. 

The majority of us, in the 301st, have constructed new lives for ourselves and our families in 
this community and do not want to be uprooted again. I feel it is particularly detrimental to the 
children of these families. They have been victimized over and over again since Hurricane 
Andrew upheaved their lives. We, as reservists, have not designed our lives to moving around 
like our active duty counterparts. 

Our day to day operations evolve around the Space Coast area. Training requirements for 
personnel can be completely met here. We have recently received additional taskings for Space 
Shuttle and range support. Both of these missions are in Central Florida. 

As representatives of our great nation, you are faced with impending defense cuts that have 
mandated the restructuring of the military as a whole. The defense budget will have shrunk by 
25% by fiscal year 1995 and the decisions made impact the Air Force Reserve directly. 

Reportedly, nearly $100 million will be spent to restore Homestead AFS. The cost of 
constructing new facilities for our unit alone is estimated at $35 million. The cost to move unit 
members to Homestead is estimated at $3.5 million. Flying time and perdiem cost to support 
the space and NASA missions from Homestead will add an additional cost of $1.42 million per 
year. This money of US taxpayers can be saved by leaving the 301st at Patrick AFB. How 
can rebuilding of Homestead be justified when facilities elsewhere, such as Patrick AFB or 
MacDill AFB, are already fully functional'? 

Please help in keeping the 301st Rescue Spuadron, intact, at Patrick AFB where it can best serve 
the needs of our country. 



Benjamin C Hughes, Ph.D. 
900 1 Abbey Lane 
Des Plaines, IL. 600 16 

Ms Wendi L. Steele 
BRAC Member 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 

Dear Ms Steele, 

I am writing to you as a concerned citizen and as a fellow Republican. As you are 
aware, The Secretary of the Air Force just offered up the Air Force Reserve unit at 
O'Hare IAP ARS in Chicago as a unit she would inactivate as part of the BRAC process. 
This does not surprise me considering that she is a Democratic appointee by a President 
who just happens to owe a Democratic mayor and his brother political favors for 
democratic votes and the passage of the North American Free Trade Act. I am disturbed 
that this President is attempting to interject politics into a commission that by charter is 
supposed to be non-partisan. I hope that you and the other Republican members recognize 
this as the cheap political land grab attempt of pork barrel politics that it is. 

As I understand the charter of the BRAC Comn~ission, your collective function is 
to make recomrnendations to the Congress, vis-a-vis the President, relative to the 
renlignment of n unit or the closure of an installation. If this understanding is the case then 
Force structure and Force sizing sliould not be of concern or consideration until after the 
fact, not prior to making the decision. I therefore challenge you and the other members of 
the commission to force t h e  Air Force to produce t h e  @ that brought about this change 
of position. I believe the Secretary of the Air Force is stepping out of her boundary by 
introducingforce strr~ctrtre in to  this process. 

Thank you for your time in this matter 



F'. z 

Reserve Oflicers Association 
of the United States 

Department of lllinois 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman. Dcfense Base Closurc and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street. Sulte 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On behalf of the Reserve Officcrs Association of Illinois. I strongly urge you to take a statid for the best 
interests of National Security and remove O'Hare Air Reserve Station from the 1995 B U C  list. 

The decis~on of Ms. Widnall to substih~te O'Hare for Pittsburgh on the BRAC list at this late date was 
seemingly not based on impanial analysis of the data using the BRAC criteria. We must not lose sight of 
the fact that O'Hare is a modern installation that is vital to the nation's ability to process troops and 
material through the key transnortation bub in the central Unitcd States, should contingencies require 
such mass troop movements. Closing O'Harc denies the military its last point of access to this critical 
location. 

Pleasc put the security of our nation ahead of partisan politics and use your authority to correct this gravc 
error. Thank you for your help in dus matter. 

Nlcn L. Krodel 
Presidcnt, ROA Department of Illinois 
45 W 453 John St. 
Big Rock. IL 605 1 1-9454 
H: (708)-556-3030 
W;(708)-420-3747 
F;(70S)-420-3698 



June 9. 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 

v.mm w Y O R ~ S  Defense Base CIosure a d  Realignment Commission 
UFBN 1700 North Street. Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 33309 
I 

Dear W..Dixon: ; 1 
I 
1 
I I 

462 GRIDER 5T. I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing o f  $he Nihgara Falls Aii 1 

BIJFFALQ. ?Pi 
I 

I ulcm Reserve Base. I I I 

1 1 

(716) 85SW 1 I '  As chairman ofihc board of managers at Erie County Medical ~ c n t ~ i .  I readily I 

recognize the importance of  maintaining the operations of a major Western New Ydrk 
instihltlon. As s former U.S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an in-dedth understanding of the 

I 

vital role of the rn11ita-y. As a businessman, I am very much ayare ~f the impact the 
base closing would have on the Western New York economy. And, As 3 Western y e s  
York resident, I am committed to the growth and vitality of ourlarea. 1 

I 1 
I 

I feel strongly that the closing of the Niugm Falls Air Reserve bas4 Ltould have a I 
devastating effect on our local ccononly and employlnent base. ~ur$errnbre, I beliC~rt. 
the closure could also compromise the security of our region. I I 

I 

I 

I I 

Therefore, I fuUy support the effort to sustain the operations of /he Niagara Falls A% 
Reserve Base. I 

! 
DENNIS T. WRSKI 
c o w  mm'E P i e m  call me if I cat1 hs of any assistance in keeping the base $ W&em New ~ o r k  I 

can be reached 3t 7 16-898-5495. I ! 
JOSEPE E RYAN 
CHAlfiMk.. 80.m 
OF M.WAGEH5 

PAUL J. CANDIN0 
f>HlEF EiECIrnT 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Ryan 
EQlw 0PPORTl.W 
WLOZTR Chairman 

AFFlU4lED PTH THE I 
RATE IINMRSm' OF I 

NfaP YOU (7' 81 ) 
1 
I 

I 



jOsEw E RYAN 
c~.mwI. NJMD 
'OF 1MY4GERS 

PAUL J. CANDIM 
CHEF EXI(;lrl7\'E 
OFFICER 

M ~ ~ I I ~ A L  C E N T E R  E R I E  C O l i N T Y  7~ 
I I 
I 

I 

I I 
Ms. Rebecca G. Cox ! 1 
Comlissioncr I 

Defense Base Closure aid Realignnient Commission I I , I 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 I 

I I 

Arlington, VA 33209 I 
I 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

I wish to express my opinion repd ing  thc possible closing of {he Ni 
Reserve Bse .  

As cha i~mw of the b a r d  of managers at Esrie County Medical ~ e n t r h  T readily 
recognize the impomnce of maintaining the operations of a major Wbstern New York 
instihltion. As a fom~er 'LT S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an indepth u n ~ e r ~ t a n d i n ~  of the 
vital role of the nlilitary. As a businessman, I am very much aware of the impact tht. 
bare closing \-auld have on the Western New York economy. h d ;  4s 3 Westen) New 
York resident. I a111 committed to the growth Jnd \-itality of our!arca. 

I 
I 

I feel strongly that the closing ofthe Niagara Falls Air Reserve bash hould have a 
devastating effect on our local economy arid e~nployment base. ' Fultliermore. I belie\-e 
the closure could also compromise the seciu-ity of our region. I 

I 

I 

Tf~erefo'ore, 1 hlly support the effort to sustain the operations of the ~ b g a r a  FalIs Arr 
Reserve Base. I ' 1  

I I l  

Please call me if I can be of m y  asrisrmae in keeping tile base & Wk"ejern ~ c w  York. I 
I 

can bc reached at 71 6-898-5495. I 

I 

1 I 

'f'hatlk you for considering my views 
I 

I 

Sincerely, { I  
I 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chaim~an 



1 I !  
June 9, 1995 1 

I l 

Ms. ~ e t l d i  L. SteeIe i I :  
I Comnissioner 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission j 1 
UZsTfikN YEW YUW't I ' I  

~JFEENE 1700 North Street, Suite 1445 1 I l  

Arli~~gton, VA 32309 l 1  
1 / 

Dear Ms. SteeIe: I I /  
I I ' 1 ;  

402 GRIDER n I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing of b e  dikgara Falls Air 
B1IFF,%LO. ?U 
1 4 2 1 5 - . ~ ~  Reserve Base. 1 : I  

l 1  
(716\ %8MX) As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical Gentkt. I readily 

recognize the inlportance of maintaining the operations of a major Western New York 
institution. As a former U.S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an in-de&h ubberstanding of the 
vital role of the military. As a burinersrnm. I am very much aware &the impact thc 
base closing would have on the Western New York economy. And, & a Western New I I York resident, I am committed to the growth and vitality of ourlare?. 1 

I 

1 feel strongly that the closing of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve base {vould have a 
devastating effect on our local economy and employment b a .  ~ur$ermore. I believe 

I 
the closure could also compromise the security of ow region. I I 

Therefore, I fully support the efiort to sustain the operations of he iagara Falls Air 
Resews B,as?se. 

I I d 1  
I 

4 

DENNIS T. GOmliI 

COliKlk' mam'E 

PAUL J. cmmo 
CHEF mm'E 
OFFiCM 

EQCM O P P O ~ N l ' '  
E\IPLO~R 

I '  

Please call me iff can be of any assistance in keeping the base in weitern New York. I 
can be reached at 771 6-898-5495. 1 I )  

I 

Thank you for considering my views. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chairman 



JOSEPH E. RYAN 
(HAlR.\iA,Y, BOAu) 
OF &LW.\GERS 

June 9, 1995 

Mr. Josue Robles, Jr. 1 
Commissioner I 

1 

Defense Base Closure and Realigrunent Commission 1 
1700 North Street. Suite 1325 
h l i n ~ t o n ,  VA 33209 I 

Dear Mr. Roblks: 

I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing of the Niagm Falls Air 
Reserve Base. I 

1 I 

I I 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical Fenter, I readily 
recognize the importance of maintaining the operations of a major HJ~stcrn New York 
institution. As a former U.S. Nsty Lieutenaut. I have an in-depth imiierstanding of the 
vital role of the military. As n businessman. I am very much a{are df tllc impact the 
bclse closing would have on the Western New York economy. &nd. as a Western New 
York resident, 1 am conlmitted to the gro\vth and vitality of our area. 

I 1 

I feel strongly that the closing of the Niagara Falls Air ~ e s e n l e ; B a e  would have a 
devastatmg effect on our loci.. economy and employment base., Furthennore, 1 believe 
the closure could also conlpromise the security of our region. i I 

Therefore, I filly support the efhn to sustain the operations of ?he ~ i a ~ a m  Falls Air 
Reserve Base. 

Please calI me if I ccm be of any assistance in keeping the bass $1 Western New York. I 
can be reached at 71 6-895-5495. t 

lhank you for considering my \views. 

Sincereiy, 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chairman 



rb? (;RIDER 57. 
BIIFFXO. ,A' 
14215-W18 

E R I E  C O U N T Y  

June 9. 1995 

Mr. Brnjal-nio F. h:lontoya 

C E N T E R  

' I  Co~missioner , t s  

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 

I 

Arli~lgton, VA 22209 
I 

I 

1 

Dear Mr. Montoya. 
I 

I I 

I wish to express nly opinion regarding the possible closing of the Nihgara Falls A z ~  
Rescrvt- Base. I 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Mediwl $ente;, I readily 
recognize the importance of maintaining the operations of a major Western New York 
instihltion. -4s a fornler 1J.S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an in-depth ukerstanding of the 
vital role of the military. As a businessman, I an1 very much aware pf the impact the 
base closing would have on the Westen1 New York economy. Andpias a Western New 

I 
York resident, I ,am committed to the growth and vitality of our 2 I< rea. 

' I  

1 Cel strongly that the closing of the Niagara Falls Air Resenre Base would have a 
devastating effect on our local economy and employment base. 'Ful-themore, 1 believe 
the closure could also co~nprornise the security of our region. , I 

I 

Therefore, I fully support thc cfYorl to sustain the operation5 of the Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Bas t  I 

D ~ I  T. GORSIII Please call me if I can be of any assistance in keeping the base ib western New York. I 
COI im EXF.fl.rnE 

can be reached at 7 16-898-5495. I I 

JOSEPH E. RYAN 
C W 1 . W . .  BOARD 
QF LLANACERj 

'fhank you for considering my views. 

PALX J. WINO Sincerely, 
CHIEF MCLrnb'E 
OFFICER 

Joseph E. Ryan 
EQtlh~ UFP(HI'~~P~TY 
WLGlTR Chai m a n  



JOSEPA E RYAN 
cnmw. Born 
OF klAh'.AGEXS 

PAUL J. CANDIN0 
CHIEF mc1m'E 
UFFlCEIl 

E(JUnL OPPORNNm' 
EMPLOYER 

4L M ~ D I ~ C A L  C E N T E R  E R I E  C O U N T Y  qr 

Mr. S .  Lee Uing 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closu~e and Realignment Cnmmlssion 

1 

1 700 North Street, Suite 1425 i 
Arlington V,4 22209 I 

I 
I 

Dear Mr. Kling: I 

I 
I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing of the N3agdra Falls Air 
Resrrj-t. Base. 

I 
I 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical center, I readily 
recognize. the importance of maintaining the operations of a major Western New York 
institution. As a former 1J.S. Navy Lieutenant, I have an in-depth unaerstanding of the 
vital role of the military. As a businessman, 1 an1 very much &are of the impact the 
base closillg would have on the Western New York economy. h d ,  4s a Western New 
York resident. J arn committed to the growth and vitality of our'area 

I Wal strongly that the closing o f  the Niagara Falls Air Reserve /Base would have a 
devastating effect on our local econonlg and employment base. ( Furthermore, I believe 
the closure could also compromise the security of ow region. I 

1 

Therefore. I h l l y  support the effort to sustain the operations of tho Niagan. Falls Air 
Resenre Base. 1 

Please call me if1 call be of my assistance in keeping the base &I Western New'york. I 
c ~ m  be reached at 7 71 6-893-5495. 1 

I 

Tl~ark you for considering my views. 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chairman 

.mmm WTH THE 
STATE LM\TRSlTY OF 
LTW YON d RIFFFL(.) 



462 GRIPEX ST. 
AUFFW, NY 
14211.37% 

]OSEPE E RYAN 
CtLWLVIJ,  B0.m 
OF hUU4GERS 

PAUL J. W I N O  
CHIEF mc1.m'E 
omm 

EQW OPFCJ~i2Vnl' 
~ I O Y U I  

iL E R I E  C O U N T Y  qr M E < D I C A L  C E N T E R  
I I 

1 I , I 

June 9, 1995 I 

I ; 

Mr. James B. bavis I 
I 

Cornrnissio~~er~ I I 
1 I 

Dcfense Base Closure and Realigntnent Con~mxssion 
1700 North Street, Suite 1 4 2  
Arlington. VAt22209 1 ' 

I 
I 

Dear Ah. Davis: 
I 

I wish to eq~ress  nly opinion regarding the possible closing of the 6Jhgrynn Falls Air 
Resene B s c .  i 

I ' 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical center. I readily 
recognize the illlportance of maintaining the operations of 3 major Western New York 
institution. -4sa former U.S. Navy L~eutsnant. I have an in-depth understanding of the 
vital role of the military. As a busincssmm. 1 am vrxy much aware idf the impact the 
base closing would have on the Westcrn New York economy knd )  & a Western New 
York resident, K an1 committed to the growtll and v1tllit-y of our area. 

1 

I feel stro~~gly that the closing of the Niapara Falls Air ResenreBrc;4 would have a 
~ l c v a ~ t i n g  ef$ct on our local economy and employment base.' ~u~i icrmore,  I believe 

I the closure could. also comproxnise the security of our region. : , 
Tllrrefore. 1 fully support the efibrt to sustain the operations of h e  Niagara Falls Air 
Resetve Base. 1 ,  I , 

Please call me if I can he of any assists,ce in keeping the base in deStern New York. I 
a 1  be reachediat 71 6-898-5495. I 

Thank 1ot1 for considtring my views. 
I , 

Sincerely. I 
I 

I 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chainnan 

AFFILIATED \rmc THE 
STATE. UNnm;Sm Or' 
WZ' YORK AT RliFFhlO 
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462 GRlDER ST. 
BUFFd.0. Nu 
li?15m 

PAUL J. CANDM0 
CHIEF mamz 
OFFICER 

M E I D I C I A L  C E N T E R  E R I E  C O U N T Y  qr 
I I 
, 1 

I 

Mr. A1 Co~llella 
I I 
I 

Comn~issioner 
Defense Base Closure and Real~gnment Conmission 
1700 North Street. Suite 1125 

I I 

1 

Arlington, VA 22209 I 

I 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

I wish to express my opinion regarding the possible closing of {he Nihgam Falls Air 
Reserve Base. I ~ 

I ' 1  
I 

As chairman of the board of managers at Erie County Medical ?en&, I readily 
recognize the importance of  maintaining the operations of a nwjor wkstcrn New York 
institutiok. As a fanner U.S. Navy Lieutenant. I have an in-degth &&enrandidg of the 
vital role of the military. As a businessman. 1 am very much adrare ,of the irnp:ict che 
bass closing would have on the Western New York economy. +knd, as a Western New 
York resident, I .u? committed to the growth and vitality of  ouriarea. / 

i I 

1 feel strongly that the closing of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve base would have a 
devastating effect on our local economy and employment base.{ ~ d e r r n o r e ,  I believe 
the closure could aIso comprolnise the security of our region. 1 

I 

Therefore, I fully suppod the effort to sustain the operations of {he ~ i a ~ a r a  Falls Air 
I 

Reserve Base. 1 1 1  
I 

Please call me if I can be of any assistance in keeping thz base ih WeStern New York. I 
, , 

call be reached 'at 7 16-898-5495. I ! 

Thartk you for considering m y  views. 

Sincerely. 

Joseph E. Ryan 
Chairman 





ASSOCIATION 

HOUSTON VETERINARY CLINIC 
109 AVALON CIRCLE 

WARNER ROBINS, GA 31093 

TELEPHONE 912-929-0361 

JAMES K. HlLLlARD JR., DVM 
DANIEL W. GENTRY. DVM 
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s ~ * d W e m b e r  

ASSOCIATION 

HOUSTON VETERINARY CLINIC 
109 AVALON CIRCLE 

WARNER ROBINS, GA 31093 

JAMES K. HlLLlARD JR., DVM 
DANIEL W. GENTRY, DVM 

TELEPHONE 912-929-0361 

t .he communit .y  a5 we1 1 a5 t . hour . ands  o f  ot.he1-s i n  smal 1  bus;j.nes;s;es;, n o t  
t.12 m e n t i o n  t .he  17,500 j o b s  l o s t .  f r o m  t h e  b a s e .  

F ' l e s s e  c o n ~ . i d e \ -  t . h e s e  poir1t .s  when y o ~ o -  make a d e c j . ~ i o r i  a 0 o ~ f . t .  0 a 5 e  
clt :~su.i-es.  M e ,  as; smal. 1 b ~ t s i n e s 5  p e o p l e  came t o  t h i s  comrnctnit.i/ j.n g ~ i > d  
f a 1 t . h  t.o s e r v e  t .he  U n i t e d  S t . a t . e s  g o v e r n m e n t . ' s  n e e d s .  I p l e a d  w i t h  you 
t.17 a1 low u s  t o  k e e p  o u r  b u s i n e s s e s  o p e n  b y  I -emoving  R o b i n s  A i r -  F o r c e  
Eaise f o r m  t h e  b a s e  c l o s u r e  list.. 

/qmz'k-N. U 1 - h . ,  uv-nz 
James; 1:::. H i l l i a r d ,  J r . ,  DVM 





OKLAHOMA INVESTMENT CASTING CORPORATION 
Investment Castings Sand Castings 

Machining Heat Treat 

June 5, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

North American Precision Casting Corporation is seriously 
considering Columbus, Mississippi as a location for a new plant 
sight, which will be built during the next twelve months. 

One of the prime considerations in locating a new facility in 
Columbus was the Civilian work force which is drawn to the area by 
the Columbus Air Force Base. Our surveys showed that not only were 
people attracted to the area because of the base but that many 
potential workers were family members of base employees. 

Our company is seriously concerned over the prospects of Columbus 
Air Force Base being closed, not only from a personnel stand point 
but also the effect a closure would have on the cultural and 
community aspects which made Columbus our 1st choice for a new 
facility. 

Mr. Dixon, not only could a base closure in Columbus affect our 
future decisions but those of many other potential new industries 
which are looking for a well developed smaller community atmosphere 
that offers major conveniences, which were brought about due to the 
Columbus base. 

Thank you for reviewing our concerns and we are looking forward to 
a favorable decision. 

Sincerely, //" 

William H. Somerville 
Vice President & General Manager 

Highway 11 West & 29th St. P.O. Box 580 Blackwell, Oklahoma 74631 
Tel. 405/363-1412 Fax 405/363-5712 



DON'T CLOSE THE 928TH AIRLIFT WING 

AT O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS!!! 

1, f i c d d d ~  k K ~ s s r r e 4  3 OPPOSE THE 

CLOSUREMOVING OF THE 928TH AIRLIFT WING AT 

O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS. 

THE SUGGESTION OF CLOSURE/MOVING OF THE AIR RESERVE 

STATION WILL AFFECT OVER 3,500 RESERVISTS AND 400 CIVILIANS, 

AND THEIR FAMILIES! 

TEE AIRLIFT WING PROVIDES IMPORTANT TRAINING FOR 

RESERVISTS FOR WORLDWIDE MILITARY SUPPORT 

IN THE UNJTED STATES. 

THE C-130 AIRCRAFT ARE AMONG THE MOST RELIABLE AIRCRAFT MADE. 

5 7 / 4 ~ 4 / - u d d 4 9 / Z t L  Gp/&7 
(CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 



1938 West Oakdale 
Chicago, IL  60657 



I DON'T CLOSE THE 928TH AIRLIFT WING 

AT O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS!!! 

I, , , OPPOSE THE 

CLOSIJREMOM_NG OF TEE 928TH _~~ WOVG AT 

O'HARE LAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS. 

THE SUGGESTION OF CLOSURE/MOVING OF THE AIR RESERVE 

STATION WILL AFFECT OVER 3,500 RESERVISTS AND 400 CIVILIANS, 

AND THEIR FAMILIES! 

THE AIRLIFT WING PROVIDES IMPORTANT TRAINING FOR 

RESERVISTS FOR WORLDWIDE MILITARY SUPPORT 

IN THE UNITED STATES. 

THE C-130 AIRCRAFT ARE AMONG THE MOST RELIABLE AIRCRAFT MADE. 

DON'T T-S AWAY FR(1MILS! 

WF: WANT TO ST- 

(STREET ADDRESS) 

1 f l d o D  / 4 / ~ / & / f ~  /L 64&6~&-3~~7 
I /  ' (CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 



DON'T CLOSE THE 928TH AIRLIFT WING 

AT O'HARE LAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS!!! 

C L O S ~ r P ~ . I M [ O ~ r J  OF TEE 928TBI i4IRL.m WING AT 

O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS. 

THE SUGGESTION OF @LOSURE/MOVING OF THE AIR RESERVE 

STATION WILL AFFECT OVER 3,500 RESERVISTS AND 400 CIVILIANS, 

I AND THEIR FAMILIES! 

THE AIRLIFT WING PROVIDES IMPORTANT TRAINING FOR 

RESERVISTS FOR WORLDWIDE MILITARY SUPPORT 

IN THE UMTED STATES. 

THE C-130 AIRCRAFT ARE AMONG THE MOST RELIABLE AIRCRAFT MADE. 

(STREET ADDRESS) 

@ ~ d - d  / L  6 o l y ~ : ~ 3 ~ 7  
(CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 



DON'T CLOSE THE 928TH AIRLJFT WING 

AT O'IBARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS!! ! 

CLOSUREIMOVING OF THE Y28TH AIRLIFT WING AT 

O'HARE IAP AIR RESERVE STATION, ILLINOIS. 

THE SUGGESTION OF CLOSURE/MOVING OF THE AIR RESERVE 

STATION WILL AFFECT OVER 3,500 RESERVISTS AND 400 CIVILIANS, 

AND THEIR FAMILIES! 

THE AIRLIFT WING PROVIDES IMPORTANT TRAINING FOR 

RESERVISTS FOR WORLDWIDE MILITARY SUPPORT 

IN THE UNITED STATES. 

THE C-130 AIRCRAFT ARE AMONG THE MOST RELIABLE AIRCRAFT MADE. 

WE WANT TO S U  

lt,qrJsnrJ / f . . ~ g ~ q  YR. 
(NAME) 

39 N~/T./*/ALLKN 44- 
(STREET ADDRESS) 

&#go / r  6aLY4~435,L 
(CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 







205 Arcadia St 
Hurst, Texas 76053-6134 
5 June 95 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Base Closure And Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Chairman Dixon: 

On 10 May 95 your commission announced that seven Air Force Reserve baselunit 
locations were added to the two current Air Force Reserve candidates for closure. This 
puts six Air Force Reserve C-130 units and three Air Force Reserve F-16 units in jeopardy. 
The closure list includes the 301st Fighter Wing at Carswell ARS, Texas. This action 
would have grave adverse effects on the most combat ready Reserve component of the 
Total Force. 

Neither the Pentagon nor the commission has used demographics of Reserve members in 
making its closure determinations. Unlike the Active forces, Reserve members cannot be 
expected to relocate to another base or installation to participate in Reserve training. 
Therefore, units must be located where the trained manpower resides. Every Air Force 
Reserve location on this list is within a major metropolitan area. With 21st century factors 
such as recruiting and willingness to serve in the military largely unknown at this time, 
location and demographics may become even more important in the future. 

There also has not been a reduction in mission requirements for the Air Force Reserve, and 
all units are fully engaged. The Pentagon has articulated how important peacetime 
volunteerism has become for the Reserve components, allowing them to pick up active duty 
missions and provide "compensating leverage." Therefore, it is not practicable to take 
down any more Air Force Reserve units for the sake of closing bases. The cost- 
effectiveness of the Reserve components must be emphasized. The National Defense 
Authorization Act for 1991 contained a "sense of Congress" resolution, that is still viable 
today, stating that more missions should be transferred to the Reserve components. With 
level Defense budgets seen as possibly the best case we may expect in the future, present 
Reserve base infrastructure may be even more important. Reserve flying units can and do 
save millions of dollars over Active flying units, but part of the "open the door" cost of 
Reserve units has to be the location in good demographic locations. 

Finally, there are not Air National Guard bases on the list. The Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve are equal partners in the Total Force, therefore any base closure studies 
should be shared and not totally absorbed by the Air Force Reserve. 

Our congressional representatives have been contacted in this matter. We ask u t o  assert 
that the Air Force Reserve is a crucial part of the Total Force concept, and that it must 
maintain its current bases and strength to successfully perform its current and future 
assignments. 

Most sincerelv, 

@?T;'+.Kfd 
Mai r & Mrs. Carl Stanford 



CAVALIER RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

11 11 Ninth Avenue P.O. Box 749 Langdon, ND 58249 
Phone: 701 -256-551 1 Fax: 701 -256-551 3 
June 5, 1995 

Attn: Alan Dixon, Chairperson 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington Va 22208 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

Your commission has the responsibility for down scaling air bases and 
other defense installations. 

This Cooperative has provided three phase electric service to thirty-one 
minuteman missile sites since their installation in 1964. All sites in Wing 
V I  have been up=graded to Minuteman Three Missiles. 

We object to the movement of these missiles from this wing V I  to Montana 
for these reasons: 

A. Wing V I  Minuteman three sites have been in operation for over thirty 
years. The sites have proven to be reliable. 

B. The soil structure question has not been validated since if there 
was a problem with soil structure, why has it taken thirty years to 
discover this? 

C. The Montana sites are not capable of accepting Minuteman three missiles 
without major renovations. 

D c  Malstrom Air Base in Montana requires major improvements to their 
runway to be able to handle the tanker planes. 

E. Grand Forks Air Force Base facilities including the runway which was 
improved last year are in very good condition. 

F. The movement of the tankers and missiles to Malstrom from Wing V I  
would require major expenditures by the Air Force to make this change. 
All added costs at a time when the Federal budget is being reduced 
with an objective of a balanced budget. 

G. The loss of electric power to the thirty-one missile sites which this 
cooperative serves would result in severe loss of revenues and 
resulting hardship to this cooperative. 

We encourage your commission to approve continued full operation of the 
Grand Forks Air Force Base and the Wing V I  Minuteman Three Missile Sites. 

Yours truly 

Cav a u r a l  Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

"One of the Minnkota Power Systems -- We Put Value on the Line" 
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Society National Bank 
A KeyCorp Bank 

50 Federal Plaza East 
Youngstown, Ohio 44503 Linda L. Gentile 
(21 6) 740-7951 District President 

May 25,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Re: 9 10th Tactical Airlift Wing 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The United States Air Force has decided to expand the size and mission of the 910th Tactical 
Airlift Wing--which is an important part of our community. The purpose of this letter is to urge 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRACC) not to disrupt that decision. 

Over the years the 910th has fblfilled it's mission with distinction. This, coupled with the 
additional capacity available at the Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport, led the Air Force to 
expand the Group to 16 aircrafl and to add aerial spraying to the new Wing's mission. 

The 910th contributes both the Airport and the community at-large, by providing firelcrash-rescue 
services and by hosting numerous tours and special events. Through payroll and purchases the 
base contributes an estimated $30 million per annum to the local economy. 

The community also supports the 910th. The proposed international air cargo complex at the 
Airport will provide the Air Force with longer runways and improved avionics. 

In short, this exceptional unit has been targeted for expansion by the Air Force because of its 
success at the Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. I urge the BRACC to allow the 910th to 
continue its record of success. 

Sincerely, 

~ i n d a  L. Gentile 
District President 
Society National Bank 

cc: Youngstown-Warren Regional Chamber of Commerce 



June 5,1995 
Mr. Al len J. Dixon 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
' 700  North Moore Street, Suite 1 425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Sir:  

This le t te r  i s  of extreme importance to  me and I wish to  impart th is  fact  
t o  you. We w i l l  never meet and I as aprivate cit izen. i n  the modest c i t y  of 
Waukesha, Wisconsin am not real ly a great influencing factor, but my 
thoughts are clear on the fac t  of the 440th A i r l i f t  Wing and I wish t o  pass 
them to  you. 

The 440th i s  a branch of the A i r  Force Reserve that i s  l ~ c a t e d  to  serve the 
American heartland and the decision to  locate i n  Milwaukee a t  Mi tchel l  
Field was made by some one who knew his planning ab i l i t ies .  The 
P l i l  waukee economy i s  one of low costs and conservative thinking that  
gives the 440th Wing great value and qood return on the investment. 
Also the Mitchel l  Field Airport i s  large enough fo r  the local t ra f f i c ,  the 
440th Wing and the 128th Refueling Group. This bas been a fact  that  
should be given some consideration. 

As a member of the 44Cth A l r l i f t  'ding Csmrnunit), Council, 3 fcrmer A i r  
Force member in  1944 and 1945, a c i v i l  p i lo t  and a i rc ra f t  owner w i t h  a 
degree i n  Planning please consider the fac t  that the 440th A i r l i f t  Wing i s  
one o f  the f inest  un i ts  th is  Country has and i t  shoul'd be retained i f  a t  a l l  
possible. 

Thank you for  your considerations. 

George H ~ i n k e n g ~ r c h i  tec t  



Billy E. Welch, PhD 
122 Encino Blanco 

San Antonio, TX, 78232 

June 4, 1995 
Senator Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA, 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I reluctantly write this letter regardmg the Air Force proposal to close Brooks AFB and 
move most of the elements to Wrrght-Patterson AFB . Reluctantly, since I spent 35 years worlung 
for the Air Force and regret having to disagree publicly with the decision. Yet I must, since I 
sincerely believe their argument is not persuasive. The savings will turn out to be miniscule if they 
indeed re-create the organization and provide adequate facilities at Wright-Patterson. There will be 
a sgmficant detrimental effect upon the teaching and research programs and the overall impact 
upon the Air Force will be strongly negative. 

You have received fiom the Air Force a great deal of data purporting to show how cost 
effective their proposal to move really is. Unfortunately, these data seem to be changing with 
regularity and raise the question of what the numbers really are. On the other hand, we know 
what the facilities at Brooks are, we know one can develop more efficient ways of operating the 
installation, and we know that the proposal submitted by the City of San Antonio wiU produce 
savings about twice as large as the Air Force proposal. This alternative proposal can be 
implemented without abandoning quality facilities, without spending some $21 1M up front for 
new constmctiodrehab, moving and re-location, and without disruption of the on-going programs. 
In short, the altemative proposal, which was ongmdy studied by the Air Force, achieve 
the goal of saving resources without a large up-&ont investment. Basically, the proposal would 
close Brooks AFB and make the resulting cantonment a tenant of either Lackland AFB or Kelly 
AFB. White this is not the norm, it cerbhly is not unique. 

As the past Director of the Armstrong Laboratory, I admit to some bias. I hasten to add, 
howevery that my experience with the people and the programs provide me a unique opportunity to 
comment fiom a perspective of knowing the programs and the value they provide to the Air Force. 
If1 felt the move were positive, that the programs would have a real chance to compete for future 
resources, that proper facilities would indeed be provided, and that the Air Force would really 
benefit fiom such a move, I believe I could be objective and support such a decision. Howevery 
for the reasons noted in this letter, I do not feel that closure and move is the best and most cost- 
effective solution. I strongly endorse the cantonment proposal as one that is better for the Air 
Force and this nation. 

Thank you for your consideration. You have a difficult, but important task. 

Sincerely, 

Attch: Comments 



COMMENTS ON THE CLOSURE OF BROOKS AFB 

Moving the operations fiom Brooks to Wright-Patterson carries a great risk for the future 
of human systems research, training, and education. The Human Systems Center at Brooks 
manages the only inte~rated human systems research effort in the DoD. The Center has 
successfdly developed a strong interdisciplinary group of physicians, social, biological, and 
physical scientists and engineers all focused on the human in the weapon system and how to 
extend human capabilities and enhance performance. This approach as the inde~endent advocate 
for the human assures at least one voice for those who must operate the weapons and upon whom 
we rely for much of our national security. In my opinion, this move will spell the demise of this 
independence. This will not occur immediately, but within the next 5 years, I predict a 
management decision to "save overhead" by eliminating the Human Systems Center entirely, 
combining the Armstrong Laboratory with the Wright Laboratory, and merging the School of 
Aerospace Medicine with either AFIT or the Wrght State University Medical School. This would 
be a tremendous setback for the Air Force and would cost us dearly in terms of efficiency of 
operations, cost of training, and crew performance enhancements in new weapon systems. 

The Human Systems Center carries out its programs through three organizations: 1) the 
Armstrong Laboratory; 2) the Human Systems Program Office; and 3) the USAF School of 
Aerospace Medicine. All three are outstanding in their respective fields. The Armstrong 
Laboratory is internationally recognized as one of the four Air Force "Super Labs". The 
relevance of its efforts regularly rates in the top half of all the laboratories as judged by Air Force 
users. The Air Force major commands regularly refer to the laboratory as a partner or as "my 
lab". The dollar impact to the Air Force is substantial in such areas as reducing the cost of 
training, enhancing the capability of aircraft maintainers, medically quaQmg grounded pilots to 
return to the cockpit, and providmg physiological standards and protection fiom a broad spectrum 
of Air Force environments. The quality of the work as assessed by the Air Force's Scientific 
Advisory Board is tops among the laboratories. The DoD Joint Laboratory Cross-Service 
Working Group judged it to be a place for the other services to co-locate. Indeed, both the Army 
and the Navy have already co-located portions of their human systems R&D efforts with those of 
the Armstrong Laboratory. About half of the labs staff are scientists or engineers, with some 33% 
of these holding doctorate degrees and 65% holdmg advanced degrees in their field. This 
percentage with doctorates is the highest of the four Air Force Laboratories. Additionally, 
fkquent visitors from the academic community re-& comment most favorably on the scientiiic 
programs at the Armstrong Laboratory. A notable example occwred this spring when a 
dishgukhed member of the Defense Science Board and a Nobel Laureate, concluded after his 
second visit to the Laboratory that "disruption of these programs by moving would be a folly". 

The Human Systems Program Office provides the HSC with the means to transition 
technology and science into systems. This was the k t  program office to be certified in the 
Integrated Weapon System Management concept, which is the benchmark for Air Force 
acquisition. It has twice been selected by the Air Force Materiel Command as the outstanding 
small program office of the year, the most recent being 1993. The Human Systems Program 
W c e  was also selected as the winner of the Department of Defense Superior Management 
Award in 1994. The common theme of all the engineering development programs is protection 
and enhancement of human capabilities--the reason for the Human Systems Center. 



The USAF School of Aerospace Medicine (SAM) has been, and is today, noted 
internationally as the premier center of aerospace medical training. Approximately 5,000 
people/year are trained at SAM. All entry level aeromedical specialities receive their training here. 
Additionally, specialized training (usually at the graduate level) is provided for environmental 
health officers, bioenvironmental engineers, aerospace physiologists, W t  nurses, and fltght 
surgeons. In this latter course, leading to certification by the American Board of Preventive 
Medicine, all of the Air Force fhght surgeons and many of those in the Army receive their training. 
This residency is the largest in the world and is the cornerstone of this specialty so critical to Air 
Force operations. The SAM also conducts an extended flight surgeon program for physicians 
from our allies. These physicians typically are the best fiom these foreign nations and normally 
fmd their way into leadership roles in their respective armed forces. This has a positive, enduring 
impact on our ability to operate in the international arena and contributes signrficantly to 
international standardization of aeromedical criteria. 

The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) was not accidently 
located at Brooks Air Force Base and in close proximity to the Human Systems Center and it's 
organizations. Indeed, a significant part of the AFCEE's initial cadre of bioenvironmental 
engineers came from the Human Systems Center. This was a result of an orderly hand-off of a 
program that had reached a level of maturity that required the fuJl-time attention of a separate 
organization. The Human Systems Center has and does support the AFCEE with research, 
acquisition, and training. The continued close location of these entities will greatly facilitate the 
successful completion of the important endeavors in the AFCEE. 

This internal synergy between the organizations at Brooks AFB is significantly enhanced by the 
proximity to other military installations (customers) in the area and by the presence in San Antonio 
of a large, vibrant research community coupled with growing academic institutions. This has and 
will continue to provide interactions and joint ventures that have been and will be of significant 
benefit to the Air Force. 
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Gary Turner 
10245 Collins Avenue, # 7 A  

Bal Harbour, Florida 33154 
(305) 861 -1 137 

June Ist, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Attn.: Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

It's almost unbelievable to think the United States Government will consider 
closing Homestead Air Force Base in light of the recent immigration of people escaping 
third world countries to come to democracy. 

It's even scarier that we in South Florida wouldn't have the protection that is 
demonstrated by the presence of the Military at the Homestead Air Force Base and the 
southern most in the United States. 

I'm writing you this letter because I am getting scared living in South Dade 
knowing that there's nobody protecting the entrance to the United States from the 
Atlantic and the Gulf at the Southern most tip of Florida. 

I hope you will support keeping Homestead open to defend the South Florida 
borders of the United States of America. 

Sincerely, 



June 2,1995 

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

Homestead Air Force Base is the only Military installation the United 
States has in the Southern tip of Florida. 

There are so many problems the United States encounters with this 
southern perimeter of Florida. 
Other countries are constantly trafficking drugs through Miami. 
Haitian's are endangering their lives by trying to enter this country 
illegally. It is very important to keep this Southern tip protected with 
military forces. 

I'm writing to you in hope's that something can be done to convince 
BRAC that Homestead Air Force Base needs to remain open and fully 
operational for effective strategic and military protection. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Mounger, 



June 2,1995 

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

It's Hard to conceive the closing of Homestead Air Force Base. 

Homestead Air Force Base is the orily Military installation the United 
States has in the Southern exterminates of Florida. 

Due to all of the problems the United States has with, illegal aliens, 
drug trafficking, and communist countries less than 100 miles off of 
Florida's southern tip. 
I would think that it would be extremely important to keep this area 
protected with military forces. I find it hard to believe that the 
Department of Defense officials can't see this. 

Than there is the issue of the cost to the tax payer, for rebuilding and 
installation that was practicality destroyed in hurricane Andrew, just to 
close it down. This is not cost effective. 

I hope you can convey these concerns to BRAC. For the safety of our 
borders, and cost to the American people. Please keep Homestead 
Air Force Base open. 

ouis Williamson, 
Project Manager 



June 2,1995 

The Honorable 
Dick Armey 
9901 Valley Ranch Parkway, East #3050 
Irving, Texas 75063 

Dear Congressman Armey: 

On May 10, 1995, the Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
announced that seven Air Force Reserve baselunit locations were added to the 
two current Air Force Reserve candidates for closure. This puts six Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units and three Air Force Reserve F-16 units in jeopardy. The closure 
list includes Carswell ARS in Fort Worth, Texas, and Bergstrom ARS in Austin, Texas. 

I urge you to contact commission chairman Alan Dixon, other commissioners, 
and congressmen who may be testifying before the commission on June 10, 1995, to 
inform them of the gravely adverse effect of this action will have on the most combat 
ready Reserve component of the Total Force. 

Neither the Pentagon nor the commission has used demographics of Reserve 
numbers in making its closure determinations. Unlike the Active forces, Reserve 
members cannot be expected to relocate to another base or installation to participate in 
Reserve training. Therefore, units must be located where the trained manpower 
resides. Every Air Force Reserve location on this list is within a major metropolitan 
area. With 21 st century factors such as recruiting and willingness to serve in the 
military largely unknown at this time, location demographics may become even more 
important in the future. 

There also has not been a reduction in mission requirements for the Air Force 
Reserve, and all units are fully engaged. The Pentagon has articulated how important 
peacetime volunteerism has become for the Reserve components, allowing them to 
pick up active duty missions and provide "compensating leverage." Therefore, it is not 
practicable to take down any more Air Force Reserve units for the sake of closing 
bases. 

The cost-effectiveness of the Reserve components must be emphasized. The 
National Defense Authorization Act for 1991 contained a "sense of Congress" 
resolution, that is still viable today, stating that more missions should be transferred to 
the Reserve components. With level Defense budgets seen as possibly the best case 
\we may expect in the future, present Reserve base infrastructure may be even more 
important. Reserve flying units can and do save millions of dollars over Active flying 
units, but part of the "open the door" cost of Reserve units has to be the location in 



good demographic locations. 

Finally there are no Air National Guard bases on the list. The Air National 
Guard and the Air Force Reserve are equal partners in the Total Force, therefore any 
base closure studies should be shared and not totally absorbed by the Air Force 
Reserve. 

Please contact the BRAC Commission prior to June 10th and urge it to retain the 
current Air Force Reserve baselunit locations. 

Sincerely, 

& t L ? L - r n ~ L  
Thelma McGee 
10702 Stone Canyon, #202 
Dallas, Texas 75230 

&c: BRAC Commission Chairman 
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June 1, 1995 

110 Shady Grove Lane 
Kathleen, GA 3 1047 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Committee Members: 

My reason for writing is to reiterate what you have heard many times---that the Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center is a most vital link in the national defense network and should not be closed. 

Team Robins, with its state-of-the-art communications systems, its proven outstanding aircraft 
maintenance track record (during war and peace) and its young, educated, trained, dedicated work 
force recently earned the coveted "Best Air Force Base in the World" honor. Robins has never been 
known to "rest on its laurels." So this same performance can be expected into the 21st Century. The 
notion to close Robins shouldn't even be an option. 

Not only would the national security be endangered, but the closure of this base would virtually 
devastate the state of Georgia economically. Robins is this state's largest industry. 

You have some tough decisions ahead of you and we realize that. We do ask that you keep these 
sentiments in mind while making your determination. May God bless you, especially during this 
crzcial time, and know thzt we are praying fcr you continuously. 



June 1, 1995 

5420 Houston Road 
Lot 18 
Macon, Georgia 3 1206 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Committee Members: 

My reason for writing is to reiterate what you have heard many times---that the Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center is a most vital link in the national defense network and should not be closed. 

Team Robins, with its state-of-the-art cornmunications systems, its proven outstanding aircraft 
maintenance track record (during war and peace) and its young, educated, trained, dedicated work 
force recently earned the coveted "Best Air Force Base in the World" honor. Robins has never been 
known to "rest on its laurels." So this same performance can be expected into the 21st Century. The 
notion to close Robins shouldn't even be an option. 

Not only would the national security be endangered, but the closure of this base would virtually 
devastate the state of Georgia economically. Robins is this state's largest industry. 

You have some tough decisions ahead of you and we realize that. We do ask that you keep these 
sentiments in mind while making your determination. Iviay God bless you, especially during this 
crucial time, and know that we are praying for you continuously. 

Sincerely, 

@ h d  Connie Rowel {$+tf 



June 1, 1995 

205 Ward Street 
Warner Robins, GA 3 1093 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Committee Members: 

My reason for writing is to reiterate what you have heard many times---that the Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center is a most vital link in the national defense network and should not be closed. 

Team Robins, with its state-of-the-art communications systems, its proven outstanding aircraft 
maintenance track record (during war and peace) and its young, educated, trained, dedicated work 
force recently earned the coveted "Best Air Force Base in the World" honor. Robins has never been 
known to "rest on its laurels." So this same performance can be expected into the 21st Century. The 
notion to close Robins shouldn't even be an option. 

Not only would the national security be endangered, but the closure of this base would virtually 
devastate the state of Georgia economically. Robins is this state's largest industry. 

You have some tough decisions ahead of you and we realize that. We do ask that you keep these 
sentiments in mind while making your determination. May God bless you, especially during this 
crucial time, and know that we are praying for you continuously. 

Sincerely, 

h. c -  + e z  
M. C. and Margie Rowel1 



June 1, 1995 

219 Empire Trail 
Warner Robins, Georgia 3 1088 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street, Suite 1 42 5 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon and Committee Members: 

My reason for writing is to reiterate what you have heard many times---that the Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center is a most vital link in the national defense network and should not be closed. 

Team Robins, with its state-of-the-art communications systems, its proven outstanding aircraft 
maintenance track record (during war and peace) and its young, educated, trained, dedicated work 
force recently earned the coveted "Best Air Force Base in the World" honor. Robins has never been 
known to "rest on its laurels." So this same performance can be expected into the 2 1 st Century. The 
notion to close Robins shouldn't even be an option. 

Not only would the national security be endangered, but the closure of this base would virtually 
devastate the state of Georgia economically. Robins is this state's largest industry. 

You have some tough decisions ahead o f  you and we realize that. We do ask that you keep these 
sentiments in mind while making your determination. May God bless you, especially during this 
crucial time, m-d know that we are prqling for you continuous!y. 

Sincerely, 
n 
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STATh ur urn 

OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
PROBATION AND PAROLE DISTRICT V 

June 1, 1995 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners: 

The employees of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections, Probation and Parole 
for District Five, Enid, Oklahoma ask that you please consider the following 
points as you make decisions about which of the four remaining Air Force under- 
graduate pilot training bases to close: 

Vance Air Force Base in Enid, Oklahoma, is a base with airspace and 
facilities second to none. 

Vance is the most cost-effective training base in the Air Education and 
Training Command, saving the country more than $81,000 per student trained here. 

None of the data analysis by any group - including studies by the Department 
of Defense and the base Closure and Realignment Commission's own staff - has 
supported closure of Vance. 

Placement on the "add list" would be a stressful and draining experience 
for any community. I encourage you to end this now and cease operations at the 
base the data clearly shows should be closed. 

As a resident of Northwest Oklahoma, believe me when I say we truly love 
Vance - the base and its people. We hope the strong partnership that has been 
built here will continue for many decades to come. We urge you to do the right 
thing - keep Vance Air Force base open. 

Sincerely, 
p .  5. 

808 WEST MAINE STREET ENID, OKLAHOMA 73701.6498 (405) 237-3398 FAX (405) 233-1043 

@ recycled paper 





Tom Berndt 
2706 Thornton Avenue 
Tampa, FL 336 1 1 

May 30,1995 

The Honorable Senator Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Re-alignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I write to you once again to voice my opposition to stationing anyladditional KC-135 tankers at 
MacDill AFB in Tampa. More planes simply mean more landings and take-offs, more noise and 
greater chance of catastrophic accident in case of a crash. 

Under the most used flight path into MacDill is a growing residential area and stationing any 
tankers at all in such an environment simply defies common sense. If the Air Force goes through 
with this plan (with the commission's approval) no doubt in a short period of time they will hear 
demands from the neighborhoods for restricted take-offs and landings over the water only. Surely 
the Air Force has a better more isolated place to station these planes. 

I urge you to do the right thing. Station these tankers somewhere else. 

Sincerelv. 

- 
Tom Berndt 





June 2nd; 1995 

To Whom It N a y  Concern, 

I am m'ting as a citizen of ttie Unitedstates, Civng in  Miami, in 
concern adreference to the Nomesteadgir (Force Base. It fias 6een 
6roqht to my attention, 6y reading the newspaper adwatching the 
news that the government is plhnning to close down the Nomesteadgir 
Force Base. I honestCy cannot 6eCieve t h t  t h t  lias been an issue for our 
congress. G e  issue shouli/6e give t t i e f i t n .  to 6e a6b to re6uiUit again. 

3 s  a Cu6an-American I can say that right aroudthe  comerfiom 
us there's a communist country which in any day, any hour a d a n y  time 

$tie d i d e s  to invadi tlie UnitedStates of jmetica L can do it. Ii4e 
reason it mQht not happen fact that we have Guantammo NavaCBase. 
Wonetheliss, in the past we hadincdents were a pilbt woreng for th 

government of cu6a, c ikded to hijac&adescapedfiom tlie government 
adhtuikdhere in Miami, not sayinB that no one was a6h to detect it. I 
6elieve that i f w e  had Homesteadgir (Force we won't run into this type 
of pro6hm. 





Phase understand I wouHlil&e to bve your tie& a d  
support in passing the word to ourgovernment adcongress to convince 
them to re6uiliith Homesteadgir Force Base. Phase know it's not on@ 

for ourprotection andpeace of m i d  6ut it d a h o  6em$t a Cot of our 
peoph. 





May 23, 1995 

Kurt Kramer 
2909 W. Trilby Ave 
Tampa F1. 33611 

Defense Base Closure and Re-alignment Commission 
c/o The Honorable Senator Alan Dixon 
1700 N .  Moore Street 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Subject: MacDill AFB. Tampa. 

Sirs and/or Madams; 

Is it true that KC-135 Air Force tankers may be stationed at 
Macdill AFB? 

With all the Bases in and around Florida are there any more 
encroached upon than MacDill? 

The  spectre of 101.5 tons of jet fuel flying only hundreds of 
feet from my house gives pause for consideration! 

I understand that the taxpayers have invested a lot of money in 
those concrete runways at MacDill 

But most o f  the fifteen thousand people living next to the base 
would o b j e c t  to this level o f  endangerment if given the 
opportunity 

The political forces in our community have supported moving the 
tankers to MacDill. None o f  these people live near the base, and 
I can only imagine their interests are tax based. 

Military operations are a very necessary part of a free 
democratic society; they are not unlike a guard dog. A guard dog 
is a great thing to have around, but can be dangerous and should 
be kept at a distance. 

Do what you must! 

But, knowing the facts, and the available options, I would have 
to consider any decision to base tanker aircraft at MacDill AFB 
to be criminally negligent! 

Thanks for your time. 
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June 1, 1995 

108 Heather Place 
Centerville, GA 3 1028-1255 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Committee Members: 

My reason for writing is to reiterate what you have heard many times---that the Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center is a most vital link in the national defense network and should not be closed. 

Team Robins, with its state-of-the-art communications systems, its proven outstanding aircraft 
maintenance track record (during war and peace) and its young, educated, trained, dedicated work 
force recently earned the coveted "Best Air Force Base in the World" honor. Robins has never been 
known to "rest on its laurels." So this same performance can be expected into the 21st Century. The 
notion to close Robins shouldn't even be an option. 

Not only would the national security be endangered, but the closure of this base would virtually 
devastate the state of Georgia economically. Robins is this state's largest industry. 

You have some tough decisions ahead of you and we realize that. We do ask that you keep these 
sentiments in mind while making your determination. May God bless you. especially during this 
crucial time, and know that we are praying for you continuously. 

Sincerely, 

%%!&\ Betty A. Q~QL 













TIMOTHY R. ERLANDER 

Attorney at Lau, 
SUITE 210 

1518 EAST LAKE STREET 
MINNEAPOLIS. MN 55407 

AREA CODE 61 2 

825-6857 
FAX: 722-31 52 

HOME: 869-5866 

June 1, 1995 

BRAC Commission 
1700 Nor th  Moore S t ree t ,  S u i t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

As a ve te ran  and c i v i c  a c t i v i s t  i n  R i c h f i e l d ,  Minnesota, I would l i k e  t o  
suppor t  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  A i r  Reserve S t a t i o n  a t  t h e  Minneapol is -St .  Paul 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i r p o r t ,  t h e  934th A i r l i f t  Wing. Enclosed p lease f i n d  a copy 
of a r e s o l u t i o n  passed by t h e  City Counci l  of Bloomington, Minnesota, which 
o u t l i n e s  t h e  e x c e l l e n t  reasons f o r  keeping t h i s  A i r  Reserve S ta t i on .  

I am a member o f  t h e  R i c h f i e l d  Op t im i s t s  and t h e  Minneapo l i s  Southtown 
Exchange Club. I have had t he  p r i v i l e g e  o f  e s c o r t i n g  groups f rom bo th  
c l ubs  on t he  s t a t i o n ,  and we have had t h e  p r i v i l e g e  o f  f l y i n g  w i t h  them 
and watch ing a t r a i n i n g  f l i g h t .  We g o t  t o  see t h e i r  equipment, and we 
met t h e  r e s e r v i s t s  themselves. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  speakers f rom t h e  s t a t i o n  
have addressed bo th  o rgan i za t i ons .  

Many o f  our  members a r e  veterans who know t h e  C-130s used by t h e  934th. 
They were impressed w i t h  t h e  maintenance. The r e s e r v i s t s  had e x c e l l e n t  
mora le  and showed a l o t  o f  p r i d e  i n  t h e i r  u n i t  and t h e i r  work. They have 
had, as t h e  Bloomington City Counci l  r e s o l u t i o n  shows, a wide v a r i e t y  o f  
r e c e n t  exper iences i n  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  l a s t  severa l  years,  f rom 
Panama t o  Bosnia, Deser t  Storm t o  Somalia. We understand t h i s  i s  va luab le .  

The 934th p resen ts  an e x c e l l e n t  image t o  t h i s  area ( n o t  known, as you may 
know, f o r  be ing  e s p e c i a l l y  p ro  m i l i t a r y )  o f  our  armed fo rces .  They 
p resen t  themselves as capable, p a t r i o t i c ,  courageous and humane. Those 
of us who know them a r e  proud o f  them and t h e i r  s e r v i c e  t o  our  coun t r y  
and t o  t h e  wor ld .  As a ve te ran  who served d u r i n g  t h e  Vietnam War, I have 
t o  app rec ia te  t h e  h i g h  mora le  and deduc t ion  o f  t h e  men and women o f  t h e  
934th. 

I would hope t h a t  BRAC would cons ider  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  934th A i r l i f t  
Wing as a reserve  u n i t  o f  t he  U. S. A i r  Force. 

Tim ~r lande;  



A RESOLUTION IN SLTI'0I;'T 0 1 1 '  ' I f  1x3 9: 4TH IURL~F :T WMG, 
AIR FORCE I L'~LFE,I<.'I, ::i 5 T '4T:ICIN 

AT h.m'NEAPOLIS-ST. PP 13 C, 3';T'I :';Fb;l', iTI CjPlTAL AIiFiPORT 

W R E A S ,  the City Council of the ( :,ry 01'l.!81~:~o~niz~@al~ is the odcial governing body of 

the City of Bloomjngon; and 

WHEREAS, !he 934th Airlift Wing i ; a ; o n  .st~t-rea ly ,Air Fsras '::eserve flying unit 

located at the Minneplpulis-St, Pa01 Lnterr~ati i 1131 I ~ I I I . ~  ~ ? c t ,  f ying nine: c*. i 30 w g o  airwaft, air 
dr~pping  and air landing cargo and pcrsonnt I, :iml i r  r13i.t!ir 3 aa~rnt~dic~i'  avacuation of patients. 
and wpponjny the mission of the United S ; f t : c  4 1. I'i;n$ !n 21 dJbt bas; i in the Unired States lrld 

around the world; and 

U'HFREAS, the 934th Airlift Wing 3 a ~ i j  ar i~itc;p il Fart in tht~ 'i'win Cities comtunjty, as 

wdl as the natir;;its defense. Personnel and ur:ra i 1 :. f g  sf wed the TV;I .I Cities area sinct: 1949, 
participating in Operation lust Cause in Par m a  i : !'I 3 5 .  I jpersiors DeeielI Shield and Descn 
Storm in 1990-91, Oparafion Provide Prom 2 e ia B. :.ll'i~ t :;u7ocrz : 99'2- ! 994, Operation Restore 

Hope in S o m d ~ a  in 'I 993, rrnd Operalion Sa 5:  H.a. 4 1 I ir (3: 1 ba irl 1924, :id 

WHEN%$, the 934th Arlift Wing : o,-i,l '31, t::;, i l  part, r h f b  fd:t.twmg sewices tc, the Twin 
Cities area, md the City of Bloornington 

m Thw 934th has an operation & main.r%rrar: :e : ,~cjqet af'9i3 I ;rl;liic 11. u-Lth $70 million 

metro area csonomic impact i i ~  'I 99 4 ,  

The 934th employs over 530 fuil-ti : .P D, o;-r!rner I: ol'l>efcn~e il~irsonnel, along with 1,224 

driiling resr&sig (PC) of which e to 31,>c,r' k i t  i i ; t  01 : ' ' '@nt~) ,  

The > ' A :  . . .,.~I.J~!Is b u s m ~ ,  with )Jj:r ci 7 :I ,el, .- . rr t e Tivi.1 Cl+i+& ;rca, of which 80 
t.itY,c ar bic;;:nt.;g~:l; 11 i t  r;j 6 

. . 
The 334th has 2 1 jolilt-use tauiirtit:, i ,  ,? I ,  :.t .LA D&.* -. ob :ce.4f :mt:n$ 10 t ~ ~ l ~ t a t ) '  

cust0mcrs. totaling over 5,000 pc: : &I!! 

n Tha 934th ltas an cxce!lent w~rkiri, rz r - .hlF ti z ~ d c ,  .$potitan Ailp~rts 

Corission, shiirin~ fire fighttlig 4 iqrab Lii I : . I ,  IU iw?~y access, I .re Fib4 control towar, a d  
does not conflict with any fbtu1.c e q~e;li ,:I I j>,tln! of the a,rpo;.+ 

u The nearesi Air Force Resera ba: c I:; ir Il:!;;kcas' E(W, i c l c ~ t d  ! 37 miles away. 



NOH~, TI&KEFORE, BE 11. RESOL*IE.CI I*.: .  ..YE csr Y COLP~UL OF THE CITY 
OF RL00hmGT01\1 IN RIXiLJLAK h;E€TI"I'd(; .11r5 I,I?fidI LED, that 

The City of Blogt~iiiglon wholeheartedly sup1 it,nr ..; i .*irlia. !uc:lt. un of t,:c h r  Reseple Station 

at the hiinneapoiii- 5; Paul Internaiional Pirp ~r,, a, v i .w.,g h::s tile co:~i l  ;tent contribution made 
by the 934th 4rrLli W ,ng to the conunudt): a I!! ~:csl;,icl~ 

Passed and adopted this 30th day of F( ky, i !*':;I; 

-.-_-- -.. 
~o;.ak S, N.o .rle, Mayor 

&&4dg5Ge- S +retap to the 'ouncil 



ne a~Ei.Ej rpsoluG~n ~ a s  a d ~ , ~ %  :TI h.: ! : ! I {  :atr;ci,i r!f 0 6  Cit) of 

EiIoomingtcrn on May 30, 1995. 

4 YEAS q u ~ l o u  w s ~  on the adopiion .?f ihti la*;: it.11i.d n, t(lerr: *'.ere __ 

NAYS RS follows: 

CrrY GF BLOO34INOTON COUNCiL: 4 EM !: : ! 5.  'flM NAY OTI-IER 

Corai S. Houle 

Joyce A. Iiew 

Alisa R. Hehrzcrnm 

~ n n  Lericzewski 

Peggy Raathiin 

Vem \&7il':ox 

Gene Wijigedd 



Dear Congressman  enator ato or 
Tx ;::)i @a 

On May 10, 1995, the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Cornmisslo 
announced that seven Air Force Reserve base/unit locations were added to the 
two current Air Force Reserve candidates for closure. This puts six Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units an three Air Force Reserve F-16 units in j opardy. The 
closure list includes- w IW-5, TF/V~$  

M f i Q 5 ,  j?;!a/ FLU 
I urge you to contact commission Chairman lan Dixon, other 

commissioners, and fellow congressmen who may be testifying before the 
commission on June 10, 1995, to inform them of the gravely adverse effect of 
this action will have on the most combat ready Reserve component of the Total 
Force. 

Neither the Pentagon nor the cominission has used demographics of Reserve 
members in making its closure determinations. Unlike the Active forces, 
Reserve members cannot be expected to relocate to another base or installation 
to participate i l l  Reseirve training. Therefore, units must be located where 
the trained manDower resides. Every Air Force Reserve location on this list 
is within a major metropolitan area. With 21st century factors such as 
recruiting and willingr~ess to serve in the military largely unknown at this 
time, location demographics may become even more important in the future. . 

There also has not been a reduction in mission requirements for the Air 
Force Reserve, and all units are fully engaged. The Pentagon has articulated 
how important peacetime volunteerism has become for the Reserve components, 
allowing them to pj.ck up active duty missions and provide ucompensating 
leverage." Thertcore, it is not practicable to take down any more Air Force 
Reserve units for the sake of closing bases. 

The cost-effectiveness of the Reserve components must be emphasized. 
The National Defense Authorization Act for 1991 contained a "sense of 
Congress" resolution, that is still viable today, stating that more missions 
should be transferred to the Reserve components. With level Defense budgets 
seen as possibly the best case we may expect in the future, present Reserve 
base infrastructure may be even more important. Reserve flying units can and 
do save millions of dollars over Actlve flying units, but part of the "open 
the door" cost of Reserve units has to be the location in good demographic 
locations. 

Finally, there are no Air National Guard bases on the list. The Air 
National Guard and Air Force Reserve are equal partners in the Total Force, 
therefore any base closure studies should be shared and not totally absorbed 
by the Air Force Reserve. 

Please contact the BRAC Commission prior to June 10th and urge it to 
retain the current Air Force Reserve base/unit locations. 



Dear Congressman /Senator 

On May 10, 1995, the Base Closure and Realignment (RRAC) Commission 
announced that seven Air Force Reserve base/unit locations were added to the 
two current Air Force Reserve candidates for closure. This puts six Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units and three Air Force Reserve F-16 units in jeopardy. The 
closure list includes- 

I urge you to 
commissioners, and fellow congressmen who may be testifying before the 
commission on June 10, 1995, to inform them of the gravely adverse effect of 
this action will have on the most combat ready Reserve component of the Total 
Force. 

Neither the Pentagon nor the commission has used demographics of Reserve 
members in making its closure determinations. Unlike the Active forces, 
Reserve members cannot be expected to relocate to another base or installation 
to participate in Reserve training. Therefore, units must be located where 
the trained manpower resides. Every Air Force Reserve location on this list 
is wlthin a major metropolitan area. With 21st century factors such as 
recruiting and willingness to serve in the military largely unknown at this 
time, location demographics may become even more important in the future. 

There also has not been a reduction in mission requirements for the Air 
Force Reserve, and al.l units are fully engaged. The Pentagon has articulated 
how important peacet.ime volunteerism has become for the Reserve components, 
allowing them to pj.ck up active duty missions and provide "compensating 
leverage." ThertFore, it is not practicable to take down any more Air Force 
Reserve units for the sake of closing bases. 

The cost-effectiveness of the Reserve components must be emphasized. 
The National Defense Authorization Act for 1991 contained a "sense of 
Congressu resolution, that is still viable today, stating that more missions 
should be transferred to the Reserve components. With level Defense budgets 
seen as possibly the best case we may expect in the future, present Reserve 
base infrastructure may be even more important. Reserve flying units can and 
do save millions of dollars over Active flyirig units, but part of the "open 
the doorM cost of Reserve units has to be the location in good demographic 
locations. 

Finally, there are no Air National Guard bases on the list. The Air 
National Guard and Air Force Reserve are equal partners in the Total Force, 
therefore any base closure studies should be shared and not totally absorbed 
by the Air Force Reserve. 

Please contact the BRAC Commission prior to June 10th and urge it to 
retain the current Air Force Reserve base/unit locations. 

Sincerely, 



Dear Congressman /Senator 

On May 10, 1995, the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission 
announced that seven Air Force Reserve base/unit locations were added to the 
two current Air Force Reserve candidates for closure. This puts six Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units and three Air Force Reserve F-16-units in jeopardy. The 
closure list includes A R ~ ,  / J  F ~ J  

5 - 
I urge you to c o b o n G & i r f n a d  2 1 ~  B L n  , C&r 

commissioners, and fellow congressmen who may be testifying before the 
commission on June 10, 1995, to inform them of the gravely adverse effect of 
this action will have on the most combat ready Reserve component of the Total 
Force. 

Neither the Pentagon nor the commission has used demographics of Reserve 
members in making its closure determinations. Unlike the Active forces, 
Reserve members cannot be expected to relocate to another base or installation 
to participate in Reserve training. Therefore, units must be located where 
the trained manpower resides. Every Air Force Reserve location on this list 
is within a major metropolitan area. With 21st century factors such as 
recruiting and willingrless to serve in the military largely unknown at this 
time, location demographics may become even more important in the future. 
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There also has not been a reduction in mission requirements for the Air 
Force Reserve, and al.1 units are fully engaged. The Pentagon has articulated 
how important peacetime volunteerism has become for the Reserve components, 
allowing them to pick up active duty missions and provide "compensating 
leverage." Thertcore, it is not practicable to take down any more Air Force 
Reserve units for the sake of closing bases. 

The cost-effectiveness of the Reserve components must be emphasized. 
The National Defense Authorization Act for 1991 contained a "sense of 
Congress" resolution, that is still viable today, stating that more missions 
should be transferred to the Reserve components. With level Defense budgets 
seen as possibly the best case we may expect in the future, present Reserve 
base infrastructure may be even more important. Reserve flying units can and 
do save millions of dollars over Active flying units, but part of the "open 
the dooru cost of Reserve units has to be the location in good demographic 
locations. 

Finally, there are no Air National Guard bases on the list. The Air 
National Guard and Air Force Reserve are equal partners in the Total Force, 
therefore any base closure studies should be shared and not totally absorbed 
by the Air Force Reserve. 

Please contact the BRAC Commission prior to June 10th and urge it to 
retain the current Air Force Reserve base/unit locations. 



T o :  The Hcncr -ah la  Alan G ~ x o n ,  Chalrrnan 
n c e f e n s e  B a s e  Hea l  ignrn3nt 3nd Closure Comm ,as i o n  

Fr-cm: James E .  (:;!pepper 

,., 
r.e: i?a'c~in3 A i ; ,  Logist i z s  C e n t e r  

! would l i k e  t o  e x p r e s s  my c o n c e r n  a b o u t  R o b i n s  A i r  

? : :-: * . - .- .'-4 
i-,,,biLa i e n : t r  brlns p i sce : i  %>n the p ~ t e n t i a i  z i 5 s : ~ r e  i :st. 

Y- hobins AFE, ~ ~ 1 ;  tsd 
L .- c as t h e  !9:35 E e s t  A i l -  F c r c e  Base i n  t h e  

\:: - ... - 3 
. d .  ,a, ~ e r ~ ~ e s  a v : t a i  r o l e  t-o the nat ; a n a l  d e f e n s e  arid t o  t he  

!c~ai 2 3 i : ; m L i l i i  t ~ .  Hy f a m i  l y  a n d  : moved t o  W a r n e r  Robins, GA 

:? ~n a e p t .  zf 1394. The s t e r l i n g  r 5 p u t a t : o n  of t h e  A" and t h e  

.~;c.~mpar- i con~r:.!~:.~ i ty s u p p o r t  w a s  : - e f r e s h  ing  t o  w i t n e s s  a n d  

,,coma a p a r t  o f .  T h e  AFE 1s such a n  has Lsen  e x c i  t :ng t o  '-2 

- 
i n t e g r ~ !  p a r t  o f  \ 'ia.rne~- Eob:ns .  i h e  b a s e  h a s  p r o v e n  i ts  

p p ~ , ,  - -  A L L. . LL.r~k . p i , -  ,,< ou.. i - - y  + f 7  work racord re f'=-ted ,L i n  t h e  Base 

Excel l e n c e  Award. It is my be1  ief  t .ha t  R o b i n s  AFB s h o u l d  

r e m a i n  o p e n  t o  Suppor . t  i n z  --!r:lr.e- f t a t 2 s  t%;r F o r c e  i n  i * -  ,. .3 

g o a l s  ant3 c;bject;ves. 



Documel~t Separator 



ATTORNEY AT LAW 

3 3 0  STATLER TOWERS 
BUFFALO. NEW YORK 14202 

7 1 6 - 8 5 2  - 8 8 5 0  
FACSIMILE 

7 1 6 - 8 5 2 - 0 4 5 0  

May 30, 1995 

BRAC Commission 
1 7 0 0  N.  Moore S t r e e t  
Su i t e  1 4 2 5  
Arl ington,  VA 22209 

RE:  P o t e n t i a l  c los ing  of Niagara F a l l s  Air Base 

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed herewith a r e  P e t i t i o n s  signed t h e  26th day of 
May, 1995 by members of the  Lorenzo Burrows Post #78  of t h e  
American Legion held a t  the  Saturn Club, Buffalo, New York 
s t rong ly  urging t h e  Commission t o  continue f u l l  opera t ion  of the  
Niagara F a l l s  Air Force Base f o r  the  reasons s t a t e d .  

C W R /  j p  
Enc. 



May 2 6 ,  1 9 9 5  

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

We the undersigned members of the Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Post 1178 of Buffalo, New York, hereby strongly 
urge the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to continue in 
full operation the Niagara Falls Air Force Base for the following 
reasons: 

1. The only remaining Air Force installation in New 
York State. 

2. Base operations reflect a $150 million annual impact 
on the Western New York economy. 

3. The Base supports 2,500 Air Force personnel, 1,500 
Army personnel and 800 full-time civilian employees for a total of 
4,800. 

4. The Base payroll is $56 million per year and has 
pending construction contracts of $30 million in addition to 
recent investments of $25 million of completed contracts. 

5. Base operations create 1,000 civilian jobs in the 
community. 

6. The Base provided the only Air Force unit to deploy 
to the Persian Gulf Theater with 100% mission completion. 

NAME A ADDRESS 



. . - 

May 26,  1 9 9 5  

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

We the  undersigned members of the  Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Post #78 of Buffalo, N e w  York, hereby s t rong ly  
urge the  Base Realignment and Closure Commission t o  continue i n  
f u l l  opera t ion  t h e  Niagara F a l l s  Air Force Base f o r  the  following 
reasons: 

1. The only remaining Air Force i n s t a l l a t i o n  i n  New 
York S t a t e .  

2 .  Base opera t ions  r e f l e c t  a  $150 mi l l ion  annual impact 
on t h e  Western New York economy. 

3. The Base supports  2,500 Air Force personnel ,  1,500 
Army personnel and 800 fu l l - t ime c i v i l i a n  employees f o r  a t o t a l  of 
4,800. 

4 .  The Base payro l l  is $56 mi l l ion  per year and has 
pending cons t ruc t ion  c o n t r a c t s  of $30 mi l l ion  i n  add i t ion  t o  
recent  investments of $25  mi l l ion  of completed con t rac t s .  

5 .  Base opera t ions  c r e a t e  1,000 c i v i l i a n  jobs i n  t he  
community. 

6 .  The Base provided the  only Air Force u n i t  t o  deploy 
t o  t h e  Pers ian  G u l f  Theater w i t h  100% mission completion. 

ADDRESS 



. May 2 6 ,  1995  

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

We the undersigned members of the Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Post #78 of Buffalo, New York, hereby strongly 
urge the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to continue in 
full operation the Niagara Falls Air Force Base for the following 
reasons: 

1. The only remaining Air Force installation in New 
York State. 

2. Base operation reflect a $150 million annual impact 
on the Western New York economy. 

3. The Base supports 2,500 Air Force personnel, 1,500 
Army personnel and 800 full-time civilian employees for a total of 
4.800. . . - - . -  

4. The Base payroll is $56 million per year and has 
pending construction contracts of $30 million in addition to 
recent investments of $25 million of completed contracts. 

5. Base operations create 1,000 civilian jobs in the 
community. 

6. The Base provided the only Air Force unit to deploy 
to the Persian Gulf Theater with 100% mission completion. 

NAME - ADDRESS 
I I 



PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMEJISSION 

We t h e  undersigned members of t h e  Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Pos t  #78  of Buf fa lo ,  blew York, hereby s t r o n g l y  
urge t h e  Base Realignment and Closure  Commission t o  con t inue  i n  
f u l l  o p e r a t i o n  t h e  Niagara F a l l s  Ai r  Force Base f o r  t h e  fo l lowing  
reasons :  

1. The on ly  remaining Ai r  Force i n s t a l l a t i o n  i n  New 
York S t a t e .  

2 .  Base o p e r a t i o n  r e f l e c t  a  $150 m i l l i o n  annual  impact 
cn t h e  Western New York economy. 

3 .  The Base suppor t s  2,500 Air  Force pe r sonne l ,  1,500 
Prmy personne l  and 800  f u l l - t i m e  c i v i l i a n  employees f o r  a  t o t a l  of 
4,800.  

4 .  The Base p a y r o l l  i s  $56 m i l l i o n  per year  and has  
pending c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r a c t s  of $30 m i l l i o n  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
r ecen t  inves tments  of  $25  m i l l i o n  of completed c o n t r a c t s .  

5.  Base o p e r a t i o n s  c r e a t e  1,000 c i v i l i a n  jobs i n  t h e  
community. 

6 .  The Base provided t h e  on ly  Air  Force u n i t  t o  deploy 
t o  t h e  P e r s i a n  Gulf Thea te r  w i t h  1 0 0 %  mission completion.  

, NAME ADDRESS 
a 

I I 



. May 2 6 ,  1995  
. 

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

W e  t h e  u n d e r s i g n e d  membexs o f  t h e  L o r e n z o  Bur rows  
F n ~ e r i c a n  L e g i o n  P o s t  # 7 8  o f  B u f f a l o ,  Mew York ,  h e r e b y  s t r o n g l y  
u r g e  t h e  Base R e a l i g n m e n t  a n d  C l o s u r e  Commiss ion t o  c o n t i n u e  i n  
f u l l  o p e r a t i o n  t h e  N i a g a r a  F a l l s  A i r  F o r c e  Base f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
r e a s o n s :  

1. The o n l y  r e m a i n i n g  Air  F o r c e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  i n  New 
York S t a t e .  

2 .  B a s e  o p e r a t i o n s  r e f l e c t  a  $3.50 m i l l i o n  a n n u a l  i m p a c t  
c n  t h e  W e s t e r n  N e w  York economy. 

3 .  The Base s u p p o r t s  2 , 5 0 0  A i r  F o r c e  p e r s o n n e l ,  1 , 5 0 0  
Army p e r s o n n e l  a n d  8 0 0  f u l l - t i m e  c i v i l i a n  e m p l o y e e s  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  
4 , 8 0 0 .  

4 .  The  Base p a y r o l l  is $56 m i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  a n d  h a s  
p e n d i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r a c t s  o f  $30 m i l l i o n  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
r e c e n t  i n v e s t m e n t s  o f  $25  m i l l i o n  o f  c o m p l e t e d  c o n t r a c t s .  

5 .  Base  o p e r a t i o n s  c r e a t e  1 , 0 0 0  c i v i l i a n  j o b s  i n  t h e  
communi ty .  

6 .  The B a s e  p r o v i d e d  t h e  o n l y  A i r  F o r c e  u n i t  t o  d e p l o y  
t o  t h e  P e r s i a n  G u l f  T h e a t e r  w i t h  1 0 0 %  m i s s i o n  c o m p l e t i o n .  

ADDRESS 



- -  . 

May 26 ,  1 9 9 5  

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

tJe t h e  undersigned members of t h e  Lorenzo Burrows 
Pmerican Legion Post  #78  of Buf fa lo ,  blew York, hereby s t r o n g l y  
urge t h e  Base Realignment and Closure  Commission t o  con t inue  i n  
f u l l  o p e r a t i o n  t h e  Niagara F a l l s  Air  Force Base f o r  t h e  fo l lowing  
reasons :  

1. The on ly  remaining Air  Force i n s t a l l a t i o n  i n  New 
York S t a t e .  

2 .  Base o p e r a t i o n s  r e f l e c t  a  $150 m i l l i o n  annual  impact 
cn t h e  Western New York economy. 

3 .  The Base suppor t s  2,500 Air Force pe r sonne l ,  1,500 
Army personnel  and 800  f u l l - t i m e  c i v i l i a n  employees f o r  a  t o t a l  of 
4 , 8 0 0 .  

4 .  The Base p a y r o l l  i s  $56 m i l l i o n  per  year  and has  
pending c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o n t r a c t s  of $30 m i l l i o n  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
r e c e n t  inves tments  of $25 m i l l i o n  of completed c o n t r a c t s .  

5 .  Base o p e r a t i o n s  c r e a t e  1,000 c i v i l i a n  jobs i n  t h e  
community. 

6 .  The Base provided t h e  on ly  Air  Force u n i t  t o  deploy 
t o  t h e  P e r s i a n  G u l f  Theater  w i t h  1 0 0 %  mission completion.  

FAME A D D R E S S  



May 2 6 ,  1995  

PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

We the undersigned members of the Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Post 878 of Buffalo, New York, hereby strongly 
urge the Base Realignment and Closure Comnjssion to continue in 
full operation the Niagara Falls Air Force Base for the following 
reasons: 

1. The only remaining Air Force installation in New 
York State. 

2. Base operations reflect a $150 million annual impact 
on the Western New York economy. 

3. The Base supports 2,500 Air Force personnel, 1,500 
Army personnel and 800 full-time civilian employees for a total of 
4,800 

4. The Base payroll is $56 million per year and has 
pending construction contracts of $30 million in addition to 
recent investments of $25 million of completed contracts. 

5 .  Base operations create 1,000 civilian jobs in the 
community. 

6. The Base provided the only Air Force unit to deploy 
to the Persian Gulf Theater with 100% mission completion. 

NAME ADDRESS 



PETITION 
TO 

BRAC COMMISSION 

We the  undersigned members of the  Lorenzo Burrows 
American Legion Post #78 of Buffalo,  New York, hereby s t rong ly  
urge the  Base Realignment and Closure Commission t o  continue i n  
f u l l  opera t ion  t h e  Niagara F a l l s  Air Force Base f o r  t h e  following 
reasons: 

1. The only remaining Air Force i n s t a l l a t i o n  i n  New 
York S t a t e .  

2 .  Base operat ions r e f l e c t  a  $150 mi l l ion  annual impact 
on t h e  Western New York economy. 

3 .  The Base supports  2,500 Air Force personnel,  1,500 
Army personnel and 800 fu l l - t ime c i v i l i a n  employees f o r  a  t o t a l  of 

pending 
recent  

4 .  The Base payro l l  i s  $56 mi l l ion  per year and has 
cons t ruc t ion  c o n t r a c t s  of $30 m i l l i o n  i n  add i t ion  t o  

investments of $25 mi l l ion  of completed c o n t r a c t s .  
5 .  Base opera t ions  c r e a t e  1 , 0 0 0  c i v i l i a n  jobs i n  the  

community. 
6 .  The Base provided the  only Air Force u n i t  t o  deploy 

t o  t h e  Persian G u l f  Theater w i t h  1 0 0 %  mission completion. 

NAME A D D R E S S  
n A 1 - - ,. - 

6 Grrc i  . d d ~ &  &fY / f a g '  
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1 

SUBJECT 

merit ion& 
Level Te 
glve it 
recruit. 

2. Colo 

Benson's 
the sit[ 

to a netc 
systems 
was a lo- 

3. Colc 
Martin, 
work com- 
My respo 
after I 
because 
( ALLTV ) 
why was 
position 



Should we not be giving the newly promoted employee, complex work? 
And if it is not complex work, then why would we promote a lady 
over me to give her less complex work, work that I could continue 
doing. ~ h < s  is double standards, and General William P. Hallin 
stated in his letter, dated 31 May 34 the following: 

Robins Air Force Base continues to provide equal 
opportunity and treatment for all our people; Both 
ci;ilian and military personnel have the responsibility 
to ensure equity and fairness by adhering to equal 
opportunity afid treatment and sexual harassment policies; 
~y policies on equal opportunity and treatment are clear 
and unequivocal. Every person regardless of race, color, 
sex, religion, disabling conditign, age, or national .. 
origin wil i be provided equitable treatment in all facets 
of their employment and/or Air Force life . . . . .  Maintaining 
a fair, and equitable, and discrimination-free work 
environment is everyone's responsibility . . . . . (  see 
attachment two). 

4. Colonel Bishop, Mr. Martin stated in his letter (undated) to 
me that the selection of this lady was a difficult choice (see 
attachment three). Did LU bring this lady in to do the less 
complex work I do, or the more complex work I do? If it is the 
l~tter, then why could I have not promoted and continued to do the 
work? 

5 .  Please respond in writing to this letter on or before 9 Jun 95. 

Logistics Management Specialist 

ATTACHMENT (3) 
1. Benson's message to me, dated 19 May 95 
2. General Hallin's letter, dated 31 May 94 
3. Mr. Martin's letter to me, undated 

cc: WR-ALC/CC/General William P. Hallin 
Chairman Alan Dixon, BRAC 
EEOC/OFO/Director 
Attorney General Janet Reno, U.S. Department of Justice 
Senator Sam Nunn 
Representative Sanford D. Bishop 
President Bill Clinton 
CBS 60 Minutes/Ed Bradley and Mike Wallace 



(-.-- F-; 
From kamair.lu.robins.af.m,!rbenson Fri May 19 19:08?5'? 1995 
Received: from kamair.lu.robins.af.mil by gailen.lu.robins.af.mil id aa27824; 

19 May 95 19:08 EDT 
From: rbenson@lu.robins.af.mil 
Reply-To: rbenson@lu.robins.af.mil 
Subject: WORKLOAD REASSIGNMENT - ALLTV AND LLLTV 
To: LEVERSON@lu.robins.af.mil, MSMITH@lu.robins.af.mil 
cc: MRAMBO@lu.robins.af.mil, PRICHARDBlu.robins.af.mil, 

~~TRICK@lu.robins.af.mil, EWHITE@lu.robins.af.mil, 
MALEXAND@lu.robins.af.mil 

Date: Fri, 19 May 95 19:08:30 EDT 
Sender: rbenson@kamair.lu.robins.af.mil 
Message-ID: ~9505191908.aa15697@kamair.lu.robins.af.m~1~ 

AS YOU WERE PREVIOUSLY TOLD, EFFECTIVE MONDAY 22 MAY, KATIE KENDRIC IS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL ALLTV AND LLLTV PROGRAMS YOU TWO WERE ASSIGNED. 

THANKS, 

CRB 



L- -* p- i-: 
- --- -- _ --- --- c. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
EQ WARNgR ROBINS AIR L6GISTICS CENTER (APMC) 

ROBIN8 AIR FORCE BASE GEORGIA 

31 May 1994 

@ 
- 7  

MEMORANDUM FOR All Personnel 

FROM: WR-ALCICC 

SLTBJECT: Equal Opportunity and Treatment and Sexual Harassment Policy Statement - 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

4 

I .  Robins Air Force Base continues to provide equal opportunity and treatment for all our 
people. To maintain a positive human relations climate, continual emphasis and efforts are needed 
by everyone. Both civilian and military personnel have the responsibility to ensure equity and 
fairness by adhering to equal opportunity and treatment and sexual harassment policies. 

2. My policies on equal opportunity and treatment are clear and unequivocal. Every person 
regardless of race, color, sex, religion, disabling condition, age, or national origin will be provided 
equitable treatment in all facets of their employment andlor h r  Force life. These policies also 
include providing a work environment free from sexual harassment, which under federal law is 
prohibited. Sexual harassment is a form of sex discrimination that undermines the integrity of the 
employment relationship. It affects morale and interferes with the produc.tivity of both victims 
and coworkers. 

3. Maintaining a fair, equitable, and discrimination-free work environment is everyone's 
responsibility. Discrimination and sexual harassment of any kind will not be tolerated on Robins 
Air Force Base. All allegations of discrimination and/or sexual harassment will be promptly 
investigated and adjudicated under appropriate procedures. Management, in addition to the 
special emphasis program managers, civilian personnel officers, and staff, will be held accountable 
for enforcement of these policies. 

Major General, USAF 
Commander 

Attachments: 
1 .  AF Policy on Sexual Harassment 
2. Definition of Sexual Harassment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC) 

ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE GEORGIA 

Mr. Eugene Leverson, Jr. 
WR-ALC/LUA 
Robins AFB GA 31088-1622 

Dear Mr. Leverson, 

Thank you for the recent opportunity to consider you as a candidate for the 
position of Logistics Management Specialist. Your interest in the position is 
appreciated and I was pleased to interview you. 

i 

My selection of Ms. Kattie Kendrick was a difficult choice. All of the 
candidates referred to me possessed good credentials for the job. Everyone can 
be proud of their experience record as it reflects many fine qualities about each 
candidate. These qualities can only serve to enhance your consideration for 
similar positions and possible selection in the future. 

The Logistics Civilian Career Enhancement Program (LCCEP) offers many fine 
opportunities for advancement and broadening one's Air Force careet. I hope you 
wil.1 remain a registrant and continue to improve your competitive record. I wish 
you the very best in your personal plans to further your career. 

Thank you again for giving me the opportunity to consider you for this 
position. 

Sincerely, 

/ ~ e ~ u t ~  Director 
SOF System Program Off ice 



Document S epamtoi- 



May 28, 1995 

Dear Honorable Alan Dixon, 

Sir, I am writing to express to you and your fellow 
committee members my hope that you will look upon Warner 
Robins-Air Logistics Center favorably during your evaluation 
for closure of one or more of the five Air Force depots. 
Warner Robins-Air Logistics Center has served the Air Force 
well since its early days, when it was established in 
response to the World War I1 war fighting effort. This year 
alone the base has won The Commander in Chiefs Best Base in 
the World award and a major award for the Environmental 
Clean-up of the base. The base is also preparing to compete 
for the prestigious Malcom Baldrigde award for quality. 

My family has been involved with the base since we moved to 
Warner Robins in 1971. My father, then active duty Air 
Force, decided to retire and make it our home. He continued 
his government career at Robins AFB as a civilian employee 
working in the Electronics Directorate. My father has since 
past away, but my oldest sister and myself are now employed 
on the base. I also have a brother-in-law employed on the 
base. We all work in different organizations, but we know 
the mission is CUSTOMERSUPPORT oriented and we are 
prepared to provide that support. 

I have other family members that are employed in the private 
sector that are just as concerned about this situation. 
T h e r e  is a r ea l  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t  t o  t h i s  area i f  a n e g a t i v e  
decision is made after your evaluation. You see, much of 
the central Georgia economy relies on the base employees. I 
realize that the impact to the economy is not your primary 
concern, but the cost of human suffering is real. 

I hope that you will see Warner Robins-Air Logistics Center 
as the best hope for the future for Air Force in terms of 
readiness. The people at Robins AFB are ready and willing 
to take the Air Force into the next century maintaining the 
war fighting capability of the Air Force. 

Yours truly, 



Defk~~se  Base C'losure and 
Realigt~~nvzlt Cotn~nissioti 
17C)O N hloorc St Ste 1425 
Arlington \:A 22209 

LThile mahig  decisions about ivl~ich of the four retr~aitling .2ir I:O~CC tittdcqraduntc pilul 
training bases to close, hcrc arc n few points to consider: 

1. Vance Air Force Base in Enid, Oklahoma ic a bast nit11 suporivt- airspace a t d  
facilities. 

2. Vnnce is the most cost-effective traitkg bass irt the .\is L:docntio~~ ancl Twining 
('o~nn~nnd, saieing i l~e  co~tntl:\* more tll;in 581,000 pcr siudcnt tl.nined here. 

3. None of the (lala anak~~scs by atry g o u p  - hlclutiir~g stu~1it.s by Ihe I>t.palttnetlt u l  
Defense atlcl the Bast: Closu~,e ancl Kealignt~~ent C'oirunission's own staff'- Jias 
~ ~ p p o r t e i l  closure of Vancc. 

I'laccment on an '.adcl lisl" \\oultl bc n stressful and clrniidng cspclicrlcc for any 
co~nmunjlq. I ellcourage you to crirl this rloctr and cease operntioris at llle base the clnla 
clca~ ly shons slloulcl be cloqctl. 

i. ,)s a scsidcnt of Northwest (I)klahomn. truly love Trance - the 1 3 . 7 ~ ~  anc1 its j)eople. \\'e 
hope 111s strong pal.tner.ship lliat 11as beer1 built here will corlti~lue Sor ninny decades to 
oolne. 

Sincerely. 





Documel~t Separator 
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JOHN STELLA 

ALAN DIXON 
CHAIRMAN 
BASE CLOURSE AND REALINGMENT COMMISSION 

MAY 10, 1995 

DEAR MR. DIXON : 

AS A STRONG SUPPORTER OF U . S .  MILITARY, NATIONAL 
SECURITY ISSUES, AND ALSO SUPPORTER OF HANSCOM AFB IN BEDFORD, MA. 
I AM ALSO A LONGTIME REDFORD RESIDENT NEAR THE RASE. 

I WOULD LIKE YO TO RECCOMEND YOU AND OTHER MEMBERS 
ON TIIE COMMISSION NOT TO EEDFORD HANSCOM AFB/E,s.c. TO THE CLOURSE 
LIST. I AM SUPPORTED THE DEFENSE DEFT., AE~TR-FORCE DEPT., TO RELOCA? 
500 JOBS FROM ROME, NY. GRIFFITHS AFB TO HANSCOM AFR, THE ROME LABS 
AT ARE BASED AT GIEFITHS A F R .  I ALSO SUPPORT TO EXPAND THE BASE FACLITk 
AT HANSCOM AFB. 

HANSCOM AFB IS THE HOME OF ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS CENTEF 
THE FINEST BEST AFB FACILITY IN THE NATION. HANSCOM AFR IS A 41 YEAR 
OLD BASE AND 6, EMPLOYS 30,000 PEOPLE, AND HAS A $3.2 BILLION IMPACT 
ON THE NEW ENGLAND ECOMONY. ABOUT 28,000 JOBS ARE RIGHT HERE, IN MASS., 
ON THE BASE ITSELF, ABOUT 2,200 MILITARY PERSONNEL WORK ALONGSII 
3,000 A F  CIVILAN # EMPLOYEES, AND 6,800 CONTRACT WORKERS. THE REMAINNIb 
19,000 PLUS EMPLOYEES WORK FOR EDUCATIONAL AND BUSINESS PARTNERS 
SUPPORTING HANSCOM'S MISSION. HANSCOM AFB AND IT PARTNERS IN BUSINESS 
AND EDUCATION HAVE BEEN DEVELOPING NEW TECHNOLOGIES EOR MILITARY AND 
CIVILIAN PURPOSE FOR 40 YEARS, YOU MAY BE FAMILAR WITH SOME EVOLVED INq 

* MEDICAL LASERS FOR HEART BYPASS AND BLOOD CLOT 
REMOVAL PROCEDURES ; 

* MAMMOGRAPHY FOR DETECTING TUMORS : 
* TODAY'S AIR TRAFFfC CONTROL SYSTEMS ; 
* INFRARRED SENORS THAT ALLOW AIRCRAFT TO SEE 

RUNWAYS THRU CLOUD COVER ; 
* HIGH-TECH SECURITY SYSTEMS USED TO PROTECT 

PROPERTY AS WELL MEADS OF STATE : AND 
* COMPACT DISCS 

R A D A R  SYSTEMS AND OTHER TECHNOLOGIES ARE DEVELOPED BY E1,ECTRONICS 
SYSTEMS CENTER ( ESC ) AT HANSCOM AFB. AT HANSCOM AFB, IMPROVING 
THEIR ACCURACY, ABILITY, AND PROVIDE: SAFETY OF OUR TROOPS. 
THE SUCCESS OF OFERATION DESERT STORM, WAS IN DUE IN LARGE PART TO 
" RADAR " AND " NIGHT VISION " TECHNOLOGIES. KEEPING AND EXPANDING 
HANSCOM AFB TO CONTINUE OPEN THERE IS VERY IMPORTANT OUR FUTURE 
NATIONAL SECURITY*NEED~. HANSCOM AFR IS VERY LARGE PART CONTRIRUTION 
TO OUR NATIONAL DEFENSE AND SECURITY NEEDS. 

I AM VERY STRONGLY OPPOSED TO CLOSE OR ADD THIS 
RASE CLOURSE L I S T S .  IT IS TOO E X P E N S I V E  T O  MOVING OUT OF & I A b l S C O M , I S  

NOSENSE. YOUR SUPPORT To EXPAND AT HANscoM R F R  WILL BE APPfiEcdED. 

JOHN M. STELLA fl@oLJRs , 



Truth a relative 
term during BRAC 

I t appears that nothing will stop the juggernaut of the 
1995 round of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. But a little misinformation 

can go a long way toward letting the air out of the tires - and 
money from the economy - of a community striving to 
protect its assets. 

So it is with the recent South Texas assault on Northwest 
Florida facilities that may be at risk in the process - Navy, 
Marine and Coast Guard helicopter training a t  Whiting Field 
Naval Air Station, in fact, Whiting Field altogether. 

If you read the report prepared by the South Texas Military 
Facilities Task Force (whose mission is to protect South 
Texas Navy and Air Force bases), you would think the 
transfer and closure is a done deal. That Northwest Florida 
should drop its tents and go home. 
But read further, between the lines and check out some of 

the assumptions, and you get an entirely different feeling - 
the information's wrong! Well, not completely wrong, but 
certainly skewed in favor of South Texas. 

For exaEiple, according to the r e p o m  too dangerous to 
conduct primary air training over the 
Panhandle. Forty percent of near 
midair collisions from 1986 to 1990 

It's unfortunate the occurred at Whiting Field and 
23- Cprocess has Pensacola Naval Air Station, the 

report states. 
slipped to But what it doesn't state is that 80 
name-calling, but it $ percent of all flight training is 

conducted at the two sites, or the a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l f ~ ~ ~  of 'ife. numbers of takeoffs and landings that 
occur at  Whiting or Pensacola NAS. 

Or that if training were moved to Texas, or wherever, that the 
statistics would not change, just their location. 

Near-accidents are unavoidable when you consider the 
traffic the bases generate (just as they are at civilian airports 
like Hartsfield in Atlanta or O'Hare in Chicago). But the 
Navy has taken steps to minimize risks, including the 
installation of collision avoidance devices to warn pilots away 
from each other. 

But you won't read about these things in the Texas report, 
only the "negatives." 

It's unfortunate the BRAC process has slipped to the 
name-calling level, but it's a political fact of life. Desperate 
times breed desperate action. And the loss of a military 
installation can be a desperate action. 

We're glad the Northwest Florida delegation is keeping to 
the high road, trying to keep the playing field level with facts, 
figures and truthful presentations, but we urge caution. 
Snipers from South Texas, South Carolina, California, etc., 
are out there bending the truth to make their cases. 

And a little bent truth can be as deadly as any bullet. 



TO THE B.RA.C. COMM. 

HERE IS SOME MORE CRYING FROM WHITING& PENSACOLA N.A.S. 

ABOUT MOVING THE FIX WING TRAINING TO TEXAS. WlTH THE 

ALL THE ACCIDENTS THEY ADMIT T0,lT MAKES OOOD REASONING 

TO MOVE OPF,RATK)N TO TEXAS! SAVING AT LEAST 79 $ PLUS THE 

ACCIDENT PROBLJN ADD UP TO A SMART MOVE. 50 YEAR OU) 

WHlTING & N.A.S. HAS BEEN THE NAVY'S SCARED COW & IT IS 

ABOUT TIME SOMETHING IS DONE. WHITING HAS BEEN BAD 

MOUTHING B.RA.C TO SAVE THEIR BUTS, WITH $500,000 TO 

IDBBY WITH LOOK OUT. THEY KEEP SAYING HOW THEIR 

GETIlNCi) SKEWED BY B.RAC., HOW ABOUT THE TAXPAYER 

THAT'S BEEN SKEWED FOR ALL THESE YEARS WITH THIS 

WASTE! 

STOP THE WASTE 
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TO THEB.RA.C. COMM., 

WHlTING FLD.HAS A 79 MULION $ SAVXNGS WHEN CLOSED & IT 

DOES'NT MATTER IF THEY 00 TO TEXAS OR FT. RUCKER! THE FIX 

WING TRlANING COULD BE DONE WITH A 79MJLTJON $ SAVINGS 

TO THE TAXPAPERS. THE ACCIDENT POTENTIAL & CONOESTED 

AIR SPACE IS ANOTHER (KKID EXAMPLE WHY WIXllNG SHOULD 

BE CLOSED. 

STOP THE WASTE! 



with like facilities would be in m p e t i -  "We're verywqmied because the require- 
' tion," said task force Chairman Don ment to train pilab is going down, the 

Salter. "We knew Whiting would be in number of people being put through the 
direct compc tition with Corpus Christi, pipeline isgoing down, but ihhstructure 
Texas, beca~ se they both do fixed-wing hasn't changed The Department of De- 
training, anc with Meridian, Miss., be- fense recognizes that they have to cut," 
cauae they both do aviation training." Hirsch said. 

~h~ w k  fc rce retained ~ i ~ ~ ~ h  to can- "I THINK the effort that we've made so 
duct and be a liaison in the far is to look at early andpis  and what 
apitg~. ~i~~ ch said ~~~~d~~ the b u w -  our vulnerabilities are. We feel confident 
cutting in Washington has dele- that if it's a level pla* fffld, our b a a  
gation womc d See TEXAS, badt of section 



Pensacola group lobbies 
- to keep Whiting Fie18 
- 

By Ellyn Ferguson 
A - x "t News Journal Washington correspondent 

WASHINGTON - Members of 

ntor 
a Pensacola task force met with Scarborough met with Navy off;- 
Pentagon officials and senior base cials at the Pentagon and base 
closing commission staff on Tues- closure co~mission staff. 
day making familiar arguments The Base Closure and Realign- 
for saving Whiting Field. ment Commission, which makes 

recommendations to the president 
about shutting down or consoli- 
dating military installations, 
doesn't convene until March 1. 

However, ~ a y l o r  said commis- 
sion staffers told him 100 commu- 
nities have already made the trek 
to Washington to talk with them. 

The Pensacola area has several 
installations that serve as eco- 
nomic engines for the region, he 
said. 

"You're talking about $3 billion 
in revenue, 40,000 active duty per- 
sonnel and 50,000 military retir- 

the Base Closure and Realign- ees," s- 
C 

ment Commission will use, but 'Task force members say they 
the OSD (Office of the Secretary of believe their early efforts to point 
Defense)," said Paul Hirsch, a O U ~  Whiting Field's strengths and 
Washington-area consultant its military necessity will pay off. 
working with the Greater Pensa- The biggest threat to the Pensa- 
cola BRAC '95 Task Force. cola installation's future are five 

"We just wanted to make sure we training facilities in South Texas 
understood that OSD and the that offer fixed-wing training, as 
Navy were playing from the same does Whiting Field. 
deck," Hirsch said. The Pensacola delegation plans 

Hirsch, Taylor, task force chair- today to brief the staffs of Scarbor- 
man Don Salter and John Griffing ough and Florida Sens. Bob Gra- 
of the Pensacola Area Chamber of ham and Connie Mack on their 
Commerce and Rep.-elect Joe meetings. 

- m . ~ .  . ., r rr *.. . ++ *r I*- < Q 
- 



TO THE B.R.A.C. C O W ,  

PENSACOLA LOBBIES FOR WHITING ,,,,HOW ABOUT PENSACOLA 

LOBBIES FOR PENSACOLA & WHITXNC3 &THE REST OF ITS 13 OUT- 

LMNa FLDS. NOW WE ARE LOOKING AT $3 B U O N  & 40,000 

ACTIVE PERSONNEL & 50,000 MILTTARY REllREES ON THE PAY- 

ROLL. SURE THEY WING TO LOBBY, BUT lTS ABOUT TIME THIS 

WASTE COMES TO A HALT! WHAT IS 50,000 MILITARY RETIREES 

DONG ON THE PAYROLL BESIDES DOUBLE DIPPING ARE TAX- 

PAPYERS $!!! THIS WHOLE OPERATION IS FUU OF PORK! 
STOP THE WASTE 



ocumellt S eparator 
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TO THE B.R.A.C. COMM., 

THE NAVY'S ADMITS TO THE MOH TRAFFIC OF THE T-34 TRAINIG 

WHICH CAUSES THIER HIGH RATE OF ACCIDENTS! THE 13 OUT- 

LMNG mDs. THAT WHITING & N . k S  PENSACOtA USE IS OUT- 

DATED & A WASTE OF TAXPAPERS $. 80% ACCIDENTS IS A POOR 

RECORD OF THE NAVY'S TRXANJNG OF THE T-34 & SHOULD BE 

CLOSED DOWN & START SAVING LIFESBt AT LEAST 79 MIUION $. 

FACTS ARE FACTS, THIS ACCIDENT 12/5/94 IS ENOUGH PROOF 

T M T  THE NAVY'S OUTDATED TRAINING IS READY FOR A CHANGE 

FACTS ARE FACTS 





Scarborough getswish: Chance to whi 
- 

By Ginny Graybid 
News Journal 

Rep.-elect Joe Scarborough will 
serve on a House committee that 
will play a key role in the newly 
elected Republican majority's ef- 
fort to make government smaller. 

Scarborough, appointed last 
week to the National Security 
C e t t e e ,  said Monday that he 
also will be on the Government 
M r m  m d  Oversight Commit- 
tee. 

"It's going to be one of the most 
active and visible committees on 
(Capitol) Hi in the coming ses- 
sion because it's 'ng to be the 
egsncy responaibr for making 
reimmmendations on what parts 
of the government to downsize 
and do away with," he mid. 

Scarborough, the first Republi- 

BRAC will present an additional 
list for comparative parposes on 
Mav 17. - - 

can to represent District 1 in  borough sitid his N a t b d  
more than a century, s q  he S&rity me&rsHp ma$ giv8 
sought the appointment. ,him "a peek behind tlrs curkig 

"It fits ia mth our pledd to try about what 56 coming," wen 
and downsize the federal govern- thou b the E t a C  procep is 
ment," he said bi-lIddaM+~@& 

Me.anwh.de, Sc&bqrou& 'sdd. "E . tl&& "€be, mpst imporknt , 
his appointment to the House thing is qcceas.,to informatMbw 
Security Committee, foderly besafd: '5 . huving atowrd 
named the Armed ServieeaCom7 in tha$ commhity, you knbw 
mittee, pqta:bJorth~t FIorida ' what's going 04, what the boa 
in a strong; gositioa as military is." 
cutbacks Ioopl. ,' - Whiting Field, the base thd 

The U.S. Dekenw'Base Closure trains Navy, Marine C o w  and 
and Realigndent Commission is Coast Guard fied-whgand Mi -  
scheduled to present ,its list of copter pilots, is cgnsidered the 
bases to be clbsed o~roonsolidated most vulnerable base in E d -  
on July 1. bia and Santa Rosa counties. 

The Department of Defense will Scarborough said he has at- 
offer up its own list on March 1. tended numerous Navy recep- 

ttle away at bureaucracy I 

ttoete .riinieS Me 'cilectibn, m W g  
the various secretaries of the mil- 
itary && aa well as other 
military decision-makers and 
their staffs. 

what is happening in the BRA@ 
process." 

Scarborough said his imprest 
sion so far is that Whiting's only 
major threat comes from Fort 
Rucker, Alc, where Army heli- 
copter training takes place. 

The milithry has 

be reconsidered. 
Scarborouah dis~uted xeceni ' 

reports that-rntiig could bezt 
risk of losing fixed- ' " t - ~ e g  
f i e  of five ~ e x a s E e s .  

"After a whit$ I'd come in and -ave not heard a smgle ace- 
people would recognize me," he nario that would suggest that , 

said, "Everybody*s talking about Whitin Field wo 
BRAC '95. After talking to the &-gwk 
s m e  small tight-hit m u -  he saiP-I%7EZSon is* 
nity over time, you get a feel for centered around Fort Rucker." - - -  

. -- I 



TO THE B.R.A.C. COMM., 

LOOK OUT HERE COMES SCARBOROUGH. IT'S NOT ENOUGH TO 

HAVE A W O N  $ TO LOBBY WITH, THE NAVYwS SEMDINC3 REP. 

SCARBOROUGH TO SPY ON B.RA.C. WHITING KNOWS IT'S IN 

TROUBLE TO BE MOVED TO FT. RUCKER OR TEXASf THIS WASTE 

HAS TO STOP! THE T-34 IS OUTDATED & SO IS THE TRAINING. 

STOP THE WASTE! 







MESCH ENGINEERING, P.C. 

C O N S U L T I N G  E N G I N E E R S  
285 Market St., Lockport, NY 14094 - 3021 

Phone: - 71 6-434-6276 Fax: - 71 6-434-0464 
May 18, 1995 

CHEMICAL STRUCTURAL 
CIVIL ARCHITECTURAL 
ELECTRICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
MECHANICAL CADD 

Base Realignment and Closing Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Proposed Closing of Niagara Falls 
Air Reserve Base 

Dear Commission, 

Mesch Engineering, P.C. wishes to express our concern regarding the proposed Department of 
Defense plans to close the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station at Niagara Falls, New York. 

The base has provided the Department of Defense with a flexible facility at reasonable operating 
costs and is strategically located. The proposed closing would weaken our defense posture. 

Mesch Engineering P. C. is a local consulting engineering firm, employing forty-one (4 1) people, 
located in Lockport, New York since 1963. We have recently provided consulting professional 
services for rehabilitation projects located on the Air Base and this work load has tended to 
stabilize our work force. 

The proposed base closing would also impact our current contract to supply consulting 
engineering services to the Air Base and would have a negative effect on our current staffing 
levels. 

We support your current endeavors to persuade the Department of Defense Base closure 
committttez to change their decisian tc close the Air Reserve Base. The proposed c!ssir,g xv.rou!d 
be a great security loss to the nation and an economic loss to the local residents and businesses 
that rely on the base remaining open. 

Please consider our support of your efforts in this matter, and we look forward to a favorable 
decision. 

Very truly yours, 

@AAA P&& 
kichard P. Kuchta, $A. Edward S. Falsetti, P.E. 

Executive Vice President Staff Architect 



P & R SUPPLY GO. XNC. 
P.@.P@X 690094, TULSA, OK 74 1 63. 

PHONE 91 8-4.78-6270 FAX 91 8 438 9993 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Chairman Alan Dixan 
Fax 703-696-0550 

Dear Chairman: 

We urge your strong support for the retention of the Tinker AFB when while 
making decisions about whkh bases to close. 

Tinker Air Force has been consistently rated by the Air Force and Tinker 
is one of the largest purchaser from minority bnsinesses in Oklahoma - P & R 
suppfy Co. strongly supports the retention of Thker Air Force Base. 

Your valuable support at a time like this will be most appreciated. 

Sincere &.I/ 
Hari Musapeta, M-%A ATM 
Presided t ,  

P & R Supply Co. 





6744 Rose Court 
Niagara Falls, New York 14304-4508 

May 19,1995 

Basc Realignment and Closing Commission 
1 701, N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Va  22209 

Re: Potential Closure-Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Base 

Dear SirMadam: 

The purpose of the correspondence is to solicit your support for the retention of the Niagara 
Fallv Air Reserve Base based upon economical and military considerations. 

This Base supports two of the most efficient and most activated Air Force Reserve & Air 
National Guard units in the Country. Their combined histories show involvement in the Korean, 
hteiblo and Cuban crisis, the Dominican Airlip, Ketnam and Desert Storm service in addtion to 
others. This does not include the Air Force missionsflown by reservists and guardsmen with the 
support of their employers Our community is rightfully proud of our reserve units Upon careful review 
you willfind this base to be one of the most cost effective facilities in the Country. In addition to their 
operations this facility lends support to other units to effectively utilize the scarce defense dollar. 

The employment situation in the Western New York area is of great concern because of the 
exo(Ius of major companies and organizations. We are loosing our younger and well educatedpeople 
because of the lack of employment opportunities. High paying positions are giving way to minimum 
paying jobs 

The economic development of the Western New York area depends upon the availability of the 
Niagara Falls International Airport Without the support of the Air Reserve Base the future of the 
airport is very doubtful. Wifh the failure of the airport comes the potential of relegating this area to a 
"rust belt" future - more dismal than ever in the history of the Niagara Frontier. The demise of 
international capability at the Airport will discourage many prospective Canadian industries from 
relocating to this area. The Niagara Frontier is endowed with many institutions of higher learning, 
cultirral opportunities and a technically competent work force. bmina i ion  will reveal that this area is 
one of the lowest cost areas in the United States. 

I am fortunate to have had years of experience with both the Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard units at Niagara I now serve on the Town of Wheatfied Economic Development 
Conrmittee and Chair the Town's PIanning and Zoning Board and can speak from experience the need 

for preserving andpromoting the retention of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Base. 

I am concerned that the Base officials have been placed at a disadvantage byfinding out of the 
possibility of closure long afier other locations. This means they have less time toprepare a 
comprehensive and factfilled presentation. I trust you will be tolerant of this situation. 



Letter R. W Muscatello, Dated May 19, 1995, Subj: Potential Closure-Niagara Falls Air Reserve Base, 
continued 

The decision your Committee makes will have a profound effect on all the citizens of this area. 
Jobs, opportunities, taxes, devaluation of properdes to name a few. The loss of jobs increases the 
number of citizens seeking welfae and unemployment monies which, you well know, increases the 
federal expenditures. 

Trusting your careful and diligent efforts, Z remain, 

Sincyly, 

. & L C -  c L  .-/'L 
IL w 

Richard K Muscatello 



Jrizona State Universify East 
Building 314 
6001 South Pozuer Road 
Mesa, Arizona 85206-0903 
6021965-EAST 

FAX: 6021965-0876 

May 23,1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street - Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Since the closure of Williams Air Force Base as a result of the 1991 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
recommendation, Arizona State University (ASU) has participated in developing the community reuse plan. 
A major component of that plan is an education, research and training campus which features a consortium 
of educational institutions lead by ASU and the Maricopa County Community College District. 

The educational consortium strongly supports retaining the Aircrew Training Research Division (ATRD) of 
the Armstrong Laboratory a t  the Williams Campus. The laboratory is an integral part of the community's 
reuse plan. The consortium's institutions have already established higher education programs a t  the Williams 
Campus. A number of them, including ASU, have a long history of working with ATRD. The consortium's 
focus on aviation training and research is directly related to the ATRD's primary mission of aircrew training 
and will create a strong synergy that will benefit both military and non-military aviation. 

Retaining the ATRD a t  the Williams Campus is important to the successful implementation of the 
community's reuse plan. The educational consortium requests your support of that position for the 1995 
BRAC. 

Sincerely, 

QI&< &E. Backus L A !  
Director 
Academic Planning 
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I , 

Retired Space Div Commander 

Wednesday, May 17, 1995 

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

Dear Sir: 

As a former Commander of the Air Force Space and Missile Center (Then Space 
Division ) I would like to offer comment on the potential relocation of this function to 
another location in the U. S. 

There is no doubt that the center of space research, development and production is in 
the greater Los Angeles area. Although there are many locations around the country 
where excellent work is done such as Denver, Huntsville, Albuquerque, Houston and 
others; the vehicles to place satellites in orbit and the spacecraft themselves are 
generally designed and developed in southern California. While we have seen many 
products moved to other locations in order to access lower cost labor such as the 
McDonnell Douglas Delta II assembly in Pueblo, CO; or the Rockwell GPS receivers to 
remote production sites the core design teams remain intact in the L A Basin. 

There is simply no better place for the Space and Missile Center to be located than El 
Segundo where the young officers and the seasoned Aerospace engineers can work 
directly with the design and research teams that are innovating the revolutionary space 
assets for 2000+. 

When I reported there in 1986 we were in dire need of more military housing to help 
our young officers live in a very high cost housing area. Two major factors have 
changed since then, we got the housing built at Whites Point, and the military force 
size has been greatly reduced and is still going down. With that problem virtually 
solved this is not the time to uproot the Center with it necessary Aerospace and other 
contractor support to another location. 

As an example, I am convinced that we would not have had the revolution in space 
navigation that GPS (Global Positioning System) provided to military forces engaged as 
they were in the Gulf had the bright young Captains and Majors of the 1970s not been 
assigned to Los Angeles. I can attest there were enormous problems associated with 
placing a clock with the required accuracy and 10 year service life on orbit at 12000 
miles. The process that linked these young officers into the technology, and then their 



tenacious ability to convince crusty old generals to support a multi-year program was 
the key. These generals preferred investing billions in aircraft or weapons work, but 
incisive knowledge and imagination won out. Today, those original ideas not only serve 
our military but support a 1.5 billion dollar receiver production industry in the U. S. and 
soon will replace ground radiolradar aids as the international ICAO standard for aircraft 
navigation. The United States leadership in this area is hard evidence that this location 
sensitive process really works. 

In sum, it would be very expensive to move Space and Missile Center and the nation 
would not be as well served. 

Sincerely, 

630 Palo Alto Drive ' 
Redalnds, CA 92373 

Tel: 909-792-1 636 
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D A D €  C O U N T Y  F L O R I D A  

May 19,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dison 
Chair~nan 
Dcfcnsc Basc Closurc and Rcalignn~ent Conlmission 
1700 No& Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Chairnian; 

The South Florida cotnmutli~y was deeply sl~aken last week by the news that Homestead Air Reserve Base 
w2! L? =c:srsidcred far c:s=irc Lj' ":is is95 Dsfcrw Ease Goaurr: and Riiigmnenr Conunission. 

Wc bcliwc nothing Ilas changed whiclr justifies modifying tllc 1993 dccisiotl to main Homestead, tbe 
482nd Fightcr Wing and the 301st Rcscue Squadron. To the contrary, only Homestead Air Reserve Base 
is able to ~uwt tllc uniquc clrnllc~igcs of lllc Caribbetn Basin, as demonstrated so dramatically by the 
Haitian buildup, and tlrc w ~ ~ l i m c d  unccrkinty of Anrerica's relations with Cuba. '!ornestad ably 
satisfies the strategic and opcratioru~l rcq\rirernen(s of Ule Air Force and Depanmenr of Defense. the 
demcmds of n riglrtaiing dcrcasc budgcl. and llic cco~~olnic recovery and develop~nent needs of the South 
Dade County area. In fk~cr. ils valr~c is sucl~ tllat wc rccoi~lmend the C o ~ ~ u s s i o n  give fill coidduation to 
increasing LIIC cxlcrlt of i l~c r ~ ~ l r g ~ ~ r ~ i c ~ i t  at Honicstcad to nlasinuze iu smtcgic and economic value. 

Homestead [us been piaced in an mlcnviablc "double jeopardy" position. Community xzpresentatives 
worked closely wi th  the .Air Force, the Dcpaninc~lt of Dcfcnsc and the Commission's staff during the 
intense process drat led to 1993's Con~niission decision to keep tile two Reserve units at Hc:mcstcad. Now 
the co l~~n~u~ l i t y  faces the proslxcl of asail, defending the base's miuc. 

Wc believe it is neither lreccssary nor in tllc c0uatry's best interests to revisit closing Homestead 
H o m e r .  we stand raidy to providc you, your fcllow Com~~~issioncrs, and your staff wirh the facts you will 
need to decide. We wholelrcnncdly suplwrl: 

The continued pmcncc of Ihe 482nd Fightcr Wing 
The ret\lm of lllc 30 1st Rcmle Squadron 
The econo~~~ically fcnsiblc lransfcr of base facilities to local at~thorities 

Acwn~pIishing ihesc goals would o~rly partially correct Uie uujor econotl~ic d i s l e l i o ~ ~  tlrs community 
experienced bcc;rl~e of tllc lr~~rricsrlc 2nd subscquent base ruilign~rrent. Tlre co~n~nunity continues to 
dilige~~tly evaluatc a~rd 11nplso1~1i1 all olhcr reasonable. long renn, non-milik~ry. public and private uses 
for Ure renini~rdcr of lllc property. how eve^', losiag the "anclror lenanl" reserve units from Homestead Air 
Reserve Basc would csyo~ic~itially i~lcrcase [lie dillicul~y and complesity of the redevelopment effort. 

ONE WOW TRADE w sum 2400 8 80 SOUTHWEST EIGHTH STREET 8 MIAMI, FLORIDA 3.3130 
PHONE! (305) 53MWO FAX: (s) 376D271 8 fELD( 69741 15BEAIMIL 
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Page Two T m  MIAMI 
We look forwad to working with you to preserve a winning solution - one that will continue to produe a 
positive result for Dade County, the State of Florida, and for America. 

Sincerely. 

Hon. Lawron Chiles Hon. Buddy MncKay Hon Bob Graham 
Governor Lt. Governor US Senatc 
State of Florida Statc of Florida 

.. 
Hm. Connie Mack Hon. Lincoln Dim-Balart Hon. Peter D e w h  
US Senate US Congrcss US Congress 

Hon. Alcee Hastings Hon. Came Meek Hon. Ileana Ros-Lehtined 
US Congrcss US Congress US Congress 

Hon. Clay Shaw Hon. Dante Fascell Hon. William bhxnaa 
US Congress Former Congressman Former Congressman 

Hon. Mario Diaz-Balart Hon. Alberto Gutman Hon. Daryl Jones 
The Florida Senarc Tllc Florida Scnatc The Florida Senate 

Hon. Larwnia J. Bullard Hon. John Cosgove Chairrma Arthuz E. Teele 
Florida House of Reps. Florida How. of Reps. Metro-Dade County Board 

of Counv Commissioners 

Comm. Dennis Moss Comm. Katy Sorenson Mayor Stephen P. Clark 
Metro-Dade County Board Mctro-Dade Couniy Board City of Miami 
of County Commissioners of County Commissioners 

Mayor Tad DeMilly Mayor Seymour Gelber Mayor Otis Wallace 
Cig of Homestead City of Miami Beach Florida City 

ONE WOMD TRADE PLAZA SUE 2400 80 SOUTIWEST EIGHTH STREET r MIAMI. FLORIDA 33130 
PHONE: (305) 53- FAT: (305) 37m71 TELEX 69741 156EAINTIL 
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Jeny Case William 0. Cullom John Gentile 
Chamber South MAC President Chair 

Tire Gmtcr Miami Chambcr Grater South DaddSouth 
of Commerce Miami Chamber of 

Commerce 

Robert Jensen Charles Johnson Hon. Alw hddick 
Florida City/Homestead Greater Miami Chamber Florida Defense of 
Chamber of Commerce of Commerce Conversion & Transition 
Chamer of Commerce Commission 

-T &hnc.Anderson Evan Reese Bob Epling 
Chair We Will Rcbuild o ation President & CEO 
Greater H o m e s t ~ o r i d a  Cicy The Beacon Council 
Chamber of Commerce 

'Steven Cranman David Weaver Donald Slesnick 
Executive Director Convening C l ~ i r  Co-Chair 
PemnelCutler Ridge Council Tcam Miami HARB Team Miami HARB 

Roger Shwtleff Miclracl Riclrardson Frank Kovacs 
hesident President Resident 
Retired O f f i m  Assn. Air Force Association Marine Corps Resepe 
Gold Coast Chapter Demilly Chapter Officer Association 

Major Boon Carey, Jr. Don Manson Roy E.Levi 
Deptmcnt Commander President Commandant 
Military Order of World Wars Navy Leaguc Miami Council Marine Corps League 

Nicholas Valeriani 
Prrsidcnt 
First Marine Division 
South Florida Chaptcr 

OM WORU) TRADE PLAZA sum 2m so SOWST EIGHTH S~REET MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 
PHONE: (303 S36WX FAX: (395) 37&027 1 TELD( 6974 1 15%WNTIL 
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25 May 1995 

Dear S i r ,  

I f i n d  i t  d i shea r tn ing  t h a t  i s  what i s  supposed t o  be a Non- 
P o l i t i c a l  dec i s ion  when i t  comes t o  dec id ing  on which bases  t o  c l o s e  
has become j u s t  t h e  oppos i te .  Reading these  a r t i c l e s  f o r c e s  one t o  
be l i eve  t h a t  t he  Mayor of Chicago and t h e  A i r  Force have a l r eady  
decided t h a t  t h e  Reserve Base a t  O'Hare w i l l  be c losed  and t h a t  t he  
Base Closure Commission w i l l  rubber stamp t h i s  dec is ion .  I f  t r u e ,  
I f i n d  i t  astounding t h a t  t he  A i r  Force would r a t h e r  shut  down a 
h ighly  d e s i r a b l e  base than fo rce  the  c i t y  of Chicago t o  move the  
f a c i l i t y  a t  NO c o s t  t o  t h e  government. 

I f  saving Mayor Daley from expending the  $ ' s  is  p r i o r i t y  one, 
then I don ' t  s e e  t he  po in t  of having the  Commission go through t h e  
arduous t a s k  of compiling d a t a  on these  bases  p r i o r  t o  dec i s ion  making. 

Thank You, 

72 WAINSFORD DRIVE 
ESTATES, IL. 60194-4546 

(312) 825-6126 (708) 884-7419 
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' t  

a LI A befense Base ~ l b -  
:sure ahd Redligfi~bfit ' :  

Cornrn i~~)bn tdembef is 
Qchedbled 10 Visit (ha te- 
uion. 

MARK NlQU€lTE 
JNUICA mi? POLITICS tr/i~Js-~n 

V ~ E N N A  , 

The Air  ~ o r z  
itrid tli6 Ciiti,: 
fori adniinisl 
( ra t ion  sub: 
port keeping 
Y o u ~ i g s t o w n  
A i r  Reserve 
Station., opeti 
arid will push 
td hdtre anuth; 

. er base closed 
l i a l ~ c a n  t It~stead, if riec: 
essary. ~1.9. Rep. Jslnes A. Tra- 
lisnnt Jr. 'says he was told 
w etlnesdzij~ 

'~'raficdnt. said he spokb *lth 
: a  "higll-rahk hg Air  Farce offi- 
Cialo* i v h ~  tblP tile Fen 4- t go11 would s a i d  belilnd t lc! 
cotnrnitirient it inade last yeak 
to expand thk local sir base a . 

Eveh & the Defehse ~ a s e ' c b -  
sure and keal jgn~~lent  ~ o n u r i k -  

: S ~ O I T  re~orbtrle~ids the Viehflil 
ifacili ty b@ Closed o t  downsized; 
tlie Alt  Ft~kce. wil l  push to hatre 

:d  base. if1 a Chlcago ~Ibsed iil- 
I stead Tr.aflcarlt said he was 

t o l d  the officidl, whom he 
declf~red tb identify. 

"'rhat's the worst-case! see- 
iim-lo, b ~ f f  ' w e  have that cord-. 
:mi tlnetit,". Tr,aficarlt . spok6S~ 

lil   HE C~MMISS~ON has ~lntll 

Ilo6$, 
YI Q N C ~  bliNibN apprbves 
(tie l i ~ t , ,  11 15 9kr1t to Cbngress 
- khlch kdhhof M a k e  chdhges 
#id caH bhly approve bt rkject 

I@ 1st &4tblti 45 days 11 CbRaRkBli doe6 i lol acf, 
thg t lo5UreS do forwald. 

Soh. betehse base ~ l o s u i e  and 
RB ' Ilghd@til CbMjnlssion. 
Y i h l~  kt) koiir Air Porce I S  2 
getietal IH Allgusl 1993 a her 
35-yebr caW$! as a combdl 
fl ,hter Ilul; cahmahdet and 
3 ? ra(eg P c pldnher and pio- 
gtci" m e r .  
I U ~ S  S E ~ V W  as a coin- 
Matidet bf @ kbnlbat Ilytiter . , . . ... . . , . .. . . . , \ 
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eek it has added 
aft-, base ta 8 11s 

,bry  facilities it i$ StU 
,possible closure , b t  
ttletit. , . % .  :: ! 

Corning up: Cohmissiofi 
:khel~~ber James ff. Datiii. d kk-,,:, 
tired kir. Force gen id1 lk 
tlsit t e ,local, bilbg a o  i 

ctWjew the f'ibilit* Y 8; ftlet! .I f C !wlUi tatnriiunity a d , .  !I$@ i$ri:::, 
3.etdld: ;,., ;;, . ,  " 

, rgfjtarit 'wid ' liid i,' girlhi : 
d & g d t i ~ l ~  LO C I I ~  dtlp lil,:.. 
where five bf b1&P b~hlfil$: ' , 

'$ion ine~nbers will heAt histi- 
~ ' t t ~ o r ~ y  fro111 cotritflitHitieS tlidt 
woufd be affected. 
. ... The deiegatiori .4iU hetra 25 
"lilinutes to lobby the LoniMis- 
$ion during that hearltlg, Mat- 
cone Said. 

Trafical~ t, a base leadtit4 

' . ' h e ,  given the order 1dst yeat 
;by forn~er  De uty Defetisi! Set- 
ref iry John eeutcli to ejtfid~d : 
' it into a regioflal wiftg Head- 
quarters, . , 

Clintoll's 1996 bud el tequti'st 
also lt~cludes funqs. oh further 

:I. 
k 

Potces Japan. 
/d S E R V ~ O  his last two yedi$ 
on act[& duty a s  chief 01 slafl. 
SdQreme Htad uaHerq Allled 
Powers Europe 9 NATO) 
w ~ U R I N G  HIS C A R E E ~ ,  tie 
hdd kxperlehce in operations, 
IHt@lllgen~e, huhian resource 
hihagetnent; and ponllcal I 
lrilllldv B d liiielhatlbr~dl a/- . 
11115. H$ k1b kbti4thliitlgd I Ed- 
klCar-Capablti o~~dn iz i i l ~oR 01 
8bbd 6 , O O ~  betso~hel  arid a .  . 
wlht-seivlce orgahizatian bi - 
dbblr! 60,000 personnel. 
Sodtce: ~ s f e n s e  Base Closure , 

and Realigr~rrlenl Commls~iori 

~k id r i s i og  o l  tfir base, Clr6re 
hangar atd r u n w a y  c o h s t t ~ t -  
Llbd alrkady is ilndbf way, grid 
the cotn~nlssioii has yet to close 
a bast! the pentdguri tsl~hts 
bpefi; Trahcant Sald. 

The Peritagon sutrnitted a 
Ikt of 146 nlilitary facilities to 
the bbintnission Iri ~ e b r ~ a r  T for biosbte and tealigrimeh 

lii~clitding the 911th Air Reqerve 
base tieat Pittsburgh, which, 
like the Viennd fdcflity, maln- 
taitis huge c-130 iiercllles air- 
ki-aft . 

After 4 coi i lhissian mcrihet. 
W e d  Pittsbtirgh i Abtil ,  the 
toit~it~issioti detide I to place 
five othet- bases that have C- 
130s - including YbUllgstown 
- drl a list of 38 additional 
b&s it tirob~d f ~ v i e W .  

l f  the catnmisslon tkcotd- 
inefids keeping thk  Pittsbhrgh 
base open, but wants .td close a 

130 facility, that's wlleh ttje 
ir Force , tvbtlld teco~ntnerid P 

Chicago O'IIare IAP Alr Re- 
serve Statloh be closed, Mar- 
cone said. ,  

De' 
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 pay get life 
from Chicago 
Wirzdy City officinls seek 
closing of site nt O'Hare 
By JERRY ZREbtSKI 
Nms Washingon Burcau 

WASHINGTON - Just as Niagsra 
Falls gcarcd u lo try 10 savc its air rc- 
scwe basc, C icago officials conrinucd I 
[heir eHon to 'gcf lllcir base sliut down. 

Strange as i t  may scan t o  anyone 
o Iivcs far fiom O'llarc Intcrrrational 

Qrpw, tlir Ciy of Chicago hrr of- 
fcrcd to pay to  move the Cliic?go 
O'tJare Air Rcscwc Station to anothcr 

,I s want lo part of the stare. City olfici. l 
lhke back the Air Force propcrty to 
kake  room for airport dcvclop~l~cnt. 

lndi cndenl military cxpcrls say t l u t  
bakes 8 'I iare rl:e favorite to be closed 
among s i ~  bases - including lhc one in 
Niqgara h l l s  -?ha1 were f~ccll[ly 
addcd to lllc Dclcnse Bas(: Rca l i~n -  
nlcnt and Closure Com~nissio~l's l i t  IlSl. 

. Drily ollt or two of [hosc I~ases will 
bc closed. And while it's in~~ossiblc  to 
know cxacIly how tllc co~nnrission will 
decide, commissi~n obscrvcrs sny t l ~ a t  
closing {he Chicago facility would LC 
( l i t  gaslcst altcniarive. 

"That's what I illink tllcy WO~I!? do,'' 
' said Ricliard Diriingcr, a dcfsr\sc ~ndus- 

try analyst ac the Pcfcnsr: BuJict Proj- 
cd, a Washingtpn think tank. " 0 l v i 0 1 1 ~ -  
Iy, 'O'klafe 1s a ycry busy airport. so 
closing an Ai! Force fnciliry thcrc 
wodld probably not bc as pai~llul." 

At first glancc, lllc su b;iscs ;lppciir 
10 be ncacly idcnticd. Eaclr is  ~ O S I  10 
nn Air Force (cscrvc unit sir11 n b o ~ ~ t  
1.200 rcsc&isrs' and 400 h~ll-linlc cm- 
ployces. Each unit'ls liornc 1 0  cight C- 

Scc Bsso Pngc CY 



Confinucd porn Pagc C1 

: 130 transport plancs that drop hu- 
I I manitaridn sipplics arld military 

payloads in the -world's hot spots: 
But In looking at thc six facili- 

1 1 tfes and iudrinp c h  on llle basls 
of its c f  hcpGnt  final selcctfon R criteria, t e commission will look 
for diffcrcuccs amonr tlrc bascs. It 
wlll considcr mili tah value first, 
rcturn on Investment second, and 
the local impact of a closurc Ilrird. 

By those 's~andstds, cnperts- say, 
Niagara Palls might.  be able to 
ovcrcorne its one birr disadvanlacc: 
it is thc'niost cxpc6ive of the ; ix 
boses to operate. I Accordine 10 Air Force fieures. 
the ~ i ~ ~ a r ; P a l l s  basc's opcbling 
budgct is $7.2 million a ycar - 
compared to as little ns 51.9 nill. 
lion for thc similar facilily in 
Youngstown, Ohio. 

Paul R. Cournuca. the Falls 

I base's cornptrollcr, iaulis ihcse fig. 
urcs as comparing applcs arld or. 
angcs. All orhcr  b i i c - o p c r a t i q  
budgcts do not inclirde the cost of 
civilian crnployccs tllaf rnai~itain 
l l ~ c  bascs. 't4h ara Falls' docs. 
That's because t a c Falls basc, in a 
cost-saving movc, hircd a privarc 
contractor to providc basic scrviccs 
at thc base. 

I f  you takc that contractor's 
$2.6 million in annual labor cos~s  

s (;rent Slridcs march 
o raise money to ffnd 

rcsj>irnlory disease. 

1 I out of rhc budrct. Cournvca nolcs. 

3 family 

is a rcsidcnt at St. 
hoot for tllc Dcaf and 
: lrom Monclsy morning 
ry ;lltcrnoon. Shc is at a 
I cquivalcnt ro tlic sixth 
iilblic scl~ools. 

ivcs Cr;~(iIc Bcach," said 
., J:tmrs liavcrnlck, 44, 
towga.  II:rvcrnick, an 
of Dulfalo Cruslrcd 

ys his d;~ughtcr suffcrs 
wcmcnt of hcr  neck. 
ikcs bcing w i ~ h  olhcrs 
lo llclp olhcr smollcr 
prol~lcms of thcir own. 
sllc'd likc lo bccomc a 
11 rhc camp. Slic has to 

r t ~  E U I ~ P  wl~cn slrc's 16, 
not lookirig forward 10 
-:rid Ilavcrnick. , 

would make it llic second-most cx- 
enslvc basc, afrcr the one in R irrncapoIis. 

Told of those figures, Charles 
Pizer, a spokesman for the base- 
closurc commission, sald: "This is. 
the sort of thing rllat, if they were 
to bring it up, we would absolutely 
lake o look at." 

"It sounds to nic likc Niagara 
Falls is ~ h c  wave of tlrc future in 
conlracting oirt sornc of ils costs." 
said I.oren 'TIro~nl)son, a dcfcnsc 
analyst ar tlre Acxis de 'Toqueville 
Institution in Washington. I l e  sug- 
gcsrcd rile conimission would nor 

unish tlic basc for t l~e  fatllry Air P: orcc accounting ef[orts. 
Since the six bascs a pear 

largcly identical, cconornic f actors 
might also play a Iar cr-than-usual B role In tile commlss on's dccislolr 
proccss, sald Thompson, wlro also 
lcachcs national sec\rrity courscs at 
Gcorgc tow Univcrsily. 

By t h a t  score, Niagara Fells 
docs vcry wcll. Thc basc closurc 
corn~nlssion sald 0.6 percent of the 
Niagara Falls arca's jobs dcpcnd 
on the basc - more than for any. 
of the other five bnscs. 

In addition, the fcdcrol govcrn- 
mcnt has spcnt ncarly $25 million 
on inrprovcme~~~s to the basc in 
recent ycars. ln~crvicws with off;- 
- : + ! c  d t h r  r3tk-r c i r n i I : \ r  bases 

 NU^ F& $25 milllon In recont Iflv€16l- Hlghest oporaUng 
mont; Isolalod loallon: undor- cost. according to 

Nr R.reffr ullllrod runway; reatest - flguros disputed by Base sconomlc lmp~c!(accounl~ b a a  ofTldob 

-- for 0.6 porcant of atoa's jobs). - 
OfHare Nr  Base closure commlsslon Socond. hlghost 
Rersns $btlbn chalrman IS from 0perallng W ~ S ;  cky 
Chicego 

Chlcago. wants baso closod lor 
alrporl oxpanslon; 
oroxlmltv lo M%waulkoe. 

PMrbum ~&ond.lowost 
Atr Resene operatlng costs. busr cornmorc a1 wnway: 

targeted for closuro 
orf~inally by the 
Paktagon; proxlmlty 
lo Younoslown. 

You ngrt own Lowost oporollng cosls. Proxlm)ty lo 
undenr(lllzod runwa , noarly Plnsburgh. 
$10 rnllllon in rocon r 
Investmonle: second- 

I grealast econornlc Impact. 

s l~ow that no other base lias rc. 
ccivcd anywhcrc ncar [hat mrlclr 
nioncy. Only Yourr stown, with 
about $10 million in I cclcr;~l spend- 
ing, rcportcd any out-of-the-ordi- 
nary cxpcrrditurcs. 

Most irnportnnl of all, ai~alysts 
say, !he Niagara Falls base and [he 
one in Miririenpolis arc the on1 
rwo that arc rcla~ivcly irolatedY 
Tllcy said it would be casicr to 
closc tllc Chicago base bccausc a 
ncirrly idcn~ical facility is localcd 
o ~ ~ l y  9O milcs awa i l l  Milwaukcc. 
Similarly,  he Air i: escrvc bascs in 
Yaungsrown and Pittsburgh arc a 
rncre 90 rnilcs apart. 

"With rcscrve basts, proxinli~y 
sounds like ovcrlap of misslons 
and scrviccsf" Thompson said. In 
contrast, isolatcd bascs can makc 
tlrr argilnrcnt t h a ~  thcy arc nccdcd 
Lo scrvc rcscrvisls wlio will havc 
nowherc ctsc ncarby ta go lor 
trnining. 

Milwaukee's proximity isn't tllc 
Chic:igo facility's orrly dis:~dvan- 
tagc. 

Chicago Mayor Ricliard Dalcy 
has olfcrcd to pay [he Air Force 
10 movc that bnsc to anuthcr part 
of Illinois, to free 356 acrcs ot  
land for dcvelopnrcnt that could 
spawn 6,000 nirpor(.rcl;ltcd jobs. 

Tlre troublc is, ttle base-closurc 
comnllssion might tliink it's easier 
to closc tllc base than to move it, 
Tllomoson said. 

I 
BuHalo Nows 

Chicago mlglrt, howsvcr, hdvc 
orrc saving grace: I ~ L '  cha1rm;ln of 
tllc ba~c~closurc commission. lor- 
nicr Illinois Scnator Alan I. Dixon, 
is a honrc~own boy. 

"I'l1at could have some irnpi~ct," 
Bitzii~gcr said. "It's a~nszing 110w 
things like,that can mattcr." 

Niagara Falls' 550,000 dccision 
to hirc a consuItant migllt rnattcr, 
too, though. 
. In normal basc.closure sirua. 

(ions, where [ l ~ c  conin~ission adds 
one base to thc list and 1a:gcts it 
for dcfinist closurc, a consultant 
miglr( not martcr, Ditzingcr said. ' 

But Ihis is a n  unusual situation. 
The pancl addcd five bnscs to tlic 
closurc' list dftcr Jiscovcring 11iat 
its decision to closc thc Pittsburgh 
facility was bascd on faulty Air 
Force data. Ditzlngcr said tlral 
nrcails citics lravc an unusual op- 
portunity to influence the prOCCSS. 

Thc comroissio~i wlll hold hear- , 

irlgs orr the matter ncxt month. 
nnd make its final closurc rccom- 
mceda~ions to the prcsidcnt by Ju. 
ly 1. 

If the presldcn~ dlsspprovc.s tlrc 
rccomrncndations, the conlnirssion 
ltds sfx wccks to cliangc tbcrn. If 
he npproves. tlrc bnsc-closurc plan 
gocs to Congress, which has 45 
days to disapprove thcm. If Con- 
gress t ~ k c s  no action, thc commis- 
sion's rccomrncndations bccome 
law. 
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April 10, 1995 
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman. Defense Base Closure and Real~gnment Commission 
1700 North Moore ,Street, Suite 1245 
Ari~ngton, Virgrrlia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your letter of March 23. 1995, welcoming our organization's views regarding 
the Secretary of Deft?nsevs base closure and realignment recommendations. The aerospace 
industry's major COn(:ern about thoso recommendations is that they do not go far enough to 
reduce the nat~on's Cold War support mfrastructure. This DOD infrastructure will consume an 
ever Increasing share of future defense dollars, thereby depriving the warfighter of needsd 
training and m0deinl2ed NlU~pRIent and acceierat~ng the decline of the U.S. defense industrial 
base. 

I would like lo recommend one specific action that you and the commission might take to 
ensure that t?is declin~? in the military's 'tooth-to-tail' ratio is not worsened by BRAC actions. 
As YOU know, the Alr Fxce has not closed a stogle one of its five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) , during the BRAC process over the past e~ght years. In the most recent DOD BRAC submission, 
the Air Force C h R 3  that 1 wanted to close two of these flve maintenance depots but that the 
short-term costs of clos ng !hem made this impossible. Accordingly, the Air Force has developed 
an alternative plan to 'downnre in place' all five ALCs and allegedly save mow over 20 years 
for the taxWYerS ($2.87 bllhon) than would have resulted had they actually c l osed t~~ ,  A L C ~  
($0.70 b~iiian). 

The burden of proof fur Such a Claim is clearly on the Air Force. We would s u g g g ~  that the 
commissioners scrutinizs tt~ese claims very carefully. If the numbers do not hold up uunda 
rigorous analysis, then it seems that the commission should revert to the original plan -the 
BRAC closure of two ALCs. The Department of Defense slmply must reduce Its Cold War 
Infrastructure fixed costs; and If the aavlngs In the Alr Force plan a n  not real, then real 
SavlngS should be enfoi*ced by BRAC. 

I look forward to the poss~bil~ty of testifying before the commission in the months ahead as 
' you schedule hearings. 

, 

: ~uPonf  Go* 
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. ) .: 1 I! : c , 5 ~ i , d : ,  10 ti-112 I?.,. .,, i > : ! , , e ,  : ; , . : j , ;  ,. , , t , , L  , , I  ~ . ; ~ r .  I ) !-;  Bcrgs t rop i  8.i r 
;;lc:,er-ve Z~slr ;t:tter-, d a t e 4  i:. .:.(,I ; t a l ! .  , :  . i  , ' i . 3  ;,i. i~:y o p i n i o n  ot: 
t h i s   latter. 

hfhe,s Berystr-oil: F F G  C,(!L~ sldtl'c! L:: : ;:>:;PC ns  (311 i ! ( : t i ~ ~  j i r  f o t - ~ e  
z,ise, the US G~vernr: ient 5l;tc.d :hat. i f  t;?c c.i t.g o f  Aui t . i r i  i;ie t i re  ~ ~ I S C  

+ s  a new a i r -por t ,  t h e  r e s c r v c  (17 :  t s r c . ~ ~ : , !  rc;:iain a t  Rer.yt;tr-o~n. Kt~erl t h e  
URAC co'riinittee hear - ivgs  v o t e d  i 7 1 9 9 3 ,  t i l e  rc;su? t uisi  t c r  keep t h e  924 
Fi!ihtclq Croup a t  Gc:gsI,l-~il,, bc!:i,,rst. !I;? ~ , i  t;y o f  Al~<:.iri k ~ d  hell! u p  t h e i r  
r:nd O F  tiif 5ar .gain t o  S,d i l ( - i  sn 3:!r;!crt-t o i !  ?,ti i~ : c ~ c . j t  i[)n. :;ow vie On 
t h e  r ~ i ? ,  l i s t  a g a i n .  Dbe; ti.? U':; ~ ; c ~ ' i ~ l ' r > . . ; ~ : ! ~  cibP.:r k c c J , !  i t s  ~ a t ' ~ 1 ,  or  is i t  
just  t h a t ,  a bunch  of  :.'::r.dc. 

1 anr a c i v i l  ~ e r ~ v i ~ i :  : , l f l , l i . y i : f  ' I  1 .  ~:i!j[\ t I ~ r - f . :  .,t S~!I'~I~~J~!I A61;. 1 
vie the work t h a t  i j  ! j~ ' ; i i  i . j ~ ! ~ i '  I..: ;;:I , i L .  , : ) . ~ h  2 s  3 , ;  air,p,jy.t, I 
kfiow a l o t  o f  rnoney has bee17 ~ b r ' l i l e ~ . !  !. , ,  t.r8e c i t y  tc b e $ i g t l  ari a i r p o r t  
a ~ ~ o u n d  our reserve u n i t ,  at76 I I i1i;:c\r.Ler !I,:- ~ ! e s c i  q.iorl of i ilc BF:AC i n  1993. 

I gl ;ess a l l  ! a,:!; t r , y i n g  t-o s d y  -is T ~ i r ~  t h e  i j i?Vr ) . ! l : l l : : ' ! : l  i:: ''b;EEP YOUR ki)Ri)lt. 

"FOR O i u l E "  

THANK Y O l i ,  A 

DLNNIS W H E L L t K ,  WG-9 
FLELS WORk INSPECTOR 



9 MAY 95 

irl r'egdrds ( 0  t t ,e  Resprlse t o  4 1 ~ ~ t i r l  Cur;irnurii t y  f ' a l ! ~ ~  on 6t21 ~ s t r o m  Air 
Pt:::-~ve Base ; e t i e tb ,  datcr l  28 A 1 3 r  35, 1 wcluld l i k e  t o  v o i c e  v,y opinion on 
1 t ~ i 5  ,natter. 

h i s  l e t t e t .  i s  based on 531.; : ib::  yi.i:.d:>!i:~ j r i $  I::I..!-:,:.~. I ?  : , i- i~uid be based 
' : ! ,  r ; ; l t ional defense arid in:i;v:'c:!,;t'! i- i_at.::t.r; z t ~ d  I.t;e ~ , : i ' i j i u i ~ , e  o f  the United 
5 t i j  ies Governr~~ent.  

When B e r g s t r o r ~ i  AFB id?:, s ; ,~ : ! . i i  117 L,c , ; i i ~ ~ ~ d  a s  at) a c t i v e  a i r  force  
t:JLe, t h e  US Govei-ni~ier~t. 5 td t~ : : I   ti,^+ i f  !,tic: c i t y  a f  A: .Js~ i n  use t h e  base 
3 s  a new a i r p o r t ,  tl;i? l,ese!.be \A':< t i . j v1~1d r,eii'ai11 a t  Llet,gst.r70irl. lu'hen the  
YAC committee h ~ a t - i n q s  v::iti.*' i l l  1993, th~:  r e s i ~ l t  w a s  t o  keep tile 924 

Fighter Group at B t ? r . c i ~ : - ! . . ~ ~ , ,  bc-l..?l.ls:J ?h,: 1 i t y  o f  A u s t i n  had held u p  the i i3  
end o f  t h e  ba tya in  t o  l u . l i i d  311 1 3 i ~ ~ i , l j t ~ l ;  6 : :  ?;- , is  l u c a t i o r : .  NOW WF' a r e  on 
the h i t  V i s t  ~ g a i r ~ .  30t.c ' i 1 . 3  (15 ;,C:~~.-;'I~II;:II~ C\.pr keep if,s wot%d, at- i s  i t  
j u s t  t h a t ,  a bunch o f  wclc.c is .  

I am a c i ~ i  1 it'! 4 ; c ,  ,, , ~ . j t i t '  : r j r '  t k r '  D@b r ~ t e  a t  Fjeryr,tt-urii ARS.  I 
sre the work  ti?^!. i s   he;^,^ i l ~ q , ~  1, t ~ i l l l d  t h i s  r a  3 5  cn  ai rpor t ,  a n d  I 
krlow d l o t  o f  money has be;),? sli~=llt-d a t  by the c i t y  t o  des ign a n  a i r p o r t  
around our r e s e r v e  u n i t ,  a n d  I ~-c)i~ieir!Scr t t ; ~  de ic is iu r ;  o f  the BRAC i n  1993. 

5 geess a l l  I a[!?, t ry ing t.1 say i s  f o r  t h e  gover-nrrlent trj " K E E P  YOUR WORD". 

"FOR ONCE" 

DENNIS W H E E L E R ,  WG-9 
FUELS WORK INSPECTOR 



501 Riley Road Austin, Texas 78746 (512) 327-0435 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Dear Commissioners 

I am writing to express opposition to the closing of Bergstrom ARS. 

Air Force promised at both :I991 and 1993 BRACs that the reserve unit 
would stay if Austin built an airport at Bergstrom. Seeing Bergstrom 
ARS on the Secretary of Defense's list of bases to be closed, it appears 
that Air Force officials have gone back on their word. This contributes 
to the general distrust of the country's leadership and the Air Force in 
particular. 

I earnestly request your support in this matter. 

V ~ o e  E. Howard 
Lt. Col. USAF (Ret.) 

I 



7 April, 1995 
Hiram J. Clement 
2912 Dow Circle 
Deer Park, Tx. 77536 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

I am writing to express my concern over the recent recommendations 
made to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. My concern is 
for the 924Fighter Wing, hased at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, 
Austin, Tx. I am a member of the 924FW and have been for 9 years. 
I currently drive 175 miles, one way, to drill. If Bergstrom ARS 
is disbanded, the closest alternative is Kelly AFB, which will be 
270 miles, one way. This assumes that I will be able to find a 
slot. If I am unable to find another slot I will caught in 
transition where I have 16 years of combined Active and Reserve 
Duty time. I feel that the Reserves provide an excellent return 
based on the experience level of the personnel. 

There have been claims made on the reasoning for the closure anti 
the disbanding of the entnre wing, however, several items need to 
be identified and at least discussed: 

1. The previous BRAC assured the 924FW and the city of Austin that 
the Reserve unit would remain at Bergstrom at least ti1 1997, if 
the City of Austin moved t:he new airport to Bergstrom. The City of 
Austin has lived up to its portion of the deal and spent alot of 
money to accommodate the presence of the Reserves. 

2. The reason that suppo:sedly justifies the closure of Bergstrom 
are costs savings of $290 million dollars over 20 years. 
The costs savings are based on "currentf' costs, which include the 
upkeep and maintenance of the runway. Once the City of Austin 
takes over maintenance of the runway, the costs to run the Reserve 
portion will drop signif:icantly, If cost savings is driving the 
BRAC, then why is Homestead ARS not being considered for closure? 
The cost to re-build Homestead will be over $100 million dollars. 
Why spend money on a baste when Bergstrom is intact and requires 
none of the re-build costs associated with Homestead ARS? My 
point is that if it is clearly a cost or money saving proposal, 
then lets put Homestead ARS on the table and then judge which one 
will be the most cost effective. 

3. Why isn't one of the ALCfs(Air Logistic Center's) on the list 
such as Kelly, Hill, McClellan? There have been many studies that 
reveal (5) Logistic Centers are not needed. (4) Logistic Centers 



could easily handle the requirements. Could it be that Kelly is 
not on the list because of the political fallout that will occur 
because it is the largest Hispanic employer in the city with the 
largest Hispanic population in the United States? 

4. The Reserves are a proven cost efficient force! They currently 
have some the newest hardw-are and the most experienced personnel. 
They continue to provide the most bang for the buck compared with 
the Active Duty Force. Cut Active Duty units and keep Reserve 
units. 

5. A new Reserve unit is being activated at McConnell AFB, Ks. 
Why is a new Reserve unit being created while another unit is being 
deactivated? Isn' t this counter productive and poor planning? Why 
didn't the Air Force Reserve send this mission to Bergstrom? 

6. The City of Chicago and Mayor Richard Daly, are currently 
trying to push the Reserve and Air Nation Guard unit out of 0 ' Hare. 
Why is it that we keep a unit where it is obviously not wanted, but 
close down a unit where the local support is clearly in favor of 
supporting the Reserves? If you want to look at costs of 
operations, look at OtHa:re and the cost savings that could be 
generated by moving the unit out of O'Hare. The costs to keep a 
unit in Chicago are staggering compared to costs in a temperate 
climate area such as Aust:in, Tx. The utility costs alone for the 
units at O'Hare are twice that for Bergstrom. 

7. The 926FW, NAS New Orleans, was spared from the BRAC. The 
926FW was going to lose it planes 1 October, 1995 and its funding. 
The 924FW is funded through 1997. Why was the 926FW not placed on 
the BRAC? Could it be th.at Congressman Livingston, Republican - 
Louisiana, promised to keep the 926FW alive? 

8. Secretary Widnall was surprised that Bergstrom and the 924FW 
were back on the List. She thought the issue of the 924FW was 
settled at least until 1997. Why, all of a sudden, have things 
changed for the 924FW? 

9. Bergstrom Air Reserve! Station is perfectly matched to hand1.e 
either a fighter, tanker or airlift mission. There are few bases 
that can provide this versatility for future missions. 

10. Last year the 301FW, Carswell ARS, was scheduled to receive 
tankers and they would lose their F-16's. This would have removed 
(15) aircraft from the total and save the 924FW. Why did this 
change? 



11. The City of Austin made the committment to move their new 
airport, to Bergstrom, and to work the 924FW into the design of the 
new facilities. This required alot of time and money, on their 
part, and a willingness to work with the military community. The 
disbanding of the 924FW would be a total disregard for the 
committment made by the previous BRAC. 

If the decision is made on an economical and practical basis, then 
Bergstrom will compare favorably. Look at ALL of the AFRES Air 
Reserve Stations and compare costs of operations and Bergstrom will 
be on of the most cost effective base. Keeping a Reserve presence 
at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station makes sense. 
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LaWana R. Underwood 
4009 Balcones Woods Drive 

Austin, Texas 78759 
51: 2/345-3644 

April 10, 1995 

Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 2209 

Re: Proposed Base Closure of 6erg:strom Reservists 

Dear Sirs: 

The Purpose of this letter is to request your support in keeping the Bergstrom 
Reservists at Bergstrom ARS. The City of Austin and the Bergstrom Reservists have 
been let down by the Air Force. When, as appears to be the case, Air Force officials go 
back on their word, it contributes to Ihe general mistrust of the country's leadership and 
of the military in particular. Air Force promised at both the 1991 and 1993 BRAC that, if 
Austin built an airport at Bergstrom, the reserve unit would stay. It is important to keep 
the 924th Fighter Wing here based upon that promise. It is also important for the local 
retirees. 

Your support is requested in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

LaWana R. Underwood 



April 6, 1995 Russell A. Friemel 
1 1 40 1 Birchover Lane 
Austin, Texas 78754 

Base Realignment And Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 14215 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commission Members: 

As you know, the 924th Fighter Wing, the Air Force Reserve unit a t  
Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, has been proposed for deactivation t o  the 
Base Realignment And Closure Commission. I would ask that you oppose 
deactivation of the 924 FW. 

I have been assigned to  the 924 FW as a Category A reservist since 
1988 and have been the Staff Judge Advocate for the unit since 1990. 
Although deactivation of the 9241 FW would force me t o  transfer t o  
another reserve category and cause me to  do reserve duty in San Antonio 
rather than in Austin, there are other more important reasons that, as a 
taxpayer and 17 year veteran of the Air Force (active duty and reserve), I 
believe the 924 FW should not be deactivated. 

The greatest efficiencies and the highest levels of readiness are 
achieved through retention of experienced military members in the armed 
forces (active duty and reserve). It is fairly common that reserve unit 
members have greater experience in individual jobs than their active duty 
counterparts. It is my understanding that our unit has F-16 crew chiefs 
who have 15 years or more reserve and active duty experience, whereas 
active duty crew chiefs often have substantially less. Most of the pilots 
in the 924 FW are lieutenant colonels and senior captains and majors. The 
experience and maturity of judgment of these people is difficult to  
replace. Many of the members of the 924 FW have worked together for 10 
or more years. 

The 924th just returned in March from a 30 day deployment to  
Aviano AB, Italy in support of the UN-sponsored Deny Flight operations 
over the former Yugoslavia. Personnel included approximately 20 pilots 
and 350 additional unit members, including primarily aircraft 
maintenance and munitions personnel. Our pilots flew 198 missions, 
involving 756 hours of flying time. Most of these missions were flown at 
night. Weather conditions for ground crews were bad most of the time. 
I deployed with the unit and pel-sonally witnessed the professionalism, 
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dedication and enthusiasm of the pilots and ground crews. This was an 
outstanding example of the concept of citizen soldiers. 

After the last BRAC round of closures in 1 993, many of the people in 
the 924th made long term career, financial and personal plans on the 
belief that since the City of Austin had agreed t o  build the new municipal 
airport at Bergstrom and had actually started construction, the Air Force 
mlould not again propose deactivation or relocation of the 924th in less 
than 2 years. We understood that the BRACC had decided to  leave the 924 
FW at Bergstrom on the conditioin that the City of Austin would build the 
new airport at Bergstrom and DOD agreed. The current projected date for 
opening of the new municipal airport for commercial traffic is 1998. 

As a taxpayer, I cannot understand the logic of maintaining active 
duty forces where reserve and guard units can do the same tasks a t  the 
same level of efficiency and readiness but at less cost. It would 
seemingly make more sense t o  gradually draw down active duty forces 
t l~rough attrition and reduction olf new enlistments. Relocation of the 
924th t o  Carswell or some other distant location is probably not a 
solution. A very large number of the unit members would cease 
participation in view of the fact that they live in Austin, San Antonio, 
Houston or smaller communities in the Central Texas area and could not 
afford the additional time necessary t o  commute even further i f  the unit 
is relocated. 

I know you have analyzed the arguments and data on both sides of the 
deactivation/relocation issues. I would respectfully ask you t o  oppose 
deactivation or relocation of the 924th Fighter Wing. As an alternative t o  
deactivation, i f  maintaining the status quo is not possible, please 
consider proposal of a new missilon for the 924th, including converting t o  
different aircraft. The facilities at Bergstrom are in excellent condition 
and adequate space is available ill the reserve contonement area t o  locate 
other DOD and federal agency activities at Bergstrom. I understand that 
Navy Reserve, Army Guard and the FBI have inquired about locating various 
operations at Bergstrom. Thank you for your time and efforts in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Russ Friemel 



March 6,1995 

BRAC BOARD 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
ArZington VA 22209 

- 

Dear Sir, , -- --&--- =-.- 

This letter is being written- as a plea to keep the 924th Fighter Wing, 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, Texas to remain open in Austin, Texas. I am 
currently a civilian stationed at Bergstrom and feel that we have an important 
mission in the defense of our country. We have deployed to many places and have 
played a vital role in both Desert ~tbrm and Deny Flight in the security of our 
country. The 924th Fighter Wing provides a viable service to the Austin 
Community through such programs as Habitat for Humanity, Texas Special 
Olympics, Blood Drives, Operation Phantom Friend (assistance to the needy 
families of Austin) and rnany more. . 

I proudly serve the UnitedUStates as a civilian as well as a registered voter. 
I proudly display my ]patriotism for this country and the importance of its 
freedom. Our unit plays an active part in helping maintain this cherished 
freedom for all Americ;lns. 

I am proud to be an American and a member of the 924th Fighter Wing, 
therefore I solicit your assistance in keeping our Reserve Unit in Austin, Texas, 
at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. , 

I would like to thank you in advance for all of your assistance on this 
matter. 

A concerned United States Citizen, 1 



Docum.el1t Separator 



AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
1803 W. 35th Street - Austin, TX 78703 

April 5, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment. Commission 
Attention: Mr. A 1  Cornella 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

1 am writing on behalf of the 1,400 members of Chapter 276, Air 
Force Association, as well as the 800 plus members of Chapter 10, 
National Association for Uniformed Services. We support the local 
Military Service Coalition and the Military Affairs Council of the 
Greater Austin Chamber of Commerce in the effort to retain the 
924th Fighter Group as an active Reserve unit at Bergstrom AFB. 

We believe that much of the data leading to the decision to deac- 
tivate this unit was flawed, I also served on the Austin City 
Council (1990-1993) when the plans for a new airport were designed 
to accommodate a military facility. 

We thank you for the attention you are giving to this matter and 
trust you will agree with our justifications. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Larson 
President, AFA Chapter 276 
President, NAUS Chapter 10 

AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
AUSTIN CHAPTER - 276 

Austin, f X 78703 

BOB LARSON, MSG, USAF, Ret. 512-451-5016 

President FAX 512-451-1528 



AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
1803 W. 35th Street - Austin, TX 78703 

April 5, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Attention: Chairman Alan Dixon 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing on behalf of the 1,400 members of Chapter 276, Air 
Force Association, as well as the 800 plus members of Chapter 10, 
National Association for Uniformed Services. We support the local 
Yilitary Service Coalition and the Military Affairs Council of the 
Greater Austin Chamber of Commerce in the effort to retain the 
924th Fighter Group as an active Reserve unit at Bergstrom AFB. 

We believe that much of the data leading to the decision to deac- 
tivate this unit was flawed, I also served on the Austin City 
Council (1990-1993) when the plans for a new airport were designed 
to accommodate a military facility. 

We thank you for the attention you are giving to this matter and 
trust you will agree with our justifications, 

Sincerely, 

Bob Larson 
President, AFA Chapter 276 
President, NAUS Chapter 10 



AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
1803 W. 35th Street - Austin, TX 78703 

April 5, 1995 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Attention: Mr. S. Lee Kling; 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

I am writing on behalf of the 1,400 members of Chapter 276, Air 
Force Association, as well ads the 800 plus members of Chapter 10, 
National Association for Uniformed Services. We support the local 
Military Service Coalition a.nd the Military Affairs Council of the 
Greater Austin Chamber of Cc~mmerce in the effort to retain the 
924th Fighter Group as an active Reserve unit at Bergstrom AFB. 

We believe that much of the data leading to the decision to deac- 
tivate this unit was flawed. I also served on the Austin City 
Council (1990-1993) when the plans for a new airport were designed 
t.o accommodate a military facility. 

We thank you for the attention you are giving to this matter and 
trust you will agree with our justifications, 

Sincerely, 

Eob Larson 
Fresident, AFA Chapter 276 
Fresident, NAUS Chapter 10 



AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
1803 W. 35th Street - Austin, TX 78703 

April 5, 1995 

Hase Closure and Realignment; Commission 
Attention: General James B ,  Davis 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis: 

I am writing on behalf of the 1,400 members of Chapter 276, Air 
Force Association, as well a s  the 800 plus members of Chapter 10, 
National Association for Uniformed Services. We support the local 
Military Service Coalition and the Military Affairs Council of the 
Greater Austin Chamber of Commerce in the effort to retain the 
924th Fighter Group as an active Reserve unit at Bergstrom AFB. 

We believe that much of the data leading to the decision to deac- 
tivate this unit was flawed. I also served on the Austin City 
Council (1990-1993) when the plans for a new airport were designed 
to accommodate a military facility. 

We thank you for the attention you are giving to this matter and 
trust you will agree with our justifications. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Larson 
President, AFA Chapter 276 
President, NAUS Chapter 10 
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To The Members of The BRAC Commission, March 31, 1995 

I am writing to you in regards to Bergstrom Air Reserve Station (BARS) being on 

the Base Realignment And Closure (BIN) list. I am writing this letter hoping to 

change the recommendation of Bergstrom ARS and the 924th Fighter Wing. I have been 

at Bergstrom for 12 years, since February 23, 1983 to present. I came here right 

after 4 years of active duty with the Air Force. I have a total of 16 years federal 

service. This is a good area to ].ive in, for work, and recreation and the weather 

is great. I live in Round Rock, just north of Austin, which I feel has the best , 

school system. 

I have two children, Samantha who is 11 years old and Matthew who is 7 years old. 

I was divorced in April 1991 and have custody of my children. I was a single parent 

until I remarried on April 23, 1994. The lady I married has two girls, Kari who is 

13 years old and Cori who is 10 years old. We are like the "~rady Bunch" now. Our 

children get along really good. We all get along really good. My son was diagnosed 

6,6 having Attention Deficit Hyperactive Disorder (ADHD) in December 1993. With the 

help of doctors, and teachers, we were able to get him on track and do well in school. 

With my new family, we had to get a new (bigger) home. We are also having to deal'. 

with the "teen-age years" with Kari, my step daughter. We are doing really good for 

two families coming together as one family. 

I feel that if Bergstrom ARS and the 924th Fighter Wing, is closed or disbanded 

and we have to move, that it will cause many hardships. Samantha and Matthew would 

be leaving their real mother. Kari and Cori would > be leaving their real father. 

children would also be leaving the friends theyyebeen going to school with since the 

start of their education. We also have our moms, dads, and other family members 

Th 

tha 



l i v e  i n  t h i s  a rea .  ~ & l s o  been involved i n  t he  a r e a  wi th  our  c h i l d r e n  i n  s p o r t s ,  

s cou t s ,  and music l e s sens .  We have been involved a s  pa ren t s  and a s  coaches and scout  

l eade r .  

Going through t h i s  process  aga in  has a  person worrying about what)s going t o  

happen t o  h i s  job? Where w i l l  he go? And what kind of f u t u r e  w i l l  he have? And 

then t h e r e  i s  the  family,  g e t t i n g  the  c h i l d r e n  out  of school  and then  back i n  a  new 

school.  Trying t o  s e l l  t he  house and f ind ing  another  house i n  a  n i c e  a r e a  wi th  a  

good school .  And a f t e r  that's a l l  over ,  you hope t h a t  t h i s  doesn ' t  happen aga in .  ~, 

So a s  I c l o s e  t h i s  l e t t e r ,  I am asking you t o  recons ider  and keep Bergstrom open. 

Even i f  i t  means t o  change our  mission f o r  tomorrows A i r  Force Reserves. 

S incere ly ,  A 



Rebecca Cox 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

27 March 1995 

Dear Ms. Cox, 

I would like to persona:Lly thank you for speaking to the BRACC 
on behalf of those at Bergstrom Air Reserve. 

My husband has been one of the F-16 pilots since 1991. 
Bergstrom Air Force Base is such a wonderful location, I don't 
understand why it was ever closed during the last realignment. 
With so many retirees in Texas, and Austin, and with the 12 Air 
Force stationed there, it didn't make sense. 

I know there was no contract with the city of  ust tin to 
relocate the airport, but it would be honorable if the USAFR would 
keep their "wordw to the city of  ust tin and maintain the Reserve 
unit at Bergstrom. 

This would affect many people. At this time people are 
scrambling to seek out other options, with their future being 
uncertain. With so many otlner small stations, we wonder why they 
have to look at us. 

Since our guys8 recent deployment to Aviano, Italy, ensuring 
the tlno-fly zonew, obviously, our unit is important to the total 
Reserves. I hope you can make that point known. 

We trust your judgeme:nt and thank you for speaking on our 
behalf. We do so hope that we can remain in this area, where our 
lives are established and our children attend great schools. 

Thank you for the time and effort you are putting forth to 
persuade the Commission to keep us off the list. Your help is 
greatly appreciated by all of us. 

Sincerely, 
L 

J&5 Afzm&w 
TAMELA SMITH TEMPLIN 
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near M e m h e ~  of the RRAC Committee 27 Mar 95 

T am writing on behalf of the 924 FW at Bergstrom ARS ,Austin 'I'exaa, 
During tlre up coming hearings I would urgcs you to riot only consider us as we are, 
but as we could be and should be. On the 23rd of' August 1993 1 wrote Senator 
Sam Nunn concerning the decision nut to convert our unit to KC -135 tankers. 1 have 
enclosed a copy of his response along with nry letter to him and the sile survey done 
on the 21 to 23 .July 1993. 

1 believe the site survey and Col. #ox's response to Senator Nunn's inqu~res 
on my behalf show that conversion is not only economical but worrld work well with the 
ci~ilian airport1 our not a budget ernyere so I am r~ol  cedain iF  the Funds set out by llre 
the previous BKAC Committee are to be colrsidered by your committe as funds already 
ohligated or as part of the total for current cost of the unit to remain. Either way 1 feel 
certain we have a strong case to be made for realignment. 

I am sure that many other units and communities are apenling their cases 
to your committee citing any number of locall economical impacts or how deserving 
their units are. You will no dor~bt be hearing our case aa well,b\rt J helieve we aho~rld 
be realigned For purely ecorroruictrl reasorrs. 1 would clrlrilerrge you to firrd a stcrad alone 
facility more suited for the KC-135 (or any large aircraft that can use the same hangers 
as a KC-133 that could be opened or conv~erted for less than we ran. 

The 924 FW and the city of Austin have worked hard to make the partner 
-ship between them work. Every effort has been made to maximize use of facilities 
and keep cost down. Realignment to a new mission could save tax dollars as well as 
save our unit md the future painemhip with the city of Anstin. Tf I ran be of any help 
please let nre know. 

John D.Gtllley 
1338 Tl~ouslrrrd Oaks Loop 
San Marcos,'l'exas 78666 
(512) 353-1729 



The Honorable Sam Nunn 
Unitedstatessenate 
WashurgtonPC 20515 

I arnwdhgrny fixstletterto a n y e l e c ~ o f f i d b e c a u s e a t t h i s ~ 1  feel1 canno~s i t id fybyand 
not say anything I am an Air Reserve Technician with the 924th Air Force Reserve Fighter Group at Bergstrom 
AFB,Austit5Tsras. 'Ihe~tBRAC93CammitteG~toletus~mAustinwas~appreclated, 
Mbasmwa-Ifia;tdbwe9:-wmthe-oftheurrit. 

Onthe21&dZWofrotS.of*!fear, theAirFonx.-asitesurveyto d d h e h t h e t  
aaeade\rsluptem&frosll.F16F~raircre&toKC1~~- ThesittsurvcypnseRtedno 
probiems,Wtfropaasible~toKCl3~airomftdicE OCPpWs,whichincludesourQoupCommander 
and the rmljority of the group's ofhm, are @&tmg the aimafbconversim b t x a ~  ae pilots they would much rather 
f l y ~ t h a n t h e l e s s g h m o m s ~ .  - .  

I , a n d I ~ t k e m a ~ o f t k e e n t h d e d f b n w o f ~ u n i t , ~ M w r n ~ ~ ~ m d s h & a n d &  
whdeww was requbed to support the mission and our cmmmnder, bat m in sibation I Weve there are many 
Eectors being ignored ofwhich gome am: 

1. The KC135 tanker mission wauld be mom o o m ~ ' b l e  with a cidh airport operation than fighter 
opesations: 

a No mMitians (hve or inert) 
b. More e n d *  o o m ~ ~  
C. L e s s s i r ~ b i n ~ m i t h e i r p o r t ~ t i Q n s a n d t e a s n o i s e b ~ ~ .  

2. Our cantonment area is ideal h KC 135 sircraft - a fbt that the swey pointed out. The cost for fkdities 
couldactUatty belessbyconvextingtottae KC335 aimaft. 

3. The KC135 mission is more likely to survive the next round of defense cuts. especially in the Air Force 
Reserves, than the F16 mission which is expected to be reduoed. The KC135 mission could mean more job security 
fix 350 to 500 fun time employees and a p p n x ~  1100 to 1 SOO-. I f h  F16 mission is phased out in 
two to three years, o u t ~ m a y n d b o f f ~ d a ~ ~ a n d w e w i l l b e o \ r t e f d d T ~ ~ l o s e t h c # w  
jobs fagood 
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M r .  J o h n  D.  G u l l e y  
1 4 3 8  T h o u s a n d  O a k s  L o o p  
S a n  Marcos, T e x a s  7 8 6 6 6  

D e a r  Mr. G u l l e y :  

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  y o u r  r e c e n t .  l e t t . e r  r e g a r d i n g  
a i r c r a f t  c o n v e r s i o n  at.  B e r g s t - r o m  A i r  F o r c e  8ase .  

I a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  b r i n g i - n g  t h i s  mat.ter t.o my 
a t . t . e n t i o n .  I n  a n  e f f o r t  t.o b e  o f  a s s i - s t a n c e  t o  y o u ,  I 
h a v e  n o t i f i e d  *.he a p p r o p r i a t e  a u t h o r i t i e s  w i t h i n  t . h e  
U.S. A i r  F o r c e  o f  my i n t . e r e s t  i n  y o u r  b e h a l f .  I will 
l e t  y o u  know w h e n  I h a v e  r e c e i v e d  a r e s p o n s e  t-o my 
i n q u i r y .  

I n  t . h e  m e a n t . i m e ,  p l e a s e  l e t .  me know i f  I may b e  
o f  s e r v i c e  t.o y o u  i-n a n y  o t . h e r  mat . t .er  o f  c o n c e r n .  

Sam Nunn 
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SAM NUNN GEORGIA C t iA lRMAN 
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ARNOLD L PUNARO STAFF DIRECTOR 

ANTHONY J PRlNClPl STAFF DIRECTOR FOR THE MINORITY 

United Statee Senate 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-6050 

December  2 2 ,  1 9 9 3  

Mr. J o h n  D.  G u l l e y  
1 4 3 8  T h o u s a n d  O a k s  Loop  
S a n  M a r c o s ,  T e x a s  7 8 6 6 6  

Dear  Mr. G u l l e y :  

A t t a c h e d  i s  a c o p y  o f  t h e  r e p o r t  I h a v e  o b t a i n e d  
f r o m  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  a b o u t  y o u r  c a s e .  

I h o p e  t h i s  r epor t  f u l l y  a d d r e s s e s  y o u r  c o n c e r n s .  
L e t  me know i f  you  f e e l  y o u  n e e d  f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  
o b t a i n i n g  a  f u l l  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  
y o u r  case.  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Sam Nunn 

E n c l o s u r e  

S N / l k  j 
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OFFICE OF THL SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  
W ASHIN<;TON DC 20330- 1 000 

DEC 1 0 1993 

The Honorable Sam Nunn 
United States Senator 
75 Spring Street, S.W. 
Suite 1700 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

Dear Senator Nunn: 

This is in resgonse to your letter of September 22, 1993, in 
behalf of Mr. John D. Gulley concerning the decisicn not to 
convert the 924th Fighter Group (Air Force Reserve) from F-16s to 
KC-135s. 

Air Force Reserve site survey teams were sent to Bergstrom 
Air Force Base (AFB), Texas, and two other Air Force bases in 
order to determine the best location to beddown tanker aircraft in 
Fiscal Year (FY) 1994. Because of existing tanker facilities and 
the aircraft's compatibi1it.y with civil airfield operations, 
Bergstrom AFB seemed the idleal place to convert. However, the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) 
recommendation has the Bergstrom F-16 unit remaining in place 
through 1996. 

All the issues Mr. Gulley addresses in his letter have merit 
and bear our attention. In their site survey, the Air Force 
Reserve reached conclusions similar to those of Mr. Gulley. 
Because the DBCRC recommendation became law in September 1993, the 
Air Force Reserve will delay any proposals to convert the 924th 
Fighter Group until 1996. 

We appreciate Mr. Gulley's concern about the 924th. The 
ongoing military drawdown creates turmoii for the Air Force, our 
Active and Reserve personnel, and the communities that host them. 
Decisions associated with these reductions are extremely difficult. 
to make. The Air Force's challenge is to make these decisions 
with the utmost objectivity and cost effectiveness. 

We trust this information is useful. 

Sincerely, 

tetgnec 

CHARLES L. FOX 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachment 



FROM: XPXP 
. . 

SUBJ: Bergstrom AFB Site Suryey 

1 .  On 21-23 Jul 9 3 ,  a site survey wae conducted at Bergstrom AFB TX. The 
areas evaluated were to change the canfonment area and introduction of KC-135 
aircraft to the reserve unit there. 

2.  The attachments to this letter are the report and supporting documents for 
that 6UZTey. 

J ~ ~ I N N Y  R. 'WEAVER, Maj , USAF 
Chief, Fighter Programs 

3 Atch 
1. Executive Summary 
2. Facilities 
3. Map of Bergstrom Airport 

CC: HQ USAFIXOORIXOOBIRE 
lo AF/CC 
9 2 4  FG/CC/OG/LG - 
Irq AFBDA/I)R 

\ City of Auetin 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Bergstrom AFB TX 
Site Survey, 21-23 Jul 93 

On 21-23 Jul 93, HQ AFRES and the 924 I 'G hosted a site survey at Bergstrom AFB 
TX. Representatives from the following; organizations were represented: Air 
Staff, HQ AFRES, 924 FG, 10 AF, AFBDA, and City of Austin, The purpose of the 
site survey was three fold; first, to re-evaluate the cantonment area at 
Bergstromwith regards to the city!s proposed reuse plan; second, to revoli- 
date the cost associated with the stand up of the cantonment area as well as 
any changes derived from a change in bcundaries; and third, evaluate Berg- 
strom AFB for a mission change from F-16 to KC-135 aircraft. 

The reevaluation resulted in a new proposed cantonment area with boundaries as 
shown in attachment 3. This proposed change will allow the development of the 
airport per the City of AuetinDs reuee plan and accoanaodate the reserve activ- 
ities needed to conduct operations in conjunction with the city's activities. 

, , 

hll ~es~rve'activities to remain at Bergstrom were addreseed end space allot- 
ted for them. The facil4ties identified far use will accoormodate the Reserves 
and the cost will be approximately the same as identified previously for 
occuparion of the currently approved cantonment area. Costs which were previ- 
ously identified were modified to reflect the propoeed new cantonment area and 
cost associated with movement of function8 to accommodate the city were iden- 
tified. The split cantonment grea should present no problems for efficient 
operations. 

The BRAC 91 approved projects amounted to $12.46M. To set up the proposed 
cantonment area, the cost will be $l4.19M. -This figure includes savinge in 
some areae and additional cost in others. The cost aesociated with relocation 
of Reserve facilities due to redesign of the cantonment area for alignment 
with city reuse plans is $5.12M. All above discussed costs arc addressed in 
attachment 2. 

The major concerns about the proposed cantonment area and the movement into it 
are timing coinciding with the city's c~snstrucrion schedule, preparing rhe 
facilities for R e e e r v e  neede, use of interim facilities, and the short time 
available for execution of the required contracts. 

The question of mission change to KC-13:jRs was examined. The results are that 
if current projects are redesigned, and with a few facility alterations the 
cost to convert the unit should be $13.8M (Atch 3). Bergstrom has adequate 
space in the proposed cantonment area to house the proposed new aircraft. 

In conclusion, the proposed cantonment change is workable and will enhance the 
city's reuee plans-. The timing of moven and facility usage needs cloee atten- 
tion by both the city and the reserve units. The proposed misnion change 
should present no problem in execution. 

Chief, Fighter Programs 

A t c h  1 
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Facilities 

/' 
1. purpose: The survey was to extablish the cantonment area and facilities 
necessary to support the 924 FG with an assigned 18 PAA F-16 mission. 
During the BKAC-91 exersice, this cantonment was surveyed and the following 
projects were identified: 

Project cost ($000) 
Alter Munitions 5 60 

I Pol OPs/Refueler 1,230 
:Alter Nine Facilities 2,800 
Fire Station 1,220 
Refueler Maint 450 
Alter Veh Maint/BCE 1,800 
Base Supply 2,900 
Fencing/Gate 1,500 

Total 12,460 
The above projects and costs are no longer valid since the City of Austin 
has now developed the plans to construct the new Municipal Airport. The City 
plans totally revise the cantonment concept and require a total resurvey. 
Therefore, this survey was necessary in order to provide the projects that 
needed to provide another cantonment concept. An additional cantonment was 
identified to provide facilities for the 10 AF, some tenant units, and base 
support functions. 

2. Recommended Programmed Prof-: In order to support the facilities 
necessary for this mission, the following projects are needed: 

a. Alter Facilities for C&ntonement; LS; $650,000. Project will 
include the following building upgrade/modifications: 

(1). Alter building 4531 to provide command post; project includes 
new walls and security upgrades. 

(2). Alter building 2202 to pravide Base Operating Support(DOS), 
10AF.headquarter space and clinic. Requires minor relocation of walls and 
space upgrades. 

(3). Alter building 4920 for Support Squadrod924 CES. 
(4). Upgrade building 2003 for MWR. Includes painting of walls and 

new floor coverings. 
(5). Alter building 4555 for base operations; alter existing Group 

Headquarters Building to provide necessary facilities. 
( 6 ) .  Alter building 2104 to provide billetting office. 

b. Alter existing Commissary building; LS; $2,250,000. Project will 
convert building to be used as a supply warehouse, contracting office, 
dining and physical fitness centers. 
c. Alter building 4582 for Non--distruct Inspection(ND1); LS; $400,000. 
d. Construct Munitions Complex; LS; $2,665,000. Project provides 
facilities for storage of necessary training devices to support the F-16 
mission and provides a facility to store training munitions in support of 
the Ground Combat Readiness Center. 
e. POL Facilities; LS; $1,700,000. Project will alter bldg. 4532 for use 
as POL Ops and construct necessary storage and support. 
f. Vehicle Maintenance Facilities; LS; $2,500,000. Project provides for 
the Add to/Alteration of bldg, 4577. 
g. Aircraft Paint FacilityfLOX Facility; LS; $550,000. Provides Yor the 
relocation of existing facility. 
h. Base Civil Engineering Facilities; LS; $1,300,000. Projects provides 
for the Add to/Alteration of bldg. 4580, 
i. Fencing, gate, utilities; LS; $1,000,000. 
The total of these projects will be $13,015,000 and design costs will be 
$1,170,000 for a total cost of $14,185,000. 

. 
Atch 2 (Page 1 of 3 )  



- 3. Comments: The scope of the facilities offered up in the additional 

<18 cantonment area exceed the authorization of either AFM 86-2 or AFRESR 86-2. 
However by utilizing these facilities, significant savings can be realized 

/ 

,l as opposed to constructing ney fs-cilities. For example, the cost of 
J alterations to both buildings 2202  and the existing commissary will total 

approximately $2,450,000; If, however the functions that will relocate into 
these two buildings were supported with n,ew construction, the cost would be 
approximately $14,00~,000, ,In ad,ditlon, the newly developed airport plan 
llmits the available constructior, sites and it would be extremely difficult 
to acornplish the continued beddokn of the 9 2 4  FG without the additional 
cantonment area. , .. , 

I. ' 
I : .  

Atch 2 (Page 2 of 3 )  
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4 '  Addendum to Bergstrom Facility Survey: 
If the 924 FG is converted to a 1OPA.A KC-135 mission, the following 

projects would need to be accomplished: 
Project Cost($000) 

Fuel Maint Ilgr Upgrade 1,500 
Alter Fac For Cantonment 650 
NDI Shop 400 
POL/Hydrants 2,000 
Vehicle Mainr 2,500 
LOX 150 
Base Civil Engr 1,300 
Alter Commissary For BOS 2,250 
Munitions(GCRC) 250 
Fencing, Gates, Utilities 1,000 

Subtotal 12,000 
Design 1,800 
Total 13,800 

It should be pointed out that.this estimate assumes that the 924 will 
occupy the additional cantonment identified in the survey. 

. 
Atch 2 (Page 3 of 3 )  
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r I jv i l i r i  I<, d tic, ,=iter to express my dismay at the news thdt S e r c l - , :  t . :  t J.1-iS i i i , - iv 

h? pt-ed 1 !~~.lerstand that you have been an advocate st k?e~l!-- P " 1 ~ - t r ; r c ? r ~ :  
a h., 

L,L, , ,.. ,,., L. ,,, .-, ./ of Austin has cooperated fully with the Depai (I i Ier r W T  i j e i en~c  
qqqqnq nt r-n-:  -- _ the municipal sirport to the site. As the wif? o+ 3H 4*?- U~>*l-ja 

i t t , i  ~i l , t t t - i l  I i I -  L; dot). my life is directly impacted by this dec ,sic 

ivj I IUJ)J~ 11 lllL1l 11-( with most Re~~ervists here. chose Austir~ as  a {lrmri i r  -~i:~3ic: 1 1 1  

"t-t.:p'.-I ' ,r.r..+,. . L + r  our family while still serving our country as a ,-?F. --k~ -.+ f h r  

F c i t  ce i"!ese;vttc. As you are aware, the news of possible clos~it rL i4i*ver I ILI 

ti.‘3 I <  ,& a a q ; ~ ,  U L  ~ : ~ i ~ : ~ ,  Group while they were in Italy participating i : ~  0: :; - ,  Y - ,  ;i i z, e: 
Bosnta Even 3f te r  this disappointing news. the Unit still pedc+rrnec~ ihptr SCT'=,P*?~> 
; i  i,r;;i::r: i t ?  2 p1 .::f~c,sional manner. In fact. I feel that all the peaple ;run ;ii: 
Bergstror-r? f r o r r )  Tne support personnel to the fighter pilots are truf. ~!--rf?~-.;~or~,~i~: 
41- - t - ' 
Lb  .a. -.;e~lf : - . :~l .z 5ur country proud. 

i i a?e t h d  t :  ie EFiACC will allow Sergstrom ARS to remain open. f,ej ad;~d4ir 

Y ~ ? N  iht f r l ~  nersonnel at Bergstrom are extremely dedicated and flwntorl fC- 

\ 1 ,el ~ i i i ~  tiie -"jl i,:ct.i States. It woulrj be a great loss to the Ail Forcs ZsrSG. b i r \ r  

-j:3rtl ?;> + I -  S -  I - 1 - !? The 924th personnel has proved many time? olfp. +rp \jn7:-{- +'- - *  

1 1  ~c-v -tre a r e ; { .  c*., +t to the Air Force Reserves. I hope that i k y  L , ~ r t  t .. i i I r 4 ,  r .  . r .  i 

!>: . - . ,.t . . i t . , - .  ' ' ~ tu re  



25 Mar 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 

FROM: GS7ITSgt Emily C. Samfield 
73 0 1 Twin Crest Drive, # 1 19 
Austin, TX 78752-2536 

SUBJECT: Closure of Bergstrom ARS, TX 

1. I heard on the radio recently that four Navy bases in California were taken off the BRACC list 
in order to save a total of 1700 jobs. They must have been four very small installations. Bergstrom 
ARS is not very large, but there are 600 hll-time positions and 1200 part-time positions at stake 
here. All of us here have our own perso~nal reasons why this base should stay open and this letter 
will state my very personal views on the subject. 

2. To begin with, I moved to Austin in 1974 and joined the Air Force in 1975. The Air Force really 
did save my life and I am devoted to it fbr that. I was a street person in Austin (now known as 
homeless), with no place to live and no job. By joining the military, I got several great careers, a 
chance to see the world and a college education. (I graduated from Texas A & M University in 1988 
thanks to the G. I. Bill.) I was on active duty for four years and seven months. I got out because 
I was sent fiom Clark AB, Philippines to K. I. Sawyer AFB in the upper peninsula of Michigan in 
January. When I got out, I missed my connection with the military, so three months following my 
discharge fiom active duty, I joined the Air National Guard at Kelly AFB, TX, but I had moved back 
to Austin. After one year, Bergstrom got F-4's and I transferred to the 924th Fighter Group in 198 1. 
My career field at the time was Electronic Warfare. Even though I have moved to various cities in 
Texas for a variety of reasons, I always knew that I would end up settling down in Austin, my 
favorite city in the United States, and n r y  intention has always been to retire with 33 years fiom 
Bergstrom. 

3.  In the last three years, I have changed careers in the military twice. When the 924th got F-16's, 
I lost my TSgt slot, so I looked for another career field. The 924th Medical Squadron crosstrained 
me into the medical laboratory field. I returned to my unit in June 1993, shortly after the birth of 
my son. I worked on mandays until I wirs hired as an Air Reserve Technician (ART) in another 
field, Medical Administration, in October 1993. I crosstrained again and I love my job. 

4. So, I finally got a stable (or so I thou,ght) career I love, in the city I love, where I had always 
intended to rear my children. I even love .my boss. She (CMSgt Rosario Sanchez) is the best boss 
I have ever had, and the other people I work with, and for, are great, also. I have never been happier 
and I hate that this BRACC list is destroying the happiness I have fought so hard to obtain. To me, 
my life would be perfect if I only knew that my job will be here next year. This is my home now 
and I think it is a wondefil place to rear iI child. I registered my son for a private school when he 
was three months old and he is supposed to start next year. I am a single parent of a two year old 



and we have a great support system here among our friends, not to mention that I am in love with 
a wonderfbl man, and this has really thrown a wrench in our plans, as well. I finally have money 
in the bank, I am on my way to being debt free with the intention of buying a home in two years. 

5. The Reserve is much different than active duty. Active duty personnel know they can be moved 
at any time and live with that understanding. Those of us in the Reserve choose to be here and 
generally select units where we live, or close by. Moving is much more of a hardship. I will do 
whatever it takes to save this base, but I do not know what that is except to write letters and have 
others write letters in support of keeping u:; open. We really thought &er we were taken off the list 
last time that we were saved. We were taklen off that last list for a reason, of which I am not exactly 
sure what that reason was, but I think the reasons have not changed and we should be taken off 
again. 

6 .  If I have to leave now, I will have nothing. It will deplete my savings. If I do not get another 
ART position, I doubt that a Reserve unit will take me because I will have twenty years in by the 
time this base closes. (I reach twenty next I'ebruary.) At 40 years old, I have no desire to start over 
in the private sector. I will lose too much retirement since my active duty years count towards 
retirement in civil service. I do not believe that I can survive on a GS7 salary without 
supplementing it with my Reserve pay, (but know that I am not in the Reserve just for the money, 
I really, really enjoy the military and am not ready to separate from it). I will lose about $6,000.00 
a year. Please do whatever is necessary t:o fight for keeping Bergstrom ARS open and if you can 
respond back, I would like to know what else I can do to help. 

EMILY C. SAMFIELD, TSgt, USAFR 
Medical Administrative Assistant 



To: Base Realignment and Closure Cormittee. 

Subject : Proposed closure and Deactivation of 924 th Fighter Wing and ~er~strom. 
Air Reserve Station. 

Dear B.R.A.C. 
I am writing to express my concenl over the proposed closure of Bergstrom Air Reserve 

Station. here in Austin, Tx. I have been assigned here since April of ' 94 and have also 
moved my family to the Austin area because of the promise that the U.S. Government made 

to the city of Austin that the 924th Fighter Wing would remain here intact. I feel, as a 

taxpayer and registered voter that my country has betrayed me and all the other reservist 

assigned here. My wife, also a registered voter, like the Austin area and would like to 

make it our permanent place of residcmce. However, if this closure and deactivation is 

allowed to pass and conclude as it ir; now we will have no choice but to relocate to 

another area. 

I am a native Austinite and have always supported the idea of a military, Air Force, 
presence here in Austin. So far in the last (5) five years the U. S. Government has 

betrayed the people of central Texas at least twice, once with the closure of Bergstrom 

Air Force Base, and now with the proposed closure of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station which, 

both the Air Force Base and Reserve Station are an intergral part of Austin history. Not 

only does this action upset me, it makes me feel that our Government, which i~~supposed 

to be " of the p~ople, for the people, and by the people", does not care about its 

people. 

Since being assigned here, I have assisted in functions given for the local Austin 
Civic Leaders, Public Affairs for our Fighter Wing, and recently we, the 924th, were 

deploved to Aviano ,Air Base in Italy for " Operation Deny Flight". It is my understanding 

that the people over there want us to return next January because of the professionalism 
displayed by the 924th Fighter Wing since being deployed there. 

In conclusion, if this action is allowed to proceed the U.S. Army at Fort Hood will 
be left without adequate air cover and defense in the remote chance of an attack by a 
hostile government or terrorist. With Fort Hood being one of, if not the largest 

military installation in the western hemisphere it needs a considerable amount of defense, 

which cannot be accomplished by just one unit. It would take a combined effort by both 

the Wing at the former Carswell Air Force Base and the 924th to accomplish this task. 

Therefore, I feel that deactivating and closing Bergstrom Air Reserve Station is not 

only a mistake, but not in the best interest of the United States. 
I have been associated with the military for almost (16) sixteen years, and it is my 

opinion that this is one of the biggest mistakes, and betrayals our government has ever 

thought of. 

. r 

Concrerled Citizen and Reservist 
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Commissioner, 13 Mar 95 

As an individual with great interest in the future of Bergstrom Air 
Reserve Station, Austin, Tx., I would like to express my concerns 
and feelings to your commission. 

I have been here at Bergstrom since October of 1989, when it was a 
thriving active duty base. I: was deployed from Bergstrom AFB on 30 
December 1990, my twenty-fifth birthday, to support Operation 
Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm. We returned to Bergstrom 
only to watch it slowly dwindle away and finally close in October 
of 1993. We Reservist survived the BRAC of that year and were told 
by elected officials on all 1-evels of government that the future at 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, as it was fittingly renamed, was 
going to be long and prosperous. Many of us who are Reservists and 
employed here in Civil service have invested for the long haul, as 
we were advised to do. Was the advise they gave us double-talk or 
was there a unforeseen barrier that we all didn't know about. Many 
of us stand to lose more than a job if the "politicians" play their 
little games at the expense of their "little constituents". Many 
of us will lose friendships that were bonded by war and 
strengthened by time. I do:nlt know if you have ever been in the 
military or been involved in a conflict, but, if you have you will 
know what I'm talking about. 

What becomes confusing to us is WHY they want to close Bergstrom 
ARS. In an article taken from the Air Force News Service written 
by MSgt Gary Pomeroy entitled, "FOLGEMAN TO EXAMINE TOTAL FORCE," 
the General himself states; For example, in 1994, he said, the 
average active-duty F-16 was TDY less than 40 days. "Maybe we have 
too many F-16's in the active force and not enough in the Guard and 
Reserve." If the "Man" himself is stating this, WHO put our name on 
the list or HOW did Bergstrom get on there? As far as we 
understand, the BRAC commission is supposed to save the government 
money yet, not put the military below a certain functional level. 
Doesn't the General's statement go completely against the force 
structure policy set by our government? 

All I ask when the final list; is established, is that Bergstrom ARS 
MOT be on the list. I hope that the Commission and its' personnel -- 
listen to the rebuttals of the officials and personnel who WILL be 
affected by base closure. 

SINCERELY, 
PAUL G. SANCHEZ 







Document Sepal-ator 



March 15. 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Base  C l o s u r e  and Realignmisnt Commission 
1700 N .  Moore S t r e e t ,  S t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 22209 

Dear  Chairman Dixon : 

I am w r i t i n g  you t o  e x p r e s s  my d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  p r o p o s a l  t o  
d e a c t i v a t e  t h e  9 2 4 t h  A i r  Fo rce  R e s e r v e s  a t  Be rgs t rom A i r  R e s e r v e  
S t a t i o n  i n  A u s t i n ,  T e x a s .  A s  a community v o l u n t e e r ,  manager i n  a 
F o r t u n e  400  company, and a  member of  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e s ,  I 
b e l i e v e  t h i s  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  would b e  i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  
o f  o u r  l o c a l  communi t i e s ,  m i l i t a r y  r e a d i n e s s ,  n o r  t h e  U n i t e d  
S t a t e s .  P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

L o c a l  community l e a d e r s  i n  and a round  A u s t i n  b e l i e v e  t h a t  an 
a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  p roposed  d e a c t i v a t i o n  of  t h e  9 2 4 t h  would b e  a  
c l e a r  b r e a c h  of  f a i t h  and ag reemen t  t h a t  was p r e v i o u s l y  
e s t a b l i s h e d  d u r i n g  p l a n n i n g  by l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  f o r  
f u t u r e  community u s e  o f  B e r g s t r o m .  

The A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  s y s t e m  p r o v i d e s  a c o m p a r a t i v e l y  h i g h  r e t u r n  
on i n v e s t m e n t .  T y p i c a l l y ,  an A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t  p r o v i d e s  
v e r y  e x p e r i e n c e d  and s t a b l e  m i s s i o n  f o r c e s  a t  a  r e d u c e d  c o s t  
r e l a t i v e  t o  c u r r e n t  a c t i v e  f o r c e s .  I f  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  s e e k s  t o  
r e d u c e  DOD o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  w h i l e  r e t a i n i n g  a s  much o p e r a t i o n a l  
c a p a b i l i t y  as p o s s i b l e ,  t h e n  an  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t  s u c h  a s  
t h e  9 2 4 t h  s h o u l d  n o t  o n l y  b e  r e t a i n e d  b u t  a l s o  c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  
e n l a r g e m e n t .  

The 9 2 4 t h  h a s  been  b a s e d  a t  Be rgs t rom f o r  19 yea r s  and h a s  
pe r fo rmed  and s u p p o r t e d  many i m p o r t a n t  m i s s i o n s ,  e x e r c i s e s ,  and 
d e p l o y m e n t s ,  w h i l e  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e  p r i m a r y  m i s s i o n s  of  f l y i n g  C- 
130,  F-4,  and F-16 a i r c r a f t  t h r o u g h  t h e s e  y e a r s .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  
t h e  9 2 4 t h  h a s  p r o v i d e d  an e x c e p t i o n a l l y  e x p e r i e n c e d ,  h i g h l y  
m o t i v a t e d ,  e x t r e m e l y  s t a b l e ,  w e l l  t r a i n e d ,  and m i s s i o n - o r i e n t e d  
team t h a t  h a s  been r e s p o n s i v e  t o  l o c a l ,  n a t i o n a l ,  and 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  n e e d s .  B e r g s t r o m ' s  9 2 4 t h  is p r e s e n t l y  d e p l o y e d  t o  
Aviano A i r  Base  i n  I t a l y  w h i l e  f l y i n g  d a y  and n i g h t  m i s s i o n s  i n  
s u p p o r t  o f  O p e r a t i o n  Deny F l i g h t .  

The Be rgs t rom r e s e r v i s t  is a  c i t i z e n  s o l d i e r  d e r i v e d  f rom t h e  
h i g h  t e c h n o l o g y  A u s t i n  a r e a .  Be rgs t rom r e s e r v i s t s  c a n  and o f t e n  
d o  i n c l u d e  employees  of M o t o r o l a ,  IBM, Texas  I n s t r u m e n t s ,  R a d i a n ,  
EDS, AMD, A p p l i e d  M a t e r i a l s ,  Lockheed M a r t i n ,  and o t h e r  
r e c o g n i z e d  advanced  t e c h n o l o g y  compan ie s .  A s  o u r  
k n o w l e d g e / i n f o r m a t i o n  d r i v e n  economy e v o l v e s ,  it is even  more 
c r i t i c a l  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h i s  i n f u s i o n  of c i v i l i a n  t e c h n i c a l  s k i 1 l . s  
and e x p e r i e n c e  i n t o  o u r  armed s e r v i c e s .  The Be rgs t rom r e s e r v i s t  
p r o v i d e s  a  v e r y  e c o n o m i c a l ,  t i m e l y ,  and r e s u l t s - o r i e n t e d  means of 



e n s u r i n g  t h a t  r e a l  t i m e  t e c h n o l o g y  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and management 
t e c h n i q u e s  a r e  c o n t i n u o u s l y  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  m i l i t a r y  
o p e r a t i o n s .  

C l e a r l y ,  t h e  good f a i t h  a c t i o n  t h a t  is a l s o  e c o n o m i c a l l y  
r e s p o n s i b l e  and i n t u i t i v e l y  p r o a c t i v e  is t o  r e t a i n  t h e  9 2 4 t h  A i r  
F o r c e  R e s e r v e  team i n  a c t i v a t e d  s t a t u s  a t  Be rgs t rom i n  A u s t i n ,  
T e x a s .  

I am g r a t e f u l  f o r  you r  t i m e  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

Concerned C i t i z e n ,  

David R .  B. Meldrum 
12508 E a g l e  Nes t  D r .  
Buda,  T e x a s  78610-2444 

c c :  S e n a t o r  P h i l  Gramm 
S e n a t o r  Kay H u t c h i s o n  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Lloyd  Dogge t t  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Greg  Lisughlin 
Commissioner  Rebecca Cox 



March 15. 1995 

Commissioner  Rebecca Cox 
Base  C l o s u r e  and Rea l ignment  Commission 
1700 N .  Moore S t r e e t ,  S t e  1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 22209 

Dear  Commissioner  Cox: 

I a m  w r i t i n g  you t o  e x p r e s s  my d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  p r o p o s a l  t o  
d e a c t i v a t e  t h e  9 2 4 t h  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e s  a t  Be rgs t rom A i r  Rese rve  
S t a t i o n  i n  A u s t i n ,  T e x a s .  A s  a  community v o l u n t e e r ,  manager i n  a 
F o r t u n e  400  company, and a  member of  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e s ,  I 
b e l i e v e  t h i s  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  would b e  i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  
o f  o u r  l o c a l  c o m m u n i t i e s ,  m i l i t a r y  r e a d i n e s s ,  n o r  t h e  U n i t e d  
S t a t e s .  P l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

L o c a l  community l e a d e r s  i n  and a round  A u s t i n  b e l i e v e  t h a t  an  
a p p r o v a l  of  t h e  p roposed  d e a c t i v a t i o n  of  t h e  9 2 4 t h  would be  a 
c l e a r  b r e a c h  o f  f a i t h  and ag reemen t  t h a t  was p r e v i o u s l y  
e s t a b l i s h e d  d u r i n g  p l a n n i n g  by l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  f o r  
f u t u r e  community u s e  of  B e r g s t r o m .  

The A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  s y s t e m  p r o v i d e s  a c o m p a r a t i v e l y  h i g h  r e t u r n  
on i n v e s t m e n t .  T y p i c a l l y ,  an  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t  p r o v i d e s  
v e r y  e x p e r i e n c e d  and s t a b l e  m i s s i o n  f o r c e s  a t  a  r e d u c e d  c o s t  
r e l a t i v e  t o  c u r r e n t  a c t i v e  f o r c e s .  I f  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  s e e k s  t o  
r e d u c e  DOD o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  w h i l e  r e t a i n i n g  a s  much o p e r a t i o n a l  
c a p a b i l i t y  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  .:hen an A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t  s u c h  a s  
t h e  9 2 4 t h  s h o u l d  n o t  o n l y  b e  r e t a i n e d  b u t  a l s o  c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  
e n l a r g e m e n t .  

The 9 2 4 t h  h a s  been  b a s e d  a t  Be rgs t rom f o r  19 years  and h a s  
pe r fo rmed  and s u p p o r t e d  inany i m p o r t a n t  m i s s i o n s ,  e x e r c i s e s ,  and 
d e p l o y m e n t s ,  w h i l e  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e  p r i m a r y  m i s s i o n s  o f  f l y i n g  C- 
130 ,  F-4 ,  and F-16 a i r c r a f t  t h r o u g h  t h e s e  y e a r s .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  
t h e  9 2 4 t h  h a s  p r o v i d e d  an  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  e x p e r i e n c e d ,  high1.y 
m o t i v a t e d ,  e x t r e m e l y  s t a b l e ,  w e l l  t r a i n e d ,  and m i s s i o n - o r i e n t e d  
team t h a t  h a s  been  r e s p o n s i v e  t o  l o c a l ,  n a t i o n a l , ,  and 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  n e e d s .  B e r g s t r o m ' s  9 2 4 t h  is  p r e s e n t l y  d e p l o y e d  t o  
Aviano A i r  Base  i n  I t a l y  w h i l e  f l y i n g  d a y  and n i g h t  m i s s i o n s  i n  
s u p p o r t  o f  O p e r a t i o n  Deny F l i g h t .  

The B e r g s t r o m  r e s e r v i s t  is a  c i t i z e n  s o l d i e r  d e r i v e d  f rom t h e  
h i g h  t e c h n o l o g y  A u s t i n  a r e a .  Be rgs t rom r e s e r v i s t s  c a n  and o f t e n  
d o  i n c l u d e  employees  of  M ~ t o r o l a ,  I B M ,  Texas  I n s t r u m e n t s ,  R a d i a n ,  
EDS, AMD, App l i ed  M a t e r i a l s ,  Lockheed M a r t i n ,  and o t h e r  
r e c o g n i z e d  advanced  t e c h n o l o g y  compan ie s .  A s  o u r  
k n o w l e d g e / i n f o r m a t i o n  d r i v e n  economy e v o l v e s ,  i t  is even  more 
c r i t i c a l  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h i s  i n f u s i o n  of  c i v i l i a n  t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s  
and e x p e r i e n c e  i n t o  o u r  armed s e r v i c e s .  The Be rgs t rom r e s e r v i s t  
p r o v i d e s  a  v e r y  e c o n o m i c a l ,  t i m e l y ,  and r e s u l t s - o r i e n t e d  means o f  



e n s u r i n g  t h a t  r e a l  t i m e  t e c h n o l o g y  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and  management  
t e c h n i q u e s  a re  c o n t i n u o u s l y  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  m i l i t a r y  
o p e r a t i o n s .  

C l e a r l y ,  t h e  good  f a i t h  a c t i o n  t h a t  is a l s o  e c o n o m i c a l l y  
r e s p o n s i b l e  a n d  i n t u i t i v e l y  p r o a c t i v e  is t o  r e t a i n  t h e  9 2 4 t h  A i r  
F o r c e  R e s e r v e  t e a m  i n  a c t i i v a t e d  s t a t u s  a t  B e r g s t r o m  i n  A u s t i n ,  
T e x a s .  

I am g r a t e f u l  f o r  y o u r  time and  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

C o n c e r n e d  C i t i z e n ,  

Dav id  R .  B .  Meldrum 
1 2 5 0 8  E a g l e  Nest D r .  
Buda.  T e x a s  78610-2444 

cc :  S e n a t o r  P h i l  G r a m m  
S e n a t o r  Kay H u t c h i s o n  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  L l o y d  D o g g e t t  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  G r e g  L a u g h l i n  
C h a i r m a n  A l a n  Dixon 
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7527 Wilmerdean 
Houston, TX 77061 
March 5, 1995 

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

BRAC Committee Members: 

This letter is being written as a plea to keep the 924 FW , Berstrom ARS, TX open. I am a 
Reservist statioped 2t Bergstrem anc! feel that we have an important mission in the defenqe ofour 
country. We have deployed to many places rendering aid and support. Our Unit provided 
security in Desert Storm and just recently returned from providing military assistance in Bosnia 
through Operation DenyFlight. In addition we have made many humanitarian deployments to 
different parts of the world. 

I live in Houston and have been a Reservist since 1978. As a civilian, I am an 8th grade teacher 
as well as an active registered voter. I try to instill in my students patriotism for their country and 
the importance of freedom. Our Unit plays an active part in helping maintain that cherishable 
fieedom for all Americans. 

I am proud to be an American and a member of the 924th Fighter Wing at Bergstrom ARS, 
therefore I solicit your help in keeping our Reserve Unit at Bergstrom. 

I thank you kindly for your positive action in keeping Bergstrom ARS from closing. 

A U. S .  Citizen, 

Kendra S. Franklin 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 10, 1995 

Ms. Kendra S. Franklin 
7527 Wherdean 
Houston, TX 77061 

Dear Ms. Franklin: 

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

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

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

David S. ~ ~ l e :  
StaEDiector 
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March 6,1995 

BRAC BOARD 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Sir, - ---d-- ,-* 

This letter is being written- as a plea to keep the 924th Fighter Wing, 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, Texas to remain open in Austin, Texas. I am 
currently a civilian stationed at Bergstrom and feel that we have an important 
mission in the defense of our country. We have deployed to many places and have 
played a vital role in hoth Desert storm and Deny Flight in the security of our 
country. The 924th Fighter Wing provides a viable service to the Austin 
Community through such programs as Habitat for Humanity, Texas Special 
Olympics, Blood Drives, Operation Phantom Friend (assistance to the needy 
families of Austin) and man:y more. .. 

I proudly serve the UnitedUStates as a civilian as well as a registered voter. 
I proudly display my patriotism for this country and the importance of its 
freedom. Our unit plays an active part in helping maintain this cherished 
freedom for all Americans. 

t I am proud to be an American and a member of the 924th Fighter Wing, 
therefore I solicit your assistance in keeping our Reserve Unit in Austin, Texas, 
at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. 

I would like to thanlc you in advance for all of your assistance on this 
matter. 



March 9 ,  1 9 9 5  

C h a i r m a n  A l a n  Dixori 
Base  C l o s u r e  a n d  Real iqnmerl t  Commiss ion 
1 7 0 0  N .  Moore S t . ,  S u i t e  1 4 2 5  
A r l i n g t o n ,  VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear S i r :  

I a m  an A i r  F o r c e  r e s e r v i s t  s e r v i n g  w i t h  t h e  9 2 4 t h  

F i g h t e r  Wing a t  B e r g s t r o m  A i r  Reserve  B a s e ,  TX r e q u e s t i n g  

t h a t  you  remove t h i s  b a s e  Erom c l o s u r e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

An a g r e e m e n t  was made b e t w e e n  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e  

arid t h e  C i t y  of  A u s t i n  d u r i n g  t h e  1 9 9 2  BRAC c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  

f a t e  o f  B e r g s t r o m  AFB, TX. T h a t  a g r e e m e n t  p e r p e t u a t e d  t h e  

s i t e  as a n  A i r  R e s e r v e  B a s e  p e r f o r m i n g  c o n t i n u i n g  i m p o r t a n t  

m i s s i o n s  t o  t h i s  c o u n t r y .  

The c i t i z e n - s o l d i e r s  a t  B e r g s t r o m  A i r  R e s e r v e  B a s e  h a v e  

o v e r  t i m e  p r o u d l y  s e r v e d  i n  O p e r a t i o n  D e s e r t  S t o r m ,  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

i n  h u m a n i t a r i a n  m i s s i o n s  t o  C o s t a  R i c a ,  H o n d u r a s  a n d  Panama, 

r e c e n t l y  s p e n t  months  p r o v i d i n g  m e d i c a l  care f o r  t h e  Cuban/ 

H a i t i a n  m i g r a n t  camp i n  G u a n t a n a m o  Bay, Cuba a n d  as I w r i t e  

t h i s  l e t t e r  o u r  p i l o t s  a r e  f l y i n g  safe c o v e r  m i s s i o n s  o v e r  B o s n i a .  

Many wing  p e r s o r i n e l  d r i v e  six t o  e i g h t  h o u r s  each way t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e  w i t h  t h i s  A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t .  Many moved t h e i r  

f a m i l i e s  t o  t h e  A u s t i n  a r e a  b a s e d  on  t h e  p r o m i s e  made t h a t  t h i s  

A i r  F o r c e  R e s e r v e  u n i t  would c o n t i n u e  t o  b e  a n  i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  

t h e  communi ty .  

(1) 



T h e  commitment  made by t h e s e  t r u e  A m e r i c a n s  s h o u l d  be m a t c h e d  

by p r e v i o u s l y  s t a t e d  p r o m i s e s  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  o f f i c i a l s  . A t r u e  

f a i t h  p r o m i s e  is a c o n t r a c t u r a l  commitment  made by g o v e r n m e n t  

e m p l o y e e s  empowered t o  n e g o t i a t e  o r  s p e a k  f o r  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  o r  

t h e  C o n g r e s s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  of America. 

W e  t h e  p e o p l e  e x p e c t  o u r  c i v i l  s e r v a n t s  t o  h o n o r  a l l  

a g r e e m e n t s  made.  I f e e l  w e  w i l l  n o t  be d i s a p p o i n t e d .  

Gary Run le, 
C o l ,  USAFR, BSC 
3515 Huntwick L a n e  
San  A n t o n i o ,  TX 7 8 2 3 0  



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 13, 1995 

Col. Gary Rundle, USAFR 
3 5 1 5 Huntwick Lane 
San Antonio, TX 78230 

Dear Col. Rundle: 

Thank you for providing the Defiase Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present roun'd of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fUture of Elergstrom Air Reserve Base. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

.. J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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LETTER TO CONGRESS 
PERSONAL 

07 MAR 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR Chairman Alm Jackson 

FROM: Michaelene F. Scott 
52 1 1 Kings Hwy. 
Austin, TX 78745 

Mr. Jackson; 

I am deeply, deeply disappointed in the BRAC's decision to select the Bergstrom Air Reserve 
Station for closure. You have no idea the amount of effort I have put into getting assigned to that 
unit and further more; I have readjusted niy life to prepare for my Air Force Reserve Career at 
the 924th Fighter Wing. 

I selected the Reserve base I wanted to serve at while I was still on active duty and specifically 
moved to Austin upon my discharge, so I could work at the reserve unit I wanted. I found a 
dependable job which I like and my family bought a house in the southwest part of Austin, so I 
would have easy access to the Reserve Unit. 

My experience during the recruitment prclcess to Bergstrom was so convincing, I even saw the 
Mayor of Austir, on television say that it 7:vouldn't be closed down if the Austin Airport moved 
out there, so of course I voted to move the Airport out there. Now after a few years the whole 
thing seems to have backfired in everyone's face and the credibility of upper leadership is 
seriously being questioned. I am sorry, but I also cannot see how a verbal contract by politicians 
can be so blatantly disregarded. Now I a n  placed in the situation of wondering whether the 
clecisions made by upper level leadership can be trusted, if they are so trivial in their commitment 
they flip-flop at every turn. 

I appeal to you to request a reconsideration of the BRAC's decision. Nobody in Austin thinks 
this is a good idea, including many strong politicians, and I personally will suffer great loss by 
the Reserve Unit being taken away. Tharlk you for your attention in this matter. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURfZ AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Ms. Michaelene F. Scott 
521 1 Kings Highway 
Austin, TX 78745 

Dear Ms. Scott: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of B,ergstrom Air Reserve Base. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
StaiTDirector 





7 March, 1995 
Hiram J. Clement 
2912 Dow Circle 
Deer Park, Tx. 77536 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

I am writing to express my concern over the recent recommendations 
made to the Base Closure ar.d Realignment Commission. My concern is 
for the 924Fighter Wing, based at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station, 
Austin, Tx. I am a member of the 924FW and have been for 9 years. 
I currently drive 175 miles, one way, to drill. If Bergstrom ARS 
is disbanded, the closest alternative is Kelly AFB, which will be 
270 miles, one way. This assumes that I will be able to find a 
slot. If I am unable to find another slot I will caught in 
transition where I have 16 years of combined Active and Reserve 
Duty time. I feel that t:he Reserves provide an excellent return 
based on the experience level of the personnel. 

There have been claims made on the reasoning for the closure and 
the disbanding of the entire wing, however, several items need to 
be identified and at least discussed: 

1. The previous Base Closure and Realignment Commission assured 
the city of Austin that the Reserve unit would remain at Bergstrorn 
at least ti1 1997, if the City of Austin moved the new airport to 
Bergstrom. The City of Austin has lived up to its portion of the 
agreement and committed a significant amount of money to 
accommodate the presence of the Reserves. 

2. The reason that supposedly justifies the closure of Bergstrorn 
are costs savings of $290 million dollars over 20 years. If cost 
savings were the issue, w h y  is Homestead ARS not being considered 
for closure? The cost to re-build Homestead will be over $100 
million dollars. Why spend money on a base when Bergstrom is 
intact and requires none of the re-build costs associated with 
Homestead ARS? My point 1.s that if it is clearly a cost or money 
saving proposal, then lets put Homestead ARS on the table and then 
judge which one will be the most cost effective. 

3. Why isn't one of the ALC9s(Air Logistic Center's) on the list 
such as Kelly, Hill, McClellan? There have been many studies that 
reveal (5) Logistic Centers are not needed. (4) Logistic Centers 
could easily handle the requirements. Could it be that Kelly is 
not on the list because o.E the political fallout that will occur 
because it is the largest Hispanic employer in the city with the 
largest Hispanic population in the United States? 

4 .  The Reserves are a proven cost efficient force! They currently 
have some the newest hardware and the most experienced personnel. 



They continue to provide the most bang for the buck compared with 
the Active Duty Force. Cut Active Duty units and keep Reserve 
units. 

5. A new Reserve unit is being activated at McConnell AFB, Ks. 
Why is a new Reserve unit being created while another unit is being. 
deactivated? Isn't this counter productive and poor planning? Why 
didn't the Air Force Reserve send this mission to Bergstrom? 

6. The City of Chicago and Mayor Richard Daly, are currently 
trying to push the Reserve unit out of O'Hare. Why is it that we 
keep a unit where it is obviously not wanted, but close down a unit. 
where the local support :LS clearly in favor of supporting the 
Reserves? If you want tc look at costs of operations, look at. 
O'Hare and the cost savings that could be generated by moving the 
unit out of O'Hare. The costs to keep a unit in Chicago are 
staggering compared to costs in a temperate climate area such as 
Austin, Tx. The utility costs alone for the unit at O'Hare are 
twice that for Bergstrom. 

7. Bergstrom is also the closest base to the largest U.S. Army 
complex, Fort Hood. Loss of this airlift' capability will degrade 
the response time for deployment of Fort Hood personnel. 

If you want to look at costs and savings that can be attained, then 
keeping a Reserve presence at Bergstrom Air Reserve Station makes 
sense. 

Sinc ely, LLJ~? &A/ajj8 
Hiram J. clement / 



. 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

March 15, 1995 

Mr. Hiram J. Clement 
29 12 Dow Circle 
Deer Park, TX 77536 

Dear Mr. Clement: 

Thank you for providing the Defisse Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of lt3ergstrom Air Reserve Base. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
StaEDirector 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

~ - -  

March 14, 1995 

Mr. George Blackmore 
4207 Iriona Bend 
Austin, TX 78749 

Dear Mr. Blackmore: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of B.ergstrom Air Reserve Base and the 924th Fighter Wing. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

J 

David S. Lyles 
S t S  Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 i 

ARl-INGTON. VA 22209 
W L  

J\ 
703-696-0504 -C/ 
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,p 
March 10,1995 

rS - L 
Ms. Marilyn M. Goff 
873 0 Timber Plain 9 
San Antonio, TX 78250-4 15 1 

Dear Ms. GuE 

Thank you for providing the Defmse Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
1 -- --. - - 

round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
a; 

6 Y7&-r do 
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7 &  DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE i. 
d 

lblR FORCE RESERVE 

March 5, 1995 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N. MOORE ST. 
SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA. 22209 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to you today in regards to the recent selection of "Base 
Closures". 

I highly disagree with the decision to close Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. 
The Reserves is a vital part of my life and to close this site would create a 
tremendous hardship for myself and all the Reservists stationed here. I 
depend on this job to help ma.ke ends meet in these difficult times. Even 
though my bring home pay is around $200.00 a month, this money helps put food 
on the table for myself and my family. 

I have spent 18 1/2 years training to be the best and "Aiming High" at 
everything I do! Without Bergst:rom Air Reserve Station and my job, I am lost1 

Not only would closing Bergstrom cause great difficulty for myself and my 
fellow reservists, I truely believe that it will have an extreme negative 
impact on the economy. Austin will lose revenue created by the Reserves, the 
new Austin Airport will lose, and the Military will lose. In the end, we all 
lose 1 

How can one justify that over the next 20 years, $291.4 million will be saved 
by closing this base? In order for people to survive in the future, they need 
their jobs now! 

I cannot stress enough how important it is for you to save this Base! Please 
reconsider your decision and keep the Ready Reserves here at Bergstroml Our 
lives depend upon it1 

- 
GLENNA J. LUNA, TSGT., USAFR 
Contract Administrator 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Aust.in, Texas 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

TSGT. Glenna J. Luna, USAFR 
1.6 19 Wentwood 
Pasadena, TX 77504 

Dear TSGT. Luna: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present rouncl of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. 

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

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

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 







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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

Mr. David K. Goldblum 
3 60 1 Bergstrom Drive 
Bldg 709,924 SPTGICEV 
Austin, TX 78719-2557 

Dear Mr. Goldblum: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of E;ergstrom Air Reserve Station. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

> . @ $  
David S .  Lyles 
Staff Director 





HERBERT KLElN * 334 BLUIzFCREST * SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78216 
(21 0)545-3646 fax(210)545-3664 

Senator Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defence Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I am writing you this letter to urge you to remove Brooks A i r  Force Base from the 
base closure list. 

The Human Systems Center, located at Brooks, is the onlv independent advocate of 
the Human within the Department of Defense. This independence has allowed 
uncompromising views, focused on thie human, to be presented in the acquisition of 
weapon systems. The Air Force proposal to move this organization to Wright- 
Patterson will erode this independence and over time it will totally disappear. 

The base was a last minute add-on by the Air Force, and it should never have been 
considered for closure. Brooks was added because the Air Force chose not to close 
one of it's five Air Logistics Centers. Their proposal has over a $100 million cost 
for the construction of duplicate facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB and the total 
up-front cost for their proposal is $21 1 million. These costs can be avoided by 
leaving Brooks AFB open. 

After twenty-nine years of service, it is difficult for me to speak out against an Air 
Force decision. I served as the Base Commander of Brooks AFB for four years and 
later served as the Vice Commander of the Human Systems Center (HSC) until my 
retirement from active duty in June 1992. 1 am very familiar with the Brooks 
mission and the move to Wright-Patterson will jeopardize the future of this 
important work. Therefore, I urge you to remove Brooks AFB from the base closure 
l i s t .  

I want to thank you for allowing me to express my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

HERBERT KLElN 
Colonel, USAF, Retired 



Mr. Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

12111 Durness 
San Antonio, TX. 78231 

9 June 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing this letter to support Brooks AFB. The purpose of 
establishing the Human Systems Center 34 years ago at Brooks was to 
consolidate human centered technology at one location that would 
respond quickly to user needs. It is doing that very well. 

Why move it to another location at a cost of hundreds of millions 
of dollars if the mission is still essential? Is the move 
necessary just to say we closed an AFB? Taxpayers would be 
outraged if that is true. 

The closing of Brooks seems purely political and antithetical to 
the needs of the AF and its 35 year history of consolidation of 
human systems technology. 

I believe in downsizing the military but we must be levelheaded. 
Close those organizations th~at are redundant not the Human Systems 
Center that is one of a kind. 

Sincerely, 

\ Edward B. Alcott, Ph.D. 
OBLATE Graduate School 



I S  Where People Lead Leaders Follow 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

20 May 95 

Commission Members: 

Did you know that it is reported that over $400,000 have been collected from State and City taxpayer funds 
and from special interest groups to put on the lobbying effort that was designed to prevent the closing of 
Kirtland AFB? As taxpayers, we would like to find out how that money was spent. We watched the 
presentation to your group in Albuquerque. Surely, it could not have been expended on that presentation. I 
hope you were presented with a copy of the video that was shown. Look at it again, and talk to the people 
who actually did the work on Kirtland. From my own perspective, I have to say that most of the video bears 
very little resemblance to the Kirtland I know--the rest is misrepresentation and common, ordinary bullshit. 

I worked as an Air Force officer in what was U~en the Air Force Weapons Laboratory for 10 years and for an 
additional 2 years at other organizations on the base. I won numerous awards for scientific achievement for 
my work on what is commonly called the Star Wars program--including the Edward B. Giller award for "The 
most outstanding achievement in science and engineering for the years of 1978 and 1979,"You may 
remember MlGen Giller from you visit; he was, on the task force. He and the Chief of Staff, General Lew 
Allen, came to Albuquerque to present me with the award. I also hold 5 patents for high energy laser mirror 
design. The part of the video presentation which discussed the missile busting accomplishments of the 
Laboratory ended in 1983. The laboratory, now called the Phillips Laboratory, hasn't done much that is 
noteworthy since. In fact, in 1989,l located about $47 million worth of the laser optics, which were produced 
after that period, in a local junk yard. I bough1 a $14,7 million center axicon for $80 and turned it over to the 
FBI. They purchased the remainder of the 5 rnirrors for under $200. As far as I know, the mirrors were 
never used. Not only that the technology was. classified; and not only that, there was a contractual clause 
which prohibited the Air Force from ever disposing of the mirrors because of the proprietary technology 
contained in the mirror's structure--technolog!/ which was not paid for by the Air Force. The companies 
could have billed the government for hundreds of millions of dollars for breach of contract. The gross waste, 
the breach of contract, and breach of national security hardly displays competence, nor does it show proper 
care and consideration for the taxpayer's hard earned dollars. Anyway, I don't know why long past 
Laboratory glory was part of the task force argument to the Commission, no one is recommending closure of 
the Phillips Lab--but maybe they should be. If you don't believe this story, call SA Kurk Klossner at the 
Albuquerque office of the FBI. 

I began acting as the employ representative tl3 civilian employees at Kirtland AFB in 1985. Though Air Force 
regulations provide for such a role, it did not c:et well with the commander, who was then Charles Thomas. 
You may also remember him from your visit; lie was a presenter on the task force. Though I followed the 
representational rules diligently, I was threaten with loss of my career and numerous efforts were made 
intimidate me away from helping civilian and military persons obtain their rights under Title VII. When 
intimidation failed, Thomas, through his attorr~eys pressed false charges against me. They claimed that my 



off-duty business, which was set up in preparetion for my scheduled retirement, was a conflict of interest, 
even though I had proceeded exactly in accordance with the regulations and with their own approval. The 
FBI immediately opened an obstruction of justice investigation against the Air Force. The Air Force dropped 
the charges, apologized, and reinstated my retirement date. The process seriously damaged my private 
business, and I sued the Air Force. I am not interested in any assistance from the Commission. I tell this 
story to provide you with a first hand experience which illustrates the lack of character in the Kirtland 
command structure. Since 1988 there have been 6 commander, if you include one acting commander. All 
of the commanders have left their jobs prema1:urely. Two days ago the current commander, BlGen Perez, 
announced his departure after 1.5 years on station. This is another decapitation which will again leave a 
malignant body in place. Commander replacx~ment will not fix the problem. I have witnessed, through 
dozens of complainants, the same pattern of reprisals which I experienced, in each case where we have 
provided representation. The attached letter shows what Senator Bingaman thought about discrimination 
on Kirtland AFB in Oct 94. He probably didn't communicate this to you when he was trying to persuade you 
to not cut the Base. 

The organization represented on the letterhead is comprised of volunteers who have freely contributed tens 
of thousand of hours of public service to stop discrimination, harassment, and reprisal on Kirtland AFB. The 
EEOC has conducted 2 on-site evaluations of Kirtland since 1991. Both visits reports described serious 
problems. Their findings are public record. Read the findings and not the sloppily altered conclusions. The 
EEOC has characterized Kirtland AFB as having the worst record in the handling and resolution of EEO 
complaints in the entire Federal Government. The number of complaints is growing and the number of 
lawsuits in Federal Court is also increasing. Claims are now being filed under the Civil Rights Act of 1991, 
and will result in minimum damages of $300,000 per violation. Perhaps, you should include that cost in your 
evaluation of operational costs for Kirtland. Maybe you should also read the Federal District Court decision, 
CIV 92-0036 JB. I think that you will conclude that the Court's findings of fact reinforce and amplify what I 
am telling you. I did not see any of this in the presentation which was given to your group during your visit. 

Secretary Widnall has got the message, as have Secretary Perry and President Clinton. President Clinton 
wrote us to say that he was grateful for our involvement. I think that Kirtland's problems are a major reason 
for the 48 point plan announced by the DoD 011 12 May 95, which is directed at holding commanders 
accountable for poor performance in their EEO programs. Maybe Perez is suffering from an unexpected 
case of accountability right now. 

LIBERTAD would like to see Kirtland restructured to remove those persons in key jobs--who have been the 
architects of Kirtland's institutionalized discrimination. This is the very least that the Air Force owes its 
employees. Many offenses which we have wi,tnessed during the 10 years of our involvement appear to be 
punishable under military and civilian law. To the best of our knowledge nothing has ever been done to 
really punish any person supported by management. Forcing officers to retire is not the punishment they 
deserve nor is it deterrence to other potential offenders. In our representational role, we have worked with 
employees in virtually every Kirtland organization and tenant. Almost without exception, there have been 
employee complaints of fraud, waste and abuse along with the discrimination complaints. The penalty for 
the Whistleblowing is always reprisals--usually many more than one reprisal. Discrimination and related 
abuse is always detrimental to mission performance. If you don't fix these problems, the entire base is going 
to be dysfunctional; though many would argue that it has been dysfunctional for a very long time. Maybe 
that is the real reason the Air Force thought it wasn't worth keeping. 

If Kirtland can be made into a base which will contribute to national defense, then keep it open. If it is going 
to remain as an R&R center for active and retired generals and colonels, then close it. Right now it is a 



national disgrace which dishonors h e  memories of great men and women who have served h e  Air Force in 
the past. Don't ignore these problems and let it sit here rotting in the sun. 

Sincerely, 

cc: President Clinton atch: Bingaman letter, dated 20 Oct 94 



October 20, 1994 

Brigadier General Charles H. Perez 
Cornmender 
377th Air Base Wing (AFMC) 

- -  - -  - - - - -  
WASHINGiON. DC 205 10 

l2OZI 224 -5521  
I N  N E W  MEXICO-1-80-13-81 

TDD (202 )  224 -1792  

Ld 
.R 

2000 Wyoming Blvd. SE 
Kirtland AFBIaNM 87117-5606 

Dear General Perez: 

I am writing to expresc my concern over the continuing equal 
opportunity problems at Kirtland. I know you have briefed my 
staff about your efforts since your arrival at Kirtland. The 
recent decision by the U.S. ~ystrict Court shows that, despite 
efforts at improvement, much work remains to be done. 

Much of the decision deals with poor promotion opportunities 
for Hispanic employees. While that is cause enough for 
corrective procedures, the most troubling aspect of the EEO 
picture at Kirtland.for me is the apparent wide-spread fear of 
retaliation among those who consider filing complaints. Such an 
atmosphere poisons good labor/management relations and erodes 
defense preparedness, at a time when we can ill afford anything 
less that excellence. 

You have a tremendous resource in the local advocacy groups, 
such as M A ,  LULAC, NAACP, Image, and the GI Forum, which have 
also expressed interest and concern about EEOC practices on the 
base. I urge you to actively work with them to resolve these 
challenges. 

I know you will act expeditiously to take effective short 
term measures to comply with Judge Burciagats court order. More 
important, though, I urge you take a thorough look at the entire 
EEO process and climate at Kirtland and make changes which will 
improve labor relations in the long-term. Only'then, will all 
Kirtland's minority employees feel that fear of reprisai is a 
thing of the past and advancement is theirs to strive for. 

I stand by you in those efforts and will assist you any way I 
can. Please keep me apprissd of your actions and feel free to 
contact me about EEO or oth~sr matters, at any time. 

Sincerely, 

PLEASE REPLY TO: 

0 625 SILVER AVE.. SW.  SUITE 1 3 0  
ALBUQUERQUE. N M  8 7  1 0 2  
'505)  766-3836 

0 : 4 8  L O R E T O  TOWNE CiNTi iE 
505 SOUTH MAIN 
LAS CRUCES. NM 8 8 0 0 1  

States Senator 

0 1 14 EAST FOURTH, SUITE 1 0 3  
ROSWELL. N M  8 8 2 0 1  
(505)  622-7 113  

0 1 1 9  E. MARCY. SUITE 1 0 1  
SANTA FE. N M  8 7 5 0 1  
(505 )  9 8 8 - 6 6 4 7  - 



Billy E. Welch, PhD 
122 Encino Blanco 

San Antonio, TX, 78232 

June 4, 1995 
hhjor General Josue Robles, Jr., Commis.,' '*loner 
7he Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA, 22209 

Dear General Robles: 

I reluctantly write this letter regarding the Air Force proposal to close Brooks AFB and 
move most of the elements to Wright-Pattcmon AFB . Reluctantly, since I spent 35 years working 
for the Air Force and regret having to disagree publicly with the decision. Yet I must, since I 
sincerely believe their argument is not persuasive. The savings will turn out to be miniscule if they 
indeed re-create the organization and provlrde adequate facilities at Wright-Patterson. There will be 
a sypificant detrimental effect upon the teiiching and research programs and the overall impact 
upon the Air Force will be strongly negative. 

You have received from the Air Force a great deal of data purporting to show how cost 
effective their proposal to move really is. lLJnfortunately, these data seem to be changing with 
re&@ and raise the question of what the numbers really are. On the other hand, we know 
what the facilities at Brooks are, we know one can develop more efficient ways of operating the 
installation, and we know that the proposal submitted by the City of San Antonio will produce 
savings about twice as large as the Air Force proposal. This alternative proposal can be 
implemented without abandoning quality tacilities, without spendmg some $21 1M up front for 
new construction/rehab, moving and re-loc;ation, and without disruption of the on-going programs. 
In short, the alternative proposal, which was not ongrnally studied by the Air Force, achieve 
the goal of saving resources without a larg~: up-front investment. Basically, the proposal would 
close Brooks AFB and make the resultmg cantonment a tenant of either Lackland AFE3 or Kelly 
AFB. While this is not the norm, it c d i y  is not unique. 

As the past Director of the Armstrong Laboratory, I admit to some bias. I hasten to add, 
however, that my experience with the peq~le and the programs provide me a unique opportunity to 
comment fiom a perspective of knowing the programs and the value they provide to the Air Force. 
If1 felt the move were positive, that the pograms would have a real chance to compete for future 
resources, that proper facilities would indeed be provided, and that the Air Force would really 
benefit fiom such a move, I believe I could be objective and support such a decision. However, 
for the reasons noted in this letter, I do not feel that closure and move is the best and most cost- 
effective solution. I strongly endorse the cantonment proposal as one that is better for the Air 
Force and this nation. 

Thank you for your consideration. You have a di£Ecult, but important task. 

Sincerely, 

~lttch: Comments 



COMMENTS ON Tim CLOSURE OF BROOKS AFB 

,Moving the operations from BrooEs to Wrrght-Patterson carries a great risk for the future 
of human systems research, training, and education. The Human Systems Center at Brooks 
manages the only inte~rated human systam research effort in the DoD. The Center has 
successfully developed a strong interdisciptutary group of physicians, social, biological, and 
physical scientists and engineers all focused on the human in the weapon system and how to 
extend human capabilities and enhance performance. This approach as the independent advocate 
f'or the human assures at least one voice for those who must operate the weapons and upon whom 
we rely for much of our national security. In my opinion, this move will spell the demise of this 
independence. This will not occur immediately, but within the next 5 years, I predict a 
management decision to "save overheadw by eliminating the Human Systems Center entirely, 
combining the Armstrong Laboratory with the Wright Laboratory, and merging the School of 
.\erospace Medicine with either AFIT or ihe Wright State University Medical School. This would 
lw a tremendous setback for the Air Force: and would cost us dearly in terms of efficiency of 
operations, cost of t r a m  and crew performance enhancements in new weapon systems. 

The Human Systems Center carric:s out its programs through three organizations: 1) the 
~ ~ t r o n g  Laboratory; 2) the Human Systems Program Office; and 3) the USAF School of 
4erospace Medicine. All three are outstai~ding in their respective fields. The Armstrong 
Laboratory is internationally recognized i ls one of the four Air Force "Super Labs". The 
relevance of its efforts regularly rates in the top half of all the laboratories as judged by Air Force 
users. The Air Force major commands regularly refer to the laboratory as a partner or as "my 
lab". The dollar impact to the Air Force is substantial in such areas as reducing the cost of 
training, enhancing the capability of aircraft maintainers, medically qualifying grounded pilots to 
return to the cockpit, and providing physiological standards and protection fkom a broad spectrum 
of Air Force environments. The quality ofthe work as assessed by the Air Force's Scientific 
Advisory Board is tops among the laboratories. The DoD Joint Laboratory Cross-Service 
Working Group judged it to be a place for the other services to co-locate. Indeed, both the Army 
and the Navy have already co-located portions of their human systems R&D efforts with those of 
the Armstrong Laboratory. About half ol'the labs staff are scientists or engineers, with some 33% 
of these holding doctorate degrees and 65% holdmg advanced degrees in their field. This 
percentage with doctorates is the highest of the four Air Force Laboratories. Additionally, 
frequent visitors from the academic comn~unity regularly comment most favorably on the scientitic 
programs at the Armstrong Laboratory. 14 notable example occurred this spring when a 
distinguished member of the Defense Scicmce Board and a Nobel Laureate, concluded after his 
second visit to the Laboratory that "disruption of these programs by moving would be a folly". 

The Human Systems Program Clffice provides the HSC with the means to transition 
technology and science into systems. This was the first program office to be certified in the 
Integrated Weapon System Management concept, which is the benchmark for Air Force 
acquisition. It has twice been selected by the Air Force Materiel Command as the outstanding 
small program office of the year, the most recent being 1993. The Human Systems Program 
Office was also selected as the winner of the Department of Defense Superior Management 
Award in 1994. The common theme of ;ill the engineering development programs is protection 
and enhancement of human capabitities--the reason for the Human Systems Center. 



The USAF School of Aerospace lvledicine (SAM) has been, and is today, noted 
internationally as the premier center of aercxpace medical training. Approximately 5,000 
people/year are trained at SAM. All entry level aeromedical specialities receive their training here. 
Additionally, specialized training (usually at the graduate level) is provided for environmental 
health officers, bioenvironmental engineem, aerospace physiologists, fhght nurses, and flight 
surgeons. In this latter course, leading to certification by the American Board of Preventive 
Medicine, all of the Air Force ntght surgecaw and many of those in the Army receive their training. 
Tl'his residency is the largest in the world arid is the cornerstone of this specialty so critical to Air 
Force operations. The SAM also conductir an extended W t  surgeon program for physicians 
from our allies. These physicians typically are the best fiom these fofeign nations and normally 
find their way into leadership roles in their respective armed forces. This has a positive, enduring 
impact on our ability to operate in the international arena and contributes sigruficantly to 
international standardization of aeromedicatl criteria. 

The Air Force Center for Enviro~nmental Excellence (AFCEE) was not accidently 
located at Brooks Air Force Base and in close proximity to the Human Systems Center and it's 
organizations. Indeed, a significant part of'the AFCEE's initial cadre of bioenvironmental 
engineers came from the Human Systems Center. This was a result of an orderly hand-off of a 
program that had reached a level of maturity that required the full-time attention of a separate 
o r w t i o n .  The Human Systems Centet has and does support the AFCEE with research, 
acquisition, and training. The continued close location of these entities will greatly facilitate the 
successful completion of the important endeavors in the AFCEE. 

This internal synergy between the organizations at Brooks AFB is s@cantly enhanced by the 
proximity to other military installations (customers) in the area and by the presence in San Antonio 
of a large, vibrant research community coupled with growing academic institutions. This has and 
will continue to provide interactions and joint ventures that have been and will be of significant 
benefit to the Air Force. 



# The University of Texas 
\ ' I L, Health Science Center at San Antonio 

J 

7703 Floyd Curl Drive 
San Antonio, Texas 78284-7800 

Center for Environmental (210) 567-5560 
Radiation Toxicology (210) 567-3446 (FAX #) 

June 1,1995 

Mr. Allen Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street - Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I a,m writing to you as both a biomedical research scientist and a community-active 
individual in support of the recently proposed "San Antonio Plan"; i.e., to close Brooks 
AFB as an Air Force Base, but maintain its current Air Force, Army and Navy missions in 
a cantonment configuration at Brooks Field. 

In addition to my duties as Director of the Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology 
at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio (UTHSCSA), I have 
also undertaken research in the area of microwave radiation bioeffects, often in 
collaboration with the research staff in the Radiofrequency Radiation Division at 
Armstrong Laboratory I feel I am very conversant (as a non-Air Force employee) with the 
resources and skills of at least some of the individuals (both military and civilian) 
working at Armstrong Laboratory. 

My disagreement with the reasoning behind the latest official Air Force position for 
closing the base, i.e. that Brooks AFB received a low rating and that the Air Force needs 
to reduce excess laboratory capacity, is based on the following: 

A. Inappropriate Criteria 

I have reviewed the Air Force criteria for evaluating (and comparing) its research 
laboratories (including Brooks AFB ). I found the criteria, in terms of their usefulness for 
properly evaluating and comparing unique resources and skills, to be totally lacking. 
The criteria as designed could only result in a low rating for Brooks AFB; one could 
easily design different and more appropriate criteria which would result in Brooks AFB 
receiving a much higher rating. 



For example, if one knows anything iabout the biological sciences, one knows that the 
focus on patents in the performance of biological research has been relatively minor 
until very recent times, i.e., until biotechnology properties became the darlings of Wall 
Street. This is in sharp contrast to the long history of disclosure and patent processing 
in the very broad fields of chemistry, engineering and electronics. 

In addition, if a base has a strong contingent of servicemen (as does Brooks AFB), the 
number of patents per person will calculate to be artificially low, since these serviceman 
would not have been expected to participate in patent development. I saw no numbers 
indicating patents per individual active in a patent producing discipline at each base. 

Further, I believe that the number of years of education per person at Armstrong 
Laboratory would receive a considerably higher score, compared to other laboratories, if 
the education age limit used in the criteria was set at a greater number of years of 
education (e.g. 20), reflecting on the numbers of Ph.D.s, veterinarians, and physicians 
on site, in contrast to the lower number of years used (17), which would give greater 
weight to those laboratories with a large number of persons with Masters degrees. 

Obviously, these criteria are so generic as to be meaningless, if one is concerned about 
comparing unique functional and important scientific skills at the different bases. 

B. Increased efficiency at lower cost 

More importantly, with respect to the BRAC's need to opt for increased efficiency at 
lower cost, I do hope that the BRAC Commissioner's recognize the "politeness" with 
which the San Antonio Community has addressed the problem; i.e., the Community did 
not openly criticize the initial Air Force cost estimate. 

As the recent GAO report points out, a much more accurate audit of the cost of the base 
closure was underway by the Air Force after the initial Air Force estimate was used to 
argue for Brooks closure, and at the time that the GAO report was being draftedlprinted; 
anyone examining the facilities at Brooks AFB would be highly critical of the original 
base closure cost estimate used, which was not based on an accurate audit. 

Admittedly not having access to recerltly grenerated hard data, l expect that the base 
closure cost would be $250-$300 million dollars, as compared to the initial estimate of 
$1 87 million dollars used by the Air Force (and the GAO, Table 4-5). 

I hope that the BRAC will closely examine the latest Air Force estimate (appearing in the 
Wednesday, May 31 st Express-News newspaper in San Antonio) of $21 1.7 million for 
the base closure cost, giving some attention to deletion of mission activities or facilities 
from the earlier proposal. 

C. Service Interruption and Loss of Corporate Memory 

I am not certain as to how much emphasis (if any) the Air Force has placed on actual 
scientific service interruption which w o ~ ~ l d  occur upon base closure. I have not seen any 
indication that any weighting factor or cost has been assigned to this, but I truly believe 
that it will be significant. Any major move of missions such as proposed will required a 



long recovery time. In addition, it is fairly clear that many Brooks staff persons will 
choose not to make the move. This will result in a loss of corporate memory within the 
Department of Defense, especially in the field of Directed Energy, which could be a 
severe hindrance to our national defense. I have not seen any weighting factor or cost 
assigned to this either. 

D. How to create a Win-Win situation out of a bad situation 

On the other hand, the "San Antonio plan" provides a Win-Win situation for everyone 
concerned. It will save the Air Force a considerable amount of money (I believe more 
than the most recent numbers indicate, but your Commission will have to determine 
this); it avoids all service disruption; and it allows for already established and currently 
expanding interactions between the Community and Armstrong Laboratory personnel to 
flourish. These interactions are in many academic and research areas, and have been 
enumerated to you by others. 

E. Proposed Cantonment Plan 

I have also enclosed for your review and use a draft cantonment plan, which was 
prepared and distributed to a limited number of people prior to the formalization of a 
more simplified plan by the San Antonio Leadership. This plan may never have been 
seen by the City Council of San Antonio, and also was not (to my knowledge) shared 
with any Air Force official. It stands in contrast to the cantonment plan used by the Air 
Force to estimate cost (the newspaper yesterday morning indicated that the Air Force 
Plan retains the golf course, base exchange, and other support facilities, all of which 
would not have been included in the attached plan). In your deliberations, I hope that 
you will seriously consider the attached plan, even if it has not been officially put forth by 
any public body. 

F. The Likelihood of Community Action if Cantonment is Approved 

The article in yesterday's San Antonio Express News suggests that the Air Force has no 
faith in how the community would participate in making the cantonment plan successful. 
They should have asked. 

The Executive leadership of every one of the major academic and 
biomedicalltechnology organizations in San Antonio is ready to be called upon and to 
assist in Community planning and action if the cantonment plan is put in place; I 
personally have spoken with the leadlers of many of these institutions, and therefore 
know this to be the case. The readiness of our business community to play a major role 
should be obvious from the activity ,they already have underway, and some of our 
political leaders have already floated suggestions about this concept. The approach 
which would be undertaken can best be described as co-development, with the 
Community working with and alongside the staff of the cantoned Department of Defense 
facilities at Brooks Field. 

A draft list of potentially interested and impacted groups, which could be invited to 
participate in co-development planning, is in the hands of one City Councilman; this has 
not been publicized. A copy of the legislation passed by the State of South Carolina, to 



allow for the establishment of a regional development authority to acquire land for 
economic development from the Department of Defense, is also in local hands; this 
again has not been publicized. We are also aware of the services made available by the 
Department of Defense to those comrnunities in which a base is closed. Public action in 
any of these areas would have been both premature and inappropriate; however, lack of 
public display should not be taken as a sign that the citizens of San Antonio are not 
prepared to act. 

G. A NEW CONCEPT - Make San Antonio a Center of Excellence in 
Environmental and Occupational Heailth 

The sudden appearance of Brooks AFB on the Base closure list short-circuited 
development of a concept which I believe would have been excellent for the Department 
of Defense. With all of the biomedical and business community of San Antonio standing 
ready to assist, the BRAC might consider recommending that the Armstrong Laboratory 
Environmental Unit at Tyndall AFB be moved to San Antonio, and also that the 
Armstrong Laboratory Toxicology Unit at Wright-Patterson AFB be moved to San 
Antonio. The result will be the making "whole" of Armstrong Laboratory, and the creation 
of a world-class Department of Defense Environmental and Occupational Health Center, 
with access to state of the art biologiical and medical expertise in private, state, and 
federal facilities and hospitals in San Antonio. This cannot be matched in the Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base area. I don'l believe that this has been a BRAC agenda item, 
but it is something you might consider. 

I know that this is a fairly long document; I hope that my views serve to reinforce those of 
our community leaders, and that the ElRAC will adopt the "San Antonio Plan" and allow 
everyone to "WIN". 

Sincerely yours, 

i/ 
Martin L. Meltz, Ph.D. 
Director 
Center of Environmental Radiation To>:icology 

cc: Mayor William Thornton 
City Councilwoman Lynda Billa Burke 
City Councilman Howard Peek 
Congressman Frank Tejeda 
Congressman Henry B. Gonzalez 
Mr. Paul Roberson, Chair, Save the Bases Commission 
Dr. John Howe, Ill, President, UTHSCSA 

P.S. I would appreciate your distribution of this letter and cantonment plan to the other 
BRAC Commissioners. 



ARMSTRONG CO-DEVE:LOPMENT PLAN ( D r a f t  2 ) 

This plan i s  designed for  consideration as  a phase-oriented 
approach not only t o  retaining Armstrong Laboratory i n  San 
Antonio, but t o  expanding its resources and t o  furthering i ts  
integration in to  the biomedical/biotechnology cormunity i n  San 
Antonio. 

T h e  appropriate elements of the phase-packages would be decided 
upon by existing Comnunity leadership, based on a comnitment of 
the designated sponsor" (or al ternat ive ent i ty)  t o  f u l f i l l  the  
obligation (s) associated with tha t  element. The  phases would be 
presented t o  the BRAC fo r  consideration as deemed appropriate by 
the Comnunity leadership. 

Umbrella Concept 
That the City of San Anta'nio, Bexar County, and the  State of 

T e x a s ,  all of which w i l l  be negatively impacted by the loss  of a 
major research f a c i l i t y  of the s ize  and world-recognition of 
Armstrong Laboratory, d o n g  with appropriate e n t i t i e s  i n  the 
pr ivate  sector ,  aggressively pursue planning t o  generate a 
proposal which w i l l  r e su l t  i n  a win-win outcone i f  Armstrong 
Laboratory is  operationally retained a t  i ts  current location i n  
San Antonio, Texas. 

Suggested Elemrnts fo r  1nclusi.on in to  Different Phases 

!Chat the City of San Antonio: 

A. i n i t i a l l y  acquire t i t l e  (through an appropriate mechanism and 
a t  a minimdl cost) t o  the property of Brooks Air Force Base; 

B. lease back t o  the  Air Force, a t  a modest r a t e  per square foot ,  
all physical f a c i l i t i e s  required fo r  operational use and storage; 
(unless, under A . ,  the USAF re ta ins  specif ic  f a c i l i t e s  and the  
associated property as federdli property) 

C. allow the Air Force t o  maintain an option t o  purchase/re- 
acquire certain designated tracts of land for  future development 
(with the option of trading out fo r  other areas) ; 

D .  take over the B a s e  Police imd Fire (Department) f a c i l i t i e s ,  
and use those facilities t o  p~covide Sari Antonio police and Fire  
pzotection; 

E. take over the golf course, and convert t h i s  in to  a City 
Municipal Golf course; 

F. take over the Base Museum (and other designated h i s to r ica l  
propert ies) ,  and convert this in to  a City sponsored museum; or  
al ternat ively,  arrange f o r  sponsorship of the  Museum (and other 
designated h i s to r ica l  p r ~ p e r ~ i e s )  by another ent i ty ;  



That t h e  Ci ty  of San Antonio (continued) : 

G. tu rn  t h e  base housing area over t o  a comnercial opera t ion  
( rece iv ing  b id s  f o r  t h i s  oppor tuni ty  from t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r ) .  

H .  i d e n t i f y  e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  a c t i v i t i e s  on B a s e ,  and 
determine i f  t h e  Companies involved wish t o  buy o r  lease t h e  
facilities i n  which they are qpera t ing .  

I. imnediately i n i t i a t e  planning f o r  the development of a 
Southside i n d u s t r i a l  cosnplex, . iden t i fy ing  appropr ia te  base l a n d  
areas f o r  technologica l ly  and s e rv i ce  o r i en t ed  development w i t h  
special. a t t e n t i o n  t o  r e t a i n e d  .Armstrong Laboratory c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

J. working with t h e  S t a t e  of T'exas, f inance  o r  assist i n  
ar ranging f o r  comrmnity (non-f'ederal) f inanc ing  of the 
const ruct ion  of an Environmental Toxicology c q l e x  on t h e  
cu r r en t  Brooks Air Force B a s e .  This complex would be o f f e r ed  as 
an inducement t o  m v e  currentl-y-off campus and ou t -o f - s ta te  Army, 
Navy and Air Force Toxicology opera t ions  from one o r  more o t h e r  
l oca t i ons  t o  San Antonio, cen t . r a l i z ing  t h e i r  opera t ion ,  and 
providing g r e a t e r  l inkage  oppo. r tuni t ies  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
biomedical/biotechnology cosrmu.nity i n  San Antonio. The off-campus 
Air Force Toxicology program i8s c u r r e n t l y  p a r t  o f  Armstrong 
Laboratory (and l oca t ed  a t  Wrilght-Patterson AFB);  an 
environmental u n i t  of Armstron'g Laboratory i s  loca t ed  a t  Tyndall 
AFB . 
K. designate  a t  lease part of t h e  CPS pass-through charge, o r  an 
equivalent anrount from the City 's  general fund, for a defined 
number of years ,  as a f i n a n c i a l  resource  t o  h e l p  de f ray  t h e  c o s t  
of  c q L e x ( b u i 1 d i n g )  construct . ion o r  site relocatmion of  e x i s t i n g  
of f  campus personnel and resou.rces t o  San Antonio. This could  be 
considered as a form of T a x  abatement. [ I t  should be kep t  i n  mind 
that c lo su re  of t h e  B a s e  would r e s u l t  i n  a long-term l o s s  of the 
CPS pass-through charge.]  

L. examine pos s ib l e  advantages of des ignat ing  the B a s e  p rope r ty  
as a f r ee - en t e rp r i s e  zone 

M. a r range f o r  occupancy and p , a r t i c i pa t i on  of var ious  Texas 
Academic i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  UTHSCSA, UTSA, and Texas A b M, 
i n  t h e  Co-Development of t h e  site. 
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Kobert E. Haston 
42 1 Nautilus Dr. 
Satellite Beach, FL 32937 
(407) 777-5959 

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

Dear Chairman, 

This is in reference to #950517-10 regarding the 301st Rescue Squadron, Patrick AFB, and Homestead ARB. 
To refresh your memory, I wrote a report to you about the many false statements in the Greater Miami Chamber of 
Commerce's presentation at Birmingham. 

Since that time, the Brevard Citizen Airmen (:BCA), an organization of the 90% of 30lst members who wish to 
stay at Patrick wrote Mr. Donald Slesnik of Miami's C of C. They did not implicate him in making any false 
statements under oath knowingly, since he got his information second-hand. They requested that he either prove his 
statements to the BRAC, or retract any that he can't prove. They told him that if he didn't comply, they would have 
to take further action to correct the situation. 

He first called the Commander of the 301st and requested the names of the individuals in the BCA, threatening 
to sue them. Then he sent a letter to you which addressed each of the points in their report. Although he included 
plenty of counter-accusations (which I will herein disprove) and rhetorical smoke-screens, he presented no proof of 
any of his statements which were questioned. Please reference the attached report. 

He has now knowingly stood by his sworn statements that the burden of evidence now show as false. None of 
us are concerned with any possible legal action against Mr. Slesnik or his organization. But we do respectfully 
request; that in order for your commission to make an honest decision, all past and any future information from him 
or his organization should be stricken from the record until he provides real proof or retractions of all questioned 
assertions. All commission members should be ir~formed of this situation. Besides, I am sure you are as tired of 
reading my letters disproving his statements as I am of writing them. 

I am again proud to say, that this is the greatest task I have ever done for my country. The goal is well worth 
the continued threats I receive. Your staff has helped greatly and renewed my faith. It is an honor and a privilege to 
serve you in your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

Robert E. Haston ' 



COMPOSITE WING EFFICIENCY: No Response/Smoke screen The opening statement of his presentation 
was: "The proper (and most useful) bed-down of the (301st) require the collocation of a fighter wing as a 
fundamental concept of USAF Composite Wing Philosophy." If this is required by USAF philosophy, then 
why are no rescue units part of any composite fighter wing? Whether the C of C believes that their premises 
are sound is irrelevant. Plenty of people believe they are Jesus. But I bet you would have a hard time finding 
one who could prove it. Furthermore, it is most efficient to have Reserve tenants on active duty bases. 
Homestead and 6 other Reserve bases out of 12 being recently added to the BRAC list are ample proof of this. 

MILITARY VALUE: No Response/Smoke screen None of the specific points were addressed. He must prove 
that there is room for the 30lst's 16 aircraft, civil, and military aircraft during a large, long contingency. Also, 
it must be shown that this capacity can't be provided by other facilities in Florida. The statement that 
"Prospective civilian tenants must forfeit infrastructure in times of national emergency" is meaningless. In a 
national emergency, the government may take over any facilities it needs. And pay their owners. 

MINIMAL OFFSETTING COSTS: No Response/Smoke screen Mr. Slesnik first makes a lengthy statement 
which in a round about way all but admits that it is cheaper for the 30 1 st to be at Patrick. Then he goes on 
about how the plan to return the 30 1 st at Homestead was developed and accepted, not whether its cost was 
minimal in comparison. I may accept the plims developed to build my house, but that doesn't make it cheaper. 

EFFECTIVE ANNUAL OPERATIONS: No Response/Counter Accusation None of the challenged points were 
answered. Nor was why they manipulated figures to turn a mission that from Homestead would take 25% of 
the H-60 flying time, into one being represented as only 5.4% of the 30lstYs total flying time at Patrick. 

The counter accusation that the BCA needs to factor in bum hour and per diem costs into their data is 
strange considering that the C of C didn't. B J ~  anyway, the taxpayer's cost of an H-60 and crew is around 
$5,000 per hour. Per diem is about $30 per day, plus room. Each H-60 needs 5-6 personnel, depending on the 
mission. Range clearing takes 2 aircraft and .there are roughly 50 attempts per year, depending on how many 
attempts per successful launch. Shuttle rescue takes 4-5 aircraft and there are roughly 20-30 takeoffs and 
landings attempts per year. Estimates of the added direct cost run from $1.5-3.0 million per year. This doesn't 
cover impacts on the 30lstYs other missions or increased costs associated with being further away from other 
mission sites. These costs are roughly equivalent to the above. 

REDUCED MAINTENANCE COSTS: No Response/Smoke screen No defense of many statements 
questioned. Including one about Homestead "where corrosion is not of significance", despite substantial 
contrary proof. His points about further evidence of corrosion, are welcomed in the general debate, but 
irrelevant here where the issue is that he prove or retract the above statements. 

BETTER RECRUITMENT CAPABILITIES: No Response/Counter Accusation No response to: If Post- 
Hurricane Homestead is such a great location to recruit from, then why aren't the 482nd's current manning 
statistics referenced instead of pre-hurricane ,301st numbers? If the 301st is having such a rough time, then why 
were only Pararescue shortages referenced? 'These were not answered because the answers would have been: 
Even though the 482nd is still in its original location, and has shrunk in size, all signs (including Mr. Slesnik's 
lack of response) say that it is heading towards a terminal manning deficiency, only to be remedied (if possible) 
by major expensive efforts. The 301st has moved to Patrick, roughly doubled in size, and the only short-term 
manning problem they have is for Pararescuemen, who take years to get through school and are in short supply 
Air Force wide. The very real manning deficiencies of the 482nd have everything to do with the potential 
manning of all 30 1 st personnel. This subject must be researched in detail, for the survival of both units may 
depend on it. Yes, verification of residences sheds light on location preference: 90% of all, and 95% of the 
30lst's full time employees live nearer Patrick. Of the few Southerners most are very near retirement. 

GREATER POSITIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT: No Response/Counter Accusation The points he refused to 
address dealt with how high operating costs and poor recruitment will make it very expensive, if not impossible 
for the 301st and 482nd to operate at Homestead. I am sure that I don't have to tell a BRAC member that joint 
civil/Reserve airfields are proving to be problematic and too expensive, despite joint use savings. Fighters, 
Transports, Helicopters, and numerous privale aircraft all fighting for ramp and airspace is expensive and risky. 



Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Attn: Benjamin Montoya, A1 Corrella & Welidi Steele 
1700 North Moore St Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioners: 

2 Jun 95 

This will be my third and last letter to you. First, let me say we appreciate your sense of fair-play and 
objectivity with the base closure process. I work at Reese AFB, which you visited in April. We're proud 
of our base and our community (Lubbock). Naturally, I and thousands of other people at Reese and in 
Lubbock hope you'll remove us from the closure list. I'm sure many other people are telling you similar 
things at other locations around the country. I certainly don't envy your task. 

I don't know if you're aware of it or not, but .we here at Reese think our own command, Air Education and 
Training, and HQ AF nominated Reese for cl13sure not only with flawed data, but with some "hidden 
agenda" in mind. I say hidden, because no one in those headquarters seems willing to recognize that Reese 
truly is a vital base and deserves to not only stay open, but continue to set the pace in flying training. Even 
General Vicellio, the AETC Commander, ope:nly told the people at Vance AFB, Ok (where he made a 
"hurried" trip) that they had nothing to worry about and that the Pentagon was right in nominating Reese 
for closure. I fmd that a totally unacceptable action by someone in his position. He hasn't visited any 
other bases that I'm aware of, certainly not R~:ese since we've been on the closure list. Seems to me he 
ought to say nothing or at least that he hopes none of the command's bases will close. The point here is 
that even within the military, the nomination of bases for closure is very political. It shouldn't be, since we 
all work for DOD, but, that's how it is. 

So, again, it's refreshing to see that you've discovered that all isn't what it seemed a few short months ago. 
The ReeseLubbock partnership brought man:y inconsistencies in the data gathering and analysis of the 
base closure process to light. No matter what happens, we'll all at least take pride in knowing we had 
something to do with making this distasteful process more equitable and less political. 

I was also heartened to see Meridian NAS placed on the closure nomination list, along with the other AF 
undergraduate pilot training bases. Of course, as a 25 year Air Force employee, I'd like to see Vance, 
Columbus, Laughlin and Reese stay open. I think we've shown that joint flying training is the way of the 
future in DOD, just as many other service mi::sions are moving toward "jointness". It's the only thing that 
makes sense in a down-sized military environment. And, since we are the Air Force, it's only logical that 
we be the lead service in joint flying training. Reese is clearly the leader in that regard, so it makes little 
sense to shut us down. 

Again, thank you for your hard work and objectivity. Hopefully, all of us at Reese and in Lubbock will be 
celebrating this time next month! 

Sincerely, 



JOHN E ,  COLEMAN 
191 Folsom Drive, Dayton, Ohio 454C5-1109 513/274-3372 

June 1. 1995 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Glenn: 

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission has announced that 
seven Air Force Reserve bases or units have been added to the two Air 
Force Rererve candidates for slssure. This puts six Air Fcrce Reserve 
C-130 units and three Air Force Reserve F-16 units in jeopardy. The 
closure list includes the Youngstown-Warren (Ohio) and its 910th AW. 

In deciding upon closures neither the Pentagon nor the Commission has 
considered the demographics oi Reserve members. Unlike the Active 
Forces, Reserve members can not be expected to relocate to another 
installation to participate in Reserve training. Rather, units must 
be located where trained manpower resides. Every Air Force Reserve 
location on the closure list is within a major metropolitan area, but 
still the availability of tha.: manpower received no consideration. 

At the same time there has been no reduction in mission requirements 
for the Air Force Reserve. All units are fully engaged. The Pentagon 
has expressed gratitude for their picking up active duty missions and 
thereby providing "compensating leverage" - at a bargain cost. 

I ask that you contact Chairman Alan Dixon and other members of the 
Commission, and your fellow Senators who may be testifying before the 
Commission on June loth, to inform them of the gravely adverse effect 
that the proposed action will have on the most combat-ready Reserve 
component of the Total Force. 

Finally, it is notable that n3 Air National Guard uniis are on the 
list. The Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve are supposed 
to be equal partners in the Total Force, therefore any base closures 
should be shared, not wholly absorbed by the Air Force Reserve. 

Please, before June 10th contact the BRAC Commission and urge i t . t o ' s  
retain the current Air Force Reserve locations of bases and units. 

Sincerely yours, 
. .. 



JOHN E ,  COLEMAN 
191 Folsom Drive, Dayton, Ohio 45405-1109 

June 1 ,  1995 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission has announced that 
seven Air Force Reserve bases or units have been added to the two Air 
Force Reserve candidates for closure. This puts six Air Force Reserve 
C-130  units and three Alr Force Reserve F-16 units in Jeopardy. The 
closure list includes the Youngstown-Warren (Ohio) and its 910th AW. 

In deciding upon closures neither the Pentagon nor the Commission has 
considered the demographics of Reserve members. Unlike the Active 
Forces, Reserve members can not be expected to relocate to ano.ther 
installation to participate in Reserve training. Rather, units must 
be located where trained manpower resides. Every Air Force Reserve 
location on the closure list js within a major metropol itah area, but 
still the availability of that; manpower received no consideration. 

kt the same time there has been no reduction in mission requirements 
for the Air Force Reserve. A1 1 units are ful ly engaged. The Pent.:<:.:.:::: 
has expressed gratitude for their picking up active duty mi-ssionu :.r:r: 
thereby providing "compensating leverage" - at a bargain cost. 

I ask that you contact Chairman Alan Dixon and other members of the 
Commission, and your fellow Senators who may be testifying before the 
Commission on June 10th. to inform them of the gravely adverse effect 
that the proposed action will have on the most combat-ready Reserve 
component of the Total Force. 

Fins!!::, it is notable that r,o A i r  I\!a.tlona! G u 3 r d  units are on the 
list. The Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve are supposed 
to be equal partners in the Tcltal Force, therefore any base clos::r?..: 
should be shared, not wholly absorbed by the Air Force Reserve. 

Please, before June 10th contact the BRAC Commission and urge It.to., 
retain the current Air Force Reserve locations of bases and units. 

Sincerely yours, 



Document S epal-ator 



5707 Sun Ridge 
San Antonio, TX 78247 
May 24,1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMISSIONERS 

I'm writing this letter to ask that you take a hard look a t  the decision to close 
Brooks AFB in San Antonio, Texas, 

Most of the civilian scientists, engin~eers, acquisition professionals, and other 
key staff personnel will not relocate to Dayton, OH. I estimate less than 10-15 
percent will transfer with function. One of the primary reasons is that civilian 
employees will automatically receive a 10-12 percent pay-cut (7% for state 
tax, 1.5-2.0% for city tax, and a 1.5-2.0% difference in cost of living as based 
on civil sewice locality pay scales). Once most figure this out, they will opt 
for standard retirement or early retirement. Texas residents do not pay state 
tax, nor is there a city tax on gross salary as is the case in Dayton and 
surrounding suburbs. 

In reality, Wright-Patt personnel are hoping that Brooks personnel take 
early retirement and not transfer with function. They have a rather large 
"surplus list" and would welcome the unencumbered billets for their own 
internal placement of employees. Clf course, the only thing wrong with this 
is that the Air Force will lose Humam Factors expertise that has taken decades 
to develop. I cannot emphasize how important it is to the future of the Air 
Force and our country to do everything possible to keep the major components 
of the Brooks AFB work force in place and working. Losing just one world- 
class scientist could result in immeauurable damage to the nation. 

One major thing you really need to consider: Most of these folks work a t  
Brooks because they love San Antonio. The city itself has been, and will 
hopefully continue to be, one of the primary reasons why we attract quality 
scientists engineers and other professionals. 

To conclude, closing Brooks AFB will have MORE IMPACT THAN CLOSING 
ANY OTHER AIR FORCE BASE. Given the type of threats that we face 
today, and the research being performed at  Brooks, the mission and personnel 
assigned to it should be immediately expanded ...... not disregarded. We are doing 
important work that will be lost if ]Brooks missions are transferred to Wright- 
Patterson without the accompanying experts. 



More time and study needs to be devoted to making a decision about 
the future of Brooks. As we understand it, Brooks was added to the 
list on January 28,1995 after General Yates was not to place 
an Air Logistics Center (ALC) on tlhe closure list. If this really is the 
case, it logically follows that the decision to place Brooks on the original 
list should be reviewed. 

If I can provide any additional info~rmation or clarify what I have provided 
you, please contact me a t  210-536-3654 (office) or 210-536-8592 (residence) 

Sincerely 

Elton IVI Hudgins, J u 



- 

Atascosa County Economic Development Corporation 
711 Oak 

Jourdanton, Texas 78026 

(21 0)  769-2880 1-800-259-3880 Fax: (210) 769-3546 

May 19, 1995 

James B. Davis 
Base Closure & Realignment Commiss.ion 
1700 N Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr. Davis 

I am writing on behalf of my Board of Directors to express our concerns regarding 
the possible closures of Brooks AFB and the re-alignment/downsizing of the Air Logistics 
Center at Kelly AFB. 

Ours is a small non-profit cornnlunity service organization chartered to promote 
jobs and opportunity for Atascosa County Texas. We have a 35 member Board 
representing all walks of life. As can be expected these are rural Texans proud of America 
and its preeminent role in world affairs. 

I myself am a ten year veteran of the U. S. Army, having served as an Armor 
Officer in Korea and West Germany. I know how critical logistics and a solid logistical 
base are to the success of any operation be it Army, Navy or Air Force. 

A glance at the headlines tells us the new world order has not created worldwide 
peace and harmony. America's leadership role draws us into global hot spots if for no 
other reason than our renown humanitarianism. 

Key to this role is airlift capability. Without it our response time to troublespots or 
the scenes of natural disasters is greatly increased. Kelly is a linchpin in our Nation's 
capacity to sustain its airlift capability. 

Brooks too plays an essential role in the readiness of our Armed Forces. That role 
is an investment in future readiness and cost-effectiveness based on hi-tech research 
conducted today. 

I and my Board of Directors applaud past efforts to trim "fat" out of the Defense 
budget, but let us not cut muscle or amputate limbs from a military whose force structure 
is pared dangerously thm. 



Yes, we are also concerned about the economic impact on our county and the 
entire region. Though we only have a population of 33,000 in Atascosa County, almost 
400 of our residents work at the Brooks-Kelly bases. They bring in over $11 million 
annually to our tax-base. Certainly we want to retain this but chiefly we do not want to 
see the readiness of our Armed Forces hrther sacrificed on the alter of short-term budget 
cuts and base closures. 

Thank you for your hard work and the open minded manner in which you are 
receiving public comments on these matters. 

Sincerely, 

V 

Executive Director 





SACKLER FACULTY OF MECllClNE l>pND UINU i7N191> ilU'71p9il 
CHAM SHEBA MEDICAL CENTER, ISRAEL NI'UI ~ l l n  UI-11 -~191n nlnil 

MAURICE AND GABRlELA GOUISCHLEGER EYE RESEARCH INSl'TTUTE 11>~17>11 i l ' l ~ ' i l d1  o71ln W"U ~ ~ i 7  l pn>  Il3nil 

TEL. 034358829 '>U 

Chai rman A1 an D i  xon , 
BRAC , 
1700 N. Moore St reet ,  S u i t e  1425, 
A r l  i ngton, 
VA 22209, 
U.S.A. 

A p r i l  19th, 1995 

Dear S i r ,  

It i s  w i t h  g rea t  consternat ion t h a t  I r e c e n t l y  heard t h a t  t h e  U.S. Army Laser 
Laboratory c u r r e n t l y  i n  Brooks AFB i n  San Antonio i s  1  i a b l e  t o  be re loca ted  
again as p a r t  o f  t h e  ongoing BRAC e f f o r t s .  

I have been c l o s e l y  associated w i t h  t h i s  l abo ra to ry  f o r  n e a r l y  twenty yekrs  and, 
knowing t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  and perso~nnel s i t u a t i o n  there, I must r e g i s t e r  a  s t rong  
p r o t e s t  and warning against  movi~ ig i t  again. 

The reasons f o r  my s t rong misgivings regarding t h i s  ominous p o s s i b i l i t y  a re  as 
f o l  1  ows : 

1. The m i l i t a r y  problems engendered by t h e  use o f  l ase r  as very  e f f e c t i v e  
long-range weapons aimed a t  b l i n d i n g  so ld ie rs  has become common knowledge. The 
t h r e a t  i s  so d i r e  t h a t  t h e  Red Cross i s  attempting t o  pass a  r e s o l u t i o n  
f o r b i d d i n g  t h e  use o f  such weapons, on par w i t h  nuclear,  chemical and b i o l o g i c a l  
warfare. Th is  ban i s  h i g h l y  un l i i ke ly  t o  be e f f e c t i v e  s ince l a s e r  technology i s  
d r i v e n  by c i v i l i a n  i n d u s t r y  f o r  c i v i l i a n  purposes and a l l  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  weapon 
user has t o  do i s  t o  buy i t  of f - the-she l f .  I f  you are i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  
subject ,  it i s  d e t a i l e d  i n  a  r e c e n t l y  publ ished book e n t i t l e d  "Laser WeaponsM by 
Wol barsht  and Anderberg. The bottom 1 i ne i s  t h a t  1  aser weapons are  a  ser ious  
present-day t h r e a t  f o r  t h e  U.S. M i l i t a r y .  It w i l l  a l so  be a  c i v i l i a n  t h r e a t  when 
t e r r o r i s t s  purchase 1  asers f o r  t h e i r  purposes. 

2.  The U.S. Army Laser Laboratory (U.S. Army  Medical Research and Development 
Detachment l oca ted  i n  B u i l d i n g  176 a t  Brooks A i r  Force Base) i s  t h e  o n l y  
l a b o r a t o r y  i n  t h e  wor ld  researching t h e  treatment o f  laser- induced eye i n j u r i e s .  
There i s  no present-day treatment f o r  those po ten t i  a1 l y  b l  i n d i n g  wounds .The 
l a b o r a t o r y ' s  s c i e n t i s t s  are  on t h e  verge o f  developing p r a c t i c a l  t reatment  f o r  
such i n j u r y  and thus w i l l  save no t  o n l y  eyesight o f  s o l d i e r s  which w i l l  be 
impaired i n  f u t u r e  m i l i t a r y  c o n f l i c t s ,  but  a lso  t h a t  people who a re  o f t e n  
nowadays i n j u r e d  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  and labo ra to ry  accidents. 

3 .  This  l a b o r a t o r y  i s  a l so  t h e  on ly  one i n  the  wor ld t h a t  spec ia l i zes  i n  t h e  
eva lua t ion  o f  such casual i t i e s .  



4. This  l a b o r a t o r y  i s  a l so  t h e  source o f  t h e  basic data requ i red  f o r  t h e  
establ ishment o f  s a f e t y  c r i t e r i a  f o r  l a s e r  use. The data accumulated and 
pub1 ished by i t s  s t a f f  i s  used worldwide f o r  t h e  fo rmula t ion  o f  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  
sa fe  employment o f  l a s e r  instruments i n  a l l  walks o f  l i f e ,  c i v i l i a n  and 
mi 1 i t a r y .  

5. The work of t h e  l abo ra to ry  was in te r rup ted  and stopped f o r  about two years 
when they  moved from San Francisco t o  San Antonio. Even i f  one d isregards t h e  
human cos ts  and expenses incu r red  by moving such a laboratory,  t h e  impact o f  t h e  - 

i d leness which w i l l  be forced again upon t h e  l abo ra to ry  by another move w i l l  
unacceptably r e t a r d  t h e  s t a t e  o f  readiness o f  t h e  U.S. m i l i t a r y  forces. Please 
bear i n  mind t h a t  they  have j u s t  begun t o  research again a f t e r  t h e  l a s t  move. 

6. Furthermore, I doubt t h a t  most o f  t h e  personnel i n  t h i s  l a b o r a t o r y  (or  t h e i r  
fami l ies)  w i l l  agree t o  another t rans locat ion .  Thus t h e  U.S. m i l  i t a r y  (and t h e  
wor ld)  w i l l  l o s e  t h e  best  research team i n  t h i s  f i e l d .  Th is  loss ,  which w i l l  be 
unremediable, wi 11 s e t  back t h e  research e f f o r t s  i n  t h i s  f i e l d  f o r  ve ry  many 
years. 

I n  view of a l l  t h e  above, I suggt!st and hope t h a t  you w i l l  o b j e c t  t o  and oppose 
moving t h e  U.S. Army Medical Research Detachment from t h e i r  present  l oca t ion .  

S incere ly  yours, 

7 
Michael Belkin, M.A., M.D. 
Professor o f  Ophthalmology 
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Prot. n. 9324. ac 

hairman Alan Dixon 
RAC 

1700 N. More Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairman 
BRAC - San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce, Greater San Antonio 
P.O. Box 1628 
San Antonio, TX 78292 

Dear Sirs, 

I recently had the privilege of participating to the International Meeting on "RF 
Radiation an Ultrawide Band Measurement Symposium" that was held inside the Armstrong 
Laboratory at Brooks Air Force Base, having so the opportunity of visiting the Armstrong 
Laboratory facilities that represent a Leading Institution on Bioelectromagnetics. 

The activities carried out in the last decades inside the Armstrong Laboratory 
have given fundamental contributions in understanding problems related to electromagnetic 
field and human health. 

I was really surprised. hearing that the Brooks Air Force Base is in the list of 
military bases scheduled for closing. 

The scientific community involved in Bioelectromagnetics still urge the 
valuable contribution of expertise housed in the Armstrong Laboratory to answer to the Inany 
critical questions that still have to be answered. 

I hope that the Federal Base Realignment Commission will consider this very 
important needs and propose not to move the Armstrong Laboratory. 

Sincerely yours. 

m 
I , Director 
z 
B u Publiq Health Laboratory - Physics Branch - 
p 
a Ivreaj ITALY 

io' 

x o Sede: Via Lago San Michele, 11 - 10015 IVREA - Tel. 0125/414640-3 - Fax +39 (0) 125/414660 



Keta.n Ehakta 
Ashish Patel 
3 7 6 0  Roosevelt 
San Antonio, TX 
78214 
(210) 923-2361 

April 11, 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore St. 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209  
(703) 6 9 6 - 0 5 0 4  

Dear Mr. Dixon 

We are writing to you about s, serious issue that has deeply 
affected many high school students along with many others in our 
community, the closure of Brooks Air Force Base. Many doctors in 
the research field have gained ideas and have been supported by 
Brooks Air Force Base laboratories. Brooks is a great contributor 
to the study of science. Brooks provided many judges for our 
Regional Science Fair in which 8 0 0  students participated. I t. 
presented many awards at the Alamo Flegional Science and Engineering 
Fair. The closure of Erooks would also mean that many people would 
lose jobs and there would be a shortage of science opportunities. 
Many scientists have been funded by Brooks Air Force Base for 
research projects that have an impact on our environment a-nd well- 
being. With the closure of Brooks Air Force Ease, they would be 
forced to take their skills and >:nowledge somewhere else. The 
closure of Broolts would put a dent in the pool of scientific 
resources for many students who hax~e an inspiration of pursuing a 
scientific field. 

We students ask you to recon:;id~r the value of Brooks as a 
place to learn the scientific proce:js by the use of its technology, 
laboratories, and dedicated mentors. 

Ketan Bhakta 
Ashish Pate1 



HARVARD UNIVERSITY-MASSACHUSErrS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
DIVISION OF HEALTH SCIENCES AND TECHNOLOGY 

BIOMEDICAL ENGINEERING CENTER 

A p r i l  13 ,  1995  

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Reply to: 
M.I.T. 
Room: 20A-128 
Cambridge, Mass. 021 39 
(61 7)-253- 4194 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The important and controversial issue of the effects of EMF 
(electromagnetic fields) on human health is simply not going to go 
away. For this reason it is very important that the research groups 
at the Armstrong Laboratory located at Brooks Air Force Base be main- 
tained to continue its important work. 

C. Weaver, Ph.D. 
Director 
Engineering Center 



April 12, 1995 

Mr. Allan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 

SUBJECT: Closure and Realignment of Brooks AFT3 

Dear Commission Member: 

1 . I am James R. Hickman, Jr., M.D., Col. USAF MC (Ret.). Since my retirement in 1993 
from the Armstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB Texas, I have been a consultant in the 
Department of Internal Medicine at the Mayo Clinic with joint appointments in the 
Divisions of Preventive Medicine and Cardiovascular Disease. I am also a consultant in 
Aerospace Medicine. At the time of my retirement, I was completing a six-year tenure as 
the Chief of the Clinical Sciences Division, Aerospace Medical Directorate, Armstrong 
Laboratory. I am quite familiar with the USAF Biomedical Research Programs. 

2. I implore you to postpone your decision to move the resources of the USAF School of 
Aerospace Medicine and the Armstrong Laboratory from Brooks AFB until you have 
received the advice and counsel of a panel of select scientists who can evaluate the impact 
of such a decision on the long-range health and productivity of this critical segment of our 
country's scientific capability. 

3. Having carefully weighed the pending decision, I am convinced that the contemplated 
course of action will set back the USAF's sole aerospace medicine R&D capability by at 
least a decade, if not irrevocably. The ease with which a flying organization or a clerical 
mi: ezr, be relocated d ~ s  r,9t t,rms!ate to the fragile - environment of world class research 
organizations. 

4. This letter does not afford the opportunity to do more than briefly outline concerns which 
are widely shared among scientists knowledgeable of this arena. Please consider the 
following: 

1. The Brooks complex is unarguably the closest aerospace medical counterpart to a 
Harvard or an MIT which the USAF has ever had. It takes decades to create a top 
quality scientific program, nurture long-term projects, create highly skilled 
successors, and mold the unit into a world class center. Regrettably, it is an 
established fact that the biomedical R&D organizations in the USAF have been in a 
state of continued turmoil and waning vigor for the past decade, largely due to 
declining funding, manning instability, and massive reorganizations produced by 
macro changes at the strategic level. Small, pristine scientific gems got caught up in 
major weapons system development restructuring at the highest levels, much to the 
detriment of highly productive and unique life sciences programs. The Brooks 
campus has been especially hard hit by almost continuous exposure to these forces. 
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This analysis is not intended as a criticism of anyone--it is simply how things have 
turned out. Ten years ago, if one had wished to formulate a plan to fatally cripple 
the USAF's aerospace medicine capability, one would have instigated a decade of 
continual reorganization, entangling the scientific personnel and their leaders in 
continual retrenchment, crippling productivity with bottom line oriented personnel 
decisions ("take the vacancies"), recurrent funding cuts, and leaving every scientific 
organization anemic and weakened rather than choosing a few vigorous survivors. 
At the end of this decade, one would then physically move the aerospace medicine 
organizations out of their facilities which were organically designed for the mission, 
fragment the teams, and then shoehorn the remnants into facilities designed for a 
different type of research. At the end of this decade, one would then also combine 
the inevitable disruptions and inefficiencies of geographic dislocation with the 
debilitating separation of the USAF aerospace medicine facilities from the San 
Antonio biomedical community. To obtain mandated savings, we have fostered 
expensive survival of weakened units--units which could be vigorous and 
productive for a small margin. But, we have spread around the cuts in a fashion 
which leaves many weak and few strong. Now, we are preparing to do it again. 
Where is your analysis of level field competition among R&D facilities, in order to 
identify the survivors? Under Item 4(3) in this letter, you will learn that this 
competition has already been held, and apparently ignored. We are unwittingly 
following a disastrous blueprint. The Aerospace Medicine Programs at Brooks are 
viable, but will not survive the contemplated move in a state remotely similar to the 
international status which they have previously enjoyed. In many facets of life, 
timing is everything. In your current plan, a bad plan has been elevated to 
devastating proportions by deadly timing. This is not simply a pessimistic view--it 
is the realistic view of every seasoned scientist that I have queried. It is almost 
inconceivable that an institution synonymous with world class excellence, upon 
whom our allies and the aviation world have depended so heavily, could have 
been handled in such a capricious manner, while organizations of less stature and 
accomplishment have been spared. It seems inconceivable that the USAF's 
aerospace medical capability could be virtually destroyed to save $6 million a year 
for 20 years. Quite the contrary, the USAF and the DOD should be deeply 
concerned about the c ~ r r e ~ t  state of operational medical research, given the 
challenges which the Gulf War, Grenada, and Panama demonstrated. If one 
wished to devise a plan today to strengthen and foster this critical mission, the k t  
thing one would do would be to uproot the vital core elements. Your commission 
is preparing to make a decision which will have more impact on life sciences 
research in the USAF than any single decision in the history of this endeavor. The 
value of all facilities, materiel, and personnel must be translated into the total cost of 
producing the end product. Only the end product has intrinsic value. It is my belief 
that the projected savings will be dwarfed by the degradation of the scientific end 
product. 

2.  The combined expertise of the Brooks campus, Southwest Research, Wilford Hall 
Medical Center, Brook Army Medical Center, the University of Texas Health 
Science Center at San Antonio, Johnson Space Center, and the Texas Medical 
Center at Houston represents the greatest concentration of aerospace medical talent 
and allied disciplines in the world. Wright-Patterson Air Force Base Medical 
Center is a good hospital. The Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Patterson is an 
excellent human factors laboratory. Wright State University is a growing institu- 
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tion, but regrettably is not an institution of great distinction. At the risk of fraying 
sensibilities in the process, it must be pointed out that the Dayton and San Antonio 
complexes, in terms of the totality of aerospace medicine resources and distinction, 
are in completely different leagues. The co-location of the Brooks campus and the 
Wilford Hall Medical Center were not accidental. I urge you to review the careful 
thought which went into the creation of the former Aerospace Medical Division, and 
all of its implications for teaching, research, and care of the aircrew member. The 
critical adjacencies of the San Antonio complex are, and have been too valuable to 
sacrifice for the current projected savings. There is a history of great wisdom in the 
development ol' the San Antonio complex--it must not be sacrificed for fiduciary 
gains which are massively overshadowed by the long-term negatives of the 
proposed plan. San Antonio, Texas is the center of specialty training in Aerospace 
Medicine. The education of the Army and the Air Force residents in Aerospace 
Medicine, including some from Canada and other countries, revolves around the 
vibrant nature of the San Antonio medical complex. The first year of the Aerospace 
Medical Residency is a Masters in Public Health. The University of Texas Health 
Science Center at San Antonio has been very accommodating in offering the first 
year Masters program, as an extension of the University of Texas Health Science 
Center at Houston. This allows many of the residents to complete all three years of 
training in one geographic location. The USAF Third Year Residency and the US 
Army Third Year Residency are heavily built around KellyIWHMC and BAMC, 
respectively. Moving USAFSAM and the Aerospace Medical Consultation Service, 
which is pivotal to the education of the residents, out of San Antonio is a colossal 
mistake. But if it is moved, the residency must follow. You cannot move the 
faculty to Dayton, and leave the residency in San Antonio. At least six years of 
intensive effort and great expense have gone into a revised residency program 
which meets the needs of both the U.S. Air Force and the U.S .Army. Wright 
State University does offer a residency in Aerospace Medicine, but it is a civilian 
oriented program, not designed to turn out military flight surgeons. Further, the 
breadth and depth of facilities and talent available in the Dayton area simply do not 
compare to the San Antonio complex. The current plan for Brooks will have a huge 
regressive effect on the training of specialists in Aerospace Medicine. Further, I 
c a  envision hundreds of thousads of dollars annually in excess PCS moves and 
TDYs which will result from abandoning the cost effective adjacencies of San 
Antonio. Every facility at Brooks has been built with the referred aircrew member 
in mind. I have spent enough time at Wright-Patterson to tell you that such 
streamlining currently does not exist, and will represent a huge dollar cost to 
recreate. Travel in and out of San Antonio has become progressively easier for the 
1000 or so aircrew members who come to the consultation from world-wide 
referrals. Dayton, Ohio, represents a significant step backwards in this regard. 

3 .  The Aeromedical Consultation Service at Brooks evaluates aircrew referred world- 
wide with complex and obscure medical problems. Medical grounding of a USAF 
aircrew member is an instantaneous loss of somewhere between $6 and $13 million 
in training costs for the taxpayers. The Consultation Service was specifically 
designed for rapid and indepth evaluation of aircrew by medical specialists also 
trained in Aerospace Medicine. It has taken over 30 years to create this center in its 
present form, and to mold this service into its inextricable relationships with 
Wilford Hall and Brooke Army. The epidemiological approach to aircrew 
standards, using long-term studies, has netted savings of over $750 million in the 
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last 20 years. I urge you to have a formal briefing on this activity. It is housed in 
organic facilities--built for the purpose, and well integrated into all of the other 
Brooks' laboratories. In 1990-9 1, Air Force Systems Command commissioned 
independent scientific reviewers to examine every single USAF R&D activity. The 
final goal of the review was to report and identify for the Secretary of the Air Force 
the top two research and development programs in the entire USAF. The long-term 
epidemiological approach to aircrew standards in the Clinical Sciences Division at 
the Armstrong Laboratory was chosen as one of the Air Force's two top R&D 
technologies. The Clinical Sciences Division is internationally renowned for this 
activity. Virtuaily every aviation service in the world has relied upon Brooks fur 
aircrew standards. This activity competed with programs costing several 
hundredfold, and won out on a level field, in the areas which really counted-- 
mission relevance and technical excellence. I urge you to take a careful look at the 
operational cost of this unit and the return on investment. The data are available and 
well-documented. This research organization, like others at Brooks, has also been 
battered by the previously mentioned upheavals in Air Force R&D in recent years. 
I spent the majority of my professional career in this organization. This activity 
simply will not survive, much less retain its world class stature, if moved from 
Brooks and separated from the San Antonio arena. The proposed plan is a recipe 
for mediocrity. Long-term studies of 25-30 years' duration, in which millions have 
been invested, are coming to fruition. The potential dollar savings involved in 
selection and retention research are huge. I am completely convinced that the 
reversals and damage to this program will dwarf the envisioned savings when this 
activity is removed from San Antonio. The timing is simply devastating. I am 
mystified as to why we would gamble with the future, and the return on investment 
of the USAF's top R&D program. This program is one of the few money making 
propositions which the taxpayers actually have. Surely, the USAF's top R&D 
program, which is operated at very low expense, deserves more consideration than 
the purely materiel and personnel costs in the Brooks closing equation. 

The belief that you will not create huge unrecognized cost in recreating these 
specialized laboratories, for the Clinical Sciences Division alone, suggests an 
unfarnilixity with the rnission requirenents and facilities. There may also be a 
belief that you can simply move the medical facilities to Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base Medical Center. There is a long history which must be factored into 
such a decision, for there is a lengthy history to show that the USAF Medical 
Centers, because of their sick patient mission, have not been able to do the 
intensive immediate aircrew evaluations, or to maintain the long-term epidemiologi- 
cal research projects. I urge you to receive some briefings on painful lessons 
learned in this regard, before the mistakes are repeated. The crush of an ever 
increasing demand for sick patient treatment has never allowed the Air Force 
Medical Centers to primarily conduct these aerospace medical activities, and yet 
the San Antonio medical centers has been an invaluable partner in subspecialty 
evaluations such as neurosurgery, orthopedics, and multiple other areas. The 
medical center at Wright-Patterson actually sends complex cases to WHMC, not 
vice versa. In which locale would you place the Air Force Consultation Service 
for aircrew members? 

4. The greatest future savings in aircrew research will come from selection research-- 
medical outcome studies done on selectees who have undergone specialized exami- 
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nations in a stratified selection process. Such research and development has 
previously never been feasible, because UPT candidates could be examined at over 
200 locations, except for the Air Force Academy cadets who are all examined in one 
locale. It was virtually impossible to equip even a handful of specialized examina- 
tion centers, much less 200. Further, TDY costs to specialized centers for 
applicants was prohibitive. After 15 years of active evolution, the aircrew selection 
mission is now possible, because all non-academy UPT candidates now come 
through San Antonio for reasons independent of medical selection. Specialized 
stratified selection started at Brooks in 1994. On the very threshold of an R&D 
effort which can realistically save $25-50 million annually in training costs, the 
activity will be moved to Dayton, and this unparalleled opportunity will be lost. 
Again, the timing is simply devastating. I would not sacrifice this selection 
program for $25 million a year, much less $6 million. Will we recreate a third 
R&D unit in San Antonio, or send the aircrew applicants to Wright-Patterson, or 
simply write off this initiative which has been 15 years in the planning? I urge you 
to hear briefings on this subject. The destruction of this program alone will offset 
any realignment savings. 

5 .  I am deeply concerned that the damages to USAF Aerospace Medical R&D will be 
profound, totally outweighing any proposed savings. I urge you to delay a 
decision regarding Brooks until you can receive a thoughtful and indepth review of 
the scientific impact of the proposed plan. Senior aerospace medical scientists 
throughout NATO are simply stunned that the USAF would close Brooks, a name 
synonymous with international excellence. The scientific community is shocked at 
what we are risking for ephemeral savings. 

Lastly, the Department of Defense must demonstrate that excellence will not be 
gambled for short-term paper savings. There is great sadness in offering up 
a world leader in the name of projected savings which are not only debatable, but 
are quite minimal in the overall picture within the Department of Defense. If any 
facility has ever earned the right to exist, Brooks has. When we have killed the 
international leader in the Aeromedical Sciences, we will have killed a portion of the 
USAF's grestige, world standing, afid greatness. Every great organization needs to 
preserve its finest. 

Thank you for reading my letter. 
Sincqrely , 

l m k  mes R. Hickman, AL& Jr., M.D., M 



HE INSTITUTE OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS. INC. 

IN MEDICINE AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY 
EAB - 

COMMITTEE ON MAN AND RADIATION 
Chair: Eleanor R. Adair, Ph.D. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of COMAR 
FROM: Eleanor R. Adair, Chainnan 
RE: Proposed closing of Brooks Air Force Base 
DATE: March 15,1995 

DurinB the Iast week of February, a new listing of military bases scheduled for 
dosing was released by the Department of Defense. Included on that list was 
Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX. As I am sure you know, Brooks AFB 
house! the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the bi-service research effort into 
humah biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields 
(EMF$). Closing Brooks eliminates a major portion of Federal research, both 
intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio 
frequtpcies, a topic ment ly  of great public concern (e-g., wireless 
co~unications, radar, medical diagnostic tools, electronic security systems, 
directed energy weapons, etc.). The kind of research conducted at the 
Armstrong Laboratory is still critically needed so that the public health will be 
protected while advances in technology are not unduly constrained. 

. . 

Federal fun* of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
curr&tly targeted to specific applications such as powerline frequendes (MEHS 
unde? the EMF WiD Program, EPRI, Battelle NW), wireless technology 
involVing radio frequencies (SAG, Motorola), plus some small intramural agency 
efforts (NIOSH, EPA). Historically, basic research on the biological effects of 
exposure to AM, FM and television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, 
diathermy, bIRI, radar systems, remote power transmission systems, and an 
assorl$nent of strategic military devices has been carried out by several Federal 
agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NOSH and DoD. This effort, gradually 
downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has become concentrated within 
h e  Aimstrong Laborato under the congressionally mandated Project Reliance 
progrk Here, A m y ,  Zvy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been 
collocated so as to maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital 
health and safety research. 

Currently, the Armstrong Laboratory radio frequency research effort involves 
80 sdejntists while an additional 53 scientists are involved in a complimentary 
research effort on the health and safety of lasers. Professionals with degrees in 
physics, medicine, biology, mathematics, psychology, physiology and 
engineering collaborate in teams on a multitude of highly specialized research 
projects. In addition, these scientists interact with other scientists in the San 
Antonio research community, to fund local research and engage in collaborative 
projects. Recognizing the great resource housed in the Armstrong Laboratory, 
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the University of Texas Health Sdence Center at San Antonio fanned the Center 
for Er>vironmental Radiation Toxicology last year. Indeed, the contributions of 
Armstrong Laboratory scientists to the activities of COkIAR, IEIEE and NATO 
standards-se- efforts, the founding of the Michaelson Research Conferences, 
and specialized workshops held at Brooks are reason enough to preserve this 
active resource. 

There can be no doubt that many critical questions relating to human health 
effeds of exposure to Ems at radio frequencies remain to be answered. The 
expertise housed in the Annstrong Laboratory is vital to the scientific research 
that must be conducted to obtain these answers. Proposals to move the 
Labo$atory, at an estimated $40 miilinn or more, will also cost nearly a decade of 
reseakh output and result in the dismemberment of a talented tri-service 
research team. There should be no problem in preserving the Annstrong 
Laboratory in its present location, with its present function and personnel, even 
though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base may be eliminated. Laboratory 
persohe1 could easily report to a Directorate in another local Air Force Base 
such as Lackland or Kelly. 

The Federai Base Realignment Commission (BRAC), under the Chairmanship of 
Alan Dixon, was activated on 3 March and is currently holding hearings on the 
propdsed base closures. This Commission will visit Brooks Air Force Base on 5 
April $nd must file its report by 17 May, so there is little time in which to 
influence their decision on Brooks AFB and/or the Armstrong Laboratory. If 
you agree that the Armstrong Laboratory is essential to the continuation of vital 
research into the health effects of EMF exposure at radio frequencies, you are 
urged to write letters to your senators and representative in the Congress as 
soon 4s possible. Please send copies of your letters and other materials to: 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
i BRAC 
1 1700 N. hioore street, Suite 1425 
i Arlington, VA 22209 

and $so to: 

i Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairman 
I BRAC - San Antonio 
j Chamber of Commerce, Greater San Antonio 
'P.0. Box 1628 
San Antonio, TX 78296 

Thank you for your serious consideration of this request. 
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 195 

Schnnl ($Medicine a i d  College of Enfinewing 
Center fir Bioengineejng 
Bioelectvomafinetics Resedrch Laborrctovy , RJ-3 0 

The HonGrable Slade Gorton 
United Stkites Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

March 30, 1995 

Dear ~enbtor Gormn: 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Amstrong Laboratory, site of the tn-service research 
effort intq human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic ficlds (EMFs). 
This labciratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided'the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. Thc University of 
Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measuremenu of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human bddy. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a m riad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. The public has i; ecome increasingly aware of the potential healtb threats 
from sources of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that the exposure standsurds are inadequate as a result of insufficient ~esemch to answer a 
number af ncw questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption oE ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key d o  frequency EMF research laboratories 
in the country, the ~ ~ ~ ~ t r ~ h E ,  Laboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
multidisciplinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Amy and Navy 
laboratories have been downsized and collocated with the Armstrong Laboratory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel' at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
cammunicy including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio- 

Even if Brooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armsuong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaborative 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

88805 Uniuetsity Ho~pi ta l l  Telephone; (206) 543- 1071 



The ~ono$ble George Nethercutt March 30,1995 2 

I hope will carefulfully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, A 

&Lr&x--d* %#-& 
Arthur W. GUY 
Emeritus ~rofissor 

Enclosure 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195 

School uf Med'irine and College $Engineering 
Center fw Biaengineer&g 
Biw~e~~mmccgnetics R~dtedrch Ldbor~~tmy, RJ-30 

The Honorable Jack Metcatf 
United S t a h  House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20510 

March 30.1995 

Dear Congressman Metcalf: 1 
1 was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air F m e  Base in San Antonio, 'I'X 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research 
effort into human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). 
This lnboratoiy has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboratian with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time mdio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human cxposun 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from sources of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief thatllhe exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient rescarch to answer a 
number of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will fuaher aggravate public confidence in 
them. 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF research laboratories 
in the coimtry, the Armstrong Ldboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
multidisciplinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Army and Navy 
laboratories have been downsized and collocated with the Armstrong Laboratory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tsi-service 
personnel at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at Snn Antonio. 

Even if Brooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for thr: 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory sit.. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruptioll of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a greal 
fiscal cost to the public hut also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collahosalive 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hospital / Telephone; (206) 543 - 107 1 



: .  
The ~onokable Rick White March 30,1995 

I hope yoe will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thankjyou for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

&u.% Arthur W. Quv 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 195 

Scboo, of Medicine an4 College 4 Engineering 
Center for ~ioenginming 
Bioetectrorn~netics Research Labomtory, w-30 

The ~onoiable  Patty Murray 
United States Senate 
Washingld~, DC 205 10 

Dear Senatpr Murray: 

March 30, 1995 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, 'I'X 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My f onccrn 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the ui-service research 
effort into human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequencyiexposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measuremen& of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new elatrornagnetic sources are bcing introduc*;d 
into our environment. The ublic has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from sources of EMF and as lately been very active in opposing and litigating against nev R 
systoms or installations capable of emittinb EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. 
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a POT 
belief that the exposure standards are inadequate as a mul t  of insufficient research to an? 
number of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of r 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public conf 
them. 

With the ~lirniimtion or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF IZS~~U'  
in the country, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available ' 
multidisiplinary radio frequency bioeffwts studies on a large scale. Recently th. 
laboratories have been downsized and ~ollocared with the Armsmng Laborntor 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety resea* 
personnel at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the ' 
community including tho= at the University of Texas Health Science Cent 

Even if Brooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tli-service rad' 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilitif 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and 
reswrch. Another move by all three of the tri-services grout 
fiscal cost to the public hut also a serious disruption of researr' 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hospital l Telephone; , 



The Honorable Slade Gorton Marc11 3 1. I 01)5 

I hope you will carefulIy study this rnatlt>r. ;<lii :u 1 : ; I  : I lk.  h . x l  interest$ ol' lhc puhlic in ~ ! L . ; I I : I ~ : !  ,.\ 

it. Thank you for your attention. 

Enclosure 



. . 

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 195 

Scbtrolrd Medicine an2 CO/& of Gnginwirlg 
. Center for B iocnginewbig 

Bioe l~t tv~nr t ics  Research Laborato y, RJ-30 

The Honorable Rick White 
United Sbws House of Representatives 
Washingtqn, DC 20510 

Dear Congressman White: 

March 30, 1995 

I was shocked in learnin from the artached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio. TX 
is on the lkt  of military % ases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research 
effort into human biological efTtxts Erom exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields @MFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Wnshingt~n was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequency: exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. Tile public has become incrensingly aware of the potential health threats 
from souices of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being -h~volved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that' the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
number of new questions regarding low level bioIogical effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date wiIl further aggravate public confidence in 
them. 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF research laboratolies 
in the country, the Arinstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for cat~ying out 
multidisciplinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Almy and Navy 
lahorato~iqs havc hccn downsized and collocated with the Armstrong Labomtory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if ~ i o o k s  AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. Another move by all three of the ti-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaborative 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hospital / Telephone; (206) 543 - 107 1 



: .  
The ~onohble Rick White March 30,1995 

I hope yo6 will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thankj you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur W. Ouy 
Emeritus Professor 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEA'1"TI.E , WASHINGTON 98 195 

Srbool o j  Medic i~e  nnd CnlIege of Enginewitlg 
Center fm B i q i n e e r i n g  
Bioelettronzagnetics Re~earcb Laborutoty, v - 3 0  

The Honorable Linda Smith 
United States House of Representatives 
Wmhingtdn, DC 20510 

March 30,1995 

Dear Cong.~sswornan Smith: 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research 
effort into human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the h i s  for safe human ex osure standards in this country. The University of 
Washington was funded for a number o 2' important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at n time when a m riad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. The public has it3 come increasingly aware of the potential health thrcslts 
from sources of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has becn my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
number of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF research laborato~ies 
in the country, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
miiltidiscifilinnry ritdio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Army and Navy 
I nbomtor-ies have been downsized and colloca&d with the Armstrong Laboratory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if Bliooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not ollly a great 
-fiscal cost to the public hut also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaboralive 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

B B80S Uniuersity Hospital / Telephone; (206) 543-1 071 



. . 
The ~onoiable Jack Metcalf March 30,1995 

I hope you will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank pou for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

(zidkd*% 
Arthur W. Guy 

Enclosure, 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHlNGTON 98 195 

School of Medicitts and College of Engineering 
Certtwfw ~ i o e n ~ i n e 4 i n ~  
Bioe ler t ro~ne t ics  ~beurch Labwatuy , RJ-30 

The ~onoiable Jennifer Dunn 
United Sates House of Representatives 
WashingtGn, DC 205 10 

Dear Congresswoman Dunn: 

March 30, 1995 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Annstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research 
effort into :human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fidds (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
'Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory~scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposcd replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing pmcess necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our etivironment. The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from sources of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has bcen my conclusion in being il.lvalved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that 'the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
number of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. 

M7ith the eliminition or downsizing of a number of b y  radio frequency EMF research lilbolatories 
in the counzry, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for canying out 
multidisciplinslry radio Erequency bioeffects studies on a large scaIe. Recently the Pumy and Navy 
Iaborsltories have been downsized and collocated with the Annstrong Laboratory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety rresewch. The tri-service 
personnel at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community- including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if Brooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the Sm Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruptio~l of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collabo~-ative 
scientific relationships ainong the San Antonio scientists. 

B B805 University Hospital / Telephone; (206 ) 543 - 10 7 1 



The ~onotable Linda Smith March 30,1995 

I hope you will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, - 

Arthur W. Guy 
Emeritus Professor 

Enclosure 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98 195 

scboaf o f ~ s d . i a t  a d  ~ o ~ f e g e  of Enginowing 
C'et~rsv for L3ioengin&nR 
Bioelectro~et ics  Rarearch Laboratovy, RJ-30 

The Honoeble Richard "Doc77 Hastings 
United Stakes House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20510 

March 30, 1995 

Dear ~on&essman Hastings: 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the trimservice research 
effort into'human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields @MFs). 
This labofatory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
TWashingt~n was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research project. in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the f'lrst life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of 'esearch is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards bp to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from sourkcs of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing nnd litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting E m s  no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being invoked in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
helief thag the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
n.umber of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. i 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF research laboratories 
in the count~.y, the A~mstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
multidisciplinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Axmy and Navy 
1aboraLorie;s have been downsized and collocated with the Annstrong Laboratory so as to maximize 
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel'at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if ~ i o o k s  AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost 'to the public but also a.serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaborative 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hurpital l Telephone; ( 2 0 6 )  543- 1071 



. . 
The ÿ on of able Jennifer Dunn March 30,1995 

I hope you will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank bou for your attention. 

Emeritus ~rofksor 

Enclosure 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEA-, WASHINGTON 98 195 

The Honopble George Nethercutt 
United SNtcs House of Representatives 
Washingth, DC 20510 

March 30,1995 

Dear ~onhressman Nethercutt: 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases s~l~eduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service rewirch 
effort into'human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that lzas 
provided khe basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and biological research projects in 
collaboration with thc laboratory scientific personnel. The work included thc first life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our crivironmcnt. The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from sour'ccs of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or instalIslLions capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that. the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
llumber o[ new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them, f 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF =search laboratoiies 
in tllc country, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for cmying out 
multidisc.i~liniiry radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently t l~c  A m y  and Navy 
labarutolies have been downsized and collocated with the Annstrong Laboratory so as to maximizc 
the e f f i c i ~ c y  and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel 'at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Evcn if ~ h o k s  AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscd sense for the 
Departmcdt of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research fiicilities at the 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a seiious disruption of research and breakup of Inany collaborative 
scientific *lationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hospital l Telephone; (206) 543 - 107 1 



: .  

The ~onohble Richard "Doc" Hastings March 30,1995 2 

I hope yod will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank iyou for your attention. 

Arthur W. Guy 
Emeritus Professor 

Enclosure : 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 195 

School q f Murlii-ine atid ~ o l l e ~ e  nf Engineering 
Ct.nlw[w i3ioertgisee&tg 
BioeIctvotnugnetics @earth Lubordtoty , RJ-30 

Thc ~ o n o h b l c  Norman D. Dicks 
United Sr;ites House of Representatives 
Washingtbn, DC 20510 

March 30, 1995 

Dear Congressman Dicks: 

I was shdked in learning from the attached letter that Bmoks Air Fowe Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the list of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the ti-i-service tecsearch 
effort intd human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fieids (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided ithe basis for safe human ex osure standards in this country. The University of 
Washingthn was funded for a number o?impansnt dosimetry md biological research projects in 
collaboration with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequency exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensional measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of thc 
human boay. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are bcing introduced 
into our chvironmcnt. The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health thwats 
from sources of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or inqtallations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been m y  conclusinn in being involved in some of these ublic hearings that there is a pcjpular 
belief that the exposure standards are inadequate as a resu f t of insufficient research to answer a 
number of new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidei~ce in 
them. i 

With the e'iimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF tesearch lslboralories 
in the country, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
multidisci@linuy radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Army and Navy 
laboratorio's have been downsized and collocated with the Armstrong Laboratoly so as to maxiini7c 
the efficieincy and minimize the cost of this vital health and safety research. The tri-service 
personnel'at the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texns Hcalth Science Centcr at San Antonio. 

Even if Brooks AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific a well fiscal sense for thc 
Department of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-service radiation research facilities at thc 
Armstrong Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disnipiio~l of 
research. Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaborative 
scientific relationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

B 8805 U nivecsity Hospital / Telephone; (206) 54.3 - 10 71 



. . 
The ~ o n o h b l e  George Nethercutt March 30,1995 

I hope you! will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, A 

ed* Arthur W. GUY & 
Emeritus Profbsor 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTI&, WASHINGTON 98 I95 

Schml i f ~ e d i c i n e  a& College ofEnginewing 
Center for ~ i r l l m ~ i n e e i i n ~  
B i w k ~ m p t e i i c r  H b ~ r c b  Lulb6r#tory, RJ-30 

The HonWable Jim McDennott 
United S@tes House of Representatives 
Washingipn, DC 205 10 

Dear Con~r13ssma.n McDermotk 

March 30,1995 

I was shocked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the @st of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems froh the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the ti-service research 
effort inta human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). 
This labokatory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research h a t  has 
provided !the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Washington was funded for a number of important dosimetry and bioIogica1 research projects in 
collabordf on with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
frequt;nc$ exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensio4al measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of the 
human boay. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards 'up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. The public has become increasingly aware of the potential health threats 
from souges of EMF and has lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may be. It 
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
helief that the cxposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
number 05 new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoillg 
research work in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. ; 

With the dimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMF research laboxato~ies 
in the coufitry, the Armstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for carrying out 
multidisciplinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Army and Navy 
laboratorids have been downsized and collocated with the Armstron Laboratory so as to m#dmize  
the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health and sa f ety research. The tri-s~rvice 
personneliat the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the Sen Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if ~ i o o k s  AFB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Departmerit of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-sewice radiation research facilities at thc 
Arrnstrond Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original hcations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. .Another move by all three of the tri-services groups would ~ s u l t  in not only a great 
fiscal cost to the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaborative 
scientific rtlationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 University Hospitdl 1 Telephone; (206) 543-1 071 



:. 
The à on or able Norman D. Dicks March 30,1995 

I hope you will carefully study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. Thank pou for your attention. 

Sincerely, .. 
c % & 4 4 B h  Arthur W. Guv 

Emeritus ~rofissor 



UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98 195 

.Sthoo~ *f Mediive auk Coiiege dEa~inwring 
Csntevfnv ~ i o e t ~ ~ i n e e @ n ~  
Bidectvoni4gnetics   be arch Labovatmy, RJ-30 

The ~onoiable Randy Tate 
United St&s House of Representatives 
Washingtbn, DC 20510 

March 30, 1995 

Dear con~ressman Tale: 

1 was shobked in learning from the attached letter that Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX 
is on the @st of military bases scheduled for closing by the Department of Defense. My concern 
stems from the fact that the base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the ti-i-service research 
cffort int6 human biological effects &om exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fietds (EMFs). 
This laboratory has been highly instrumental in intramural and extramural research that has 
provided !the basis for safe human exposure standards in this country. The University of 
Washingtbn was funded for a number of important dosimetsy and biological reseai-ch projects in 
collabora@on with the laboratory scientific personnel. The work included the first life time radio 
.frequent$ exposure study on a large population of laboratory animals and the first two- 
dimensiorial measurements of radio frequency energy absorption in an exposed replica of thc 
human body. This type of research is a continuing process necessary for keeping human exposure 
standards up to date at a time when a myriad of new electromagnetic sources are being introduced 
into our environment. The ublic has bccome increasingly aware of the potential hedth threats 
li-om sou@es of EMF and f: as lately been very active in opposing and litigating against new 
systems or installations capable of emitting EMFs no matter how low the emissions may he. T I  
has been my conclusion in being involved in some of these public hearings that there is a popular 
belief that' the exposure standards are inadequate as a result of insufficient research to answer a 
number or new questions regarding low level biological effects. Any disruption of ongoing 
research dark in keeping exposure standards up to date will further aggravate public confidence in 
them. j 

With the elimination or downsizing of a number of key radio frequency EMP research laborato~ies 
in the cou@try, the Arrnstrong Laboratory is now the only large facility available for cai~ying out 
multidiscifilinary radio frequency bioeffects studies on a large scale. Recently the Anny and Navy 
labordtoncjs have been downsized and collocated with the Armstron Labmatory so as to rnaxirni~c 
the efficidncy and minimize the cost of this vital health and sa f ety research. The tri-service 
personneliat the laboratory site also interact with other scientists in the San Antonio research 
community including those at the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 

Even if ~ b o k s  APB is closed down, it would make good scientific as well fiscal sense for the 
Departme4t of Defense to maintain the operation of the tri-bee radiation research facilities at the 
Armstron4 Laboratory site. Already the Army and Navy facilities have been moved from their 
original locations to the San Antonio location at great cost and with considerable disruption of 
research. 'Another move by all three of the bri-services groups would result in not only a great 
fiscal cost $0 the public but also a serious disruption of research and breakup of many collaboritive 
scielltific ~vlationships among the San Antonio scientists. 

BB805 Univwsity Hosj i tal l  Telephone; (206) 543-1 07 I 



:. 
The ~onotable Jim McDermott March 30, 1995 

I h o p  will c ~ f u l l y  study this matter and act in the best interests of the public in dealing with 
it. l"fmk you for your attention. 

Sincerely, A 

&d.& Arthur W. GUV 

Emeritus Prof&sor 

Enclosure i 





KEYSTONE SCHOOL 
- - -- - -- 

119 E. CRAIG SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78212 512/735-4022 

April 3, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I ain m in favor of moving the Laboratory of the USAF Human Systems Center from 
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas because, over the past thirty-five (35) years we, as a 
community, have come to depend on the staff of this Laboratory for its support of student 
activities having National impact, in Science Education, Grades 6 - 12, Regional Science 
Fair for 2 1 Texas Counties. 

I entered the Regional Science Fair of San Antonio (called 'Alamo Regional Science 
Fair') directorate in 1960, to find several fellow Scientists from Brooks School of 
Aerospace Medicine also involved. By the end of the decade, I was personally 
supervising, during the Annual Fair, some 100 judges, 50 of whom were USAFISchool 
of Aerospace Medicine Scientists. By that time I had incorporated the voluntary help of 
the Biometries Branch of the school into the statistical wing of the Fair Judging. All I 
had to do to enlist help from these people was to mention 'Science Education' and they 
responded. 

A Member of the Independent Schools Association of the Southwest 



Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
BRAC 

Page 2 

To this day, Brooks Scientists are invojved in the Science Fair. They constitute at least 
100 of the judging personnel and continue to manage and improve the scoring system. 
Needless to say, they have made me very proud of their continuing volunteer work in the 
area of Science Education. I am privileged to be numbered among them on 'Judging Day' 
at the Fair. We could not replace these volunteers. 

<- ohn E. Prince, M.S., Ph.D 
Science Teacher 
Basic Science Grades 5 & 6 
Civ. Ret. USAF 

cc: Mr. Alan Roberson 
BRAC - San Antonio 

George Irving, Col., USAF 
Vice Commander, Human Systems Center 
Brooks AFB, Texas 



Emily B. Skitek 
Trinity University 
715 Stadium Dr., #I581 
San Antonio, TX 78212 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to you to express my concern about the possibility of Brooks Air Force 

Rase closing. Through a cooperative agreement between Trinity University and Brooks Air 

Force base, I and other Trinity students have been able to actively participate in research 

projects at the Base. As a student research assistant in the radio frequency radiation lab, I 

have gained valuable experience which has strengthened my interest in both biology and 

scientific research. The program which Trinity has with Brooks Air Force Base is an 

invaluable opportunity for college students interested in exploring research as a future career. 

Since so few of these opportunities are available to college students, I would hate to see the 

one at Brooks Air Force Base abolished. 

Sincerely 

f* 6. w 
Emily B. Skitek 



31 March 95 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am writing to you in regards to the closing of Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, 
Texas. I am currently a research associate in the Radiofrequency Radiation Division of 
Armstrong Laboratory, but my association with Brooks started while I was still a student at 
Trinity University. 

While I was attending Trinity, I had the unique opportunity to participate in ongoing research 
projects being conducted by department faculty members. Most university undergraduate 
programs never offer their students this type of exposure to the world of scientific research, 
but instead concentrate only on their graduate programs. This is an unfortunate fact because 
the experience and knowledge that I gained from my years of research at Trinity have made 
me very marketable both in the job market and in graduate school admissions. My research 
experience has helped me to think critically, improved my reasoning skills and has enabled 
me to contribute more to my job than others with a similar degree background. I have only a 
Bachelors degree, yet I am given the responsibilities of someone with at least a Masters. I 
write papers, run projects and manage several Trinity students. I am able to accomplish 
these things because of the valuable time I spent in a laboratory as a student. Many of my 
Trinity colleagues who have gone on to medical school relate similar stories. They are 
excelling ahead of the rest of their classmates because of the experiences and knowledge they 
gained as a result of Trinity's research program. 

Brooks Air Force Base and Trinity have had a longstanding relationship. A great deal of the 
valuable undergraduate research I have talked about takes place at Armstrong Laboratory and 
would not be possible if this laboratory were to close. Since 1982 Dr. Me1 Frei, professor of 
physiology at Trinity, has been conducting leading edge research at Armstrong Lab and has 
involved students every step of the way. His laboratory is a very dynamic environment in 
which students are encouraged to participate in all aspects of the scientific method. It would 
be a real step backward for our students if this lab were closed and they no longer had these 
types of opportunities. We should continue to give our students the tools they need to 
succeed and to compete in today's scientific community. Closing Armstrong Lab would deal 
a real blow to the unique qualities of Trinity's education. Please consider the consequences of 
this closure and the impact it would have on future Trinity students, as well students from 
other universities here in San Antonio who also benefit from their relationship with Brooks. 



Thank you for your time and kind consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Julie D. Lovelace 



Chairman Alan Dixson 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixson, 

My name is Jennifer Orbegoso and am currently as a senior at Trinity University of Texas. 

I am writing to express my concern over the BRAC's recent decision to close operations at Brook 

Air Force Base. 

Over the past two years I have had the unique opportunity to participant in student 

research at Brooks AFB under the advisory of Dr. Melvin Frei. This opportunity was offered to me 

at a pivotal point in my undergraduate career, when I was uncertain of what I wanted to with my 

life. I had recently returned from a summer of research at Tulane Medical School and was excited 

about the prospect of research as a career. Noting my enthusiasm for the field, Dr. Frei offered me 

a position working as an assistant to a project underway at Brooks AFB. This year, I have 

continued my work at the base, working on yet another research project. 

The significance of my research at Brook AFB over the past two years is the 

overwhelmingly positive impact this opportunity has had on my life. In my two years at Brooks 

AFB I have been able to work among distinguished scientists, using high caliber technology, 

carrying out revolutionary research studies. Such a high tech environment could not have 

conceivably available at the undergraduate college level laboratory. My affiliation with Brooks 

has made possible my first scientific publication which I will present along with my advisors at the 

FASEB conference in Atlanta next week. To have experienced such educating privileges at my 

level of schooling not only benefits me in the present but will continue to benefit me in the future. 

In addition to advancing my abilities and experience as a scientist, my two years at Brooks 

have influenced me in my decision for a future profession. The decision to continue my education 



within the sciences was due largely in part to the support and encouragement I received from my 

colleagues at Brooks AFB. I also strongly feel that the experience of having worked at such a 

renowned science center helped in securing me a position at a secondary school. 

In retrospect, I remember my time at Brooks AFB as one of the most exciting and 

rewarding experiences of my undergraduate career. From this experience I carry away skills, 

knowledge, friendships, connections within the scientific community, a scientific publication, and 

very pleasant memories. However, if Brooks was to close, that would end this opportunity for all 

future Trinity students. It greatly disheartens me to think that if Brooks AFB closes, generations of 

Trinity students will be robbed of the rich experience of which I partook when I was at their same 

crucial stage in life. I use the word generations because this tradition initiated by Dr. Frei has been 

in practice since before I was alive. In fact, the one researcher who has most supported me in my 

two years at the base was once a Brooks AFB student researcher from Trinity herself. 

Thank for your time in considering my concerns about the BRAC decision to close Brooks 

AFB. I hope that you take my experience into consideration as you make your final decision on 

this movement for closure. 

Respectfully, 

Jennifer Orbegoso 



Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

28 Mar 95 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The decision to close Brooks Air Force Base is an unfortunate one that has many far reaching 
impacts. The expected effects on the San Antonio area have been expressed in terms of 
economic losses and the losses to science and education from dismantling of unique research 
programs with strong ties to the university community. 

Another, more human, impact will be the loss of many talented professionals whose personal 
influences on the community have been felt at many levels. Vibrant community outreach and 
community leadership has been a hallmark of the Brooks Air Force Base partnership with San 
Antonio. Brooks Air Force Base personnel have lent of their time to serve on school boards 
and advisory councils, church organizations, sports coaching staffs, and as adult leaders in the 
Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts of America The actual list of community groups that benefit 
from Brooks Air Force Base outreach is undoubtedly much longer. 

In particular, our Boy Scout Troop 515 has benefited from numerous leaders from Brooks Air 
Force Base. At present at least three of our current leaders are employed at Brooks Air Force 
Base. In fact, adult leadership for our annual two week treks to the National Boy Scout 
Ranch at Philmont for three of the last four years has included a member from Brooks Air 
Force Base. 

Community leadership is an intangible but very real part of the loss that will occur should the 
resource of Brooks Air Force Base be closed. 

Please reconsider this action. 

Sincerely,. o 
Y 41) d ' * 1 %+ <<L.- * L 

William Gremillion Jr., Committee Chairman 
Boy Scout Troop 5i3 
St Thomas Episcopal Church 
141 6 N Loop 1604 East 

~ s s d a n t  Scoutmaster, Woodbadge SR-53 
2542 Crow Valley 
San Antonio, TX 78232 



Trinitv 71 5 Stadium Drive 
San Antonio, Texas 78212-7200 

Department of Biology 

31 March 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
I700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to express my concern over the proposed closing sf the Air Force's Knowledge 
Base, Brooks Air Force Base. As a member of the academic community in San Antonio, I 
foresee that the closure of Brooks will produce irreparable damage to other academic 
institutions in the area. As a private citizen, I am concerned that the closure of Brooks will 
drain intellectual resources from the area just when they are needed most to fulfill the city's 
aspirations as a biotechnology center. 

My professional career is a perfect example of the interconnections between the resources at 
Brooks and other academic institutions in the area. Several years ago, Trinity University and 
Rrooks AFB entered into a cooperative agreement. As part of this agreement, scientific 
investigation is performed by Trinity personnel under Air Force contract at Brooks AFB. 
This cooperative agreement has been hailed as a model of militarylgovernment interaction. I, 
therefore, was hired by Trinity to perform research in the Radiofrequency Radiation (RFR) 
Division at Brooks AFB. In the past 2% years since my arrival, I am proud to say that we 
have completed approximately 10 projects and presented our results in 6 international 
scientific meetings. Additionally, we have trained a number of Trinity undergraduate students 
in scientific research techniques and practices; these students work in our laboratory and 
present their results at scientific meetings before their subsequent matriculation at graduate 
institutions. Indeed, I myself worked at the base when I was an undergraduate student at 
Trinity, and this work confirmed my desire to pursue a career in science. All of this work 
benefits the Air Force and the scientific community at large, and all of this will be lost if 
Armstrong Laboratory is closed. 

In addition to my ties at both Trinity and Brooks AFB, I also serve on committees at both St. 
Mary's University and the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio. 
Indeed, the abovementioned academic institutions and others (the University of Texas at San 
Antonio, Southwest Research Institute, Southwest Foundation for Biomedical Research) are 
involved together in the Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology (CERT). This center 
is, to my knowledge, the only one of its kind in that it binds military (Air Force, Army, 
Navy) and academic institutions together to study the bioeffects of RFR. The establishment 
of CERT was accompanied by the establishment of a Graduate Program in Radiological 
Sciences at the UT Health Science Center at San Antonio to train future scientists in the field 



of RFR research, which is engendering more and more interest from both the scientific and 
the lay communities. The military's lead in this type of research was, to a great extent, one 
of the motivating factors in the establishment of CERT. Again, if Armstrong Laboratory is 
closed, the continuance of this center and this necessary research may very well be lost. 

As an investigator in the Radiofrequency Radiation Division of Armstrong Laboratory, I 
believe that the possible closure of the laboratory and its subsequent move to Wright-Patterson 
AFB would be disastrous to the field of RFR. Over the past several years, the Air Force 
has put together a working group of investigators and equipment in RFR research that is 
unparalleled by any other institution, either military or academic. Because of this, the 
Armstrong Laboratory is considered to be a world authority on bioeffects of RFR. 
Additionally, both the Army and the Navy have, within the last 2 years, moved their RFR 
research efforts to Brooks AFB. This tri-service approach to RFR research yields 
opportunities for progress in this field that are just now being explored. The future for 
~nilitsry i e s ~ ~ h  ir. RFR hz!i excitizg ~etzatid, just zt a t h e  *.&en RFR bioeffects are 
receiving more and more media and public attention. From discussions with my colleagues, 
it is apparent that this unique working group of military and civilian investigators will be 
demolished if Armstrong Laboratory is closed and the field of RFR research for both military 
and civilian use will be irreparably damaged. Hypothetically, even if all of the investigators 
were to move to Wright-Patterson AFB (which they won't), we estimate that there will be an 
approximate period of 5 years before, during and after the move in which research will not 
be performed due to equipment setup, moving, etc. Additionally, it remains to be seen 
whether much of the sensitive scientific equipment which is used on a daily basis will weather 
the move. 

I would urge you to consider the ramifications of your committee's action on the international 
scientific community as well as the San Antonio academic community before making your 
decision. I would suggest that the most logical and fiscally responsible action for your 
committee to take would be to close Brooks AFB as a working military base but to leave the 
Air Force research mission at Armstrong Laboratory intact and in San Antonio. This 
proposal has a number of potential benefits, which include but are not limited to: 

1) leaving the academic and scientific community in San Antonio intact. This would 
allow the maintenance of military ties with the academic institutions in San Antonio. 

2) being much more cost-effective to the Department of Defense. The savings which 
would result from the closure of the military aspects of the base are real and will be realized 
immediately. Additionally, DoD will not have to outlay money for the transport/replacement 
of the costly equipment needed to perform research. Furthermore, DoD would not have to 
outlay additional monies for new buildings at Wright-Patterson. 

3) the uninterrupted continuance of the excellent research which emanates from this 
laboratory. 

I urge you to carefully consider the proposal for the retention of Armstrong Laboratory 
tendered to your committee by the city of San Antonio. If you do, I am sure that you will 
find it the most logical and prudent plan of action to close Brooks AFB but maintain 
Armstrong Laboratory in its present location. 



Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

,&thy  ad@.^. 
Research Physi ogist 
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Documel~t Separator 



13 March 1995 r*q:Ld h~y,1) u-) 
Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street. # 200 

Dear Mr Dixon: 

The Department of Defense (DoD) has recommended moving the Air 
Force's Armstrong Laboratory (AL) (of the Human Systems Center, 
under Air Force Materiel Command) from its current location on 
Brooks Air Force Base in Texas to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base 
in Ohio. This would simply shift jobs from Texas to Ohio at 
federal taxpayer's expense, with no cost savings (even long-term) 
and with a decrease in mission effectiveness. My reasoning for 
this opinion is as follows. 

Closing Brooks AFB would certainly save money. The functions of 
AL, however, could be performed on its current site, without 
Brooks remaining as a base. In fact, this could save money by 
closing down functions of the base that may not be critical for 
operation of the lab, without moving the lab. As an example, 
Kirtland AFB in New Mexico has been recommended for closure as a 
base, but the Air Force's Phillips Lab is to remain on its 
current site there. A similar arrangement for AL would seem to 
make sense. (And, as another example, a small part of AL 
remained at the site of the former Williams AFB.) 

In recommending the relocation of AL, the DoD did not seem to 
seriously consider the cost of constructing new specialized 
facilities in Ohio. Any idea that "Brooks is just a bunch of 
offices" that could be leased or built anywhere for little cost 
is bogus. The true cost does not appear to have been considered 
rationally. 

The arguments that I've heard from the DoD for picking up the 
majority of AL and moving it to Ohio seem to be without strong 
foundation. Gen. Thomas Moorman (Air Force Vice Chief of Staff) 
was reported as saying (San Antonio Express-News, 7 Mar 95) that 
the decision to move AL to Ohio was made on the basis of "space 
available at the larger installation, where many research 
missions are located." The space at the base in Ohio supposedly 
provided "such a good match that it looked like the best place to 
move it." The justifications for moving AL to Ohio seem to be 
that: (1) the headquarters of the AF Materiel Command are in 
Ohio; (2) since part of AL is already in Ohio, then increased 
efficiency could be realized by moving the rest of it there; and 
(3) since another lab is already there (Wright Lab), relocation 
of all of AL will facilitate collaboration between the labs. I 
believe that none of these points are strong enough to warrant 
acceptance by the BRAC Commission of the proposed move of AL. 



I would address these points in the following way: 
(1) While having AL physically located at the command 

headquarters site may be of some importance to some people, it 
seems that this would be a minor point in the grand scheme of the 
base closure process. 

(2) It is only a minor part of AL that is physically located in 
Ohio. The commission should look carefully at any suggestions to 
the contrary. Of course, having the majority of the lab in one 
location could make some of its operations more efficient. But 
if that's the case, then why not move the smaller part of the lab 
(currently in Ohio) to the main location of AL? (I'm not saying 
that this would be necessary for greater efficiency of the lab 
and I'm not recommending it; this would also cost more money than 
savings that would be realized, even long-term. But relative to 
moving everything to Ohio, it would make more sense!) 

(3) If collaboration between DoD labs is important (and I 
believe that it is), it seems that a large number of scenarios 
should be considered. Although some projects involving Wright 
Lab and AL could be facilitated by having both located at one 
site, there are other projects at other labs that could benefit 
from different relocations. There are collaborative efforts 
between AL and Phillips Lab that should also be considered. If 
nothing of AL can remain in Texas (even though that decision 
would not appear to be reasonable), then perhaps some sections of 
AL could be moved to Ohio. But other sections could be moved to 
other locations with mission effectiveness in mind, rather than 
moved arbitrarily. 

I would question the Air Force's idea that increased efficiency 
(by having all of AL at one location) would offset the added cost 
to move the majority of the lab (if, in fact, that is what they 
think!). I believe that a cost-benefit analysis would not show 
this to be the case. In fact, there could be LESS efficiency. 
Damage to mission effectiveness could actually result if AL is 
moved. This would be in addition to the extra cost of moving. 
AL has a unique synergistic relationship with the local medical 
and scientific community. All of these institutions interact 
with each other. Breaking up this relationship would not be wise 
for any number of reasons, including economics, efficiency, and 
mission effectiveness. 

If the goal of DoD is to shift federal jobs from Texas to Ohio, 
even if: (1) the cost is high, (2) no savings would ever result, 
even in the long run, and (3) mission effectiveness would be 
damaged, then I can understand moving AL to Ohio. 

With only a few exceptions, locating parts of AL anywhere other 
than Ohio does not seem to have been considered. A few of these 
exceptions are: (1) Davis Hyperbaric Center would relocate to 
hrilford Hall USAF Medical Center at Lackland AFB; and (2) the 
Drug Testing Lab may stay somewhere in San Antonio. If the 
commission agrees with DoD that nothing from AL can remain on its 



current site (and I see no logical reasons for this), other 
sections of the lab should be looked at closely to determine the 
best sites for relocation. For example, since the Army's Fort 
Sam Houston (with medical-related operations) is nearby, why 
would arrangements not be considered for some of the Tri-Service 
groups (now located at Brooks, which include Army components) to 
be attached to it? This would seem to be both more cost- 
efficient and mission-efficient. 

As a taxpayer and citizen of this country, I would be outraged if 
the DoD's decisions on moving AL are not seriously questioned and 
overturned by the commission. I appreciate the opportunity to 
express my views to the commission. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

James R. Jauchem 
30 Longsford 
San Antonio, TX 78209-1815 



Howard T. Ashley 
2155 Pecan Orcahrd Rd. 
League City, TX 77573 
March 29,1995 

Hon. Kay Bailey Hutchison 
283 Russell Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Subject:' Closing of Brooks Air Force Base and capit~l gains 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio was is the list of bases subject to closing. 
As a Texan !'m sure that you are against the closing of -this facility. 

Armstrong Laboratory is located there and is the site of intensive research done 
in studying the effects on health of radio frequency (RF) radiation. This is the 
same issue as the radiation from electrical power lines and other power 
consuming devices. The research at Armstrong Laboratory has a good scientific 
and statistical basis. 

Brooks Air Force Base is also a premier medical facility for the services. 
Remember the veterans treated there after the Iraq war. Treating our fighting 
men is a vital link in our defense system . 

The tax reform of 1986 treats capital gains as ordinary income. For property held 
for investment for a length of time, much of the gain attributed to the asset really 
is the result of inflation. Maybe ownership length of 6 months was too short for 
this to be the case, but over a period of years it is surely the case. 

We kept our previous residence rather than defaulting on the mortgage during 
the Texas real estate crisis. If we were to sell now, we would be faced with a 
huge tax liability for our failure to sell the house in the two years set by IRS rules. 

Please give these issues your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Howard T. Ashley 



Howard T. Ashley 
21 55 Pecan Orcahrd Rd. 
League City, TX 77573 
March 29,1995 

Hon. Phil Gramm 
Russell Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D. C. 2051 0 

Subject:' Closing of Brooks Air Force Base and capitol gains. 

Dear Senator Gramm: 

Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio was is the list of bases subject to closing. 
As a Texan I'm sure that you are against the closing of this facility. 

Armstrong Laboratory is located there and is the site of intensive research done 
in studying the effects on health of radio frequency (RF) radiation. This is the 
same issue as the radiation from electrical power lines and other power 
consuming devices. The research at Armstrong Laboratory has a good scientific 
and statistical basis. 

Brooks Air Force Base is also a premier medical facility for the services. 
Remember the veterans treated there after the Iraq war. Treating our fighting 
men is a vital link in our defense system . 

The tax reform of 1986 treats capital gains as ordinary income. For property held 
for investment for a length of time, much of the gain attributed to the asset really 
is the result of inflation. Maybe ownership length of 6 months was too short for 
this to be the case, but over a period of years it is surely the case. 

We kept our previous residence rather than defaulting on the mortgage during 
the Texas real estate crisis. If we were to sell now, we would be faced with a 
huge tax liability for our failure to sell the house in the two years set by IRS rules. 

Please give these issues your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Howard T. Ashley 



Howard T. Ashley 
21 55 Pecan Orcahrd Rd. 
League City, TX 77573 
March 29,1995 

Hon. Steve Stockman 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Subject:' Closing of Brooks Air Force Base and capitol gains. 

Dear Representative Stockman: 

Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio was is the list of bases subject to closing. 
As a Texan I'm sure that you are against the closing of this facility. 

Armstrong Laboratory is located there and is the site of intensive research done 
in studying the effects on health of radio frequency (RF) radiation. This is the 
same issue as the radiation from electrical power lines and other power 
consuming devices. The research at Armstrong Laboratory has a good scientific 
and statistical basis. 

Brooks Air Force Base is also a premier medical facility for the services. 
Remember the veterans treated there after the Iraq war. Treating our fighting 
men is a vital link in our defense system . 

The tax reform of 1986 treats capital gains as ordinary income. For property held 
for investment for a length of time, much of the gain attributed to the asset really 
is the result of inflation. Maybe ownership length of 6 months was too short for 
this to be the case, but over a period of years it is surely the case. 

We kept our previous residence rather than defaulting on the mortgage during 
the Texas real estate crisis. If we were to sell now, we would be faced with a 
huge tax liability for our failure to sell the house in the two years set by IRS rules. 

Please give these issues your attention. 

Sincerely, 

Howard T. Ashley 



Howard T. Ashley 
21 55 Pecan Orcahrd Rd. 
League City, TX 77573 
March 29,1995 

Hon. George W. Bush 
GoVenror of Texas 
P. 0. Box 12428 
Austin, TX 7871 1 

Subject: Closing of Brooks Air Force Base. 

Dear Governor Bush: 

Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio was is the list of bases subject to closing. 
As a Texan I'm sure that you are against the closing of this facility. 

Armstrong Laboratory is located there and is the site of intensive research done 
in studying the effects on health of radio frequency (RF) radiation. This is the 
same issue as the radiation from electrical power lines and other power 
consuming devices. The research at Armstrong Laboratory has a good scientific 
and statistical basis. 

Brooks Air Force Base is also a premier medical facility for the services. 
Remember the veterans treated there after the Iraq war. Treating our fighting 
men is a vital link in our defense system . 

Please use your influence as Governor of Texas to keep this vital facility and its 
activities here in Texas. 

Sincerely, 

Howard T. Ashley 



Kathleen Ercoline 
3 15 Madrid Drive 
Universal City, Texas 78 148 
5 12-658-2137 

March 29, 1995 

Dear Defense Base Closure and Realignment Committee : 

The announcement in February to close Brooks Air Force Base frustrates and confhses many 
who are associated with the base. The recommended plan to move most of Brooks's research to 
Wright Patterson Air Force Base appears logical and cost effective, however, consideration must 
be given to the research time lost in moving people and equipment, and the inevitable loss of 
scientific expertise due to persons rehsing to relocate. Is this cost effective? 

Much of the scientific research at Brooks deals with improving the safety and flying mission of US 
Air Force pilots. The proximity of Randolph AFB allows the Brooks scientists ready access to 
pilots who volunteer to be subjects for the studies. Moving the research to Wright Patterson 
eliminates the accessibility of pilots. Is this cost effective? 

Construction at Brooks continues with a cost at more than twenty-one million dollars! New 
buildings yet to be completed will be ihished in time to serve a deserted base. With all the protest 
about govement spending is it cost effective to close the base after pouring money into it? 

Many military people feel the rationale behind closing Brooks is that San Antonio must lose a 
base since there are several here. Does the committee who makes these decisions know what 
goes on at Brooks? The Air Force must look to the future. Research and development is the 
future. Why close a base that has the technology and expertise unique to the military? If anythg  
Brooks should be expanded not closed. 

Tlnderstandably the mission for many of the US Air Force Bases is no longer needed with our 
changing military status in the world. These bases should be closed. This is not the case with 
Brooks. The work that goes on there is vital to today's and tomorrow's pilots. Consolidating the 
research is not the answer since independent studies show that closing Brooks and moving the 
research is much more expensive than first reported. The question must be asked, 'What are we 
(the United States government) gaining by closing Brooks?"EP BROOKS AIR FORCE 
BASE OPEN ! 

I would appreciate a response to this letter. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
X d L i 7  - G.m& 

dthleen A. Ercoline 

b Attached is a listing of just some of the research and technology studies going on at Brooks AFB. This is by 

no means a complete list. 



BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE 

A. Brooks Air Force Base houses: 

1. The Armstrong Laboratory 

2. Human Resources Laboratory 

3. The Center for Environmental Excellence 

4. The School of Aerospace Medicine 

B. Some of the research studies include : 

Advanced Spatial Disorientation Demonstration and Study 

HypobaricIHyperbaric Medicine Research; (Hyperbaric - only research 

in the United States is done at Brooks) 

Centrifuge Acceleration Research 

Sustained Operation Fatigue Research 

Laser Eye Protection Research 

Drug Testing Laboratory; (Drug testing for the entire US Air Force) 

Test writing for Selection and Classification for the US Air Force 

Consultation Services; ( for medically grounded pilots to return to 

flying status) 

Residency for Air Force Flight Surgeons and Nurses 

Brooks Air Force Base houses HANGAR NINE Museum; (The only 

existing World War I Hangar in the United States) 



ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BROOKE ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 

FORT SAM HOUSTON, TEXAS 78234-6200 

29 March 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Commissioners: 

I am writing you to express my opinion, and concerns, over the 
proposed closure of Brooks School of Aerospace Medicine, which is 
a direct result of the closure of Brooke Air Force Base, San 
Antonio, Tx. 

As a residency program director for over 8 years, a clinical 
research scientist and an educator, I feel that eliminating the 
connection between the scientists at Brooks and those at Brooke 
Army Medical Center will have a very negative effect on education, 
training, and research. The accreditation of our military 
residents is very dependent upon participation in basic and 
clinical research. In my experience of over 12 years at Brooke 
Army Medical Center, I have found the scientific alienation between 
these institutions valuable and rewarding. 

Recognizing the political pressures that exist, I can only 
voice my opinion that disrupting the clinical research facility at 
Brooke Air Force Base will have rapid and enduring negative effects 
on clinical care and resident education. 

ALLAN L. BUCKNELL M.D. 
COLONEL, MEDICAL CORPS 
Chief, Orthopaedic Surgery Service 
Consultant, Orthopaedic Surgery, O.T.S.G. 





** THE INSTITUTE OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS, Ilr-. 

tm., 
ENGINEERING IN MEDICINE AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY +-, / 

COMMITTEE ON MAN AND RADlATlON 
Chair: Eleanor R. Adair, Ph.D. I 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of COMAR 
FROM: Eleanor R. Adair, Chairman 
RE: Proposed closing of Brooks Air Force Base 
DATE: March 15,1995 

During the last week of February, a new listing of military bases scheduled for 
closing was released by the Department of Defense. Included on that list was 
Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX. As I am sure you know, Brooks AFB 
houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research effort into 
human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields 
(EMFs). Closing Brooks eliminates a major portion of Federal research, both 
intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio 
frequencies, a topic currently of great public concern (e.g., wireless 
communications, radar, medical diagnostic tools, electronic security systems, 
directed energy weapons, etc.). The kind of research conducted at the 
Armstrong Laboratory is still critically needed so that the public health will be 
protected while advances in technology are not unduly constrained. 

Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
currently targeted to specific applications such as powerline frequencies (NIEHS 
under the EMF RAPID Program, EPRI, Battelle NW), wireless technology 
involving radio frequencies (SAG, Motorola), plus some small intramural agency 
efforts (NIOSH, EPA). Historically, basic research on the biological effects of 
exposure to AM, FM and television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, 
diathermy, MRI, radar systems, remote power transmission systems, and an 
assortment of strategic military devices has been carried out by several Federal 
agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NIOSH and DoD. This effort, gradually 
downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has become concentrated with: 
the Armstrong Laboratory under the congressionally mandated Project Reliar 
program. Here, Army, Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have 
collocated so as to maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vita. 
health and safety research. 

Currently, the Armstrong Laboratory radio frequency research effort ir 
80 scientists while an additional 53 scientists are involved in a complim. 
research effort on the health and safety of lasers. Professionals with i 
physics, medicine, biology, mathematics, psychology, physiology ar 
engineering collaborate in teams on a multitude of highly specializr 
projects. In addition, these scientists interact with other scientists i 
Antonio research community, to fund local research and engage i 
projects. Recognizing the great resource housed in the Armstro 

. ~ -  Tn: John B. Pierce Laboratory Inc., 290 Congress Avenue, New I .. 
- -nl. ex?. 218 E-Mail: e.adair@ieee.org Fax: (203, I 



IEEE STANDARDS COORDINATING COMMITTEE 28 
NON-IONIZING RADIATION 

MEMORANDUM 

Dr. Thomas F. Budinger TO: Members of IEEE SCC28 Subcommittee 4 
University of California, 
at Berkeley 

FROM: Eleanor R. Adair 
(415) 486-5435 RE: Proposed closing of Brooks Air Force Base 
v m 1 1  DATE: March 15,1995 
Dr. A. William Guy 
University of Washington 
Retired During the last week of February, a new listing of military bases 
(206) 486.6439 scheduled for closing was released by the Department of Defense. 
IEFF Smdards stan I I- Included on that list was Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX. As I 
Mr. John Parisi 
IEEE Standards Activities am sure YOU know, Brooks AFB houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site 
(908) 562-381 o of the tri-service research effort into human biological effects from - exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields (EMFs). Closing Brooks 
Dr. John M. Osepchuk 
Raytheon Company 

eliminates a major portion of Federal research, both intramural and 
(617) 860-3041 extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio frequencies, a 

topic currently of great public concern (e.g., wireless communications, 
s z l  
Technlques, Procedures and 

radar, medical diagnostic tools, electronic security systems, directed 
lnstrumentatlon energy weapons, etc.). The kind of research conducted at the 
Dr. Howard Bassen 
Ctr. Devices 8 Radiological Health, 

Armstrong Laboratory is still critically needed so that the public health 
FDA 
(301) 443-3840 

will be protected while advances in technology are not unduly 
constrained. 

SGZ 
Terminology and Unlts 
of Measurements Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs 
Mr. Richard A. Tell 
Richard Tell ASSOC.. Inc. is currently targeted to specific applications such as powerline 
(702) 645-3338 frequencies (NIEHS under the EMF RAPID Program, EPRI, Battelle 

NW), wireless technology involving radio frequencies (SAG, Motorola), 
with Respect to plus some small intramural agency efforts (NIOSH, EPA). Historically, 

Human Exposure, 0-3 kHz 
Dr. John A. Bergeron basic research on the biological effects of exposure to AM, FM and 
G. E. Corp. R 8 D 
(518) 387-6350 television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, diathermy, MRI, radar 

Mr. William Feero 
systems, remote power transmission systems, and an assortment of 

Electric Research and Management, Inc. strategic military devices has been carried out by several Federal 
(814) 466-3031 agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NIOSH and DoD. This effort, 
~4 gradually downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has become 
Safety Levels wlth Respect to 
Human Exposure, 3kHz-300GHz concentrated withn the Armstrong Laboratory under the 
Dr. Eleanor R. Adair 
J.B. Pierce Foundation Labs 

congressionally mandated Project Reliance program. Here, Army, 
(203) 562-9901 EM. 218 Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been collocated so 
Dr. Om P. Gandhi 

as to maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital health 
University of Utah and safety research. 
(801) 501-7743 

sG3 
Safety Levels wlth Respect to 

Currently, the Armstrong Laboratory radio frequency research effort 
Ele~trbExpl0Sl~0 Devlces involves 80 scientists while an additional 53 scientists are involved in a 

complimentary research effort on the health and safety of lasers. 
Professionals with degrees in physics, medicine, biology, mathematics, 
psychology, physiology and engineering collaborate in teams on a 
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multitude of highly specialized research projects. In addition, these scientists interact 
with other scientists in the San Antonio research community, to fund local research and 
engage in collaborative projects. Recognizing the great resource housed in the 
Armstrong Laboratory, the University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio 
formed the Center for Environmental Radiation Toxicology last year. Indeed, the 
contributions of Armstrong Laboratory scientists to the activities of COMAR, IEEE and 
NATO standards-setting efforts, the founding of the Michaelson Research Conferences, 
and specialized workshops held at Brooks are reason enough to preserve this active 
resource. 

There can be no doubt that many critical questions relating to human health effects of 
exposure to EMFs at radio frequencies remain to be answered. The expertise housed in 
the Armstrong Laboratory is vital to the scientific research that must be conducted to 
obtain these answers. Proposals to move the Laboratory, at an estimated $40 million or 
more, will also cost nearly a decade of research output and result in the 
dismemberment of a talented tri-service research team. There should be no problem in 
preserving the Armstrong Laboratory in its present location, with its present function 
and personnel, even though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base may be 
eliminated. Laboratory personnel could easily report to a Directorate in another local 
Air Force Base such as Lackland or Kelly. 

The Federal Base Realignment Commission (BRAC), under the Chairmanship of Alan 
Dixon, was activated on 3 March and is currently holding hearings on the proposed 
base closures. This Commission will visit Brooks Air Force Base on 5 April and must fde 
its report by 17 May, so there is little time in which to influence their decision on Brooks 
AFB and/or the Armstrong Laboratory. If you agree that the Armstrong Laboratory is 
essential to the continuation of vital research into the health effects of EMF exposure at 
radio frequencies, you are urged to write letters to your senators and representative in 
the Congress as soon as possible. Please send copies of your letters and other materials 
to: 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

and also to: 

Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairman 
BRAC - San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce, Greater San Antonio 
P.O. Box 1628 
San Antonio, TX 78296 

Thank you for your serious consideration of ths  request. 



THE INSTITUTE OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS, INC. 

ENGINEERING IN MEDICINE AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY EAB - 
COMMITTEE ON MAN AND RADIATION 

Chair: Eleanor R. Adair. Ph.D. 

March 7,1995 

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Dodd: 

The inclusion of Brooks Air Force Base, Texas in the Department of Defense base 
closure listings has ramifications far beyond the simple closure of a military base. 
Brooks Air Force Base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service 
research effort into human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs). Closing Brooks eliminates all Federal research, 
both intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of E m s  at radio 
frequencies, a topic currently of great public concern (e.g., cellular telephones 
and radar). This must not be allowed to happen! 

Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
cwrently application oriented: NIEHS within the PHS is mandated to fund only 
research related to powerline frequencies; the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) also funds work in this area. Research to determine the safety of cellular 
telephones, cellular base stations and other remote transmissions is currently 
funded by Motorola and the Cellular Telephone Institute of America (CTIA). 
Historically, basic research on the biological effects of exposure to AM, FM and 
television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, diathermy, MRI, airport radar, 
handheld police radar, and an assortment of strategic military devices has been 
carried out by several Federal agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NIOSH and 
DoD. This effort, gradually downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has 
become concentrated within the Armstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB, where 
Army, Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been moved so as to 
maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital research. 

I have conducted basic research into the biological effects of animal and human 
exposure to radio frequency EMFs for 20 years. My studies have been funded 
by NIH (7 years), EPA (4 years), ONR (2 years), AFOSR (5 years) and the Air 
Force extramural RF program at Brooks AFB (14 years). My work is nearly 
finished -- I will retire in the Fall -- but there are still many critical questions 
relating to human health effects that must be answered. To do this, the work of 
the Armstrong Laboratory must continue -- to close it is to eliminate the only 
resource in this country that can provide the answers demanded by a fearful 
public. Proposals to move the Laboratory, at an estimated $40 million or more, 
will also cost nearly a decade of research output and the dismemberment of a 
talented tri-service research team. There should be no problem in preserving the 

Reply To: John B. Pierce Laboratory Inc., 290 Congress Avenue, New Haven, CT 06519 
Tel: (203) 562-9901, ext. 218 E-Mail: e.adair@ieee.org Fax: (203) 624-4950 
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Armstrong Laboratory as a detachment in its present location, with its present 
function and personnel, even though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base 
may be eliminated. Laboratory personnel could easily report to other local Air 
Force bases such as Lackland or Kelly. 

This closure order is a real case of throwing the baby out with the bath water. 
The Armstrong Laboratory must be saved even though the rest of Brooks Air 
Force Base may be demobilized and military personnel reassigned elsewhere. I 
urgently request your effort to preserve this vital national resource. 

Sincerelv. 

&G?mt /&A 
Eleanor R. Adair, Ph.D. 
Fellow, John B. Pierce Laboratory, Inc. 
Senior Research Scientist, Yale University 
Chairman, IEEE Committee on Man and Radiation 



THE INSTITUTE OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS, INC. 

ENGINEERING IN MEDICINE AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY --(0------ 

COMMITTEE ON M A N  AND RADIATION 
Chair: Eleanor R. Adair, Ph.D. 

March 7,1995 

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman 
United States Senate 
Waslungton, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Lieberman: 

The inclusion of Brooks Air Force Base, Texas in the Department of Defense base 
closure listings has ramifications far beyond the simple closure of a military base. 
Brooks k r  Force Base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service 
research effort into human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing 
electromagnetic fields (Ems). Closing Brooks eliminates all Federal research, 
both intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio 
frequencies, a topic currently of great public concern (e.g., cellular telephones 
and radar). This must not be allowed to happen! 

Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
currently application oriented: NIEHS w i t h  the PHs is mandated to fund only 
research related to powerline frequencies; the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) also funds work in this area. Research to determine the safety of cellular 
telephones, cellular base stations and other remote transmissions is currently 
funded by Motorola and the Cellular Telephone Institute of America (CTIA). 
Historically, basic research on the biological effects of exposure to AM, FM and 
television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, diathermy, MRI, airport radar, 
handheld police radar, and an assortment of strategic military devices has been 
carried out by several Federal agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NIOSH and 
DoD. This effort, gradually downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has 
become concentrated withn the Armstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB, where 
Army, Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been moved so as to 
maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital research. 

I have conducted basic research into the biological effects of animal and human 
exposure to radio frequency EMFs for 20 years. My studies have been funded 
by NTH (7 years), EPA (4 years), ONR (2 years), AFOSR (5 years) and the Air 
Force extramural RF program at Brooks AFl3 (14 years). My work is nearly 
finished -- I will retire in the Fall -- but there are still many critical questions 
relating to human health effects that must be answered. To do this, the work of 
the Armstrong Laboratory must continue -- to close it is to eliminate the only 
resource in this country that can provide the answers demanded by a fearful 
public. Proposals to move the Laboratory, at an estimated $40 million or more, 
will also cost nearly a decade of research output and the dismemberment of a 
talented tri-service research team. There should be no problem in preserving the 

Reply To: John B. Pierce Laboratory Inc., 290 Congress Avenue, New Haven, CT 06519 
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Armstrong Laboratory as a detachment in its present location, with its present 
function and personnel, even though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base 
may be eliminated. Laboratory personnel could easily report to other local Air 
Force bases such as Lackland or Kelly. 

This closure order is a real case of throwing the baby out with the bath water. 
The Armstrong Laboratory must be saved even though the rest of Brooks Air 
Force Base may be demobilized and military personnel reassigned elsewhere. I 
urgently request your effort to preserve this vital national resource. 

n 

Fellow, John B. pierce Laboratory, Inc. 
Senior Research Scientist, Yale University 
Chairman, IEEE Committee on Man and Radiation 



THE INSTITUTE OF ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS, INC. 

ENGINEERING IN MEDICINE AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY - EAB 
COMMITTEE ON MAN AND RADIATION 

Chair: Eleanor R. Adair, Ph.D. 

March 7,1995 

The Honorable Rosa DeLauro 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Representative DeLauro: 

The inclusion of Brooks Air Force Base, Texas in the Department of Defense base 
closure listings has ramifications far beyond the simple closure of a military base. 
Brooks Air Force Base houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service 
research effort into human biologcal effects from exposure to nonionizing 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs). Closing Brooks eliminates all Federal research, 
both intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio 
frequencies, a topic currently of great public concern (e.g., cellular telephones 
and radar). This must not be allowed to happen! 

Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
currently application oriented: NIEHS within the PHs is mandated to fund only 
research related to powerline frequencies; the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) also funds work in this area. Research to determine the safety of cellular 
telephones, cellular base stations and other remote transmissions is currently 
funded by Motorola and the Cellular Telephone Institute of America (CTIA). 
Historically, basic research on the biological effects of exposure to AM, FM and 
television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, diathermy, MRI, airport radar, 
handheld police radar, and an assortment of strategic mllitary devices has been 
carried out by several Federal agencies including the DOE, NIH, EPA, NIOSH and 
DoD. This effort, gradually downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has 
become concentrated within the Arrnstrong Laboratory at Brooks AFB, where 
Army, Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been moved so as to 
maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of ths  vital research. 

I have conducted basic research into the biological effects of animal and human 
exposure to radio frequency EMFs for 20 years. My studies have been funded 
by NIH (7 years), EPA (4 years), ONR (2 years), AFOSR (5 years) and the Air 
Force extramural RF program at Brooks AFB (14 years). My work is nearly 
finished -- I wdl retire in the Fall -- but there are still many critical questions 
relating to human health effects that must be answered. To do this, the work of 
the Arrnstrong Laboratory must continue -- to close it is to eliminate the only 
resource in this country that can provide the answers demanded by a fearful 
public. Proposals to move the Laboratory, at an estimated $40 million or more, 
will also cost nearly a decade of research output and the dismemberment of a 
talented tri-service research team. There should be no problem in preserving the 

Reply To: John B. Pierce Laboratory Inc., 290 Congress Avenue, New Haven, CT 06519 
Tel: (203) 562-9901, ext. 21 8 E-Mail: e.adair@ieee.org Fax: (203) 624-4950 
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Annstrong Laboratory as a detachment in its present location, with its present 
function and personnel, even though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base 
may be eliminated. Laboratory personnel could easily report to other local Air 
Force bases such as Lackland or Kelly. 

This closure order is a real case of throwing the baby out with the bath water. 
The Armstrong Laboratory must be saved even though the rest of Brooks Air 
Force Base may be demobihzed and military personnel reassigned elsewhere. I 
urgently request your effort to save this vital national resource. 

Sincerelv, 

Fellow, John B. Pierce Laboratory, Inc. 
Senior Research Scientist, Yale University 
Chairman, IEEE Committee on Man and Radiation 



THE JOHN 0. PIERCE LABORATORY 
290 CONGRESS AVENUE 
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TEL: (203) 562 - 9901 
FAX: (203) 624 - 4950 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Michaelson Research Conference Invitees 
FROM: Eleanor R. Adair 
RE: Proposed closing of Brooks Air Force Base 
DATE: March 15,1995 

During the last week of February, a new listing of military bases scheduled for 
closing was released by the Department of Defense. Included on that list was 
Brooks Air Force Base in San Antonio, TX. As I am sure you know, Brooks AFB 
houses the Armstrong Laboratory, site of the tri-service research effort into 
human biological effects from exposure to nonionizing electromagnetic fields 
(Ems). Closing Brooks elmtinates a major portion of Federal research, both 
intramural and extramural, into the potential hazards of EMFs at radio 
frequencies, a topic currently of great public concern (e.g., wireless 
communications, radar, medical diagnostic tools, electronic security systems, 
directed energy weapons, etc.). The lund of research conducted at the 
Armstrong Laboratory is still critically needed so that the public health will be 
protected while advances in technology are not unduly constrained. 

Federal funding of basic research into the bioeffects of exposure to EMFs is 
currently targeted to specific applications such as powerline frequencies (NIEHS 
under the EMF RAPID Program, EPRI, Battelle NW), wireless technology 
involving radio frequencies (SAG, Motorola), plus some small intramural agency 
efforts (NOSH, EPA). Historically, basic research on the biological effects of 
exposure to AM, FM and television broadcast signals, microwave ovens, 
diathermy, MRI, radar sys tems, remote power transmission sys tems, and an 
assortment of strategic military devices has been carried out by several Federal 
agenaes including the DOE, IliM, EPA, N i H  and DoD. This effort, gradually 
downsized and collapsed over the past 10 years, has become concentrated within 
the Armstrong Laboratory under the congressionally mandated Project Reliance 
program. Here, Army, Navy and Air Force equipment and personnel have been 
collocated so as to maximize the efficiency and minimize the cost of this vital 
health and safety research. 

Currently, the Armstrong Laboratory radio frequency research effort involves 
80 scientists while an additional 53 scientists are involved in a complimentary 
research effort on the health and safety of lasers. Professionals with degrees in 
physics, medicine, biology, mathematics, psychology, physiology and 
engineering collaborate in teams on a multitude of highly specialized research 
projects. In addition, these scientists interact with other scientists in the San 
Antonio research community, to fund local research and engage in collaborative 
projects. Recognizing the great resource housed in the Armstrong Laboratory, 

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION / HEALTH AND THE ENVkRONMENT 



Page 2 

the University of Texas Health Sclence Center at San Antonio formed the Center 
for Environmental Radiation Toxicology last year. Indeed, the contributions of 
Armstrong Laboratory scientists to the activities of COMAR, IEEE and NATO 
standards-setting efforts, the founding of the Michaelson Research Conferences, 
and specialized workshops held at Brooks are reason enough to preserve this 
active resource. 

There can be no doubt that many critical questions relating to human health 
effects of exposure to EMFs at radio frequencies remain to be answered. The 
expertise housed in the Armstrong ~aboratory is vital to the scientific research 
that must be conducted to obtain these answers. Proposals to move the 
Laboratory, at an estimated $40 million or more, will also cost nearly a decade of 
research output and result in the dismemberment of a talented tri-service 
research team. There should be no problem in preserving the Armstrong 
Laboratory in its present location, with its present function and personnel, even 
though the remainder of Brooks Air Force Base may be eliminated. Laboratory 
personnel could easily report to a Directorate in another local Air Force Base 
such as Lacidand or Kelly. 

The Federal Base Realignment Commission (BRAC), under the Chairmanship of 
Alan Dixon, was activated on 3 March and is currently holding hearings on the 
proposed base closures. This Commission will visit Brooks Air Force Base on 5 
April and must file its report by 17 May, so there is little time in which to 
influence their decision on Brooks AFB and/or the Armstrong Laboratory. If 
you agree that the Armstrong Laboratory is essential to the continuation of vital 
research into the health effects of EMF exposure at radio frequencies, you are 
urged to write letters to your senators and representative in the Congress as 
soon as possible. Please send copies of your letters and other materials to: 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

and also to: 

Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairman 
BRAC - San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce, Greater San Antonio 
P.O. Box 1628 
San Antonio, TX 78296 

Thank you for your serious consideration of this request. 
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
Physics Department Tel: 617 495 3387 (0)  

Cambridge, MA 02138 Tel: 617 332 4823 (h) 
Fax: 617 495 0416 

March 22, 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Federal Base Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I note that it has been proposed that Brooks Air Force Base, Texas be closed. I have no 
comment on that. 

Brooks Air Force Base houses a government laboratory (Armstrong Laboratory) with 
many fine scientists doing important work on effects on health of exposure to electromagnetic 
fields. Moreover, both the government and private sector are increasing hnding on this field. 

It is vital to keep this team together and alive. Therefore, whatever happens to Brooks 
Air Force Base itself, the Armstrong Laboratory should be kept intact, both physically and 
psychologically. 

This should NOT be done by moving the lab, but by keeping it in place and perhaps 
changing the reporting structure. 

Y ~ r s  sincerely, , 

Richard Wilson 
Mallinckrodt Professor of Physics 

cc: Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairman 
BRAC, San Antonio 

letters\l995\dixon. wpd 
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coliducting research on the biological effects of electromagnetic fields since 1971. Over tlie 
years, I liad numerous contacts with the research staff at the Armstrong Laboratory. 'They have 
built up a tremendous facility there conducting microwave and radio frequency bioeffect research. 
'1 he recent consolidation of Army and N a ~ y  I,aboratories at Brooks Base makes this site a prime 
research site on electromagnetic radiation safety. In this time of electrophobia people are afraid 
of power lines, radars, cellular telephones etc. It will be a disaster to close this excellent facility. 

As tlie Vice Chairman of Committee on Man and Radiation, Chairman of Engineering Evaluation 
(iroup oli RF Safety Standard of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, I can testify 
tlie importance of the Arnlstrong Laboratory's radiofrequency research efforts. It is a unique 
I>cility in tlie world. I request your support to keep this research facility open. 'Thank you very 
riiucli for your consideration. 

c.c. Chairman Alan I)ixon 
RRAC 

J 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Mr. Paul Robertson, Chairn~ati 
BRAC - San Antonio 
Sari Antonio, TX 78296 
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March 20, 1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
BKAC 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
A)-lington VA 22209 

Dear Alan, 

Forgive the familiarity, but this is a true voice of the 
past. I trust you remember 16th Street in Bellevile, and our days 
together in first and second grade. Much time has elapsed, and I 
write to you now to apprise you of some facts concerning Brooks 
AFB, San Antonio, Texas. 

I was stationed there from February, 1972 until July, 1975 
as an Air Force officer in the Veterinary Corps, in the Radiation 
S~iences Division, School of Aerospace Medicine. In addition to 
my veterinary degree, I had received a Masters in Radiation 
Biology prior to arriving at Brooks. Before that, I spent 12 
year in medical/surgical research, U. of Colorado School of 
Medicine, and the U. of Louisville School of Medicine. I mention 
all of this by way of background. 

Following discharge from the Air Force in 1975, I returned 
to Brooks as a civilian research scientist, in the Radiation 
Physics Branch, Radiation Sciences Division. During this period, 
I was engaged in research involving non-ionizing radiation bioef- 
fects. The eventual product supported Air Force standards for 
exposure to this kind of radiation. 

In recent years, all DoD research in this field has been 
consolidated at Brooks, and large amounts of one-of-kind research 
clevices have been built and employed. This combination of equip- 
ment and expertise does not exist anywhere else in the world. 
Also, a unique facility has been designed and is under construc- 
tion to evaluate various applications of directed energy. Once 
again, years of research and effort have gone into the develop- 
ment of this facility, and to abandon it now seems almost crimi- 
nal . 

There are many other areas of specialization I could men- 
tion, as well as the many laboratories certified to perform 

a various analyses, calibrate measuring devices and evaluate envi- 
ronmental hazards. 

One handicap which affects Brooks is the uniqueness of 
mission, ramifications and significance of which tend to escape 
those whose background is focused entirely on the flying mission- 

If your commission travels bring you to San Antonio, I would 
very much like to renew our acquaintance if only for few minutes 
2s I realize you will terribly rushed, I have offered these 
comments only with the view to presenting some facts with which 
you may not be familiar. I am totally retired, and have no per- 
sonal involvement with the proposed closure. 

Best wishes. 

9429 Teakwood Lane 
Garden Ridge, Texas 78266-2350 
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17 March 1995 

A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF's only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF1s only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAFts only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching programs. This expertise is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



site. This expertise does not get cheaper by changing its venue; in fact, it 
becomes more costly to disassemble then assemble elsewhere and still will not 
reconcentrate all the ingredients that have made it such an international 
success. 

The ACS is closely allied with the extensive, highly specialized capabilities 
of Wilford Hall Medical Center and Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC). There 
is simply no other place on the planet where a military aviator can be as com- 
prehensively evaluated for fitness to fly by experienced aeromedical experts 
with unparalleled experience in the aviation environment and with access, if 
needed, to the USAF's premier specialty hospital staff and who use this knowl- 
edge to advance the aeromedical discipline through SAM. Wright-Patterson AFB 
is not a substitute for Wilford Hall Medical Center. 

One of the many examples of synergistic advantages of keeping Brooks AFB in San 
Antonio is the Visual Electrodiagnostic Laboratory (VEL). The VEL is a compre- 
hensive, advanced, state-of-the-art vision assessment facility unique to the 
DoD. It is a critical element in research and clinical efforts at the AL. 
However, it is a mandatory national accreditation requirement that the physi- 
cian residency (ophthalmology) programs at Wilford Hall and BAMC have access 
to and utilize to enhance their diagnostic and training programs. The only 
other similar laboratory is aligned with the civilian medical school and is 
already overwhelmed with work. Moving the USAF VEL will undermine not only 
USAF research efforts, but jeopardize the quality and accreditation status of 
the local military training programs, invoke considerable additional expense 
and introduce unacceptable delays in service. The recently updated VEL saves 
the DoD about $l.Omillion per year in just clinical services alone, which does 
not include services related to research projects that rely on its capability. 
I am sure that this is only one example of financial savings occurring at 
Brooks AFB that was not considered in the broader BRAC process and was neither 
fully represented in the cost analysis and at any rate is greatly underappre- 
ciated. Moving the VELts sensitive and expensive equipment will invoke consid- 
erable delays in reestablishing services, may destroy some of the equipment, 
and will cost $500,000 anyway. Building a new shielded laboratory elsewhere 
is a $1.2million proposition. How many additional scenarios exist that need to 
be factored into the decision process? 

Such synergism cannot be captured if Brooks 1s dissected into parts, nor is it 
a simple sum total of its parts, because the benefit of this relationship comes 
from the unexpected multipliers that grow out of the proximity and chemistry of 
its components, which provides the very strength of its existence. It cannot 
be duplicated anywhere else in the country if it is broken into parts and moved 
elsewhere. It cannot be recaptured at all anywhere in the country if it is 
broken up in parts and not put back together, or its key experts are casualties 
of the process. The mission of Brooks AFB is unique and indispensable and can 
only be done at a facility where all the critical elements are focused. This 
can only occur at its present location. There are no civilian components or 
substitutes for its capabilities. NASA relies on Brooks' expertise in this 
occupational arena, not on the Mayo clinic. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White Il Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with N.4SA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary function of operational 
systems led to the transfer of Ule AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy amved 
at Brooks Air Force Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the yearn, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate effoas in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
addreas research a$ development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in bi%&no?ogy. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "fanning them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

Rebessa G. Cox, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF'e only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF's only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching programs. This expertise is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White U Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangera completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an intcgral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary function of opera t io~l  
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy arrived 
at Brooks Air Force Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Dmg 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent froin the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
a d d m  ~ I m P - d e w ~ r n n t  needs quickly in an em of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of a l l  the i ssues ,  especially i f  done r e a l i s t i -  
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the comu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF's only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF's only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teacfiPIdjf~$F FL YM'Pis"e~crt1sc is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



site. This expertise does not get cheaper by changing its venue; in fact, it 
becomes more costly to disassemble then assemble elsewhere and still will not 
reconcentrate all the ingredients that have made it such an international 
success. 

The ACS is closely allied with the extensive, highly specialized capabilities 
of Wilford Hall Medical Center and Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC). There 
is simply no other place on the planet where a military aviator can be as com- 
prehensively evaluated for fitness to fly by experienced aeromedical experts 
with unparalleled experience in the aviation environment and with access, if 
needed, to the USAF1s premier specialty hospital staff and who use this knowl- 
edge to advance the aeromedical discipline through SAM. Wright-Patterson AFB 
is not a substitute for Wilford Hall Medical Center. 

One of the many examples of synergistic advantages of keeping Brooks AFB in San 
Antonio is the Visual Electrodiagnostic Laboratory (VEL). The VEL is a compre- 
hensive, advanced, state-of-the-art vision assessment facility unique to the 
DoD. It is a critical element in research and clinical efforts at the AL. 
However, it is a mandatory national accreditation requirement that the physi- 
cian residency (ophthalmology) programs at Wilford Hall and BAMC have access 
to and utilize to enhance their diagnostic and training programs. The only 
other similar laboratory is aligned with the civilian medical school and is 
already overwhelmed with work. Moving the USAF VEL will undermine not only 
USAF research efforts, but jeopardize the quality and accreditation status of 
the local military training programs, invoke considerable additional expense 
and introduce unacceptable delays in service. The recently updated VEL saves 
the DoD about $l.Omillion per year in just clinical services alone, which does 
not include services related to research projects that rely on its capability. 
I am sure that this is only one example of financial savings occurring at 
Brooks AFB that was not considered in the broader BRAG process and was neither 
fully represented in the cost analysis and at any rate is greatly underappre- 
ciated. Moving the VEL1s sensitive and expensive equipment will invoke consid- 
erable delays in reestablishing services, may destroy some of the equipment, 
and will cost $500,000 anyway. Building a new shielded laboratory elsewhere 
is a $1.2million proposition. How many additional scenarios exist that need to 
be factored into the decision process? 

-*-*I *#$ * - , $ 1  

Such synergism cannot b iF Brooke ib dissected into parts, nor is it 
a simple sum total of its parts, because the benefit of this relationship comes 
from the unexpected multipliers that grow out of the proximity and chemistry of 
its components, which provides the very strength of its existence. It cannot 
be duplicated anywhere else in the country if it is broken into parts and moved 
elsewhere. It cannot be recaptured at all anywhere in the country if it is 
broken up in parts and not put back together, or its key experts are casualties 
of the process. The mission of Brooks AFB is unique and indispensable and can 
only be done at a facility where all the critical elements are focused. This 
can only occur at its present location. There are no civilian components or 
substitutes for its capabilities. NASA relies on Brooks1 expertise in this 
occupational arena, not on the Mayo clinic. 



Brooks is "small potatoes" in the BRAC process from a financial perspective, 
but from a scientific and aeromedical viewpoint, it is a gigantic resource 
whose mission cannot be ignored and whose value is priceless. Moving Brooks 
destroys its synergy and ignores the importance of the human being in the 
weapon system, mission completeness, and flying safety. Closing Brooks AFB 
will irrecoverably destroy this capability and further degrade the USAF into a 
third-rate organization. I am sure that such a demise is not what President 
Kennedy envisioned when he dedicated the School of Aerospace Medicine as the 
preeminent aerospace medical research facility in 1963 and declared this 
hallowed ground! It is to that commitment that the personnel of Brooks AFB 
have dedicated their professional lives and their pursuit of aeromedical excel- 
lence. The people of San Antonio and our country deserve nothing less. We 
have earned our position of excellence. USAF aircrew deserve nothing less! 
We urge you to pursue everything in your power to ensure that the tragedy of 
closing Brooks AFB is averted before it is too late and we relearn lessons the 
hard way. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's Resident's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White II Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicstcd the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transfcrrcd from Air University to Air Trnining Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice we= a necessary Zunction of opcruio~l 
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force System 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, Presided John F. Kennedy amved 
at Brooks Air F o ~ e  Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be Resided 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Hollomsn AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvcment in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Hsimbach, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "auper- 
labs.' Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990, the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
wlbur ~ ~ l o p m c n t  d 8  quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "fanning them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

Josue Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detalled letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
pa t'ls . 
I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be! greatly surprised i f  there wasn't a negative 
savlngs appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and mllitary employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

Josue Robles, Jr., Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
add?-tive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
miljtary employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF's only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF's only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching programs. This expertise is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



site. This expertise does not get cheaper by changing its venue; in fact, it 
becomes more costly to disassemble then assemble elsewhere and still will not 
reconcentrate all the ingredients that have made it such an international 
success. 

The ACS is closely allied with the extensive, highly specialized capabilities 
of Wilford Hall Medical Center and Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC). There 
is simply no other place on the planet where a military aviator can be as com- 
prehensively evaluated for fitness to fly by experienced aeromedical experts 
with unparalleled experience in the aviation environment and with access, if 
needed, to the USAFts premier specialty hospital staff and who use this knowl- 
edge to advance the aeromedical discipline through SAM. Wright-Patterson AFB 
is not a substitute for Wilford Hall Medical Center. 

One of the many examples of synergistic advantages of keeping Brooks AFB in San 
Antonio is the Visual Electrodiagnostic Laboratory (VEL). The VEL is a compre- 
hensive, advanced, state-of-the-art vision assessment facility unique to the 
DoD. It is a critical element in research and clinical efforts at the AL. 
However, it is a mandatory national accreditation requirement that the physi- 
cian residency (ophthalmology) programs at Wilford Hall and BAMC have access 
to and utilize to enhance their diagnostic and training programs. The only 
other similar laboratory is aligned with the civilian medical school and is 
already overwhelmed with work. Moving the USAF VEL will undermine not only 
USAF research efforts, but jeopardize the quality and accreditation status of 
the local military training programs, invoke considerable additional expense 
and introduce unacceptable delays in service. The recently updated VEL saves 
the DoD about $l.Omillion per year in just clinical services alone, which does 
not include services related to research projects that rely on its capability. 
I am sure that this is only one example of financial savings occurring at 
Brooks AFB that was not considered in the broader BRAC process and was neither 
fully represented in the cost analysis and at any rate is greatly underappre- 
ciated. Moving the VEL1s sensitive and expensive equipment will invoke consid- 
erable delays in reestablishing services, may destroy some of the equipment, 
and will cost $500,000 anyway. Building a new shielded laboratory elsewhere 
is a $1.2million proposition. How many additional scenarios exist that need to 
be factored into the decision process? " 

Such synergism cannot be captured if Brooks is dissected into parts, nor is it 
a simple sum total of its parts, because the benefit of this relationship comes 
from the unexpected multipliers that grow out of the proximity and chemistry of 
its components, which provides the very strength of its existence. It cannot 
be duplicated anywhere else in the country if it is broken into parts and moved 
elsewhere. It cannot be recaptured at all anywhere in the country if it is 
broken up in parts and not put back together, or its key experts are casualties 
of the process. The mission of Brooks AFB is unique and indispensable and can 
only be done at a facility where all the critical elements are focused. This 
can only occur at its present location. There are no civilian components or 
substitutes for its capabilities. NASA relies on Brookst expertise in this 
occupational arena, not on the Mayo clinic. 



Brooks is "small potatoes" in the BRAC process from a financial perspective, 
but from a scientific and aeromedical viewpoint, it is a gigantic resource 
whose mission cannot be ignored and whose value is priceless. Moving Brooks 
destroys its synergy and ignores the importance of the human being in the 
weapon system, mission completeness, and flying safety. Closing Brooks AFB 
will irrecoverably destroy this capability and further degrade the USAF into a 
third-rate organization. I am sure that such a demise is not what President 
Kennedy envisioned when he dedicated the School of Aerospace Medicine as the 
preeminent aerospace medical research facility in 1963 and declared this 
hallowed ground! It is to that commitment that the personnel of Brooks AFB 
have dedicated their professional lives and their pursuit of aeromedical excel- 
lence. The people of San Antonio and our country deserve nothing less. We 
have earned our position of excellence. USAF aircrew deserve nothing less! 
We urge you to pursue everything in your power to ensure that the tragedy of 
closing Brooks AFB is averted before it is too late and we relearn lessons the 
hard way. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to B m k s  Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White II Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of  Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was cxpandcd 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for. crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary function of operational 
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy arrived 
at Brooks Air Force Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last ofticia1 act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Pcmnnel Research 
Laboratory at Lacklnnd, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." B m k s  Air Force Base's super-lab, the Annstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC arc contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to jntegrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
marraer. Tht18, d o i e  Fochtion the nation has focused capabilities to 
address research and development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

James B. Davis, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and intetna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

James B. Davis, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF1s only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF1s only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF1s most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching prograaas. This expertise is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



Brooks is "small potatoes" in the BRAC process from a financial perspective, 
but from a scientific and aeromedical viewpoint, it is a gigantic resource 
whose mission cannot be ignored and whose value is priceless. Moving Brooks 
destroys its synergy and ignores the importance of the human being in the 
weapon system, mission completeness, and flying safety. Closing Brooks AFB 
will irrecoverably destroy this capability and further degrade the USAF into a 
third-rate organization. I am sure that such a demise is not what President 
Kennedy envisioned when he dedicated the School of Aerospace Medicine as the 
preeminent aerospace medical research facility in 1963 and declared this 
hallowed ground! It is to that commitment that the personnel of Brooks AFB 
have dedicated their professional lives and their pursuit of aeromedical excel- 
lence. The people of San Antonio and our country deserve nothing less. We 
have earned our position of excellence. USAF aircrew deserve nothing less! 
We urge you to pursue everything in your power to ensure that the tragedy of 
closing Brooks AFB is averted before it is too late and we relearn lessons the 
hard way. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy atill used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9 ,  
presently the Edward H. White I1 Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in thc rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospacc Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been movcd to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidem~ology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the PMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary hnction of operational 
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force System 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy amved 
at Brooks Air Force Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undemken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." B m k s  Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; (he Directorate of Occupational Mcdicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by-work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as  the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
address research and development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which tit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of  this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

Thc closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
lint of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
inoolved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
co~lsiderable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAFts only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical research projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
discipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
A m y  Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF's only Vision Protection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award in 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching programs. This expertise is provided w4thout 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



site. This expertise does not get cheaper by changing its venue; in fact, it 
becomes more costly to disassemble than assemble elsewhere and still will not 
reconcentrate all the ingredients that have made it such an international 
silccess. 

The ACS is closely allied with the extensive, highly specialized capabilities 
of Wilford Hall Medical Center and Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC). There 
is simply no other place on the planet where a military aviator can be as com- 
prehensively evaluated for fitness to fly by experienced aeromedical experts 
with unparalleled experience in the aviation environment and with access, if 
needed, to the USAF's premier specialty hospital staff and who use this knowl- 
edge to advance the aeromedical discipline through SAM. Wright-Patterson AFB 
is not a substitute for Wilford Hall Medical Center. 

One of the many examples of synergistic advantages of keeping Brooks AFB in San 
Antonio is the Visual Electrodiagnostic Laboratory (VEL). The VEL is a compre- 
hensive, advanced, state-of-the-art vision assessment facility unique to the 
DoD. It is a critical element in research and clinical efforts at the AL. 
However, it is a mandatory national accreditation requirement that the physi- 
cian residency (ophthalmology) programs at Wilford Hall and BAMC have access 
to and utilize to enhance their diagnostic and training programs. The only 
other similar laboratory is aligned with the civilian medical school and is 
already overwhelmed with work. Moving the USAF VEL will undermine not only 
USAF research efforts, but jeopardize the quality and accreditation status of 
the local military training programs, invoke considerable additional expense 
and introduce unacceptable delays in service. The recently updated VEL saves 
the DoD about $l.Omillion per year in just clinical services alone, which does 
not include services related to research projects that rely on its capability. 
I am sure that this is only one example of financial savings occurring at 
Brooks AFB that was not considered in the broader BRAC process and was neither 
fully represented in the cost analysis and at any rate is greatly underappre- 
cjated. Moving the VEL's sensitive and expensive equipment will invoke consid- 
erable delays in reestablishing services, may destroy some of the equipment, 
and will cost $500,000 anyway. Building a new shielded laboratory elsewhere 
is a $1.2million proposition. How many additional scenarios exist that need to 
be factored into the decision process? 

Such synergism cannot be captured if Brooks is dissected into parts, nor is it 
a simple sum total of its parts, because the benefit of this relationship comes 
from the unexpected multipliers that grow out of the proximity and chemistry of 
its components, which provides the very strength of its existence. It cannot 
be duplicated anywhere else in the country if it is broken into parts and moved 
elsewhere. It cannot be recaptured at all anywhere in the country if it is 
broken up in parts and not put back together, or its key experts are casualties 
of the process. The mission of Brooks AFB is unique and indispensable and can 
only be done at a facility where all the critical elements are focused. This 
can only occur at its present location. There are no civilian components or 
substitutes for its capabilities. NASA relies on Brooks' expertise in this 
occupational arena, not on the Mayo clinic. 



Brooks i s  "small  po ta toes"  i n  t h e  BRAC process  from a f i n a n c i a l  pe r spec t ive ,  
but from a s c i e n t i f i c  and aeromedical viewpoint,  i t  is  a g i g a n t i c  resource  
whose mission cannot be ignored and whose va lue  i s  p r i c e l e s s .  Moving Brooks 
des t roys  i t s  synergy and igno re s  t h e  importance of t h e  human being i n  t h e  
weapon system, miss ion  completeness,  and f l y i n g  s a f e t y .  Closing Brooks AFB 
w i l l  i r r ecove rab ly  des t roy  t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y  and f u r t h e r  degrade t h e  USAF i n t o  a 
t h i r d - r a t e  o rgan iza t ion .  I am su re  t h a t  such a demise is  not  what P r e s i d e n t  
Kennedy envis ioned when he dedica ted  t h e  School of Aerospace Medicine a s  t h e  
preeminent aerospace medical r e sea rch  f a c i l i t y  i n  1963 and dec l a r ed  t h i s  
hallowed ground! It is  t o  t h a t  commitment t h a t  t h e  personnel  of Brooks AFB 
have dedica ted  t h e i r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  l i v e s  and t h e i r  p u r s u i t  of aeromedical  exce l -  
l ence .  The people of San Antonio and our  country deserve no th ing  l e s s .  We 
have earned our  p o s i t i o n  of exce l lence .  USAF a i r c r ew  deserve no th ing  l e s s !  
We urge  you t o  pursue every th ing  i n  your power t o  ensure  t h a t  t h e  t ragedy of 
c l o s i n g  Brooks AFB i s  ave r t ed  before  i t  is  t o o  la te  and w e  r e l e a r n  l e s s o n s  t h e  
hard way. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB hns a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White II Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangem completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Rcgister of  Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass resenrch, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition b a t  aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary function of operational 
systems led to the transfer of  the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC). and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy arrived 
at Brooks Air Forca Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last oficial act, as  he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lacklnnd AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach, M.D.. Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 Iaboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatrnosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
address research and development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the hture of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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17 March 1995 

S .  Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financial impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 



17 March 1995 

S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAC process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF's only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 
advancement of our ideals through the pursuit and international exchange of 
academic excellence. The aeromedical world looks to Brooks for direction and 
guidance. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brwks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. Hanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White II Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as  designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new acromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in thz rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, the Mcdical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposlJres to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AMC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care. training, sclection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary function of operational 
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed thc Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kcnnedy arrived 
at Brooks Air Force Base to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be u n d e a k e n  at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimboch, M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." B w k s  Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the Drug 
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at B m k s  are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as  the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occurred as necessary to integrate and coordinate efforts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
address' research and development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in arcas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to bc closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is truly its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 
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3 March 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Mr. James Gallagher 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
1700 N Moore St, Suite 1425 
Washington DC 22209 

Dear Mr. Gallagher, 

It is unimaginable that the U.S. Air Force has proposed closing Brooks AFB. 
It appears that political prejudices, popular agendas and a lack of true 
appreciation regarding what goes on here have distorted operational realities, 
because if they did not, Brooks would be clearly identified as the undisputed 
and indispensable resource that it is, in this or any air force. Brooks AFB 
is a deceptively quiet place, rich in traditional aerospace history and 
presently at the cutting edge of technology and capability. It quietly pur- 
sues its excellence in an unassuming, often underestimated manner, and has 
been doing so distinctively for over 30 years. It lacks the glitz of an 
active flightline, the political impact of a large civilian work force, and 
does not have the same economic impact on the local community as does a Kelly 
AFB. What it is, however, is a unique, preeminent concentration of leading 
academic and professional experts that is recognized internationally as the 
center of the aerospace medicine universe. Dissecting Brooks into individual 
elements, as used in the BRAG process, unfairly gores this facility of the 
additive spirit, chemistry and experience that have enabled its civilian and 
military employees to build it into the preeminent facility that has never 
been, nor could it ever be, duplicated anywhere else in the world. Brooks AFB 
is the home of many unique, singular USAF and DoD elements that exist nowhere 
else in the country, nor could they. Each of these elements gains dispropor- 
tional strength from the presence of the others. Brooks concentrates a preem- 
inent work force of recognized experts in their fields for the purpose of 
integrating and protecting human beings in the aerospace environment and 
advancing aeromedical knowledge through research and education. 

Brooks AFB is the home of the one and only USAF School of Aerospace Medicine 
(SAM), which has the world's best and most comprehensive aerospace medicine 
residency training program, the USAF1s only flight surgeons and flight nurses 
school, and 56 other courses that are sought out by operational military 
flight surgeons of all branches and civilians from around the world. U.S. 
Army specialists in aerospace medicine are trained at SAM. The Allied Offi- 
cers Advanced Medical Course is highly regarded by our military allies and 
provides a unique and significant opportunity for academic exchange and the 



The Armstrong Laboratory's comprehensive aeromedical reseirch projects (many 
having strong local community collaboration) are exclusive to this facility 
and this lab represents the only center, military or civilian, where the 
d:-scipline of protecting, enhancing and interfacing the human element in our 
weapon systems is pursued. Unique capabilities at Brooks include the USAF 
Drug Testing Laboratory, comprehensive altitude and dive chambers, the most 
active state-of-the-art human centrifuge, the USAF's only operational support- 
ing Optical Fabrication Laboratory, the USAF Epidemiology Center, the U.S. 
Army Medical Research Detachment (USAMRD) of the Walter Reed Institute of 
Research (specializing in laser weapon bioeffects), the DoD's only Visual 
Electrodiagnostic Laboratory, the USAF's only Vision Frotection Program for 
Aircrew, the USAF's most comprehensive human laser protection laboratory 
(Directed Energy Laboratory), and the unique Aircrew Aeromedical Consultation 
Service. The new Enhanced Flight Screening (EFS) Program concentrates prese- 
lection medical and flying screening at only two USAF facilities--the USAF 
Academy (USAFA) and Brooks AFB. This program relies on the aeromedical exper- 
tise of its staff to completely evaluate prospective aviation candidates. 
Even those candidates disqualified at the USAFA are referred to Brooks for 
evaluation. The decision to center this effort at Brooks was based on its 
ability, experience, and location. How can this program be performed if 
Brooks closes and its expertise is disseminated elsewhere? It should also be 
anticipated that as many as 30% of the civilian and military experts will opt 
not to move with the lab, choosing retirement or other career paths that will 
further erode the USAF research base, perhaps irreversibly. 

The Aeromedical Consultation Service (ACS) was established at the very core of 
the aerospace medicine principle and remains unique in the world as the most 
complete and comprehensive center for the evaluation of aircrew with medical, 
physical, or psychological limitations. It is used by all branches of the 
service, NASA, and foreign military organizations. Nowhere else in our or any 
military has such a concentration of academic and operational experience and 
data been accumulated that allows for the optimal decision with respect to air- 
crew performance and the flying safety arena. The ACS earned the Scientific 
Advisory Board's award Ln 1992 as one of the top two research facilities in the 
entire USAF! These efforts have continued undiminished, so how or why should 
it now be suddenly considered for closure? It did not appear on the previous 
BRAC list. The professional staff of the ACS provides over 30% of the instruc- 
tor faculty for SAM'S teaching programs. This expertise is provided without 
charge, in the spirit of the pursuit of academic excellence, with state-of-the- 
art science delivered by internationally recognized experts in their fields, 
and is done without any travel costs as the vast majority of the staff is only 
a short walk away for consultation and increased flexibility. Of course, such 
a professional staff is expensive, but the many interactions of the staff reap 
unlimited additional benefits because they are concentrated together at one 



site. This expertise does not get cheaper by changing its venue; in fact, it 
becomes more costly to disassemble than assemble elsewhere and still will not 
reconcentrate all the ingredients that have made it such an internati,onal 
success. 

The ACS is closely allied with the extensive, highly specialized capabilities 
oE Wilford Hall Medical Center and Brooke Army Medical Center (BAMC). There 
is simply no other place on the planet where a military aviator can be as com- 
prehensively evaluated for fitness to fly by experienced aeromedical experts 
with unparalleled experience in the aviation environment and with access, if 
needed, to the USAF's premier specialty hospital staff and who use this knowl- 
edge to advance the aeromedical discipline through SAM. Wright-Patterson AFB 
is not a substitute for Wilford Hall Medical Center. 

One of the many examples of synergistic advantages of keeping Brooks AFB in San 
Antonio is the Visual Electrodiagnostic Laboratory (VEL). The VEL is a compre- 
hensive, advanced, state-of-the-art vision assessment facility unique to the 
DoD. It is a critical element in research and clinical efforts at the AL. 
However, it is a mandatory national accreditation requirement that the physi- 
cian residency (ophthalmology) programs at Wilford Hall and BAMC have access 
to and utilize to enhance their diagnostic and training programs. The only 
other similar laboratory is aligned with the civilian medical school and is 
already overwhelmed with work. Moving the USAF VEL will undermine not only 
USAF research efforts, but jeopardize the quality and accreditation status of 
the local military training programs, invoke considerable additional expense 
and introduce unacceptable delays in service. The recently updated VEL saves 
the DoD about $l.Omillion per year in just clinical services alone, which does 
not include services related to research projects that rely on its capability. 
I am sure that this is only one example of financial savings occurring at 
Brooks AFB that was not considered in the broader BRAC process and was neither 
fully represented in the cost analysis and at any rate is greatly underappre- 
ciated. Moving the VEL's sensitive and expensive equipment will invoke consid- 
erable delays in reestablishing services, may destroy some of the equipment, 
and will cost $500,000 anyway. Building a new shielded laboratory elsewhere 
is a $1.2million proposition. How many additional scenarios exist that need to 
be factored into the decision process? 

Such synergism cannot be captured if Brooks is dissected into parts, nor is it 
a simple sum total of its parts, because the benefit of this relationship comes 
from the unexpected multipliers that grow out of the proximity and chemistry of 
its components, which provides the very strength of its existence. It cannot 
be duplicated anywhere else in the country if it is broken into parts and moved 
elsewhere. It cannot be recaptured at all anywhere in the country if it is 
broken up in parts and not put back together, or its key experts are casualties 
of the process. The mission of Brooks AFB is unique and indispensable and can 
only be done at a facility where all the critical elements are focused. This 
can only occur at its present location. There are no civilian components or 
substitutes for its capabilities. NASA relies on Brooks' expertise in this 
occupational arena, not on the Mayo clinic. 



Brooks is "small potatoes" in the BRAC process from a financial perspective, 
but from a scientific and aeromedical viewpoint, it is a gigantic resource 
whose mission cannot be ignored and whose value is priceless. Moving Brooks 
destroys its synergy and ignores the importance of the human being in the 
weapon system, mission completeness, and flying safety. Closing Brooks AFB 
will irrecoverably destroy this capability and further degrade the USAF into a 
third-rate organization. I am sure that such a demise is not what President 
Kennedy envisioned when he dedicated the School of Aerospace Medicine as the 
preeminent aerospace medical research facility in 1963 and declared this 
hallowed ground! It is to that commitment that the personnel of Brooks AFB 
have dedicated their professional lives and their pursuit of aeromedical excel- 
lence. The people of San Antonio and our country deserve nothing less. We 
have earned our position of excellence. USAF aircrew deserve nothing less! 
We urge you to pursue everything in your power to ensure that the tragedy of 
closing Brooks AFB is averted before it is too late and we relearn lessons the 
hard way. 



President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Pnge is shod but not sweet. 
Military down-si~ing poses a serious threat to clinical aemspncc 
medicine and bio~echnology nnd pnrticulnrly to Brooks Air Force Bnse 
(AFB) in Snn Anronio, TX. 

Brooks AFB hns n unique place in the history of U.S. nir powcr. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has bccn the home of 
both primnry nnd ndvnnccd flying schools, ns well ns part of the 
dcveloprncnt of the Gnsporl Method of flight trnining, a teaching 
philosophy still u\ed today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
wns trnnsfcrrcd to Brooks Ficld from Mitchell Field. Hnnger 9,  
presently the Edunrd H.  White II Mcmorinl Museum focusing on the 
history o f  Acrosp'~cc Mcdicinc, is the oldest militnry llr~rigcr in lhc 
U.S., nnd is listctl in ttie Nntionnl Rcgister of Ilistoric Plnccs ns well 
ns dcsignntcd n N~tionnl  Historic Lnndmnrk. Building 1102, onc of 
four metal hnngerg completed in 1918, is now eligiblc for nominntion 
to the Nnlionnl Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, thc U.S.  Air Forcc becnme an independent militnry brnnch 
and estnblishcd its own medical service in 1949. With the rnpid 
advances in neronsuticnl technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A ncw neromedicnl 
center wns needed to cornbinc rcsearch, education, training, and 
clinical carc in thc rnpidly ndvnncing ncrorncdical environ~ncnt. 
Brooks wns  chose:^ as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dcdicntcd the new Acrospncc Medical Ccntcr (AMC) in 1959. 

It wns trnnsfencd from Air University to Air Training Commnnd 
and, in addition to its militnry mission, was chnrged with providing 
medical advice and nssistnncc to the Nntionnl Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocntcd to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laborntory at Wright-Pnttcrson 
AFB, OH, the Mcdicnl Service School nt Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Lnborntory at Lacklnnd AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the cnrly yenrs of the spnce progrnm the Ah4C wns heavily 
involved with NASA conducting rcscnrch in such areas ns exposure to 
zero gravity, life s ~ ~ p p o r t  in spnce cmn,  high nltitudc parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-dny spncc cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it hccnme apparent thnt mnn was an integral part of all 
wcnpons systems. 'Kerefore, thc ~nissiori of the AMC wns expanded 
to encornpass rcsearch, teaching, hcnlth carc, trnining, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical trnining and practice were a necessary function of  operational 
systems led to transfer of the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC). and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy arrived 
nt Brooks Air Forcc Bnsc to dcdicnle new buildings which hnd bccn 
nddcd to thc cxistirg facility and to express his adrninistrations support 
for the manned spnce program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dnllns. 

AMD consolidntcd rescnrch nnd devclopnicnt resources of the 
previous AMC wid1 the hospital at Lnckland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Hollomnn AFB, NM, the Pcrsonncl Rescnrch 
Laborntory nt Lncklnnd, and the Arctic Acrorncdicnl Laborntory in 
Alnska. All studies o f  humnn irivolvcrncnt in neror~nuticnl nnd spncc 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the yenrs, as 
requirements vnricd, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach,  M . D . ,  Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Forcc consolidated its 12 laborntorics in 4 "super- 
labs." Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, Ihe Annslrong Lnborntory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the humnn in spnce. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Commnnd (AFLC) 
and the new orgnnizntion was named the Air Forcc Mntcriel 
Command (AFMC). HSD becnmc the I-Iurnnn Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The progrnms of the HSC nre contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Acrospncc Medicine, the oldest of  the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Humnn Factors Dircctornte which 
evolvcd from the Physiological Rcscnrch Unit estnblishcd nt Wright 
Ficld in 1935; thc Dircctorntc of Humnn Rcsourccs of  the Armstrong 
Lnboratory which trnnsitioncd from the Human Rcsources Laboratory 
in 1990; thc Directorate of Occupntionnl Medicine nnd Environmcntnl 
Health of the Annstrong Laboratory which formerly wns the 
Occupntionnl nnd Environmental Health Laboratory; and thc Drug 
Tcsting Division of the Dircctornte of Aerospnce Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headcd by work done at Brooks arc 
much too extcnsivc to list here. They include work with NASA in nll 
its rnnnncd programs ns wcll ns the dcvclopment and testing of 
equipment and proccdi~rcs to protect avintors and enhnnce their 
pcrforninncc in subatrnospcric cnvironmcnts. 

It is apparent from h c  above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the hornc of orgnnizations responsive to the nceds of 
the military nnd of NASA. Rcstnrcturing of thcse orgnnizntions hns 
occurrcd ns ncccssary to integrate nnd coordinntc efforts in a timely 
mnnncr. Thus, nt one locntion thc nation has focused cnpabilitics to 
address research and development needs quickly in an era of rnpid 
changes in biotcchnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dcdicntcd to biotcchnology. Sen Antonio has on-going, progressive 
progrnrns in nrcds which lit hnnd-in-glove with cfforls at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to bc closed the loss of this focus through climinntion of 
thcse efforts or "[arming them out" would strike n dcvnstnting blow to 
the nntion's ndvancemcnt in biotcchnology both in military 
npplicntions and civilinn spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
danpcrous even in a time of lcsscncd world tensions. 

Thc closure of Brooks Air Forcc Base would bc a trngcdy from 
another point of view ns wcll. Thcrc is rich hcritnge nnd tradition 
ccntcrcd at Brooks. This is reflected in our Amcricnn culture and 
makcs up n living pad of our history. A nntion's history is truly its 
idcntity, its source of bcing. If a nntion loses its sense of history, it is 
in dnngcr of losing its csscncc nnd idcntity. 

I would hopc the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
wcll take this into considerntion when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Bnsc. 



17 March 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1.700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

near Commissioner Dixon, 

This letter is being written to support removing Brooks AFB from the proposed 
list of military facilities to be closed. An attached detailed letter addresses 
specific issues identifying reasons and giving examples supporting the premise 
that it is neither cost effective nor in the nation's best interest to close 
Brooks AFB. This is addressed in an attachment from the editor of the Aero- 
space and Environment Medicine Journal. 

Also attached is a copy of the justification for closing Brooks AFB, with 
specific amounts of savings cited. Although I cannot speak for the authen- 
ticity and accuracy of those numbers, it clearly becomes inconceivable, using 
these numbers, to close Brooks and lose its unique capabilities over $7,000,000 
per year! None of these numbers factor in the financtal impact from the loss 
of the personnel resources and its impact on the community, because none of 
this can be put into tangible financial dollars. Not only that, but it is 
questionable whether these general figures truly reflect the actual costs 
involved with closing such a facility, how this relates to what has been 
defined as workload requirements, exactly at what dollar figure it is not 
prudent to close a facility, or individual project cancellation or movement 
issues. Some research initiatives simply cannot be dismembered without 
considerable cost or worse, abandoning the science. Not only that, but in many 
cases, both civilian and military experts will choose not to move and be lost 
to our system permanently, opting premature retirement or alternate career 
paths. 

I am sure that careful analysis of all the issues, especially if done realisti- 
cally at the bench level rather than in vague, undefined generalities, will 
clearly point to inconsequential costs in keeping Brooks open versus what we 
would lose. In fact, I would be greatly surprised if there wasn't a negative 
savings appreciated. Beyond all this dollar and "nonsense" is what the commu- 
nity and the nation stands to lose in terms of an irreplaceable and interna- 
tionally renowned facility that closely woven into the community if it were 
closed or moved out of San Antonio. 

We hope that you will support the process of removing Brooks AFB from the 
proposed closure list as an unjustified and economically unwise event, not 
only to San Antonio, but to the people of Texas and the entire country. 
Because let's not fool ourselves--a facility of this quality is built on 
the technical expertise of both its civilian and military employees which 
has taken years, if not decades, to create and cannot be reassembled else- 
where without tremendous cost and loss of its personnel in the process. 
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President's Page 

The subject of this month's President's Page is short but not sweet. 
Military down-sizing poses a serious threat to clinical aerospace 
medicine and biotechnology and particularly to Brooks Air Force Base 
(AFB) in San Antonio, TX. 

Brooks AFB has a unique place in the history of U.S. air power. 
From 1918, when it was established, to 1947 it has been the home of 
both primary and advanced flying schools, as well as part of the 
development of the Gasport Method of flight training, a teaching 
philosophy still used today. In 1926, the School of Aviation Medicine 
was transferred to Brooks Field from Mitchell Field. IIanger 9, 
presently the Edward H. White Kt Memorial Museum focusing on the 
history of Aerospace Medicine, is the oldest military hanger in the 
U.S., and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as well 
as designated a National Historic Landmark. Building 1102, one of 
four metal hangers completed in 1918, is now eligible for nomination 
to the National Register of Historic Places. 

In 1947, the U.S. Air Force became an independent military branch 
and established its own medical service in 1949. With the rapid 
advances in aeronautical technology occurring, man was becoming the 
limiting factor in the use of such technology. A new aeromedical 
center was needed to combine research, education, training, and 
clinical care in the rapidly advancing aeromedical environment. 
Brooks was chosen as the site of such a center, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson dedicated the new Aerospace Medical Center (AMC) in 1959. 

It was transferred from Air University to Air Training Command 
and, in addition to its military mission, was charged with providing 
medical advice and assistance to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The School of Aviation Medicine, which had 
previously been moved to Randolph AFB, TX, was relocated to 
Brooks. Additionally the Aeromedical Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
AFB. OH, the Medical Service School at Gunter AFB, AL, and the 
Air Force Epidemiology Laboratory at Lackland AFB, TX, were 
made part of the AMC. 

During the early years of the space program the AMC was heavily 
involved with NASA conducting research in such areas as exposure to 
zero gravity, life support in space craft, high altitude parachute jumps, 
long period exposures to 100% oxygen and 30-day space cabin 
simulator tests. 

In the 1960's it became apparent that man was an integral part of all 
weapons systems. Therefore, the mission of the AVC was expanded 
to encompass research, teaching, health care, training, selection, and 
medical support for crew effectiveness. The recognition that aerospace 
medical training and practice were a necessary fhnction of operational 
systems led to the transfer of the AMC to the Air Force Systems 
Command (AFSC), and it was renamed the Aerospace Medical 
Division (AMD) in 1961. In 1963, President John F. Kennedy amved 
at Brooks Air Force Ease to dedicate new buildings which had been 
added to the existing facility and to express his administrations support 
for the manned space program. This was to prove to be President 
Kennedy's last official act, as he was assassinated the following day in 
Dallas. 

AMD consolidated research and development resources of the 
previous AMC with the hospital at Lackland AFB, the Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Holloman AFB, NM, the Personnel Research 
Laboratory at Lackland, and the Arctic Aeromedical Laboratory in 
Alaska. All studies of human involvement in aeronautical and space 
activities would be undertaken at Brooks by AMD. Over the years, as 
requirements varied, the structure of AMD changed. With increasing 
emphasis on humans and weapons systems support the Division's 
name was changed to the Human Systems Division (HSD) in 1987. 

Richard D. Heimbach. M.D., Ph.D. 

In 1990, the Air Force consolidated its 12 laboratories in 4 "super- 
labs." Brooks Air Force Base's super-lab, the Armstrong Laboratory, 
was charged to focus on protecting the human in space. In July 1992, 
AFSC was merged with the Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) 
and the new organization was named the Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC). HSD became the Human Systems Center (HSC), 
its present designation. 

The programs of the HSC are contained within the United States 
Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the oldest of the HSC 
components; the Crew Systems and Human Factors Directorate which 
evolved from the Physiological Research Unit established at Wright 
Field in 1935; the Directorate of Human Resources of the Armstrong 
Laboratory which transitioned from the Human Resources Laboratory 
in 1990; the Directorate of Occupational Medicine and Environmental 
Health of the Armstrong Laboratory which formerly was the 
Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory; and the D N ~  
Testing Division of the Directorate of Aerospace Medicine. 
The technological advances spear-headed by work done at Brooks are 
much too extensive to list here. They include work with NASA in all 
its manned programs as well as the development and testing of 
equipment and procedures to protect aviators and enhance their 
performance in subatmosperic environments. 

It is apparent from the above history that Brooks has been and 
continues to be the home of organizations responsive to the needs of 
the military and of NASA. Restructuring of these organizations has 
occumd as necessary to integrate and coordinate effolts in a timely 
manner. Thus, at one location the nation has focused capabilities to 
address research and development needs quickly in an era of rapid 
changes in biotechnology. Further, the base is located in a city 
dedicated to biotechnology. San Antonio has on-going, progressive 
programs in areas which fit hand-in-glove with efforts at Brooks. If 
Brooks were to be closed the loss of this focus through elimination of 
these efforts or "farming them out" would strike a devastating blow to 
the nation's advancement in biotechnology both in military 
applications and civilian spin-offs. Such a degradation would be very 
dangerous even in a time of lessened world tensions. 

The closure of Brooks Air Force Base would be a tragedy from 
another point of view as well. There is rich heritage and tradition 
centered at Brooks. This is reflected in our American culture and 
makes up a living part of our history. A nation's history is t ~ l y  its 
identity, its source of being. If a nation loses its sense of history, it is 
in danger of losing its essence and identity. 

I would hope the Base Closure Commission and the administration 
well take this into consideration when deciding upon the future of 
Brooks Air Force Base. 

Aviation, Space, and Environmental Medicine October I994 969 





Yale University 
P.O. Box208121 554 J .  W .  Gibbs Laboratory 
New Haven, Connechcut06520-8121 (203)432-3388 

FAX(203) 432-6125 
March 5, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
BRAC 
1200 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon; 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the consequences of the closing of the Air Force 
Amtrong Laboratory along with the proposed closing of the Brooks Air Force Base at San 
Antonio, Texas to which the laboratory is attached. 

The Armstrong Laboratory is the world's leading center of research into the biological 
effects of high frequency electromagnetic fields; the fields generated by radar, and microwave 
and radio wave communications. With the increasing public concern over possible health 
effects of this kind of radiation, the disruption of the excellent, and unique, Defense 
Department research programs in this area through the termination of the laboratory is unwise, 
and I believe unnecessary. 

With the key role played in modern defense technology by radar and microwave 
communications, research that is relevant to the effects of high frequency electromagnetic 
fields on service personnel has been properly supported by the Department of Defense for a 
long time. Until recently, that research has been conducted by the Armstrong Laboratory, by 
a Naval Laboratory at Pensacola, Florida, and by an Army program at Walter Reed Hospital. 
Recently, in an effort to work more economically within the constraints of the reduced 
Defense Budget, the Army and Navy efforts were transferred to the Armstrong Laboratory so 
that Laboratory is now the sole Defense Laboratory engaged in this research. 

While a laboratory can be set up elsewhere (perhaps at Dayton, Ohio), charged with the 
responsibilities of the Armstrong Laboratory and personnel and equipment can be transferred, 
a laboratory is more than the sum of its parts, and with the erosion of key personnel that must 
follow such a relocation, this excellent and unique Armstrong Laboratory research program 
must be set back at least half a decade. 

Though the base be closed, the laboratory need not be terminated but could be 
continued as it is -- perhaps attached administratively to another San Antonio Air Force base, 
such as Kelly or Lackland -- with a considerable savings in immediate transfer and 
reorganization costs and seemingly, with no long range impact on budgetary costs. If you can 
help move matters in that direction, I believe that the Country will be well served. 

For completeness, while I know many of the Armstrong laboratory scientists as a 
consequence of our mutual scientific interests, I have never had any formal connection with 
the laboratory nor have I ever had any research funding from any area of the Department of 
Defense. 

Sincerely 

Robert K. Adair 
Sterling Professor of Physics, Emeritus 

Past Chairman of the Division of Physical Sciences, National Academy of Sciences 
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March 8, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Camission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to you as Executive Director of the Aerospace Medical 
Association (AsMA), an organization of approximately 4,000 aerospace medicine 
practitioners and scientists engaged in related research. 

We strongly urge that you do not recmnd the closure of Brooks AFB, Texas. 
For over five decades, it has been USAFs only installation where all 
aerospace medicine education, entry and advanced, has been done. Every 
flight surgeon, flight nurse, aerospace physiologist, public health officer, 
and support technician -- the aerospace medicine team -- has been trained 
there. In addition to this education role, flight surgeons and their 
scientist colleagues conduct a large research program on aircrew life support 
equipnent such as oxygen masks, chemical ensembles, anti-G suits, and 
pressure suits. 

Within the USAF Medical Service, it is the aerospace medicine team which most 
closely supports flying operations in peacetime as well as wartime. No 
matter huw far the Air Force draws dm,  there will always be a carmnensurate 
need for aerospace medicine support. Its underpinning is the dual mission of 
education and research conducted at Brooks AFB. Brooks has the facilities, 
the staff, and a 50-year reputation of excellence. Please exert your efforts 
to keep this vital base open. Thank you. 

Sincerely, A 

Executive Director 

RBR: jc 

66th Annual Scientific Meeting, Aerospace Medical Association, Disneyland Hotel, Anaheim, CA, May 7 - 1 1 ,  1995 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9, 1995 

Dr. Russell B. Rayman 
. Executive Director 

Aerospace Medical Association 
320 South Henry Street 
Alexandria, VA 223 14-3579 

Dear Dr. Rayman: 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

'>:i'%&& .J .r 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



Document S eparator 



Dear James Gallagher, 

My name is Darrin Miller and I am a Con~puter Specialists at Brooks M B .  I entered government service 
three years ago through the Palace Acquire (PAQ) program. The PAQ program is a three year internship 
in which the intern rotates through a variety of oflices related to his chosen field (in my case 
communications and conlputers) at a given installation and then obtains a permanent assignnient with the 
government. Due to the nature of this program, I was assigned to a variety of offices at Brooks AFB and 
learned the "nature of the communications/computer beast" of the Air Force. From hardware and 
software acquisition. to software development and maintenance, to computer and telephone networking 
and implementations, I was exposed to it all. Moreover, I had the privilege of being exposed to a variety 
of people at Brooks AFB and I was able to formulate a good perspective of people who make up the 
Brooks fanlily. One day before the announcement of the "base hit list", a good friend of mine called me 
and said that his wife had heard that Brooks was going to be on the list and wanted to know if this was 
true. The following are the words and feelings that were sparked by that question: 

Dear James. 

Yes, Stephanie is right, it looks like Brooks AFB will be on the BRAC list. And I'm not going to lie to 
you. No one here is working today. We are all watching the clock tick down to the 1000 hour with our 
televisions and radios on and our e-mail routers open to hear the dismal news. The media has been doing 
a \vonderf~~l job of letting us know our proposed fate. Some people are a little disappointed in our upper 
management and union though. Unlike Kelly, we have not engaged in any kind of rallies or protests. In 
their defense however, I honestly believe that management and our sniall union is as surprised as we are. 
After all, who would have ever thought that the BRAC would target Brooks AFB. Who would have ever 
thought that the 5th oldest base in the Air Force would be on the list -- the base that was the first to train 
pilots, the base that prepared the monkey for its space flight, the base that surrounds the only remaining 
WWI hanger, the base where John F. Kennedy performed his last official function as President of the 
United States by dedicating the Aerospace Medical Center (now the Human Systems Center) one day 
before his assassination. 

The irony of it all is that although the blanket of closure falls down on the base, new buildings are still 
going up -- the new Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) building at 8.4 million 
dollars and the new United States School of Aerospace Medicine (USAFSAM) teaching facility at 
millions of dollars have both broken ground in fiscal year 1995 and will not be finished until fiscal year 
1996 or 1997. In total, according to a local newspaper, more than 20 million dollars in on-going or 
scheduled improvements. Furthermore, over the last four months I can think of at least 4 buildings on 
base which have been re-roofed, and let's not forget the new main gate and marquee that proudly display 
the now questionable name of Brooks AFB. 

Many feel that our base was singled out for a number of reasons -- sacrifice Brooks for the preservation of 
Kelly -- its about time San Antonio lost a base - its time to consolidate the labs. Although I do agree that 
closing Kelly would devastate the San Antonio economy more than closing Brooks. I am tired of the 
argument that it is less expensive to close Brooks. Let's not forget that costs should not only be measured 
in dollars but also in the social impacts to communities, which are many times intangible. Brooks AFB 
engages in many programs which interact with variety of colleges and universities. Furthermore, Brooks 
AFB sponsors programs such as the mentor program which couples Brooks AFB employees with students 
at Inez Foster Elementary, St Clare Elementaq, and Rogers Middle School, aiding students in their 
studies and development. Also, the annual "Space Day" event sponsored by USAFSAM at Brooks AFB is 
a perfect example of Brooks and the community being one. Space Day is an event open to the public 
which provides a tour of the base's aerospace laboratory facilities. lessons about man's path to the air and 
stars, and the spark that ignites the next generation of pilots, scientists, and visionaries. The loss to the 



world of academia and community, should Brooks AFB close, would truly hurt those currently pursuing 
higher education and those just beginning to learn. 

Another argunlcnt that we have heard is that the personnel at Brooks are better educated and more "well- 
rounded" than the nork force at many of the other bases. and can therefore obtain new employment more 
easily if separated from the government. I can proudly say that I be1iej.e that the people at Brooks AFB 
are the "cream of the crop". Brooks AFB is the "Knowledge Base"! Unfortunately, what many people do 
not realize is that many qualified, educated, talented, people came to work for the "R&D side" of good old 
Uncle Sam because the government is the only place where their unique skills. talents and abilities can be 
fully utilized. After all. much of the research performed by the Armstrong Laboratory would probably not 
be performed by any entity other than the Air Force. Hence, the transition from the "military" world to 
the private sector would not be that smooth for many people. 

As far as what will happen if Brooks comes out on the final list, no one is certain, but the rumors run 
rampant. Some people say that Brooks will become an annex of Kelly. Some say that the lab will move to 
Wright-Patterson AFB or Orlando. Some say that the Human Systems Institute -- a "purple suit" 
organization that \\.ill perform all "human systems" functions for all of DoD will be born. Some people 
say that we will simply close. Whatever a person's personal belief, we are constantly reminded that the 
term "realignment" does exist in "base realignment and closure committee." But does to make any sense 
to derail or even re-route a train that has been on such a progressive. well engineered track? Brooks AFB 
has constantly aimed for the future. From its fiber optic base nehvork, to its modem facilities, to its well 
trained personnel, Brooks AFB has structured itself to be a leading edge for research and development for 
the Air Force. Furthermore, with the expansion of existing entities such as USAFSAM and recent gains 
of such organizations as AFCEE, Brooks AFB will continue to enhance the missions it pursues as well as 
contribute to a variety of other vital Air Force missions. 

All in all, many of us (civil servants and military close to retiring) are concerned and, primarily, angry. 
Angry at the belief that what the lab does is not important, that the lab is a "relic of the cold war days", 
that it would be more economical to turn the lab over to the private sector. First of all, what the lab does 
is important. Our success in desert storm is evidence of that. Much of the technology utilized in this 
undertalung originated in the lab. And let's not forget that the equipment being used and technology 
being implemented is only as good as the technological expertise and personal attributes of those who are 
using it. The psychological screening and testing, as well as training, of Air Force pilots originates right 
here at Brooks AFB. Brooks AFB melds man and machine and strives "to make the human the heart of 
aerospace systems and operations." Relic of the cold war huh? What do people think? That just because 
the "cold war" is over that our enemies have vanished? I believe that our country is at more of a threat 
today than ever. The USSR is now a conglomeration of groups fighting among themselves -- many with 
"their finger on the button". Furthermore, if you look back over the last ten years, governments1countries 
have done a very good job of deploying our military forces in many places at the same time. Common 
sense and basic statistics wi!l indicate that there is a positive (not negative) correlation between the 
number of personnel sening the armed forces and the number of places we have beenhncidents that have 
occurred over the last kw years. But, I guess that people just do not realize that our military readiness is 
at stake and we could end up "under someone else's boot". As far as turning the lab over to the private 
sector in order to incur a savings, I ask "what will be saved?" As far as dollars, the lab certainly would 
not save any of those. Traditionally, services performed by people other than "blue suiters" or civil 
servants are more expensive. Furthermore, the mere loss of the "span of control" of the government over 
outside service providers as opposed to government employees is expensive, many times resulting in 
speedy travel down a path in the wrong direction. 

t 
Perhaps its my background that leads me to think the way I do. Although my first priority is to put food 
on the table, I will fight to stay with the govenunent, and by that I mean right here at Brooks AFB. The 
government has its share of problems as an entity and an employer; but on mornings like today -- when 
the fog is slowly lifting from the marshes of Brooks AFB and the red brick buildings come into view, I 
drive on the base knowing that my base, my ofice, and I, do contribute to the overall good of the Air 



Force and the conln,uni&. Even though my base does not have a runway, I know that each time a plane 
takes to the sky. the pilot in that plane has been touched by Brooks AFB and vicariously by the people at 
Brooks AFB. The general public does not know many times what a base or a civil servant does, just as I 
as a child did not knolv what my father did; but I knew he left e\.er). morning at 6 o'clock wearing his 
"smoke! the bear" T.I. hat to go "mold the troops at Lackland". just as I help maintain the systems which 
help train our personnel or provide base support. just as Brooks AFB develops technology and people 
today that will allow us Amcricans to sleep securely at night for many tomorrows. 

Whatever the outcome. I \\ill be fine. Whether I stay with the government at the "Knowledge base" or 
have to make it in the private sector, I nil1 prevall. For I have a few Things going for me. First of all, I 
am who I am. Secondly, I am an American -- proud and inventive. and third, and perhaps the most 
influential, I was raised a Texan -- a fighter to the end! So, after the dust settles, like the Alamo I will be 
standing: a little more tattered. a little more worn, and a little more shaken; but I will be standing! I just 
hope that the gates to Brooks AFB will still be s ng and open: open to accept. nurture, and mold the 
new faces and technologies of t h y  

0 Darrin Miller 
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Mr. Derrin A. Miller 
104 19 Canyon Village 
San Antonio, TX 78245 

March 7, 1995 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

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

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

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

/ 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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