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May 1, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Department of Defense has recommended that the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks 
Air Base be deactivated, unless "the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain 
ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action." If such a 
determination is made, DoD has recommended that the 91st Missile Group at Minot AFB 
be deactivated. 

Because of this recommendation, the interpretation of the 1972 ABM treaty and related 
documents will be an important factor in the Commission's decision this year. This issue 
was addressed by the Grand Forks community during the March 31 regional hearing. 
Because this issue is also of vital interest to Minot, we have asked Michael H. Mobbs, an 
expert on the treaty, to prepare a legal opinion on this matter. 

A copy is enclosed for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

@ 1~1, 
Orlin W. Backes 
Mayor 

0WB:jk:dixon.ltr 
enc. 

515 2nd ave. sw minot, north dakota 58701 I 
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April 28, 1995 

Donald F. Massey, Esquire 
Senior Vice President 
Fleishman-Hillard Inc. 
1301 Connecticut Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D .C. 20036-1 8 16 

RE: Anti-Ballistic Missile Treatv of 1972 

Dear Mr. Massey: 

You have asked me to address the following question: 

Would closure of the intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") facilities at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base extinguish the right of the United States to deploy 
an anti-ballistic missile ("ABM") system as currently permitted by the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of 1972 (the 
"ABM Treaty"), the 1976 protocol to the Treaty, and the related material 
described below? 

This letter sets out my analysis and conclusions. 

Professional Backaound 

The background that I bring to this question is as follows: 

I have been a member of the bar since 1974, having received a J.D. degree from the 
University of Chicago Law School and, prior to that, a B.A. degree (summa cum laude) in 
1971 from Yale University with exceptional distinction in Russian Studies. Except for the 
years 1982-1987, I have been a practicing lawyer since 1974, specializing in international 
commercial transactions involving Russia and other CIS countries. In the course of my 
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practice, I have been required on numerous occasions to interpret and apply international 
treaties and agreements to the transnational business transactions of clients. 

From 1982 to 1985, I served as the Representative of the U.S . Secretary of Defense 
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks ("START") and, in that capacity, was a member of the 
U.S. delegation to the START negotiations with the Soviet Union. As a member of the 
START delegation, I participated in the second five-year review of the ABM Treaty in 1982 
pursuant to Article XIV(2). In 1985, I assumed additional duty as Special Counsel to the Head 
of the U.S. Delegation to the Negotiations on Nuclear and Space Arms with the Soviet Union, 
while continuing to represent the Secretary of Defense in START. 

In late 1985, the President appointed me as Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency for Strategic Programs, a position I held until mid-1987. 
In that capacity I had responsibility within the agency for U.S. policy on the control of 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arms, space arms and strategic defense systems -- in 
other words, all matters involving U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations with respect to 
nuclear arms and strategic defense, including ABM systems. My responsibilities at ACDA 
also included chairing the Interagency Group on Defense and Space which, among other 
things, developed U.S. positions and policy recommendations to the President on such matters 
as the types of potential strategic defense activities that were or were not permitted by the 
ABM Treaty. In the course of my official responsibilities on the START delegation and 
especially at ACDA, I had many occasions to analyze the ABM Treaty text, refer to the 
negotiating history and ratification debates on the ABM Treaty, and apply the ABM Treaty to 
various actual or potential strategic defense activities by the United States and the USSR. 

The Pur~ose of the ABM Treatv 

The underlying purpose of the ABM Treaty, when it was concluded in 1972, was to 
prohibit the United States and the Soviet Union from deploying a nationwide ABM defense, 
The rationale for this prohibition, at least from the U.S. viewpoint, was that the absence in 
each country of an effective defense against ballistic missile attack by the other would reduce 
any incentive a country might have to launch a first strike. This was thought to be so because 
the attacker would be essentially defenseless against a retaliatory missile launch and therefore 
would be less likely to risk the consequences of a first strike. In turn, each country would 
have less incentive to increase its strategic offensive capabilities and would be more willing 
to negotiate effective limitations on strategic offensive arms, thereby reducing the risk of the 
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outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.' Thus each country agreed to leave 
"unchallenged the penetration capability of the other's retaliatory missile forces. "2 

The Text of the ABM Treatv 

Consistent with its purpose, the ABM Treaty provides in Article I (2) that 

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory 
of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM 
systems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article 111.. . . 

Article I11 prohibits each country from deploying ABM systems or their components 
except for 

(a) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and centered on the Party's national capital.. . 

and 

(b) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers.. . 3  

The ABM Treaty does not, in Article I11 or elsewhere, require either country to specify 
the precise location of the ABM deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers. To the 
contrary, each country is to use its national technical means to verify compliance with the 
Treaty. 

Nor does the ABM Treaty, in Article I11 or elsewhere, specify any minimum 
number - - or any number whatever -- of ICBM launchers that an ABM deployment area must 
contain. The only such reference is the Article I11 requirement that one of the two permitted 

' ABM Treaty, Preamble. 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agreements: Texts and Histories of the Negotiations (Washington, D.C., 1990) 155. 

Article I11 also limits the number of ABM launchers and missiles, as well as -the 
number and capability of ABM radars, in each permitted deployment area. 

ABM Treaty, Article XII. 
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ABM deployment areas must contain ICBM silo "launchers" -- that is, more than one such 
launcher. 

The language of Article I11 is less precise regarding the actual location of the ABM 
deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers than the location of the ABM deployment 
area at the national capital. In the latter case, Article III(a) specifically requires that the ABM 
deployment area must be "centered on" the national capital. In the former case, however, 
there is no requirement that the ABM deployment area must be centered on an ICBM field. 
Rather, Article III(b) only requires that ICBM silo launchers must be contained somewhere 
within the 150-kilometer radius of the ABM deployment area. This language appears to permit 
flexibility in selecting a location for the center of an ABM deployment area at an ICBM field, 
provided only that ICBM silo launchers are within the permitted radius of the ABM 
deployment area. Nor does the language of Article 111, or any other provision of the ABM 
Treaty, stipulate that the ICBM silo launchers within an ABM deployment area must all be 
located within a single ICBM field, or at a single military base, or within a single 
organizational unit. 

On May 26, 1972, the date on which the ABM Treaty itself was signed, the heads of 
delegation of the two countries also initialed a number of agreed statements that are appended 
to the ABM Treaty. Agreed Statement C imposes an additional condition on the location of 
the two permitted ABM deployment areas by stipulating that "the center of the ABM system 
deployment area centered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment 
area containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen 
hundred kilometers" but otherwise adds no further constraints on location. 

Also appended to the ABM Treaty are five common understandings that the two 
countries reached during the negotiations. In each of these common understandings, except 
for the first one, a statement by one delegation is followed by a responsive statement from the 
other delegation indicating agreement or acceptance in one form or another. The exception, 
Common Understanding A: Location of ICBM Defenses, consists of a statement by the U.S. 
delegation on May 26, 1972, in which the delegation repeats the language of Agreed 
Statement C (quoted above) and then adds the following comment: 

In this connection the U.S. side notes that its ABM system deployment area for 
defense of ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi River, will be 
centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area. 

Unlike the other common understandings, this statement is not accompanied by any responsive 
statement from the Soviet delegation. Nor is there any indication in the text of'the ABM 
Treaty, or any of the various agreed statements, common understandings or unilateral 
statements accompanying it, that the Soviet Union made any response to this comment. 
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Possibly one reason is that the comment required no Soviet response, inasmuch as it was 
delivered as a point of information (" . . . the U.S. side notes . . . ") rather than as a matter 
requiring mutual assent. The language of the comment is also in contrast to the many other 
instances in the text of the ABM Treaty and its accompanying statements, where the two 
countries explicitly stated that "the Parties undertake, " "the Parties understand, " or "the Parties 
agree" when it was their intention to record binding commitments and promises. 

The Protocol to the ABM Treaty 

In 1974 the United States and the Soviet Union negotiated a Protocol to the Treaty 
Between the United States Of America and the Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Limitation Of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (the "Protocol"). The Protocol was formally 
ratified, in the same fashion as the ABM Treaty itself, and entered into force in 1976. 

The purpose of the Protocol was to reinforce the ABM Treaty's prohibition on 
nationwide ABM defenses by reducing the number of permissible ABM deployment areas from 
two to one. As President Ford explained in his letter transmitting the Protocol to the Senate, 
"the Protocol would amend the Treaty to limit each Party to a single ABM deployment area 
at any one time, which level is consistent with the current level of deployment. 

Thus, Article 1(1) of the Protocol provides that: 

Each party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two 
provided in Article I11 of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) systems or their components and accordingly shall not exercise its right 
to deploy an ABM system or its components in the second of the two ABM 
system deployment areas permitted by Article I11 of the Treaty, except as an 
exchange of one permitted area for the other in accordance with Article I1 of 
this Protocol. 

Article I1 of the Protocol provides that, upon giving the required notice, each country 
is permitted to dismantle or destroy its ABM system where it was deployed as of 1976, and 

Protocol to the Treaty With the Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems: Message From the President of the United States .- 
Transmitting the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, Signed in Moscow on 
July 3,  1974, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 1974. 
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to deploy an ABM system in the second area originally permitted by Article I11 of the Treaty.6 
This right may be exercised only once.7 

Except to the extent modified by the Protocol, the rights and obligations established by 
the ABM Treaty remain in force.' Other than restricting each country to one instead of two 
ABM deployment areas at any one time, the Protocol does not add or remove any restrictions 
on the location of a permitted ABM deployment area that were not otherwise present in the 
ABM treaty as ratified in 1972. The Protocol's provisions for a one-time election to relocate 
an ABM system from its 1976 location only addresses a situation in which either country 
wishes to deploy an ABM system in the second location originally permitted to it under 
Article I11 of the ABM Treaty (in the case of the United States, its national capital). The 
Protocol is silent on the question whether the United States may relocate its one ABM system 
from the 1976 deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers to a different deployment area 
(not the national capital) containing ICBM silo launchers -- just as the Protocol is silent on 
whether the Soviet Union could move its ABM system from Moscow to another city if it 
decided to move its national capital to that city. To address these questions, one must resort 
to the text and appended statements and understandings of the ABM Treaty as originally 
negotiated in 1972. 

Discussion 

An international agreement is to be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the 
ordinary meaning to be given to its terms in their context and in the light of its object and 
purpose. Rest. 3d, Restatement Of The Foreign Relations Laws Of The United States, 
5 325(1) (1987). 

The ordinary meaning of the terms in the ABM Treaty and Protocol, as well as the 
associated agreed statements and common understandings, do not support an interpretation that 
the United States would be forever barred from relocating its permitted ABM system from one 
location containing ICBM silo launchers to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. 
There is certainly nothing in the language of the Treaty, the Protocol, the agreed statements, 
the common understandings or the unilateral statements that impose such a ban. Both the 
Treaty and the Protocol address the matter of location in generic terms. Geographical 
coordinates and place names are nowhere mentioned or required to be specified anywhere in 
the Treaty or the Protocol. 

Protocol, Article II(2). 

Protocol, Article II(1). 

' Protocol, Article 111. 
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The mere fact that the U.S. delegation in 1972 voluntarily noted the U.S. intention to 
deploy an ABM system at Grand Forks Air Force Base hardly rises to the level of a binding 
treaty commitment by the United States never to change its intention and never to relocate that 
ABM system to another ICBM deployment area. This is particularly so where neither the 
Treaty nor the Protocol required the United States to designate in the Treaty documents the 
particular ICBM silo launchers or particular deployment area of ICBM silo launchers that it 
might choose to defend with an ABM system, and where the Soviet delegation recorded no 
response to the voluntary U.S. statement about Grand Forks or any understanding that the U.S. 
reference to Grand Forks was taken as an irrevocable e le~t ion .~  

The object and purpose of the ABM Treaty -- to prohibit nationwide ABM defenses and 
render each country's ICBM silo launchers vulnerable to the ICBMs of the other -- also do not 
support a conclusion that the United States may not defend any ICBM silo launchers other than 
those at Grand Forks Air Force Base. So long as the quantitative and qualitative limits 
imposed by the ABM Treaty on ABM systems and components are observed, the United States 
cannot deploy an effective nationwide ABM defense no matter where the defended ICBM silo 
launchers are located. 

It has been suggested that maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks 
in order to retain the option of an ABM deployment would somehow violate the intent of the 
ABM Treaty. The intent of the Treaty, however, supports precisely the opposite conclusion. 
Because the ABM Treaty aims to assure the mutual vulnerability of U. S. and Soviet ICBM silo 
launchers, the fewer ICBM silo launchers the United States elects to defend, the greater the 
vulnerability of its ICBM forces will be, hence the more consistent U.S. deployments will be 
with the intent of the ABM treaty. 

While the time constraints imposed on the present letter did not permit a thorough 
review of the ratification hearings and debates on the ABM Treaty and Protocol, I have 
found no indication that the Senate understood the designation of Grand Forks to be an 
irrevocable choice that would forever preclude the United States from moving its ABM 
defense from Grand Forks to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. Both the 
executive branch representatives and individual Senators generally referred to the defense of 
an ICBM site rather than singling out Grand Forks by name. &, for example, Strategic 
Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before The Committee On Foreign Relations Of 
United States Senate, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 63 (Statement of Defense Secretary Laird: " . . . 
treaty . . . preserves the option to deploy a terminal defense of U.S. ICBM's . . . "), 
247 (Statement of Senator Kennedy: " . . . exceptions are made . . . for the protection of a 
single ICBM site. ") (1972). 
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Just as the ABM Treaty does not specify any maximum or minimum number of silo 
launchers that may be defended within the 150 kilometer radius of the permitted ABM 
deployment area, so too the Treaty imposes no conditions or limitations on the location of the 
center of the defensive radius, other than the requirement of a 1,300-kilometer separation 
distance from the national capital (assuming this condition still applies in light of the Protocol). 
Thus, the United States would appear to be within its rights under the Treaty if it elected to 
shift the center of the inactive ABM system at Grand Forks, without completely relocating that 
system, in order to include within the permitted 150-kilometer radius a number of silo 
launchers attached to organizational units other than the 32 1 st Missile Group. lo 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above: 

1. Closure of the ICBM facilities at Grand Forks Air Force Base would not 
extinguish the right of the United States to deploy an ABM system as currently permitted by 
the ABM Treaty and the Protocol. 

2 .  Should the United States elect to preserve the option of deploying an ABM 
system at Grand Forks rather than defending ICBM silo launchers in another location, 
maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks but otherwise inactivating the 
ICBM facilities there would not violate the ABM Treaty. 

lo Before actually undertaking any such relocation or adjustment, the United States might 
consider it prudent, and arguably may have a duty, to communicate its intentions through the 
Standing Consultative Commission established by Article XI11 of the ABM Treaty. 
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3.  An ABM system deployment area located at or in the vicinity of Grand Forks 
Air Force Base, but centered in a manner to include within its defensive radius ICBM silo 
launchers attached to units other than the 321st Missile Group, would not violate the ABM 
Treaty. 

Please let me know if I may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 

Michael H. Mobbs 

MHMIrew 
cc: Brigadier General (Retired) John R. Allen, Jr. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8,1995 

The Honorable Orlin W. Backes 
Mayor, City of Minot 
5 1 5 2nd Ave, S W 
Minot, North Dakota 58701 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Backes: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of Mr. Michael Mobb's 
legal opinion concerning the ramifications on the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty from a 
Grand Forks missile deactivation. You may be assured that I will share your information 
with other members of the Commission. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review 
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Air Force missile 
bases. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 - 1  1 0 0  

COMPTROLLER 

BUDGET AND ?FIANCE 

SUBJECT: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Request for Additional Funds 

This responds to your May 10, 1995, memorandum requesting $500,000 in additional funds for 
B M C  Comnlission support. Regrettably, we cannot honor the Commission's request for 
additional funds. During consultations with the Deputy General Counsel (Fiscal), we were advised 
that the Department has no authority to provide additional funds to the BRAC Commission. As a 
consequence, congressional legislation is reqtrired to appropriate additional funds for the BRAC 
Conunissio~~. 

Director for Constnlction 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 3, 1995 

Mr. David 0. Cooke 
Director, Administration and Management 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Cooke: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Based on estimates for Commission travel and regional hearings, for printing costs of the 
Commission's Report to the President, and for preserving the materials from the 1991, 1993 and 
1995 Commissions, I request that an additional $500,000 be made available for support of the 
work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

This request has been coordinated with Mr. Joe Friedl, the Director of Budget and Finance 
for Washington Headquarters Services. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

David S.  led 
Staff Director 
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BERNARD HABER 
C n U W A M  

ANN MARIE RYAN 
O I S R I C T  MANAC3ER 

J 
203-06 ROCKY HILL ROAD BAYSIOE. NEW YORK 11361 

May 1, 1995 

Senator Allan Dixon 
Chairman Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

. . 
Re: Fort Totten, NY 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to you to ask that Fort Totten not be closed and that the preliminary closure 
designation for the Fort be reversed. 

Fort Totten is in the joint jurisdiction of Community Board 7 and 11. These Community 
Boards represent more than 400,000 residents who live in the area of Fort Totten, namely Bayside, 
Douglaston, Little Neck and Flushing. The Fort has a long historic tradition as a military base dating 
back to the Civil War. It continues today to make a vital contribution to the defense of the nation. 
It is the home of the 77th Army Reserve Command, the largest reserve unit in the nation. More 
than 2,500 reservists train at the Fort where the DOD has recently spent several million dollars on 
renovation of existing facilities and the completion of the $2 million. Ernest Pile Reserve Center. 
In total, the base serves approximately 6,500 reservists. The foregoing is a capsule view of the 
military makeup of the Fort. 

Additional issues that should be considered are as follows: 

1. The Fort offers serviceable and affordable housing for the military who are assigned 
in the New York City area and work in the various military offices and facilities in 
New York City. 

2. The Fort's location is adjacent to excellent public schools in the best public school 
district in New York City, District 26. Some of these schools are within walking 
distance of the Fort. It offers nearby, two of the best high schools in Queens County, 
Bayside and Cardozza High Schools. All available for the children of the service 
people on the base. 

3. It offers an excellent public transportation system connected directly to the Fort, the 
Q13 and Q16 buses, which are a short ride to the Bayside LIRR station or the 
terminus station at Main Street, Flushing for the No. 7 transit line. This allows 
inexpensive, easy access to the various work places, throughout New York City to 
which the service people are assigned. 
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4. The Fort features two New York City landmarked facilities. The 1870 Officers Club, 
whose architecture is the symbol of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and which has 
recently been restored on the exterior and is now being restored on the interior by 
the Bayside Historical Society. The Society has long labored to preserve the heritage 
and character of the building. Funding has been from private and local public 
contributions. The Civil War Ramparts of the Fort, the access tunnel and the 
surrounding area amounting to approximately 11 acres is the other landmark which 
is a treasure for all New Yorkers as well as all Americans. 

5. The Fort has been a superb neighbor to the surrounding community providing youth 
and other community programs and making its playing fields available at certain 
times. 

6. The community has fought for the preservation of the Fort since 1957. I am ' 

attaching a 25 page chronological history prepared by the late eminent Professor 
John Riedl which will provide a complete history of issues concerning Fort Totten 
for the past 38 years and the efforts of the community and elected officials to save 
it. 

7. The proposals to move personnel from Fort Totten to Mitchell Field in Nassau 
County makes little sense. Mitchell Field cannot provide the educational system, the 
transportation system which allows easy access to work places, the recreational 
facilities, the integration with the surrounding community and the easy access to the 
highway and bridge system that exists near Fort Totten, (ie.) Clearview Expressway, 
Long Island Expressway, Cross Island Parkway, Grand Central Parkway, Throgs Neck 
Bridge, Whitestone Bridge and Triborough Bridge. 

There are many other advantages that can be detailed why Fort Totten should remain open 
and why the transfer to Mitchell Field is fiscally and realistically unwise. Fort Totten serves essential 
military measures that are wholly consistent with the Nation's greater dependence on the reserve 
component of the Armed Forces. Fort Totten must remain an army base in its entirety. I strongly 
urge that the Commission drop Fort Totten from consideration for realignment or closure. Thank 
you. 

ernard Haber, g ~ . ,  Chair 
Community Board 11 P 

cc: Claire Shulman, Borough President 
Rep. Garry Ackerman 
Eugene Kelty, Chair, CB 11 
Nick Garafaus, Esq. 
Lucille Helfat, NEQC 
Della Steimetz, BHS 
Anthony Avela, BHS 
Editor, Bayside Times 
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VIRGINIA M DENT 

EXECUTIVE OIRECTOR 
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a t  Fort Totten,  Queens County, New York 1957 - 1987, 
with DOCUMENTATION. 

PART I CHRONOLOGY 
(one volume) 

Items with a s t e r i s k  [*I have supporting evidence i n  
PART I 1  DOCUMENTS ( three  volumes) 

PART I 1  DOCUMENTS 
( three  volumes) 

Volume 1 :  1957 - 1976 
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0 .  Riedl 
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Abbrevia t ions  

Fo r t  = s u r p l u s  p rope r ty  a t  Fo r t  Tot ten .  
I n t e r i o r  = U.S. Department o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r .  
HHS a U.S. Department of  Heal th  and Human Se rv i ce s .  
HEW = U.S. Department of  Hea l th ,  Education and Welfare.  
GSA = U.S. General  Se rv i ce s  Adminis t ra t ion .  
PPR = P r e s i d e n t ' s  P rope r ty  Review Board. 
Reg i s t e r  - Nat iona l  Reg i s t e r  o f  H i s t o r i c  P l aces .  
S t a t e  = New York S t a t e .  
S t a t e  Parks  = New York S t a t e  O f f i c e  of  Parks  and Recreat ion.  
S t a t e  Park Commission = New York S t a t e  Park and Recreat ion Commission 

f o r  t h e  C i t y  o f  New York. 
SNEQ = New York S t a t e  Nor theas te rn  Queens Nature and H i s t o r i c a l  

Preserve  Commission. 
C i ty  = The C i t y  of  New York. 
Mayor = Mayor o f  t h e  C i t y  o f  New York o r  someone i n  h i s  o f f i c e .  
PRCA = Department o f  Parks ,  Recrea t ion  and C u l t u r a l  A f f a i r s .  
QCP = Queens O f f i c e ,  Department o f  C i t y  Planning.  
Parks  = The C i ty  o f  New York Department o f  Parks  and Recrea t ion .  
Borough P re s iden t  = Pres iden t  of  t h e  Borough of Queens. 
Advisory Committee = Borough P re s iden t  ' s Advisory Commit tee on F o r t  

Fo r t  To t t en .  
Counci l  = F o r t  To t t en  P re se rva t ion  Counci l ,  Inc .  
Corpora t ion  = For t  To t t en  Community Corporat ion,  Inc .  
Bayside H i s t o r i c a l  = Bayside H i s t o r i c a l  Soc i e ty ,  Inc.  
EPVA = Eas t e rn  Para lyzed  Veterans Assoc ia t ion ,  Inc .  



CHRONOLOGY 

1957 

Dec. 1963 

1963 

* Apr. 24, 1964 

* Sept .  28, 1964 

1965 

* Mar. 1966 

Jan .  1967 

* Jan .  23, 1967 

* Jan .  26, 1967 

* Feb. 2 ,  1967 

* Feb. 19, 1967 

An h i s t o r i c a l  book le t ,  "100th Anniversary o f  Fo r t  
Tot ten" ,  was publ i shed  i n  New York. 

Department of  Defense announced p l an  t o  c l o s e  a  number 
o f  f a c i l i t i e s  throughout  t h e  U.S. by 12/66, F o r t  among 
them. 

F o r t  placed on Federa l  Closure L i s t .  

The Board o f  Regents of  : t h e  S t a t e  Education Department 
g ran t ed  t h e  Bayside H i s t o r i c a l  Soc i e ty  an abo lu t e  
c h a r t e r  a s  an educa t iona l  co rpo ra t i on .  Joseph H.  Brown 
( 1892- 1974) was e l e c t e d  : p r e s iden t .  

Ope ra t i ona l  Planning Unit made an i n t e r i m  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  
C i t y  Planning commission on Study of  Fo r t  Tot ten  and 
M i l l e r  F i e l d .  I n t e r i m  r e p o r t  o f  3  pages,  Edwin Friedman 
t o  C i ty  Planning Commission. 

Joseph H.  Brown (1892-1974) wrote "Fort  To t t en ,  Cross 
I s l a n d  Parkway and Be l l  Boulevard, Bayside", 5 pages,  
t y p e w r i t t e n ,  no d a t e .  

The Div i s ion  o f  Operat i ons  Planning recommended t h a t  t h e  
C i t y  move t o  a c q u i r e  excessed p a r c e l s  on Fo r t sTo t t en  and 
T i lden .  S t a f f  paper ,  "Federa l ly  owned land - l and  use . 
and development - P r i o r i t y  # 3  - March 1966, 1 page, 
t y p e w r i t t e n .  

Department of  Defense r epo r t ed  t h a t  Fo r t  was soon t o  be 
r e l e a s e d .  Army excessed p o r t i o n  of  F o r t  with t h e  
unders tanding  t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  Fo r t  would even tua l ly  be 
c l o s e d  . 
The New York Times, p. 20, r epo r t ed  t h e  C i t y ' s  i n t e r e s t  
i n  a c q u i r i n g  For t  Tot ten ,  and l i s t e d  sugges t ions  made 
f o r  i t s  use .  

Meeting on Fo r t  convened by Congressman Benjamin S. 
Rosentha l .  Memorandum d f  t h e  Meeting , Divis ion  of  
Opera t ion  Planning t o  Donald H.  E l l i o t ,  Chairman, C i ty  
P lanning  Commission, da t ed  1/30/67. 

The Div i s ion  of  Operat ions Planning gave t h e  a s se s sed  
v a l u a t i o n  o f  Fo r t  To t t en ,  land and improvements,as 
$8,725,000. 

Governor Nelson D.  Rockefe l le r  d i s c l o s e d  t h a t  h e  had 
asked P r e s i d e n t  Lyndon B. Johnson t o  t u r n  over  For t  
To t t en  f o r  use a s  a  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  c e n t e r  f o r  n a r c o t i c  
a d d i c t s .  New York Times, February 20, 1967. 



* Mar. 2, 1967 

Mar. 13, 1967 

Mar. 24, 1967 

* Apr. 6, 1967 

July 1967 

* Sept. 6, 1967 

Sept. 25, 196'7 

* Oct. 9, 1967 

* Nov. 1967 

* Nov. 14, 1967 

* Dec. 7, 1967 

Meeting of The Bay Terrace Community Council at P.S. 169 
on uses of Fort. Notice of meeting, dated 2/24/67; 
Memorandum of Meeting, Millard Humstone to Donald H. 
Elliot,Chairman, City Planning Commission, dated 3/8/67. 

Department of Defense informed "the appropriate New York 
State Congressional Delegation" that 100 acres of Fort 
are excess. 

City requested information on current status of Fort. 
Letter of Mayor John Lindsay to Department of Defense. 

Department of Defense informed City of status of Fort. 
Letter of Department to City Planning Commission. 

Fort Totten became a subinstallation of the New York 
Area Command. 77th Army Reserve Command Headquarters 
moved to Fort Totten. . 

The North Shore Council of Home Owners' Associations, 
Inc., indicated to Mayor John V. Lindsay their 
opposition to building a "Model City" on Fort Tot ten. 
Letter of William J. Fay, President, to Mayor, 2 pages; 
and letter of acknowledgement dated September 18, 1967. 

Staff Report: " Proposals for the Reuse of Fort Totten 
by the City of New Yorkl'by Adriana R. Kleiman, 
Department of City Planning, 3 pages, typewriten, with 
covering letter dated Oct. 9, 1967. 

Staff Report, Department of City Planning, "Land 
Development Opportunities - Fort Totten ,I1 4 pages, 
typewritten, dated Nov.. 1967, with attachment , "Summary 
of Staff's Recommendations for the Reuse of Fort 
Totten," 4 pages, typewritten, no date. 

Clearview Community Council, Inc., took the initiative 
in arranging a meeting with the City Planning Commission 
on Fort Totten, originally scheduled for Dec. 2, 1967. 

City Planning Commission held a community meeting on 
"Fort Totten disposition and site development", 2 
Lafayette Street, New York City. Memorandum of Meeting 
by Peter Semrad. 4 pages, typewritten, no date. 

56.4 acres were declared excessed and transferred to the 
General Service Administration. Only 45 acres are 
considered useable for construction. The remaining 11.4 
acres is the historic area, the original Fort Totten. 



i * Feb. 28,  1968 

* Aug. 23,  1968 

* S e p t .  4 ,  1968 

* S e p t .  12, 1968 

* S e p t .  19, 1968 

* J a n .  24, 1969 

Aug. 1969 

* S e p t .  15, 1969 

* O c t .  3 ,  1969 

The Army Reserve  was schedu led  t o  r e t a i n  an  a d d i t i o n a l  
25 a c r e s  o f  F o r t  T o t t e n  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  Long I s l a n d  
S t a t e  J o u r n a l ,  February  28,  1968. 

GSA announced t o  C i t y  a  F o r t  s u r p l u s  o f  56.40 a c r e s .  
L e t t e r  of  GSA t o  Mayor and o t h e r  S t a t e  and l o c a l  
o f f i c i a l s ,  w i t h  e n c l o s u r e .  ( E n c l o s u r e  m i s s i n g ) .  

The C i t y  d r a f t e d  a  s t a t e m e n t  o f  F o r t  T o t t e n  l a n d  u s e  t o  
be s e n t  t o  GSA. I n t e r d e p a r t m e n t  Memorandum, d a t e d  
September 4 ,  1968, 1 page t y p e w r i t t e n .  

S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission, i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  The New York 
S t a t e  H i s t o r i c  T r u s t ,  adop ted  a  r e s o l u t i o n  recommending 
11 t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  f o r  purposes  o f  p a r k  and 
r e c r e a t i o n  development and h i s t o r i c  s i t e  p r e s e r v a t i o n . "  
Tex t  o f  r e s o l u t i o n .  

C i t y  s u p p o r t e d  S t a t e  R e s o l u t i o n .  L e t t e r  o f  C i t y  
P l a n n i n g  Commission t o  HEW. 

S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission, i n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  The New York 
S t a t e  H i s t o r i c  T r u s t ,  engaged p l a n n i n g  c o n s u l t a n t s  t o  
u n d e r t a k e  a  s t u d y  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  
S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission "To S e l e c t e d  P u b l i c  Agencies ."  

"For t  T o t t e n ,  New York: An E v a l u a t i o n  o f  i t s  H i s t o r i c a l  
S i g n i f i c a n c e , "  39 pages .  Paper  by John H.  Lindenbusch,  
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r ,  Long I s l a n d  H i s t o r i c a l  S o c i e t y .  
T i t l e  page.  

"For t  T o t t e n ,  New York: S i t e  A n a l y s i s  and Development 
P r o p o s a l s , "  18 pages  and 9  maps. Repor t  p r e p a r e d  by 
Rober t  Lamb H a r t ,  Adam K r i v a t s y  and Wi l l i am S t u b e e ,  
P l a n n i n g  C o n s u l t a n t s ,  f o r  The New York S t a t e  H i s t o r i c  
T r u s t  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission f o r  t h e  
C i t y  o f  New York. T i t l e  page.  

The 77 th  Army Reserve  Command a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  F i r s t  Army 
command a t t e m p t e d  t o  r e g a i n  ownership  o f  t h e  45 a c r e s  t o  
i n c l u d e  b u i l d i n g  322 and 323. T h i s  l a n d  was r e q u e s t e d  
t o  c o n s t r u c t  t h e  E r n i e  P y l e  U.S. Army Reserve  C e n t e r .  
T h i s  r e q u e s t  was d e n i e d  and t h i s  c e n t e r  was c o n s t r u c t e d  
a t  a n o t h e r  l o c a t i o n  on F o r t  T o t t e n .  

F l u s h i n g  Task Force  h e l d  meet ing on F o r t  " t o  c o o r d i n a t e  
t h e  t h i n k i n g  o f  v a r i o u s  p e r s o n s  i n  t h e  C i t y  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n . "  Memorandum o f  Meet ing,  by Barbara  
Clapman, d a t e d  9/19/69.  

Memorandum o f  "Conversat ion w i t h  John Bagley." 



* Oct .  15, 1969 

* Oct .  23, 1969 

* Nov. 1969 

Nov. 1969 

* Feb. 26, 1970 

9~ J u n e  22,  1973 

* J u l y  13, 1973 

* Aug. 7 ,  1973 

* S e p t .  25, 1973 

* Apr. 1 ,  1974 

QCP h e l d  mee t ing  a t  PRCA t o  d e v e l o p  "a c l e a r  C i t y  
po l i cy ' '  on F o r t .  Memorandum o f  Mee t ing ,  by Barbara  
Clapman, d a t e d  10/28/69.  

"Summary o f  Even t s  and Th ink ing  R e l a t e d  t o  F o r t  To t t en" ,  
memorandum by Barbara  Clapman. 

The F e d e r a l  Government wi thdraw i t s  o f f e r  t o  t u r n  o v e r  
t o  t h e  S t a t e  45 a c r e s  o f  F o r t .  The 1 1  a c r e s  o f  
f o r t i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  s t i l l  a v a i l a b l e .  The New York Times,  
Tuesday,  November 2 6 ,  1969. August Heckscher ,  
A d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  P a r k s ,  R e c r e a t i o n  and C u l t u r a l  A f f a i r s  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  c a l l e d  on t h e  S t a t e  P a r k s  Commission f o r  
New York C i t y  t o  renew e f f o r t s  t o  s e c u r e  F o r t  T o t t e n  a s  
a  r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a  and p a r k .  He n o t e d  t h a t  "The 
P r e s i d e n t ' s  message t o  Congress announces a n  e x e c u t i v e  
o r d e r  d i r e c t i n g  t h e  heads  o f  a l l  f e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  and 
t h e  a d m i n s t r a t o r  o f  G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e s  t o  t e s t  whether  
f e d e r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  a r e  b e i n g  b e s t  u s e d ,  w i t h  s p e c i a l  
emphasis  b e i n g  p l a c e d  on p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  may be  
c o n v e r t e d  t o  p a r k s  and r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a s . "  Bayside 
Times,  Thursday ,  February  26, 1970, p .  2.  

GSA a s s i g n e d  35+ a c r e s  o f  F o r t  t o  Department o f  Labor 
f o r  J o b  Corps C e n t e r  under  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  Equal  
O p p o r t u n i t y .  

August Heckscher ,  P a r k s ,  R e c r e a t i o n  and C u l t u r a l  A f f a i r s  
A d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  urged t h e  S t a t e  Pa rks  Commission f o r  New 
York C i t y  t o  u s e  P r e s i d e n t  Nixon 's  Order  a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  
renewed e f f o r t s  t o  s e c u r e  F o r t  T o t t e n  a s  a  r e c r e a t i o n  
a r e a  and p a r k .  P r e s i d e n t  Nixon o r d e r e d  t h a t  f e d e r a l  
a g e n c i e s  g i v e  p a r k  u s e  a  h igh  p r i o r i t y  i n  d i s p o s i n g  o f  
f e d e r a l  l a n d s .  

B i l l  was approved ,  and e f f e c t i v e  t h i s  d a t e ,  e s t a b l i s h i n g  
SNEQ and naming F o r t  To ten  as p a r t  o f  t h e  Commission's 
a r e a  o f  c o n c e r n .  Laws o f  New York 1973, Chap te r  919. 

Queensborough Community C o l l e g e  a p p l i e d  t o  HEW f o r  p a r t  
o f  s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  P r e s i d e n t  Kurt R. 
Schmel le r  t o  HEW. 

HEW acknowledged r e c e i p t  o f  t h e  Queensborough Community 
C o l l e g e ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  
HEW t o  Queensborough. 

The C i t y  Landmarks P r e s e r v a t i o n  Commission h e l d  a  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g  on a p r o p o s a l  t o  d e s i g n a t e  17 s i t e s  (among them, 
F o r t  ~ o t t e n )  a s  landmark s i t e s .  Long I s l a n d  P r e s s ,  
September 26, 1973. 

Governor a p p o i n t e d  f i r s t  SNEQ commiss ioners .  Sample o f  
documents and l e t t e r s  o f  appointment .  



* Sept .  24, 1974 C i t y  Landmarks P r e s e r v a t i o n  Commission d e s i g n a t e d  t h e  
F o r t  o f f i c e r s '  Club a s  a  landmark. Report .  

* Sept .  24, 1974 C i t y  Landmarks P r e s e r v a t i o n  Commission d e s i g n a t e d  t h e  
F o r t  B a t t e r y  a s  a  landmark. Repor t .  

* Dec. 10, 1974 S t a t e  Park  Commission informed GSA t h a t  11.4 a c r e s  o f  
F o r t  B a t t e r y  a r e a  " a r e  n o t  of e x t r a o r d i n a r y  h i s t o r i c a l  
s i g n i f i c a n c e . "  Ruled o u t  a c q u i r i n g  and o p e r a t i n g  i t  a s  
an  h i s t o r i c  s i t e ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  what was recommended i n  
t h e  H a r t ,  K r i v a t s y  and S tubee ,  S i t e  A n a l y s i s  and 
Development P r o p o s a l .  L e t t e r  o f  S t a t e  Park Commission 
t o  GSA. 

* Dec. 17, I974 

1975 - 1976 

GSA gave S t a t e  Park Commission u n t i l  3/15/74 " t o  
d e t e r m i n e ,  i f  p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  t h i n k i n g  o f  t h e  new 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i n  Albany towards pa rk  and r e c r e a t i o n  
a r e a s . "  L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  S t a t e  Park  Comniission. 

F o r t  T o t t e n ,  a l o n g  wi th  F o r t  Hamilton and F o r t  
Wadsworth, was c o n s i d e r e d  f o r  p o s s i b l e  b a s e  c l o s u r e .  
T h i s  s t u d y  was i n i t i a t e d  under p r o j e c t  c o n c i s e .  

* Mar. 6 ,  1975 S t a t e  Park  Commission informed QCP of  t h e  Commission's 
cor respondence  wi th  GSA. L e t t e r  o f  S t a t e  Park  
Commission t o  QCP. 

* Apr. 10, 1975 QCP informed Benjamin S. Rosen tha l  o f  t h e  C i t y ' s  o p i n i o n  
t h a t  11.4 a c r e  p a r c e l  ( B a t t e r y )  "by i t s e l f  is  n e x t  t o  
i m p o s s i b l e  t o  work with." L e t t e r  o f  QCP t o  R o s e n t h a l ,  
and follow-up l e t t e r  o f  4 /16/75.  

* May 6 ,  1975 S t a t e  Park  Commission informed GSA t h a t  C i t y  found i t  
" imposs ib le  t o  make a  d e c i s i o n  on t h e  11.4 a c r e s  o r  any 
o t h e r  p o r t i o n  o f  F t .  T o t t e n  i n  t h e  absence o f  knowing 
what t h e  F e d e r a l  Government's p l a n s  a r e  f o r  t h e  
d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  a r e a . "  L e t t e r  o f  S t a t e  Park  
Commission t o  GSA. 

* May 14?, 1975 

* May 19, 1975 

L.I. Sound Study appeared .  Memorandum of  comment by Meg 
Maguire o f  S t a t e  P a r k s ,  d a t e d  5/14/75.  

GSA s e n t  t o  S t a t e  and C i t y  a  "Not ice  o f  S u r p l u s  
D e t e r m i n a t i o n  - Government Proper ty"  f o r  t h e  p o r t i o n  o f  
F o r t  occup ied  by t h e  New York Job  Corps C e n t e r  w i t h  
d e a d l i n e  o f  6 /9/75.  L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  T r i - S t a t e  Reg iona l  
P l a n n i n g  Commission a l o n g  w i t h  N o t i c e .  

* May 30, 1975 T r i - S t a t e  Reg iona l  P lann ing  Commission r e q u e s t e d  C i t y  
P l a n n i n g  Commission t o  proceed w i t h  t h e  C i t y ' s  p a r t  i n  
t h e  F e d e r a l  Aid P r o j e c t  N o t i f i c a t i o n  and Review P r o c e s s  
(A-95) r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s u r p l u s  Job  Corps a r e a  o f  t h e  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  o f  T r i - S t a t e  Regional  P lann ing  Commission t o  C i t y  
P l a n n i n g  Commission. 



* June 2 ,  1975 

* June 3 ,  1975 

Benjamin S. Rosenthal  informed C i ty  Planning Commission 
o f  h i s  oppos i t i on  t o  GSA d i spos ing  of F o r t  piece-meal. 
L e t t e r  of  Rosenthal t o  John E.  Zucco t t i .  

C i t y  Planning Commission s e n t ,  presumably t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  
C i t y  Agencies,  r eques t  t o  n o t i f y  it of  any i n t e r e s t  i n  
t h e  s u r p l u s  Job Corps a r e a  of  F o r t .  Memorandum of  C i ty  
P lanning  Commission wi th  a t tachments .  

June 6 ,  1975 S t a t e  Parks  expressed i n t e r e s t  i n  10.4 a c r e  p a r c e l  of  
F o r t  a long  t h e  Cross I s l and  Parkway. L e t t e r  of Or in  
Lehman . 

* June 9 ,  1975 The Recrea t ion  Sec t ion  opposed t h e  proposa l  t o  a u c t i o n  
a s  s u r p l u s  p rope r ty  t he  f a c i l i t i e s  occupied by t h e  Job 
Corps Center  a t  For t  Tot ten .  Memorandum da t ed  June 9 ,  
1975, 1 page, t ypewr i t t en .  

* June 13, 1975 

* June 17, 1975 

Benjamin S. Rosenthal h e l d  a  meeting of  " o f f i c i a l s  from 
s e v e r a l  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  agencies"  on F o r t  i n  h i s  New 
York O f f i c e .  Memorandum o f  Meeting, unsigned.  

C i t y  Planning Commission informed Benjamin S. Rosenthal  
t h a t  i t  would "keep a  s t a f f  person on t o p  o f  t h e  
mat te r . "  L e t t e r  of John E. Z u c c o t t i  t o  Rosenthal .  

* June 25, 1975 

* J u l y  1 ,  1975 

SNEQ a p p l i e d  t o  GSA f o r  " the  10.4 a c r e s  o f  s u r p l u s  land 
at t h e  New York Job Corps Center." 

S t a t e  Park Commission h e l d  a  working s e s s i o n  on F o r t  a t  
i t s  o f f i c e ,  1700 Broadway. Notice of meet ing,  da ted  
6/20/75. 

* J u l y  2, 1975 S t a t e  Park Commission informed GSA of i t s  p o s i t i o n  
r ega rd ing  t h e  11.4 a c r e s  ( B a t t e r y )  and t h e  10.4 a c r e s  
(wet land a long  Cross I s l a n d  Parkway) of F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
Rowland S tebbins  I11 t o  GSA. 

* J u l y  9 ,  1975 

* J u l y  15, 1975 

QCP informed GSA of  C i t y ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  10.4 a c r e s  o f  
wet land of  F o r t .  L e t t e r  of Wil l iam Donohue t o  GSA. 

GSA gave C i ty  u n t i l  9/9/75 t o  submit an a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  
10.4 a c r e s  of  wetland o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  of  GSA t o  Wil l iam 
Donohue. 

* J u l y  23, 1975 

* J u l y  28, 1975 

GSA'advised SNEQ t o  apply t o  I n t e r i o r  f o r  s u r p l u s  Fo r t  
p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  of GSA t o  Joan Vogt. 

QCP informed GSA t h a t  C i t y  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a c q u i r i n g  
both " the 11.4 a c r e s  of  t h e  h i s t o r i c  f o r t  a r e a  a s  w e l l  
a s  t h e  r e c e n t l y  dec l a r ed  10.4 s u r p l u s  a c r e s  a t  Fo r t  
Tot ten ."  L e t t e r  of  W i l l i a m  C .  Donohue t o  GSA. 



* Aug. 5 ,  1975 Meeting of  QCP with Army was h e l d  a t  F o r t .  Memorandum 
o f  Meeting, by Brian Anstey. 

* Aug. 6 ,  1975 Benjamin S. Rosenthal asked Department of  Labor t o  
e x p e d i t e  t r a n s f e r  of Jobs Corps from F o r t .  L e t t e r  of 
Rosenthal  t o  Sec re t a ry  o f  Labor. 

* Aug. 15, 1975 QCC submit ted an a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  Coast Guard S t a t i o n  
F o r t  Tot ten  f o r  l i c e n s e  t o  permit cont inued  use o f  
Bui ld ing  614 and dock f a c i l i t i e s  a s  a r e sea rch  f a c i l i t y  
o f  t h e  Biology Department. 

* Aug. 22, 1975 William C.  Donohue, d i r e c t o r ,  Queens Planning O f f i c e  of  
t h e  Department of  C i ty  Planning i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  ano the r  
summary of  meeting with t h e  Army a t  Fo r t  Tot ten  e x i s t s .  
L e t t e r  t o  Brian Anstey, a t tachment  missing.  

* Aug. 27, 1975 Borough P re s iden t  i nd i ca t ed  t o  QCP t h a t  he would suppor t  
C i t y  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  su rp lus  Fo r t  p rope r ty .  L e t t e r  of  
C l a i r e  Shulman t o  QCP. . 

* Sept .  3, 1975 Benjamin S. Rosenthal  reques ted  Army t o  p l an  a  
c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o f  i t s  hold ings  a t  F o r t .  L e t t e r  of  
Rosenthal  t y  Sec rea t ry  of  t he  Army. 

* Sept .  10, 1975 Department of  Labor informed Benjamin S. Rosenthal  of  
i t s  e f f o r t s  t o  re loca te '  Job Corps. L e t t e r  o f  Department 
o f  Labor t o  Rosenthal .  

* Sept .  1 I , >  1975 QCP s e n t  GSA a  p rog re s s . . r epo r t  on coo rd ina t ing  i n t e r e s t s  
11 of  t h e  va r ious  l o c a l  agencies  and groups" i n  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  of QCP t o  GSA. 

* Sept .  19, 1975 GSA extended t o  10/ 17/75 the  dead l ine  f o r  C i t y  t o  submit 
I I an i n t e r i m  park and r e c r e a t i o n  p l an  f o r  t h e  two s u r p l u s  
p a r c e l s "  of F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  QCP. 

* Sept .  22,  1975 Congressman Benjamin S. Rosenthal announced t h a t  Job 
Corps p lans  t o  leave  Fo r t .  News Release from 
Congressman Ben Rosenthal . 

* Sept .  24,  1975 Congressman Benjamin S. Rosenthal announced t h a t  he had 
r ece ived  " u n o f f i c i a l  n o t i f i c a t i o n "  t h a t  t h e  U.S. 
Department of Labor is cons ide r ing  o t h e r  s i t e s  i n  t h e  
S t a t e  f o r  r e l o c a t i n g  i t s  Job Corps Center .  Long I s l a n d  
P r e s s ,  September 24, 1975 

Sept .  1975 Job  Corps r e l i nqu i shed  s i t e ,  g iv ing  b u i l d i n g  
d e t e r i o r a t i o n  a s  a  major reason.  

* Sept .  29, 1975 QCP informed GSA of  C i t y ' s  i n t e n t  t o  meet 10/17/75 
dead l ine .  L e t t e r  o f  QCP t o  GSA, with Rosenthal  
correspondence with Department o f  Labor a t t ached .  



* o c t .  17, 1975 Parks  t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  GSA copy o f  C i t y  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  
I n t e r i o r  f o r  s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  
t r a n s m i t t a l  and copy o f  a p p l i c a t i o n  ( u p d a t e d ) .  

Oct .  23, 1975 Board o f  E s t i m a t e  a u t h o r i z e d  C i t y  t o  app ly  f o r  s u r p l u s  
F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  Board of E s t i m a t e ,  c a l e n d a r  #314. 

* Dec. 2 ,  .I975 Parks  informed Corpora t ion  Counsel  o f  i t s  i n t e r e s t  i n  
s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  Parks  t o  C o r p o r a t i o n  
Counsel .  

* Dec. 2 ,  1975 Parks  r e q u e s t e d  Borough P r e s i d e n t  t o  map s u r p l u s  F o r t  
p r o p e r t y  a s  a park.  L e t t e r  o f  P a r k s  t o  Borough 
P r e s i d e n t .  

* Mar. 25, 1976 A r c h i t e c t  P l a n n e r s  A s s o c i a t e s  w r o t e  The New York Times 
t h a t  a  s t u d y  shou ld  be made o f  t h e  e n t i r e  F o r t  " t o  
d e t e r m i n e  t h e  b e s t ,  most economica l ly  f e a s i b l e  and 
c e r t a i n l y ,  t h e  most e x p e d i t i o u s  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
m a g n i f i c e n t  r esource . "  L e t t e r  o f  G .  Darcy Gibson, 
A.I.A, t o  t h e  E d i t o r .  

* Apr. 10- 1 1 ,  1976 The 77th U.S. Army Reserve Command h o s t e d  a weekend open 
house a t  F o r t  ~ o t t e n .  
1976. 

D a i l y  News, Monday, A p r i l  

* Apr. 12, 1976 The e d i t o r  o f  P e r i o d i c a l ,  organ o f  t h e  Counc i l  on 
Abandoned M i l i t a r y  P o s t s  -U.S.A., i n d i c a t e d  t o  David M. 
A l p e r s t e i n  an  i n t e r e s t  ' i n  a  proposed a r t i c l e  on t h e  
F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  Dan L. Thrapp t o  A l p e r s t e i n .  

* June  14, 1976 DavidM.  A l p e r s t e i n  r e q u e s t e d Q C P  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  on 
F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  A l p e r s t e i n  t o  QCP. 

>k June  24, 1976 QCP o f f e r e d  David M.  A l p e r s t e i n  u s e  o f  i t s  f i l e s .  
L e t t e r  o f  B r i a n  Anstey t o  A l p e r s t e i n .  

* June 28, 1976 U~S/Madigan-Praeger ,  I n c . ,  r e t u r n e d  t o  QCP some loaned 
i n f o r m a t i o n  on F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  E l l i o t  M. L i n z e r  t o  
B r i a n  Anstey,  and supplementary  le t ter  o f  7/12/76. 

* J u l y  20, 1976 U ~ S / M a d i ~ a n - P r a e g e r ,  I n c . ,  acknowledged t o  QCP 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  making "our s t u d y  o f  a  p o t e n t i a l  
r e a l i g n m e n t  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  F o r t  Hamil ton,  T o t t e n ,  and 
Wadsworth." L e t t e r  o f  Gera ld  V.  N i e l s e n  t o  B r i a n  Anstey 
( ~ u e e n s  o f f i c e )  and t o  Deborah Garver  (Brooklyn o f f i c e ) .  

* J u l y  26, 1976 QCP s e n t  David M. A l p e r s t e i n  "some i n f o r m a t i o n  and 
c o p i e s  of r e c e n t  p r e s s  c l i p p i n g s "  on F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
B r i a n  Anstey t o  A l p e r s t e i n .  

* Aug. 27, 1976 QCP s e n t  URS/Madigan-Praeger, I n c . ,  "cop ies  o f  some o l d  
p r e s s  c u t t i n g s "  on F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  Br ian  Anstey t o  
Marty Abe l l .  



Feb. 18, 1977 Approximately  4 5  a c r e s  o f  F o r t ,  w i t h  improvements, were 
de te rmined  s u r p l u s  t o  t h e  needs  o f  t h e  F e d e r a l  
Government and made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  S t a t e  and l o c a l  
e l i g i b l e  p u b l i c  a g e n c i e s  f o r  v a r i o u s  p u b l i c  purposes .  
( C f .  l e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  Congressman James H .  Scheuer ,  
d a t e d  J u n e  27 ,  1983).  

Feb. 24, 1977 GSA r e a f f i r m e d  a s  s u r p l u s  t h e  35+ a c r e s  v a c a t e d  by J o b  
Corps .  N o t i c e  o f  GSA t o  Mayor. 

e a r l y  1977 Request  was made by Borough P r e s i d e n t  t h a t  S t a t e  Park  
Commission e v a l u a t e  F o r t  35+ a c r e s .  

1977 Army d e c i d e d  t h a t  i t  wants  t h e  p r o p e r t y .  

* Mar. 14, 1977 P a r k s  is  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  Commissioner 
t o  Mayor. 

Mar. 16, 1977 Mayor n o t i f i e d  GSA t h a t  C i t y  is  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  of  Mayor t o  GSA. 

* Mar. 22, 1977 SNEQ a p p l i e d  t o  I n t e r i o r  f o r  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  
L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  I n t e r i o r .  

* Mar. 30, 1977 GSA asked  Mayor f o r  p r o g r e s s  r e p o r t  on p r o j e c t  t o  
c o o r d i n a t e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  p a r t i e s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t  and 
t o  work o u t  a  c o o r d i n a t e d  p l a n  o f  a c q u i s i t i o n .  L e t t e r  
o f  GSA t o  Mayor. 

Apr. 1977 S t a t e  Park  Commission e v a l u a t i o n  o f  35+ a c r e s ,  done a t  
r e q u e s t  o f  Borough P r e s i d e n t ,  shows development c o s t s  
p r o h i b i t i v e ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  p l a n n i n g  r e p o r t  by H a r t ,  
K r i v a t s y  and S tubee .  

* Apr. 22, 1977 I n t e r i o r  acknowledged SNEQ i n t e r e s t  i n  F o r t ,  t o l d  o f  
c u r r e n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  and e x p r e s s e d  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  send 
a p p l i c a t i o n  forms when d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  r e s o l v e d .  
L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  SNEQ. E n c l o s u r e  " s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y  
l e a f l e t "  m i s s i n g .  

* Apr. 22,  1977 The Queens O f f i c e  o f  t h e  Department o f  C i t y  P lann ing  
h e l d  a  meet ing t o  e x p l o r e  ways t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  u n i f i e d  
C i t y  r e q u e s t  f o r  e x c e s s e d  p a r c e l s  on F o r t  T o t t e n .  D r a f t  
o f  i n v i t a t i o n ,  no d a t e ,  and a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s ,  5 
p a g e s ,  t y p e w r i t t e n ,  d a t e d  May 6 ,  1977, both  by E l i  
K y l a r .  

ca.May 1977 GSA was a d v i s e d  by Army t h a t  no p l a n s  have  been 
fo rmula ted  f o r  d i s p o s a l  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o p e r t y  on F o r t .  

Play 3, 1977 C i t y  s e n t  I n t e r i o r  a  l e t t e r  e x p r e s s i n g  i n t e r e s t  i n  
s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  A r t h u r  L. Borut  t o  
I n t e r i o r  . 



* Play 12, 1977 

* May 21, 1977 

June  2 ,  1977 

* June  13, 

* June  15, 

June  17, 

* June  27, 

* June  28,  

June  29, 

J u l y  1 1 ,  

* J u l y  14, 

* J u l y  20, 

* J u l y  21, 1977 

* Aug. 1 ,  1977 

I n t e r i o r  s e n t  C i t y  "an a p p l i c a t i o n  packet  which i n c l u d e s  
i n s t r u c t i o n s  and e x h i b i t s  t o  a s s i s t  you i n  p r e p a r i n g  
P a r t s  A ,  B, and C." L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  A r t h u r  L. 
Borut  . 
Theodore  V .  H inz ,  a r c h i t e c t ,  drew r e v i s e d  f l o o r  p l a n s  
f o r  t h e  proposed r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  f i r s t  and second 
f l o o r s  o f  t h e  o f f i c e r s '  Club,  F o r t  T o t t e n ,  t o  s e r v e  a s  
h e a d q u a r t e r s  f o r  t he  Bayside  H i s t o r i c a l  S o c i e t y .  2 pages  
o f  f l o o r  p l a n s  and 1 page o f  p i c t u r e s  o f  e x t e r i o r .  

GSA r e q u e s t e d  Mayor t o  submit  by 7/5/77 a  " c o o r d i n a t e d  
p lan"  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  35+ and 11.4 a c r e s  o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  
o f  GSA t o  Mayor. 

SNEQ asked  J a c o b  K .  J a v i t s  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  a c q u i r i n g  
e x c e s s e d  a c r e a g e  o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  J a v i t s .  

SNEQ r e q u e s t e d  GSA f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  on F o r t  e x c e s s e d  
a c r e a g e .  L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  GSA. 

J a v i t s  forwarded SNEQ l e t t e r  o f  6 /13/77 t o  I n t e r i o r  and 
t o  GSA. 

SNEQ a p p l i e d  t o  GSA f o r  47 s u r p l u s  a c r e s  o f  F o r t .  Two 
l e t t e r s  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  and 4 page p r o p o s a l .  

GSA informed J a v i t s  o f  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  
o f  GSA t o  J a v i t s .  

GSA r e q u e s t e d  I n t e r i o r  t o  p r o v i d e  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  
on F o r t  t o  Javi t s .  

C i t y  a d v i s e d  GSA t h a t  v a r i o u s  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  u s e  o f  F o r t  
h a v e  n o t  been c o o r d i n a t e d .  L e t t e r  o f  C i t y  t o  GSA. 

Interior gave additional information on Fort to Javits. 
L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  J a v i t s .  

GSA r e p l i e d  t o  SNEQ l e t t e r  o f  a p p l i c a t i o n  d a t e d  6/27/77;  
reconunended that SNEQ c o o r d i n a t e  w i t h  C i t y  and I n t e r i o r .  
L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  SNEQ. 

I n t e r i o r  reviewed SNEQ p r o p o s a l ;  s u g g e s t e d  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  f i l i n g  under  t h e  h i s t o r i c  monument s t a t u t e s .  L e t t e r  
o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  SNEQ. 

Abraham R i b i c o f f ,  U.S. S e n a t o r  from C o n n e c t i c u t ,  
i n t r o d u c e d  b i l l  S.1968 t o  c r e a t e  "The Long I s l a n d  Sound 
H e r i t a g e , "  a f e d e r a l l y  owned and o p e r a t e d  sys tem o f  15 
p r o t e c t e d  p a r k s ,  beaches  and w i l d l i f e  a r e a s ,  among them 
F o r t  T o t t e n .  B i l l  S.1968. 



Aug. 4 ,  1977 

Aug. 10, 1977 

Aug. 1 1 ,  ' 1977 

fc Aug. 25, 1977 

* S e p t .  23, 1977 

* Oct .  4 ,  1977 

* Oct .  12, 1977 

* O c t .  28, 1977 

* l a t e  1977 

* Mar. 3, 1978 

* Mar. 29,  1978 

P l a n s  f o r  t h e  Long I s l a n d  Sound H e r i t a g e  were made w i t h  
t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  t h e  New England R i v e r  B a s i n s  
Commiss i o n .  

Mario  B i a g g i  r e q u e s t e d  GSA f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  on F o r t .  
L e t t e r  o f  B i a g g i  t o  GSA. 

QCP met w i t h  F e d e r a l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  Washington under 
d i r e c t i o n  of Congressman Benjamin S. R o s e n t h a l .  Alan 
G i b b s ,  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  t h e  Army, a s s u r e d  Roy 
Markon, C.S.A., A s s i s t a n t  Commissioner f o r  Rea l  P r o p e r t y  
D i s p o s a l ,  t h a t  s t u d y  w i l l  be completed by end o f  1977 
and t h a t  d i s p o s a l  o f  F o r t  T o t t e n  s u r p l u s  shou ld  awai t  
c o m p l e t i o n  o f  s t u d y .  A l e t t e r  t o  t h a t  e f f e c t  w i l l  be 
s e n t  from Gibbs  t o  Markon. I r a  Hutch inson ,  Deputy 
D i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  N a t  i o n a l  Pa rks  S e r v i c e ,  encouraged 
c o n t i n u e d  e f f o r t s  t o  examine p o s s i b l e  l i s t i n g  on t h e  
N a t i o n a l  R e g i s t e r  o f  H i s t o r i c  P l a c e s .  E f f o r t s  a r e  now 
p r o c e e d i n g ,  under  t h e  Queens O f f i c e .  

GSA d e c i d e d  t o  d e f e r  d i s p o s a l  o f  F o r t  pending comple t ion  
o f  a  s t u d y  by t h e  Department o f  Defense .  

GSA r e q u e s t e d  I n t e r i o r  t o  send in fo rmat  i o n  on F o r t  
s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y  t o  Mario Biagg i .  L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  
I n t e r i o r .  

Army s e n t  Mario  Biagg i  i n f o r m a t i o n  on F o r t  i n  f u r t h e r  
r e p l y  t o  B i a g g i ' s  8 /4 /77  r e q u e s t  o f  GSA. Army E n g i n e e r s  
i n  New York w i l l  r e c o r d  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  SNEQ i n  
a c q u i r i n g  e x c e s s e d  p r o p e r t y  on F o r t ,  i n d i c a t i n g  "hold on 
conveyance" o f  p r o p e r t y  by Pentagon.  L e t t e r  o f  Army t o  
B i a g g i .  

I n t e r i o r  s e n t  Mario Biagg i  i n f o r m a t i o n  on F o r t  a t  
r e q u e s t  of GSA. L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  B i a g g i .  

B i a g g i  t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  SNEQ I n t e r i o r ' s  1 0 / 4 / 7 7  l e t t e r .  
L e t t e r  o f  B i a g g i  t o  SNEQ. 

A team o f  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  School  o f  A r c h i t e c t u r e ,  
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y ,  p repared  a "Bui ld ing  - S t r u c t u r e  
I n v e n t o r y "  o f  F o r t  ~ o t t e n  B u i l d i n g  208 (The O f f i c e r ' s  
C l u b ) ,  2 pages .  

QCP i s s u e d  a P r e l i m i n a r y  R e p o r t ,  "For t  To t t en" ,  i n  
r e s p o n s e  t o  6 /2 /77  r e q u e s t  o f  GSA. I t  s u p p o r t s  p r o p o s a l  
t o  i n c l u d e  F o r t  i n  t h e  Long I s l a n d  Sound H e r i t a g e .  
T i t l e  page and I n t r o d u c t i o n .  

B i l l  H.R.  11297 was i n t r o d u c e d  i n  t h e  House o f  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  by L e s t e r  L. Wolff "To a u t h o r i z e  t h e  
e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  t h e  Long I s l a n d  Sound H e r i t a g e  i n  t h e  
S t a t e s  of  Connec t i cu t  and New York." Benjamin S. 
R o s e n t h a l  was a  co-sponsor .  B i l l  H .R .  11297. 

S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission s e n t  S t a t e  P a r k s  a  memorandum o f  
up-date  on F o r t .  Memorandum o f  C l a r e  Beckhardt  t o  Ivan  
Vamos . 



( *  J a n .  15, 1979 

Elar. 29, 1979 

* Play 23,  1979 

* June  5, 1979 

* J u n e  28, 1979 

* J u l y  14, 1979 

* Nov. 1 ,  1979 

Nov. 5, 1979 

* Nov. 27,  1979 

Dec. 1979 

* Dcc .. -27,  . I 9 7 9  

B i l l  H.R.  831 was i n t r o d u c e d  i n  t h e  House o f  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  by L e s t e r  L. Wolff " t o  a u t h o r i z e  t h e  
e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  t h e  Long I s l a n d  Sound' H e r i t a g e  i n  t h e  
S t a t e s  o f  C o n n e c t i c u t  and New York." ( c f .  above 
3 / 3 / 7 8 ) .  B i l l  H . R .  831. 

Department o f  Army d e c i d e d ,  a f t e r  t h e i r  b a s e  rea l ignment  
s t u d y ,  t h a t  F o r t  T o t t e n  s h o u l d  be c l o s e d  (cf. GSA l e t t e r  
6 /5 /79  t o  SNEQ). 

F o r t  T o t t e n  t a k e n  o f f  F e d e r a l  C l o s u r e  L i s t .  

C o l o n e l  C h a r l e s  S. S t o d t e r ,  J r . ,  s u b m i t t e d ,  f o r  i n t e r n a l  
Army rev iew,  a r e q u e s t  f o r  F o r t  " f o r  r e c r e a t i o n ,  
t r a i n i n g  and s t o r a g e . "  

SNEQ informed GSA t h a t  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a c q u i r i n g  
F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  GSA. 

GSA informed SNEQ o f  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
GSA r e s p o n d i n g  t o  SNEQ l e t t e r  o f  5 /23/79.  

C i t y  P l a n n i n g  Commission s e n t  t o  GSA a  " p r e l i m i n a r y  
r e p o r t  on t h e  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y  a t  F o r t  To t t en . "  L e t t e r  
o f  t r a n s m i t t a l .  See r e p o r t  l a t e  1977. 

Andrew M.  G r e l l e r  and o t h e r s  made an o n - s i t e  i n s p e c t i o n  
o f  Fort:. Memorandum o f  " V i s i t  t o  F o r t  T o t t e n , "  by 
Andrew M. G r e l l e r .  

EPVA completed a p p l i c a t i o n .  

Department o f  t h e  Army announced t h a t  F o r t  T o t t e n  would 
remain open. 77 th  Army Reserve  Command i n i t i a t e d  a  
r.equest f o r  t h e  45 a c r e  p a r c e l  o f  e x c e s s e d  l a n d .  
Request  forwarded t o  F i r s t  Army. 

Benjamin S. Rosen tha l  acknowledged SNEQ e f f o r t  t o  o b t a i n  
N a t i o n a l  H i s t o r i c  District s t a t u s  f o r  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
R o s e n t h a l  t o  SNEQ. 

GSA gave  EPVA a  one-year l e a s e  on B u i l d i n g  102, F o r t  
T o t t e n .  I n  S e p t .  1985 t h e  Army gave EPVA a 13 month 
e x t e n s i o n ,  and a n n u a l l y  t h e r e a f t e r .  

Benjamin S. Rosen tha l  informed Community Board 7  o f  
r e c e n t  developments c o n c e r n i n g  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
R o s e n t h a l  t o  Community Board 7. 

EPVA a p p l i e d  t o  HHS f o r  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y  a t  t h e  F o r t ,  
e x c e p t  B a t t e r y .  T i t l e  page o f  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

The commander o f  t h e  New York Area Command a l s o  
r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  45 b u i l d a b l e  a c r e s  on F o r t  T o t t e n  be 
r e t u r n e d  t o  Army c o n t r o l .  



* Nay 22, 1980 

* June 2 ,  1980 

GSA informed Mayor t h a t  F o r t  is a g a i n  a v a i l a b l e .  L e t t e r  
from GSA t o  Mayor. 

I n t e r i o r  informed S t a t e  Department o f  Environmental  
C o n s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  " t h e  Department o f  Defense  h a s  
completed t h e  s t u d y  o f  t h e  F t .  T o t t e n  a rea" .  L e t t e r  o f  
I n t e r i o r  t o  Henry F .  Gannon. 

* June  19, 1980 Mayor a s k e d  P a r k s  t o  c o n s i d e r  c o o r d i n a t i n g  and 
o r g a n i z i n g  g roups  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t .  L e t t e r  from Mayor 
t o  P a r k s .  

* S e p t .  15, 1980 S t a t e  Pa rk  Commission s e n t  QCP i n f o r m a t i o n  on 44 a c r e s  
o f  s u r p l u s  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  C l a r e  Beckhar t  t o  
P e t e r  Magnani w i t h  e n c l o s u r e s .  

* Oct .  20, 1980 

* Dec. 15, 1980 

P a r k s  i s  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t .  P a r k s  i n t e r - o f f i c e  
memorandum. 

EPVA p u b l i s h e d  a  "Proposed Program" f o r  i t s  u s e  o f  t h e  
F o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  which EPVA had r e q u e s t e d .  L e t t e r  o f  
t r a n s m i t t a l ,  d a t e d  J a n u a r y  13, 1983. 

Dec. 1980 

* Dec. 29,  1980 

C o r p o r a t i o n  was formed and i n c o r p o r a t e d .  

SNEQ a p p l i e d  t o  I n t e r i o r  f o r  F o r t .  S i g n a t u r e  page o f  
completed form o f  a p p l i c a t i o n .  

2 .62  a c r e s  r e t u r n e d  t o  t h e  Army a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  a c r e a g e  
r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  E r n i e  P y l e  US Army C e n t e r .  A  pe rmi t  
f o r  6.81 a c r e s  was g i v e n  t o  t h e  Army. 

J a n .  1981 Army met w i t h  GSA. The Army d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  EPVA had 
f i l e d  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t  p r o p e r t y .  GSA recommended 
t h a t  t h e  Army s h o u l d  work something o u t  w i t h  EPVA. The 
Army d e c i d e d  n o t  t o  compete w i t h  EPVA, and wi thdrew 
a p p l i c a t i o n .  Army c o n t a c t e d  EPVA and worked o u t  an  
agreement w i t h  EPVA which g e n e r a l l y  s t a t e d  Army c o u l d  
u s e  p r o p e r t y  whenever t h e y  needed i t .  

J a n .  7 ,  1981 

* J a n .  7 ,  1981 

The New York Area Command a g a i n  a t t e m p t e d  t o  a c q u i r e  
ownersh ip  o f  t h e  excessed  l a n d .  A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h e  4 5  
a c r e s  was reduced t o  25.25. 

Landmarks P r e s e r v a t i o n  Commission informed SNEQ o f  
i n t e n t i o n  t o  submit  R e g i s t e r  nomina t ion  forms on F o r t  
B a t t e r y ,  and O f f i c e r ' s  Club "dur ing  t h i s  coming y e a r . "  
L e t t e r  o f  Landmarks P r e s e r v a t i o n  Commission t o  SNEQ. 

J a n .  12, 1981 Community Board I I d e c i d e d  " t o  f u l l y  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  
c i r c u m s t a n c e s  o f  an  impending Uni ted  S t a t e s  Government 
d e c i s i o n  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h i r t y - f i v e  (35) a c r e s  o f  F o r t  
T o t t e n  p r o p e r t y . "  



* J a n .  23, 1981 Nicho las  G.  G a r a u f i s  made a  " P r e l i m i n a r y  I n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  
F o r t  T o t t e n  S u r p l u s  P r o p e r t y "  t o  Community Board 1 1 .  
Repor t ,  8  pages .  

J a n .  27, 1981 Army met w i t h  t h e  New York D i s t r i c t  Eng ineers  and t h e  
G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  (GSA) t o  r e g a i n  c o n t r o l  
o f  t h e  45 a c r e s .  G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
announced t h a t  t h e  45  a c r e s  was t o  be g i v e n  t o  t h e  
E a s t e r n  P a r a l y z e d  V e t e r a n s  A s s o c i a t i o n .  

* J a n .  27,  1981 

* J a n .  30,  1981 

GSA informed QCP t h a t  i t  found "no s i g n i f i c a n t  impact 
f o r  t h e  proposed t r a n s f e r  o f  2.6 a c r e s  o f  l and , "  on F o r t  
t o  Army. L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  QCP. 

QCP h e l d  a  "For t  T o t t e n  Meet ing."  Agenda o f  mee t ing ,  
s i g n e d  a t t e n d a n c e  s h e e t ,  and memorandum o f  meet ing,  by 
P a u l  B o n f i l i o ,  d a t e d  2/3/81.  

Feb. 1 ,  1981 

* Feb. 5, 1981 

Parks  s u b m i t t e d  t o  I n t e r i o r  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y  on t h e  F o r t .  

I n t e r i o r  a c c e p t e d  SNEQ " p r e l i m i n a r y  a p p l i c a t i o n  
m a t e r i a l s "  f o r  F o r t ;  r e q u e s t e d  addendum on " f i n a n c i a l  
and m a n a g e r i a l  commitments." L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  
SNEQ . 

* Feb. 5, 1981 S t a t e  P a r k s  informed SNEQ o f  developments  i n  p r o j e c t  t o  
s e c u r e  R e g i s t e r  nomina t ion  f o r  p a r t s  o f  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
S t a t e  P a r k s  t o  SNEQ. 

* Feb.  20 1981 

* Nar.  26, 1981 

* Play 27, 198 1 

Bayside H i s t o r i c a l  a p p l i e d  t o  HEW f o r  O f f i c e r s l  Club.  
L e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  and t i t l e  page. '  

SNEQ s e n t  t o  I n t e r i o r  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  
t r a n s m i t t a l ,  t i t l e  page and t a b l e  o f  c o n t e n t s .  

C o r p o r a t i o n  s u b m i t t e d  t o  S t a t e  Parks, f o r  forwarding t o  
I n t e r i o r ,  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  and p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t .  ( L e t t e r  
o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  m i s s i n g ) .  T i t l e  page and t a b l e  o f  
c o n t e n t s .  

* Play 29,  198 1 

* June  198 1 

SNEQ s e n t  t o  I n t e r i o r  Addendum ill t o  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  and budge t .  

QCP p u b l i s h e d  "A P r o p o s a l  f o r  a  Comprehensive Land Use 
P o l i c y  f o r  F o r t  T o t t e n , "  44 p a g e s ,  mimeographed. Cover 
and t i t l e  page.  

* June  4 ,  1981 

June  9 ,  1981 

* June  16, 1981 

C o r p o r a t i o n  s e n t  t o  SNEQ a  copy o f  i t s  p r o p o s a l .  L e t t e r  
o f  C o r p o r a t i o n  t o  SNEQ. 

S t a t e  P a r k s  s u b m i t t e d  t o  I n t e r i o r  t h e  C o r p o r a t i o n ' s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l .  

SNEQ s e n t  t o  I n t e r i o r  Addendum //2 t o  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  and budget  breakdown. 



* June  29,  1981 

* Summer 198 1 

I n t e r i o r  approved SNEQ p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t  and r e q u e s t e d  
GSA t o  a s s i g n  p r o p e r t y  t o  a p p l i c a n t ;  informed GSA i t  
was c o o r d i n a t i n g  wi th  t h e  New York S t a t e  H i s t o r i c  
P r e s e r v a t i o n  O f f i c e r  and t h e  Advisory  Counc i l  on 
H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n .  L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  GSA. 

The Borough P r e s i d e n t  a t t e m p t e d  t o  b r i n g  a l l  groups  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  F o r t  T o t t e n ,  i n c l u d i n g  EPVA, t o g e t h e r  t o  
deve lop  one comprehensive  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  p r o p e r t y .  
It was d e c i d e d  t h a t  Pa rks  Department shou ld  be  l e a d  
agency i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  p r o c e s s  and t h a t  a l l  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y  s h o u l d  b e  used a s  p u b l i c  p a r k l a n d .  It was a l s o  
proposed t h a t  zon ing  be changed from R3-2 t o  R l -2  t o  
i n s u r e  maximum p r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  ( i . e . ,  
r e s t r i c t e d  development)  i n  c a s e  t h e  C i t y ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  d i s c o u n t  conveyance was d e n i e d  by t h e  f e d e r a l  
government.  The zoning change was sponsored  by t h e  
Department o f  C i t y  P l a n n i n g  i n  a n  a c t i o n  s e p a r a t e  from 
t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o t  t h e  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  
Frank Padavan t o  Borough P r e s i d e n t .  L i s t  o f  i n f o r m a l  
mee t ings  on F o r t  h e l d  p r i o r  t o  f i r s t  fo rmal  mee t ing  o f  
Advisory  Committee October  26,  1981. 

* J u l y  30, 1981 

S e p t .  29,  1981 

O c t .  7 .  1981 

* Oct .  7,  1981 

* F a l l  1981 

F a l l  1981 

GSA responded t o  I n t e r i o r  on l a t t e r ' s  r e q u e s t  t o  a s s i g n  
F o r t  t o  SNEQ. GSA is u n a b l e  t o  c o n s i d e r :  

( 1 )  a  40 day  h o l d  f o r  C i t y  t o  f o r e s t a l l  
c o n f l i c t i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

( 2 )  a 30 day  a d d i t i o n a l  d e l a y  t o  a l l o w  C i t y  
t i m e  t o  comple te  i t s  p r o p o s a l .  

( 3 )  a  30 day a d d i t i o n a l  d e l a y  r e q u e s t e d  a l s o  
by HHS. 

( 4 )  t h a t  e n t i r e  p r o p e r t y  be made e l i g i b l e  f o r  
l i s t i n g  on R e g i s t e r .  

L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  I n t e r i o r .  

I n t e r i o r  informed S t a t e  P a r k s  t h a t  SNEQ's p r o p o s a l  was 
approved.  I n t e r i o r  l e t t e r  t o  State P a r k s  respond ing  t o  
l a t t e r ' s  J u n e  9 ,  1981 l e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l ;  copy t o  
SNEQ. 

GSA informed I n t e r i o r  t h a t  6.81 a c r e s  o f  J o b  Corps a r e a  
were withdrawn from s u r p l u s  f o r  t r a n s f e r  t o  t h e  Army. 

EPVA a p p l i c a t i o n  was approved by HHS which r e q u e s t e d  GSA 
t o  a s s i g n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  20 a c r e s  o f  F o r t ,  minus B a t t e r y ,  
t o  a p p l i c a n t .  

P a r k s  a g r e e d  t o  manage F o r t  f o r  C i t y ,  L e t t e r  o f  Pa rks  
t o  Borough P r e s i d e n t  . 
Mayor informed GSA t h a t  C i t y  i n t e n d s  t o  a p p l y  f o r  F o r t .  
L e t t e r  o f  Mayor t o  GSA. 

When t h e  Army d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  t h e  EPVA a p p l i c a t i o n  had 
n o t  been approved and t h a t  t h e r e  was a n o t h e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  
on f i l e ,  it d e c i d e d  t o  r esubmi t  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  



F a l l  198 1 

Oct .  14, 1981 

fc Oct .  26,  1981 

Mov. 1981 

Nov. 1981 

Nov. 1981 

Nov. 5 ,  1981 

* Nov. 6 ,  1981 

* Nov. 9 ,  1981 

* Nov. 16, 1981 

;\ Nov. 16, 1981 

* Nov. 16, 1981 

* Nov. 17 ,  1981 

s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  The s t a t u s  o f  t h e  Army a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  
u n c l e a r  and Colone l  S t o d t e r  h a s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  rumors 
from G S A  have reached t h e  Army which i m p l y  t h e  Army may 
have t h e  s u r p l u s . p r o p e r t y  i f  they  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  pay 
f a i r  market  v a l u e  f o r  t h e  25.25 a c r e s  under i t s p r o p e r t y  
Review Board P o l i c y .  

Columbia U n i v e r s i t y  submi t t ed  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  U.S. 
Department o f  Educa t ion  f o r  w a t e r f r o n t  p a r c e l  o f  s u r p l u s  
l a n d .  

GSA gave n o t i c e  o f  p o r t i o n  o f  F o r t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  
R e g i s t e r .  

F i r s t  fo rmal  meet ing o f  Advisory  Committee was h e l d  i n  
t h e  Borough P r e s i d e n t ' s  c o n f e r e n c e  room. SNEQ minu tes  
o f  meet ing.  ; 

E a s t e r n  p a r a l y z e d  V e t e r a n s  ~ s s o c i a t i o n ' s  r e q u e s t  f o r  t h e  
45 a c r e s  was d i s a l l o w e d .  

C i t y  r e q u e s t e d  GSA f o r  an e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  t ime t o  
submit  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  

I n t e r i o r  c o n s u l t e d  S t a t e  P a r k s ,  H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n  
F i e l d  S e r v i c e s ,  r e g a r d i n g  SNEQ p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t .  

S t a t e  P a r k s ,  H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n  F i e l d  S e r v i c e s ,  gave 
I n t e r i o r  t h e i r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  SNEQ p r o p o s a l  f o r  
F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  P a r k s  t o  I n t e r i o r .  

SNEQ s e n t  t o  I n t e r i o r  a n  amendment o f  i t s  p r o p o s a l  f o r  
F o r t  t o  e x c l u d e  t h e  6.81 a c r e s  withdrawn from s u r p l u s .  
L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  I n t e r i o r .  

N a t i o n a l  R e g i s t e r  p l a c e d  pa rade  grounds  and b a r r a c k s  on 
e l i g i b i l i t y  l i s t .  De te rmina t ion  o f  E l i g i b i l i t y  N o t i f i c a t i o n .  

I n t e r i o r  informed GSA o f  SNEQ ad jus tment  o f  i t s  p r o p o s a l  
f o r  F o r t  t o  e x c l u d e  t h e  6.81 a c r e s .  L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  
t o  GSA. 

EPVA informed GSA t h a t  i t  would not  modify i t s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t  and r e q u e s t e d  i s s u a n c e  o f  deed t o  
p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  EPVA t o  GSA. 

EPVA informed Borough P r e s i d e n t  o f  i t s  r e f u s a l  t o  modify  
i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t .  Th i s  p l a c e d  EPVA i n  d i r e c t  
c o m p e t i t i o n  w i t h  C i t y  and a l s o  gave t h e  C i t y  v e r y  l i t t l e  
t ime  t o  r e v i s e  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  meet t h e  Dec. 1 ,  1981 
d e a d l i n e .  L e t t e r  o f  EPVA t o  Borough P r e s i d e n t  hand 
d e l i v e r e d  Nov. 17, 1981. 

EPVA informed Advisory  Committee t h a t  i t  would n o t  be 
p a r t y  t o  C i t y ' s  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t  and withdrew from 
Advisory  C o r n i t t e e .  SNEQ minutes  o f  Four th  Meet ing.  



* Nov. 18, 1981 SNEQ s e n t  t o  GSA a  comparison o f  t h e  SNEQ p r o p o s a l  and 
t h a t  o f  EPVA, showing t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  t h e  former .  
L e t t e r  of  SNEQ t o  GSA. 

Nov. 22,  1981 

* Nov. 25, 1981 

C i t y  r e q u e s t e d  I n t e r i o r  f o r  ass ignment  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y  t o  C i t y .  

EPVA c o u n s e l  informed C i t y  t h a t  "we do  n o t  deem i t  
a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  you t o  u s e ,  n o r  a r e  you a u t h o r i z e d  t o  
u s e ,  t h e  name o f  EPVA i n  t h e  a p p l i c a t o n  which you a r e  
p r e p a r i n g  t o  o b t a i n  s u r p l u s  l a n d  i n  F o r t  T o t t e n ,  Queens,  
t o  be s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  Department o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r "  .... 

I t  o r  i n  any c o v e r  l e t t e r  which you a t t a c h  t h e r e t o . "  
L e t t e r  of  EPVA t o  P a r k s ,  d e l i v e r e d  by hand.  

* Nov. 25,  1981 

* Nov. 27, 1981 

* Dec. 1 ,  1981 

SNEQ r e q u e s t e d  I n t e r i o r  t o  r ev iew C i t y ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  
and ,  i f  a c c e p t a b l e ,  t o  wi thdraw SNEQ a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  
f a v o r  o f  C i t y ' s .  L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  I n t e r i o r .  

GSA g r a n t e d  C i t y  a n  e x t e n s i o n  t o  12/1/81 t o  submit  i t s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a l l  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  
GSA t o  Mayor. 

C i t y  informed EPVA c o u n s e l  t h a t  C i t y  would r e s p e c t  
EPVA'S d e c i s i o n  t o  s e p a r a t e  i t s e l f  from t h e  C i t y  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  P a r k s  
t o  EPVA c o u n s e l .  

* Dec. 1 ,  1981 C i t y  s e n t  t o  I n t e r i o r  i t s  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m i t t a l ,  t i t l e  page and Tab le  
o f  C o n t e n t s .  

* Dec. I ,  1981 

* Dec. 17, 1981 

C i t y  s e n t  t o  GSA a  copy o f  i t s  p r o p o s a l  f o r  F o r t  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  Pa rks  t o  GSA. 

GSA informed I n t e r i o r  o f  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  t o  Dec. 1 ,  1981 
g r a n t e d  t h e  C i t y  to submit  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n .  L e t t e r  o f  
GSA t o  I n t e r i o r .  

* Dec. 22, 1981 I n t e r i o r  r e q u e s t e d  GSA f o r  ass ignment  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y  t o  C i t y ,  n o t i n g  wi thdrawal  o f  former r e q u e s t  
f o r  a s s ignment  f o  SNEQ. L e t t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r  t o  GSA. 

10.32 a c r e s  were t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  c o n t r o l  o f  New York 
C i t y  a s  a  r i g h t  o f  way p r o p e r t y  f o r  t h e  Cross  I s l a n d  
Parkway. 

J a n .  15, 1982 I n t e r i o r  r e q u e s t e d  ass ignment  o f  approx imate ly  26 a c r e s  
o f  F o r t  f o r  conveyance t o  t h e  C i t y  o f  New York f o r  p a r k  
and r e c r e a t i o n a l  u s e .  

* J a n .  21,  1982 GSA acknowledged I n t e r i o r ' s  r e q u e s t  f o r  ass ignment  t o  
C i t y ,  n o t i n g  t h a t  i t  had a l s o  r e c e i v e d  one from HHS f o r  
t h e  major p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  J o b  Corps C e n t e r  p r o p e r t y  which 
was i n c l u d e d  i n  I n t e r i o r ' s  r e q u e s t .  L e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  
I n t e r i o r .  



J a n .  25, 1982 

* J a n .  29,  1982 

* Feb. 19, 1982 

* Feb. 25, 1982 

* Plar. 1 ,  1982 

EPVA approached t h e  Borough P r e s i d e n t  and P a r k s  w i t h  a 
compronlise p r o p o s a l  s u g g e s t i n g  a d i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  
p r o p e r t y  between EPVA and t h e  C i t y .  GSA had encouraged 
bo th  EPVA and t h e  Parks  Department t o  meet s o  t h a t  they  
c o u l d  t r y  t o  r e a c h  a  compromise on t h e  use  o f  t h e  
p r o p e r t y .  

EPVA p r e s e n t e d  i ts  compromise p r o p o s a l  t o  t h e  Advisory  
Committee. SNEQ minu tes  o f  E igh th  Meeting.  EPVA 
Memorandum t o  Advisory  Committee. 

Having c a r e f u l l y  s t u d i e d  t h e  EPVA p r o p o s a l ,  t h e  Advisory  
Committee proposed an a l t e r n a t i v e  compromise p l a n  f o r  
EPVA c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  EPVA r e j e c t e d  i t  and wi thdrew a g a i n  
from t h e  Advisory  Committee. SNEQ minutes  o f  E leven th  
Mee t ing  . 
P r e s i d e n t  Reagan s i g n e d  E x e c u t i v e  Order 12348 which 
e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  P r o p e r t y  Review Board. NRPA: Washington 
A c t i o n  R e p o r t ,  v o l .  x ,  no.  8 ,  p. 3.  

E x e c u t i v e  Order  12348 p r o v i d e s  t h a t  d i s c o u n t  conveyances  
o f  government p r o p e r t y  f o r  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  must be 
approved by t h e  P r o p e r t y  Review Board. L e t t e r  o f  Edwin 
L.  H a r p e r ,  Chairman, P r o p e r t y  Review Eoard t o  t h e  
A d m i n i s t r a t o r  o f  G e n e r a l  S e r v i c e s ,  d a t e d  A p r i l  6 ,  1982. 

C i t y  n o t i f i e d  GSA t h a t  P a r k s  and "The F o r t  T o t t e n  
P r e s e r v a t i o n  Counci l"  (= Advisory  commit tee)  a r e  mee t ing  
w i t h  EPVA i n  t h e  hopes o f  r e a c h i n g  a  compromise p r o p o s a l  
f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  l a n d  a t  F o r t  T o t t e n .  L e t t e r  o f  Pa rks  t o  
GSA. 

EPVA a g a i n  wi thdrew from n e g o t i a t i o n s  and d e c i d e d  t o  
p u r s u e  i t s  own a p p l i c a t i o n .  The reason  f o r  t h e  EPVA 
w i t h d r a w a l  from n e g o t i a t i o n s  was u n c l e a r  t o  t h e  Parks  
Department and w a s  n e v e r  c l a r i f i e d .  L e t t e r  of EPVA t o  
Borough P r e s i d e n t .  

Advisory  Committee informed GSA o f  a t t e m p t s  t o  r each  a 
compronlise w i t h  EPVA. L e t t e r  o f  "The F o r t  T o t t e n  
P r e s e r v a t i o n  Council1 '  (= Advisory  Committee) t o  GSA. 

C i t y  n o t i f i e d  GSA t h a t  d i s c u s s i o n s  wi th  EPVA have a g a i n  
f a l l e n  a p a r t .  L e t t e r  o f  Pa rks  t o  GSA. 

P r o p e r t y  Review Board informed GSA of i t s  p r o c e d u r e s  
under  E x e c u t i v e  Order  12348. Memorandum o f  Edwin L. 
H a r p e r ,  d a t e d  A p r i l  6 ,  1982. 

Edwin L. Harper ,  Chairman, P r o p e r t y  Review Board, s e n t  
bfayor t h e  c r i t e r i a  t h e  C i t y  would have t o  meet t o  o b t a i n  
F o r t  T o t t e n  s u r p l u s  l a n d .  



* Apr. 13, 1982 

* Apr. 18, 1982 

* May 3, 1982 

* May 10, 1982 

* May 27, 1982 

* June  3, 1982 

* June  15, 1982 

* J u l y  7 ,  1982 

* J u l y  9 ,  1982 

* J u l y  9 ,  1982 

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from t h e  Advisory  Committee and t h e  C i t y  
met w i t h  E a r l  J o n e s ,  A s s i s t a n t  Commissioner, i n  t h e  
O f f i c e  o f  Real  P r o p e r t y ,  GSA, i n  Washington,  D.C. The 
purpose  o f  t h e  mee t ing  was t o  o u t l i n e  t h e  C i t y ' s  
p o s i t i o n  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  p r o p e r t y  a t  t h e  F o r t .  V i r g i n i a  
D e n t ' s  n o t e s  o f  mee t ing .  

Maj. Gen. Wi l l i am R. Ward, Commander, 77th  U.S. Army 
Reserve  Command, announced t h a t  t h e  new U.S. Army 
Reserve  C e n t e r  a t  F o r t  T o t t e n  w i l l  be d e d i c a t e d  t o  t h e  
memory and honor  o f  E r n e s t  Tay lo r  ("Ernie")  P y l e  
(1900-19451, war c o r r e s p o n d e n t ,  k i l l e d  on I e  Shima, 
A p r i l  18, 1945. The 77th USAR COM S p i r i t ,  v o l .  8 ,  No. 
2 ,  S p r i n g  1982, p .  I .  

C i t y  P l a n n i n g  Commission c e r t i f i e d  t h e  C i t y ' s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  
p r o p e r t y .  Cf. Ca lendar  o f  Board o f  E s t i m a t e ,  Thursday,  
S e p t .  30,  1982, p ;  82 ,  C a l .  No. 38. 

SNEQ s e n t  t o  Alphonse D'Amato a  l i s t  o f  mee t ings  o f  t h e  
Advisory  Committee and t h e i r  outcome, w i t h  a  r e q u e s t  f o r  
t h e  s e n a t o r ' s  i n t e r v e n t i o n  w i t h  GSA. L e t t e r  o f  SNEQ t o  
D'Amato. 

D'Amato urged GSA t o  approve C i t y ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  F o r t  
s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  L e t t e r  o f  D'Amato t o  GSA. 

Mayor s e n t  t o  PPR a  l e t t e r  o f  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  C i t y ' s  
a p p l i c a t i o n .  L e t t e r  o f  Mayor t o  PPR. 

C e r t i f i c a t e  o f  I n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  Counc i l  was s i g n e d  by 
t h e  i n c o r p o r a t o r s .  C e r t i f i c a t e  and page w i t h  
s i g n a t u r e s .  

C e r t i f i c a t e  o f  I n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  Counc i l  was approved by 
Supreme Cour t .  Shee t  o f  a p p r o v a l .  

Rumors c i r c u l a t e d  t h a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  government h a s  
d e c i d e d  t o  se l l  much o f  t h e  F o r t  T o t t e n  p r o p e r t y  r a t h e r  
t h a n  a s s i g n  i t  t o  t h e  C i t y .  A t  t h i s  t i m e ,  t h e r e  was 
l i t t l e  o r  no  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  EPVA a p a p l i c a t i o n  o r  o f  
t h e  c o m p e t i t i o n  between t h e  C i t y  and EPVA. Numerous 
l e t t e r s  o f  s u p p o r t  f o r  C i t y ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  were forwarded 
t o  v a r i o u s  f e d e r a l  o f f i c i a l s .  L e t t e r  o f  Mayor t o  PPR. 

Mayor s e n t  l e t t e r  t o  Edwin L. H a r p e r ,  Chairman, P r o p e r t y  
Review Board s t r o n g l y  p r o t e s t i n g  " t h e  r e p o r t e d  
recommendation o f  t h e  Genera l  S e r v i c e s  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
t h a t  a l l  b u t  a  small p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  s u r p l u s  F o r t  T o t t e n  
p r o p e r t y  be a u c t i o n e d  o f f ,  and n o t  conveyed t o  t h e  c i t y  
o f  New York." 



* Aug. 1 1 ,  1982 The C i t y  P l a n n i n g  Commission h e l d  a  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  on 
t h e  C i t y ' s  proposed a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y  
and c e r t i f i e d  i t .  Cf.  Calendar  o f  Board o f  E s t i m a t e ,  
Thursday,  S e p t .  30,  1982, p .  82 ,  Cal. No. 38. 

* Aug. 20, 1982 Mayor Edward I. Koch wro te  t o  t h e  P r o p e r t y  ~ e v i e w  Board 
r e q u e s t i n g  t h a t  i t  r e l e a s e  GSA's recommendation f o r  
d i s p o s a l  o f  s u r p l u s  F o r t  T o t t e n  l a n d .  Newsday, 
Wednesday, Aug. 25, 1982. 

S e p t .  1982 Borough P r e s i d e n t  r e q u e s t e d  PPR f o r  GSA recommendation 
t o  PPR on F o r t .  L e t t e r  o f  Borough P r e s i d e n t  t o  PPR. 

* S e p t .  7, 1982 The f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  meet ing of  t h e  Board o f  D i r e c t o r s  o f  
t h e  F o r t  T o t t e n  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Counc i l ,  I n c . ,  w a s  h e l d  i n  
t h e  Borough P r e s i d e n t ' s  c o n f e r e n c e  room. It  was an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  meet ing a t  which o f f i c e r s  were e l e c t e d  
and t h e  By-laws approved.  Minutes  o f  F i r s t  Mee t ing ,  and 
By-laws. 

* S e p t .  13, 1982 PPR informed Borough P r e s i d e n t  o f  i t s  r u l e s  o f  
p r o c e d u r e .  L e t t e r  o f  PPR t o  Borough P r e s i d e n t .  

S e p t .  16, 1982 The Board o f  E s t i m a t e  ( C a l .  No. 67)  h e l d  a  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g  on t h e  C i t y ' s  proposed a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  F o r t  
T o t t e n  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  Hear ing  c o n t i n u e d  t o  S e p t .  30,  
1982. 

S e p t .  29, 1982 S e n a t o r  A l f o n s o  M. D'Amato s e n t  a  l e t t e r  t o  t h e  
P r e s i d e n t  r e q u e s t i n g  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  p rocedures  
t h a t  a r e  fo l lowed  by t h e  P r o p e r t y  Review Board i n  
r e s p o n s e  to  r e q u e s t s  f o r  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t  d i s c o u n t  
conveyances .  

* S e p t .  30, 1982 The Board o f  E s t i m a t e  ( C a l .  No. 38) c o n t i n u e d  a  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g  and approved t h e , C i t y l s  s e l e c t i o n  and 
a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  F o r t  s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y .  As a "sa feguard  
measure", t h e  Board adopted a  zoning r e s o l u t i o n  ( ~ a l .  
No. 39) t o  change zon ing  t o  R3-1, which l i m i t s  any 
b u i l d i n g s  t o  be c o n s t r u c t e d  t h e r e  t o  a  maximum h e i g h t  o f  
32 f e e t .  C a l e n d a r  o f  Board o f  E s t i m a t e ,  Thursday,  S e p t .  
30, 1982, pg. 82,  C a l .  No. 38; D a i l y  Mews, F r i d a y ,  Oc t .  
1 ,  1982. 

* Oct .  13, 1982 EPVA f i l e d  s u i t  a g a i n s t  HHS and GSA f o r  t i t l e  t o  F o r t  
s u r p l u s  p r o p e r t y ,  minus B a t t e r y .  Complaint  o f  EPVA. 
Newsday, Wednesday, Oct 27,  1982, p. 47. 

* Oct .  17, 1982 Dorothy J .  G a i t e r  had h e r  b y - l i n e  a r t i c l e ,  "U.S. Weighs 
S a l e  of Land a t  F o r t  To t t en" ,  p u b l i s h e d  i n  The New York 
Times,  Sunday, Oc t .  17, 1982, p. 52. She quo ted  a  
l e t t e r  o f  Mayor t o  Edwin L .  Harper ,  Chairman, P r o p e r t y  
Review Board, i n  which t h e  Mayor s a y s ,  "I f i n d  t h e  
G.S.A. recommendation t o  a u c t i o n  o f f  t h e  open s p a c e  a t  
F o r t  T o t t e n  t o  t h e  h i g h e s t  b i d d e r  f o r  development t o  be 
fundamenta l ly  s h o r t s i g h t e d  and misguided.  



* O c t .  28, 1982 

* Nov. 2 ,  1982 

* Nov. 16, 1982 

Nov. 29,  1982 fi Dec. 2 ,  1982 

9: Dec. 6 ,  1982 

* Dec. 8, 1982 

Edward L. Sadowsky recommended t h a t  t h e  C i t y  i n t e r v e n e  
i n  EPVA l a w s u i t .  L e t t e r  o f  Sadowsky t o  Parks .  

Counci l  dec ided  t o  i n t e r v e n e  a s  a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  EPVA 
l a w s u i t .  Minutes o f  F i f t h  Meet ing o f  Board o f  
D i r e c t o r s .  

The P r e s i d e n t ' s  o f f i c e  responded t o  S e n a t o r  Al fonse  M .  
 ma ma to's r e q u e s t  f o r  P r o p e r t y  Review Board p r o c e d u r e s .  
L e t t e r  o f  Edwin L. Harper ,  A s s i s t a n t  t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  
f o r  P o l i c y  Development, w i t h  e n c l o s u r e  of t h e  Board ' s  
p rocedures  as g iven  i n  i t s  memorandum t o  GSA, d a t e d  
A p r i l  6 ,  1982. 

SNEQ dec ided  t o  l e t  t h e  A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l ,  a c t i n g  i n  
s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  Corpora t ion  Counsel ,  p r o t e c t  SNEQ 
i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  l i t i g a t i o n .  Minutes  o f  meet ing o f  
SNEQ; Newsday, Wednesday, Dec. 1 ,  1982, p. 21. 

E x e c u t i v e  Committee o f  t h e  C i t y  P l a n n i n g  Commission 
c e r t i f i e d  t h e  p r o p o s a l  t o  e s t a b l i s h  S p e c i a l  F o r t  T o t t e n  
N a t u r a l  Area D i s t r i c t  4.  Three  a c t i o n s  are invo lved :  
( a )  c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  S p e c i a l  D i s t r i c t ,  w i t h  a  t e x t  change 
i n  t h e  Zoning R e s o l u t i o n ,  ( b )  a  comprehensive Land Use 
P o l i c y  P l a n ,  and ( c )  r ezon ing  o f  t h e  a r e a  t o  C 3  which 
w i l l  pe rmi t  marine  use ,  bu t  n o t  b o a t  b u i l d i n g  o r  r e p a i r .  
The p r o p o s a l  w i l l  now go th rough  t h e  Uniform Land Use 
Review Procedure  (ULURP) which is  under  t h e  s u p e r v i s i o n  
o f  t h e  Commission. The f i r s t  s t e p  is f o r  Community 
Board 7 t o  h o l d  a  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g ,  p r e f e r a b l y  a  j o i n t  
h e a r i n g  w i t h  Community Board 1 1 .  C f .  Minutes o f  E igh th  
Meeting o f  Board o f  D i r e c t o r s ,  page 3 .  

Counc i l  f o r m a l l y  v o t e d  a p p r o v a l  o f  P h i l i p  Weinberg 's  
a d v i c e  t h a t  t h e  Counci l  l e t  C i t y  and S t a t e  r e p r e s e n t  i t s  
i n t e r e s t s ,  which a r e  v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  t h e i r s ,  
d u r i n g  t h e  c u r r e n t  l i t i g a t i o n .  I n  t h e  e v e n t  t h a t  i t  
becomes a d v i s a b l e  t o  submit a  b r i e f  on b e h a l f  o f  t h e  
Counc i l  a s  t h e  f r i e n d  o f  t h e  C o u r t ,  The Board cou ld  
d i s c u s s  t h e  m a t t e r  wi th  Weinberg a t  t h a t  t i m e .  Minutes  
o f  E igh th  Meet ing o f  Board o f  D i r e c t o r s ,  page 2. 

C l a i r b o r n e  P e l l ,  U.S. S e n a t o r  from Rhode I s l a n d ,  f o r  
h i m s e l f  and John H. Chafee ,  i n t r o d u c e d  i n t o  S e n a t e ,  B i l l  
S.3080, " A c q u i s i t i o n  o f  S u r p l u s  F e d e r a l  P r o p e r t y  by - - 
S t a t e  and Loca l  Governments." C o n g r e s s i o n a l  
Record-Senate,  Dec. 6 ,  1982, page S13958. 

The New York S t a t e  Department o f  Environmental  
C o n s e r v a t i o n  made a  " n e g a t i v e  d e c l a r a t i o n " ,  t h a t  i s ,  
11 w i l l  n o t  have a  s i g n i f i c a n t  env i ronmenta l  impact", 

r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  c r e a t e  t h e  S p e c i a l  F o r t  T o t t e n  
Area District 4 .  Environmental  N o t i c e  B u l l e t i n ,  I s s u e  
No. 3 6 ,  Dec. 8 ,  1982, p .  8. 



* Dec. 20, 1982 

* Dec. 21,  1982 

* J a n .  13, 1983 

* J a n .  25, 1983 

* Feb. 1983 

Feb. 16, 1983 

* Mar. 23,  1983 

* Apr. 1 1 ,  1983 

Robert  Guen ther ,  s t a f f  r e p o r t e r ,  wro te  an a r t i c l e ,  
"Planned S a l e  o f  F e d e r a l  Lands Prompts Doubts,  
o p p o s i t i o n , "  p u b l i s h e d  i n  The Wall  s t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  
Wednesday, Dec. 15. 1982, p .  1 .  H e  t o l d  o f  t h e  work o f  - - 
J o s u a  Muss, Execu t ive  d i r e c t o r  o f  PPR, who heads  a  s m a l l  
o f f i c e  " c r e a t e d  t o  a s s i s t  i n  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and s a l e  
o f  unneeded f e d e r a l  p r o p e r t i e s  ." 
The New York Area Command, F o r t  Hamil ton,  i s s u e d  a "Fact 
Sheet"  ( 3  pages )  concern ing  i t s  sub- ins  t a l l a t  i o n s ,  
i n c l u d i n g  F o r t  T o t t e n .  

Councilman Sheldon L e f f l e r  i n v i t e d  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a  
Landmark loan  fund a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  and 
r e s t o r a t i o n  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  w i t h  a p p r o p r i a t e  landmark 
d e s i g n a t i o n  ( a s  i n  F o r t  ~ o t t e n ) .  D a i l y  News, Tuesday, 
Dec. 21, 1982. 

EPVA hand d e l i v e r e d  t o  t h e  Borough P r e s i d e n t ' s  O f f i c e  a  
copy o f  t h e  EPVA "Proposed Program f o r  F a c i l i t i e s  
~ e q u e s t e d  ," t a k e n  from EPVA's " A p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  S u r p l u s  
F e d e r a l  P roper ty , "  pp. 5-34, a l o n g  wi th  t h e  "Dec la ra t ion  
o f  R e s t r i c t i o n s "  [= c o d i c i l  t o  t h e  Agreement between t h e  
C i t y ,  EPVA and t h e  Counc i l ,  d a t e d  May 7 ,  19831. L e t t e r  
o f  t r a n s m i t t a l  and t i t l e  page.  

Sena tor  C l a i r b o r n e  P e l 1  ( f o r  h i m s e l f ,  M r .  Chafee and Mr. 
~ o y n i h a n )  submi t t ed  a  b i l l  i n  t h e  S e n a t e  (S.  102) "To 
r e q u i r e  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  o f  Genera l  S e r v i c e s  t o  n o t i f y  
S t a t e s  o f  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  s u r p l u s  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  and 
t o  convey a t  reduced c o s t  c e r t a i n  s u r p l u s  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  
f o r  p u b l i c  pa rk  o r  p u b l i c  r e c r e a t i o n  use  t o  S t a t e  and 
l o c a l  governments." 

The C i t y  P lann ing  Commission p u b l i s h e d  a  s t u d y ,  F o r t  
T o t t e n :  Recommendations and P r o p o s a l s  f o r  a 
Comprehensive P l a n ,  34 pages ,  p r e p a r e d  by t h e  Department 
o f  C i t y  P lann ing ,  Queens O f f i c e ;  P a u l  B o n f i l i o ,  P r o j e c t  
D i r e c t o r .  Cover and t i t l e  page. 

The C i t y  P lann ing  Commission ( C a l .  Nos. 29  and 30) h e l d  
a  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  on amending t h e  Zoning R e s o l u t i o n  by 
add ing  S e c t i o n  105.944 which e s t a b l i s h e s  a S p e c i a l  F o r t  
T o t t e n  N a t u r a l  Area D i s t r i c t .  Hear ing  c o n t i n u e d  t o  
March 9 ,  1983 (Ca l  Nos. 35 & 3 6 ) .  

The C i t y  Planning Commission ( C a l .  No. 36 & 37)  approved 
t h e  amendment t o  t h e  Zoning R e s o l u t i o n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  
S p e c i a l  F o r t  T o t t e n  N a t u r a l  Area D i s t r i c t .  

CW4 J a c k  F e i n ,  AUS ( ~ e t i r e d )  made a  reqr ies t  i n  w r i t i n g  
f o r  b u i l d i n g  s p a c e  t o  s t o r e  and d i s p l a y  t h e  memorabil ia 
o f  t h e  h i s t o r y  of F o r t  T o t t e n ,  "going back t o  t h e  y e a r  
1640", which h e  h a s  been c o l l e c t i n g  f o r  20 y e a r s .  ' H i s  
l e t t e r  t o  ~ a j .  R ichard  F l y t h e ,  and t h e  l a t t e r ' s  r e p l y  o f  
May 5,  1983. 



* Apr. 15, 1983 U.S. D i s t r i c t  Court  Judge I .  Leo G l a s s e r  d i smissed  t h e  
EPVA s u i t  a g a i n s t  HHS and GSA, based on h i s  f i n d i n g s  
t h a t  t h e  decision-making p r o c e s s  govern ing  t h e  l a n d ' s  
d i s p o s a l  was s t i l l  incomple te .  Newsday, Wednesday, 
A p r i l  20, 1983, p. Q19; D a i l y  News, Thursday,  A p r i l  21, 
1983. 

* Apr. 23,  1983 The U.S. Army Reserve C e n t e r ,  F o r t  T o t t e n ,  was d e d i c a t e d  
t o  t h e  memory o f  E r n i e  P y l e  ( k i l l e d  on I e  S h i m  on A p r i l  
18, 1945) on t h e  75th a n n i v e r s a r y  o f  t h e  fo rmat ion  o f  
t h e  Reserve when P r e s i d e n t  Theodore Roosevel t  f i r s t  
commissioned Reserve o f f i c e r s  f o r  t h e  Medical  Corps.  
The U.S. P o s t a l  S e r v i c e  p rov ided  a one-day p o s t a l  
s t a t i o n .  The 16 c e n t  stamp had a p i c t u r e  o f  "Ernie P y l e  
J o u r n a l i s t 1 ' .  The c a n c e l l a t i o n  r e a d  "Ern ie  Py le  S t a ,  23 
A p r i l  1983, F l u s h i n g ,  NY 11359". L i b e r t y  Torch,  The 
77 th  U.S. Army Reserve Command, v o l .  I ,  no. 3 ,  A p r i l  23, 
1983, p. 6 ;  Newsday, Monday, A p r i l  1 1 ,  1983; Newsday, 
Sunday, A p r i l  24 ,  1983. 

Apr. 28,  1983 The Board o f  E s t i m a t e  ( C a l .  No. ) d e c l a r e d  t h e  147 a c r e  
F o r t  T o t t e n  p r o p e r t y  a  s p e c i a l  n a t u r a l  a r e a  d i s t r i c t .  
Newsday, F r i d a y ,  A p r i l  29,  1983. 

* May 7 ,  1983 The C i t y  o f  New York, EPVA, and t h e  F o r t  T o t t e n  
P r e v e r v a t i o n  Counc i l ,  I n c . ,  s i g n e d  an  agreement on use  
o f  s u r p l u s  a c r e a g e  on F o r t  f o r  the b e n e f i t s  o f  t h e  
g e n e r a l  p u b l i c ,  20 pages  p l u s  a  c o d i c i l  o f  4 pages 
e n t i t l e d ,  " D e c l a r a t i o n  o f  R e s t r i c t i o n s " .  Text as 
m u l t i p l i e d  and d i s t r i b u t e d  by The T r u s t  f o r  P u b l i c  Land 
t o  t h e  d i r e c t o r s  of t h e  Counc i l  and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  
p a r t i e s .  

* !lay 24,  1983 GSA "announced its d e c i s i o n  t o  a s s i g n  approx imate ly  1 1 
a c r e s  [ o f  F o r t ]  f o r  p a r k  and r e c r e a t i o n  use  and,  w i t h  
t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  approx imate ly  3  a c r e s  be ing  c o n s i d e r e d  
f o r  t r a n s f e r  t o  t h e  Department o f  t h e  Army, make the 
balance a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  c i t y  o f  New York for  
a c q u i s i t i o n  by n e g o t i a t e d  purchase ."  [ ~ e t t e r  o f  GSA t o  
Congressman James H.  Scheuer ,  d a t e d  J u n e  27, 19831. 
Newsday, Wednesday, May 25, 1983, p.Q3. 

* June-Sept .  1983 A "For t  T o t t e n  Tour", conducted by J a c k  F e i n ,  was 
i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  Calendar  o f  Even ts  f o r  June  through 
September,  marking t h e  Queens T r i c e n c e n n i a l ,  1683-1983. 

* J u n e  14, 1983 Congressman James H.  Scheuer ,  i n t r o d u c e d  a  b i l l  (HR 
3305) ,  f o r  h i m s e l f ,  Ilr.  Ackerman, and Mr. Owens, i n  t h e  
House o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  " t o  r e q u i r e  t h e  d i s p o s a l  o f  
l a n d s  a t  F o r t  T o t t e n ,  New York, f o r  p u b l i c  h e a l t h  [EPVA] 
and p a r k  and r e c r e a t i o n  purposes." 

* June  27,  1983 GSA s e n t  Congressman James H .  Scheuer a  le t ter  g i v i n g  a 
c u r r e n t  h i s t o r y  of  " the  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  s u r p l u s  F e d e r a l  
p r o p e r t y  a t  F o r t  Tot ten."  



* J u l y  28, 1983 By o r d e r  o f  t h e  Court o f  Appeals, Second C i r c u i t ,  EPVA 
was given t h e  o p t i o n  t o  withdraw i t s  case  a g a i n s t  HHS 
and GSA "without c o s t s  and without  a t t o r n e y s  f ee s  and 
without  p r e j u d i c e  s u b j e c t  t o  r e in s t a t emen t  by n o t i c e  t o  
t h e  Clerk by September 15, 1983, and i f  no t  t hus  
r e i n s t a t e d  s h a l l  be deemed withdrawn with p re jud i ce  ." 

* Aug. 3 ,  1983 

* Sept .  29, 1983 

The S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense,  i n  a  l e t t e r  t o  Bernard H e l f a t ,  
s a i d  t h a t  h e  d i r e c t e d  purchase of  s u r p l u s  proper ty  on 
F o r t  f o r  Army use.  

Sena tor  Danie l  P. Moynihan and Congressman James H. 
Scheuer s e n t  a  j o i n t  l e t t e r  t o  t h e  Sec re t a ry  o f  Defense 
r e q u e s t i n g  "a c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  your ~ e p a r t m e n t  's c u r r e n t  
p o s i t i o n  on t h e  ma t t e r  [of  t h e  F o r t ]  ." 

Aug. 1984 

Spr ing  1986 

The Army gave Bayside H i s t o r i c a l  Soc i e ty ,  I nc . ,  a  
one-year l e a s e  of  Bui ld ing  208, known a s  "The O f f i c e r s 1  
Club". Lease renewed annual ly .  

General  Se rv i ce  Adminis t ra t ion  b a s i c a l l y  waived i t s  
P rope r ty  Review Board p o l i c y  and r e tu rned  t h e  fol lowing 
p a r c e l s  o f  Fo r t  To t t en  land t o  t h e  Army. 

14 Apr 1986 -- 6.81 a c r e s  o f  land and improvements. 
30 May 1986 -- 25.25 a c r e s  of land and improvements. 
23 Jun 1986 -- 11.40 a c r e s  of  land and improvements. 

May 23, 1986 P re l imina ry  meeting was convened by t h e  New Yotk Area 
Command, Fo r t  Hamilton, New York, wi th  va r ious  Army 
agenc i e s  t o  f u l l y  i d e n t i f y  Army requirements  on For t  
Tot t e n .  

Oct.  23,  1986 
t o  

Nov. 7,  1987 The Fo r t  To t t en  Land U t i l i z a t i o n  P l an ,  a  25 year  p l an ,  
was developed. 

Dec. 4 ,  1986 The New York Area Command I n s t a l l a t i o n  Planning Board 
approved t h e  "1986" Land U t i l i z a t i o n  Plan.  

Dec. 1986 The F o r t  Tot ten  Land U t i l i z a t i o n  Plan was forwarded t o  
t h e  Department of  t h e  Army. 

Sept .  1987 Congress was b r i e f e d  on t h e  Fo r t  Tot ten  Land U t i l i z a t i o n  
P lan .  

* Nov. 15, 1987 A "Fort  To t t en  Town Meeting" was he ld  i n  t h e  Ernie  Pyle  
Reserve Center  t o  e x p l a i n  t o  t h e  conununity t h e  Fort  
To t t en  Land U t i l i z a t i o n  and Master Plan.  The meeting 
was scheduled a t  t h e  reques t  o f  Congressman James H .  
Scheuer .  SNEQ was r ep re sen t ed .  

* Dec. 1 ,  1987 I I Notes of  t h e  F o r t  Tot ten  Town Meeting were prepared by 

John 0 .  Riedl  f o r  in-house use of  SNEQ. 



9: Dec. 10, 1987 SNEQ submitted comments on the Fort Totten Land 
Utilization and Master Plan to the Mew York Area Comnand 
and Fort Hamilton, 3 pages and 5 pages of appendix. 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Bernard Haber 
Chairman 
Community Board Number 1 1 
203-06 Rocky Hill Road 
Bayside, New York 1 136 1 

Dear Mr. Haber: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to 
close Fort Totten, New York. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Totten. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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May 4, 1995 ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5.  L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG J O S U E  ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Army Team is currently evaluating data relating to the proposed closures of Seneca 
Army Depot Activity, New York, and Savanna Atmy Depot Activity, Illinois, and the proposed 
realignment of Sierra Army Depot, California. Responses to the following will be appreciated. 

1. Sierra and Savanna are currently demilitarizing depleted-uranium rounds. Are these missions 
anticipated to be complete prior to 2001? If not, to what installation(s) will these missions 
transfer? Have appropriate Nuclear Regulatory Commission licenses been sought for the new 
location(s)? 

2. To what installation(s) will the existing ammunition stocks at Sierra, Savanna, and Seneca be 
transferred? Has the cost of these transfers been included in COBRA analyses of these 
installations? If not, why not? 

3. Sierra is the designated Center of Technical Excellence for Operational Project Stocks. 
Which (if any) other installations store Operational Project Stocks? 

4. Please designate, by installation, how much ammunition is currently stored in open and 
improved open storage at Army depots, production plants, and other storage installations. 

5 .  The Army's COBRA left 240 people at Sierra to perform the Operational Project Stocks 
mission. In its briefing, Sierra noted that this was the figure for hands-on personnel, but not 
the correct staffing level if Operational Project Stocks were the only mission on post. Sierra 
contends that the correct figure for civilians needed to remain on post in the recommended 
scenario, including base overhead, is 512. Please comment. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 50 SOL\- a, 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i t u r e  Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signatwe 

Repare Reply for StaR Director's Siture Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions v F n  
SubjedlRemark 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 4,1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Arrny Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army based its recommendations regarding ammunition storage installations on the 
"Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Plan," known as the "tiering study," which was an input to the 
Army Stationing Strategy. That study ranked installations according to a set of weighted criteria. 
The Commission is also aware of a joint-service study called the "Wholesale Ammunition 
Stockpile Plan," or "WASP," produced prior to the tiering study, which surveyed requirements 
and capacity of the entire ammunition storage system. 

While WASP found shortfalls in storage capacity throughout the system and a need to 
maintain demilitarization capacity, the tiering study appears to have begun with a presumption of 
excess capacity in these areas, and proposed ways to alleviate that perceived excess. The 
resulting recommendations would reduce ammunition storage and demilitarization capacity which 
may still be needed. This conflict was reflected in the Army BR4C 95 Report, which stated, 
"Storage capacity requirements of current ammunition stockpiles have reached and exceeded the 
design capacity of storage facilities ... Even so, several of the smaller ammunition storage sites are 
projected to be excess to Army requirements within the next several years." (Volume m, page 
58.) 

Request Army's opinion regarding: 

Whether the tiering study's presumption of excess capacity is analytically supported by other 
Army documents (if so, please supply said documents); 

Whether goals identified by WASP were reflected in the weighting structure of the tiering 
study; 

Whether that weighting structure is supported by other documentation of Arrny priorities; I 
Opinion of Army General Counsel as to whether official endorsement of a report certifies all 
data used as inputs to that report. 



The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Plan indicates the Army's intent to move from 
open burning and demolition (OBIOD) to resource recovery and recycling (RRR) as the principal 
means of conventional ammunition demilitarization by the year 2001. 

At what point will RRR throughput capacity equal that of current OB/OD? 

Does this plan depend on any new or experimental technologies not currently in use? 

The Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Plan uses distance to ports of embarkation as a 
metric in evaluating installations' power projection capacity. Given that quality and routing of 
road and rail networks varies, why was this metric chosen? Wouldn't a performance-based 
metric, such as historical average time to port, have been more appropriate? 

Any required clarification concerning these questions can be given by Mr. J. J. Gertler, 
the Army Team analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  UNITED S T A T E S  A I R  F O R C E  

3 114'1' 1235 

MEMORANDIIM FOR RASE CLOSLJRE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo. Jr.) 

FROM: H Q  USAFfRT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonmcnt COBRA Taskcrs Updatc (RT Taskcrs 778 & 48 1 )  

We arc in Ihc process o f  rcspontling lo your FAXs of April 20, 1994 (Taskcr 950420-2) and 
May 3, 1995 (Taskcr 950504-7). Wc havc found scrious miscalculations in thc initial data package 
submittal lo us. Upon rcccipt of tlic dcsi_~nalcd conirnantl's firti11 suhnlission. i t  will nccd to be fully 
coonlinatcd within Ilic Air Forcc so we will hc unable tv mcct your suspcnsc of 8 May, 1995 for this 
COBRA. Additionally. wc have hccn taskcd to providc a COBRA for a commurlity version of a 
Brooks AFB canlonnicnt with a quspcnsc of May 15, 1995. Pleasc note wc hclicvc ttlcre is a conflict 
hctwecn the first ~ w o  assumptions wilh Broks  AFB being cantoned within 15%) of the base and having 
HSC, Armstrong Lab, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and HSCIYA rctaincd in thcir 
current configurations. We aqsure you any such conflicts will bc resolved prudently. Both Ulc Air 
Force and Community COBRAS on a Brooks AFB cantonment will bc provided NLT May 15, 1995. 

I trust this responds to yvur rcqucst. Maj Mi1:c Wallace. 695-6766. is my point of contact. 

/"1.6(r"b. BLI iME Jr.. M;ii Gcn. t !S4t  
,,%: ~ 1 ,  . A  ' Assisianr i o  t l ~ c  Chicf of S[;;i: 

fir Rcaligimlc:~: sxi 7-ranoirior: 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 50 q-3 
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A I n 

II I I 

s ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions En .IE I 
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A 

Due Date: 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Commisioner's Signature 

Prepare I?irect Response 



THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

We appreciate your response to our 10 April request to review a community COBRA run 
on Brooks Am. After reviewing your response and receiving a detailed concept of operations 
(Atch) provided by the Brooks AFB community, we have decided to ask you to conduct an 
alternative COBRA run on Brooks AFB with the following assumptions. 

a. Closure of Brooks AFB with approximately 15% of the base placed in cantonment. 

b. HSC, Armstrong Lab, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and HSClYA 
retained in their present configurations. 

c. Family housing retained at Brooks AFI3 with support fiom Kelly AFB. 
-. - - - --- 

d. AH BOS provided by Kelly AFB. 

In order to assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided I 
no later than May 15, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this rnjqter. 

S i n c e r M  

Francis A. Cirillo, 7- J ., PE 
Air Force Team ~ k d e r  

Attachment 
Brooks AFB Community Concept of Operations 



Francis A. Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Tcam Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Comm~ssion 
1700 N. Moore Street. Suite 1423 
.4rlington. VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirrllo: 

Thank you for your Apnl 20. 1995 lener and the oppormnjcy to dcscnbe &c San 
Antonio cantonment stnrsgy. and specifically. h e  concept of operatiom ior Brooks .WR in 
more derail. 

The San Antonio cantonment suacsgy is stnight-forward Brooks A F B  would be 
closed and all base operating supporc (BOS) md real properry rnalntenance (RP.U, would 
be provided by Kelly AF5 or hckfrtnd XFB. Tfus concept would accompl~sh rhe t'ollowmg. 

a Brooks .- would be closed. 

S173 million in one-rime closure cosrs would be avoldcd (Sl i million vlcc 

S 185 million). 

T;x 20 y r x  new present value javings would e x ~ e e d  S301 million--more r h ~ n  
twice as much 3s r.hr DOD proposal. 

R e  rerurn on invcsrment souid begin in year one 

In addition. rhr risks sf losing perhaps as m u ~ y  as 50-7570 of ihe scisntisrs and engineers 
(who i ~ I 1  us rhcy will nor move to Dayton aoc! Psnama City\ would ix ~ v o i ~ i t x f  ;md GI(:. 
synergies with San .hroruo's v e r ;  subsunr~af m i l i u q  md civrl im human syscrnls 33': 

bioscicxe comwclrs (which a n  nor k marched In Dayron 2nd Parxtma (:iyd\ :vo~~lci  !y 
preseried. 



The San .Uronio cantonment stnregy is built on the following co~cept  of openrion. 

BROOKS U i 3 .  Brooks .4FB would bet closed. A s m d l  ponitm of  the bae 
cspproxunacely 15%) would be reumed as 3 cantonment u e 3 .  Ihr T ~ I I W I T I ~ I ~ ~  

35% would be made avadable for reuse. .A ionce?cuiil CFr~wmg cI' the 

csnronrnenr x e 3  IS amcbed However. i f  ~s only a concqt: chc: actual 
Soundanrs ~ ~ c u l d  be dcrem~ned by rhe . 4 ~ r  Force. rtFCF.E nould mo:.c i~iro 
its new faclliry whch  would remaln as ~1 smnd done bulldlng ~n Lt~c r r u x  
area. The feu: orher acr~vicies ha t  jre presently ILK;ILLXI uur.\~dc rhr: 
cantonmenr are3 could remam as stand-alone activ1ur~ or trc rrlovnl I r l c o  r hc 
canconmenc. 

THE IMISSTONS. HSC. AL. USAFSXM. AFCEE. . h i D  HSCiY.4 *auld bc 
retained in [heir present configuntions. They would occupy rhcir curre!][ 
facilities hereby negating the requirement for S103 m~ll ion of ncw m~ltrarl, 
consuuction at Wnght  Pa~erson and Tyndall .GBs  and 553- rmllton io 
movement. personnel. overhead. orher. a d  one-tune unique coscs 

6 80s. Base operacmg suppon would be provided by KeIly .G!3 or L~clcklclnnd - 
AFB which are only 10 mllzs away. .4 derailed analysis of the suppon 
functions 1s actachrd. I t  shows a savings of 423 manpower spaces (Nore: 391 
was used in cht: b n e h g  ro rhe Commission and the COBRA runs to :ivo~d 
confusion). F m ~ l y  houtnc was not reomed in thls proposal hcwue 
additiomi farnlly housing was not provided at Wn-eht Patterson rud 'rynclall m 
~ ! e  DOD proposal. however. i t  could be r e W  withour subsrantially r t ~ l t ! ~ ~ ~ g  
the savings. hiinimal non-mlssion facilities were retained in the proposal 
making rhs Brooks Cantonment analogous to Wright Field (Area B) u the 
DOD proposal. The facilities closure factor was based on a buildmg-by 
budding review. Fire response service would be provided bv h e  Cry  a1 a 
cost of $70.~W .per year. 

RPM-4. Real property maintenance coscs were deveIoped us~ng the 'Rc:il 
P roper -  Replacement Costs" repon (whlch was obtained under the F~errforn 
of Information Acr). This rcpon was used LO t31~111ate che a n n u l  upkc-? ar?d 
repair costs and tf?e u t i f i p  cosrs. These dau are also rltuchecl. 

MILITlUiY CONST3UCTION. Five mdlion dollars in ntiiiur). ic)r~\iiui.!~on 
costs were ir.c!uded tn the proposal for jxnmeccr fencing ~11d  mlnor  
LocstrJc::vn :C :'3c:iiucr mOvln$ 3 few 2ct!vlt~es from :he XU* ;ire:! irl.ii! :he 
cantonmenr. .An additional one million dollars w;is included for rnlr!c)r 
rnodificat~ons at Keily or Lcklmd to ~csomrnod~ te  h e  added B(.)S yc~i;:;:,rult\! 



It 1s important to note that the taboratory capacicy reduction (as m a w r e d  in & r a t  
work years) achieved by the Sao hntoruo propo.sa1 1s idenrial to the reduction in thc LX)D 
proposal. In addinon. 9 17-1 mllion In one-time closure cosrs arc avoided arxl :I 0 Fear :IC! 
present value savings of 530 1 million--more &an ~wice  ~5 much .ts the I)(-)D prcyx-sii--~s 
achieved. 

The shon tirnt: le!i before tbz ComnLission m&rs chru :'mi dccislon, ~ t u k c h  !r :h 

very irnporriinc rhat we have a common undersrandino, of h s  concept of  operatton\ cuni rhc  
supporting dau ac the tarliest possible time. We xe. rhzreiorc. ready ro providc . c l y  
adclit~onal information you may requlre and to meet wlch you and the apprupnatc .I\r 'r'orcc 
representatives at your convenience co review the dau and resolve any remaining 
uncercarnries Please contact Paul Roberson at (210) 129-2124 to - m g e  a meetlo? or ro 
obtain additionai information. 

Sincerely, 

Helen Xyala Charies E. Chewer, Jr 
BRAC '95 Co-Chair BRAG '95 Co-Chair 

Jose Vdlaned 
BRAC '95 C c K h l r  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

15MRY 19% 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskers Update (RT Taskers 378 & 48 1) 

We are still in the process of responding to your taskers of April 20, 1995 (950420-2) and 
May 3, 1995 (950504-3). The MAJCOM certified package is expected to arrive in RT on 16 May. It 
will need to be fully coordinated within the Air Force. We will be unable to meet our May 15, 1995 
suspense. Both the Air Force and Community COBRAS on a Brooks AFB cantonment will be 
provided NLT May 19, 1995. 

Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. Please call if you have any questions. 

~ssistabt to the Chief of Staff 
and Transition 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A IR  F O R C E  

!i 9 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskers Update (RT Taskers 378 & 48 1) 

We are still in the process of responding to your taskers of April 20, 1995 (950420-2) and 
May 3, 1995 (950504-3). We will need to again postpone the delivery beyond our May 19,1995 
suspense. We appreciate your understainding in this matter Both the Air Force and Community 
COBRAS on the Brooks AFB cantonment will be provided NLT the afternoon of May 23,1995. 

Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. Please call if you have any questions. 

 ME, Jr.. Maj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

and Transition 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A I R  F O R C E  

-2 s W R 7  19% 
MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Analysis (RT Tasker 481) 

Our response to your tasker of May 3, 199 950504-3) attached. The Air Force 
accomplished the COBRA analysis as outlined in the Qs concept of operations. 
The Community stated the actual boundaries were to be determined by the Air Force. We had 
the choice to move units into their conceptual cantonment or extend the boundaries to reflect 
the Air Force way of doing business for this type of operation. We chose to extend the 
boundary to retain HSC, Armstrong Lab, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and 
HSCIYA in their present configurations with minor relocation of units into the cantoned area. 
This was deemed more prudent than costly MILCON projects to house them in the 
conceptual cantonment area. Additionally, we accomplished the COBRA analysis with the 
numbers supplied by the Community as submitted. We only supplied numbers where they 
were unavailable from their package or where they did not take into account standard Air 
Force or DoD policy and guidance. We disagree with several portions of their concept of 
operations to include their self-determined manpower support and facility requirements, 
closure of military family housing, and maintaining minimal non-mission facilities in light of 
DoD Quality of Life initiatives. The COBRA analysis sent under your April 20, 1995 tasker 
(950420-2) took these factors into account. 

The Air Force views "paper studies" dealing with cantonments of laboratories 
cautiously due to the complexity of leaving substantial operations in a stand alone or cantoned 
scenario. The failure to reduce laboratory capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and 
consolidating functions at Wright-Patterson AFB, will leave excess capacity within the Air 
Force. The Air Force continues to believe the community's proposal would not achieve 
needed savings and reductions of infrastructure, and relies on assumptions of support that may 
not be practical for the long-term. As a result, the Air Force would not favor this alternative 
and hopes you will take this into consideration in your review of the SECDEF 
recommendation. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of 
contact. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

Attachment: Brooks (Community) COBRA 
for Realignment and Transition 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

2 6 MAY 1995 
MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Analysis (RT Tasker 378) 

Our response to your tasker of attached. The Air Force in 
generating a concept of operations gave 
which was provided to us as a separate 
Community's concept of operations tas 

The Air Force views "paper studies" dealing with cantonments of laboratvrics cautiously due 
to the complexity of leaving substantial operations in a stand alone r v  cantoned scenario. The failure to 
reduce laboratory capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and consolidating functions at 
Wrigllt-.Patterson AFB, will leave excess capacity within the Air Force. The Air Force continues to 
lxlieve tlie comn~unity's proposal would not achieve needed savings and reductions of infrastructure. 
,and relies on assumptions of support that may not be practical for the long-term. As a result, the .4ir 
Force would not favor this alternative and hopes you will take this into consideratic:n in your review of 
the SECDEF recommendation. 

1 t~usl this responds to your request. Maj Michael Wallace. 695-6766, is my point of contact. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

' for Realignment and Transition 
Attachment: 
Bti toks (Cantonment) CORRA 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

~ e ~ a ' r t m e n t  : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -115,186 
1-Time Cost(8K): 21,802 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon - 233 822 7,398 0 0 
Person 0 0 -5,055 -11,973 -11,973 
Overhd 191 201 135 -1,103 -1,103 
Movi ng 0 0 3,489 0 0 
M iss io  0 0 0 2,808 2,808 
Other 0 0 7.715 0 0 

TOTAL -42 1,023 13,683 -10,268 -10,268 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 29 0 0 
En 1 0 0 134 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 87 0 0 
TOT 0 0 250 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 35 0 0 
En l 0 0 260 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 212 0 0 
TOT 0 0 507 0 0 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
Lack land AFB supp l i es  BOS 
Reta in  HSC. AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants 
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) re loca tes  t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH re ta ined  a t  Brooks, POL appl ied,  t a b l e  t op  est imates (no s i t e  survey) 
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT0378 

Tota 1 --.-- 
7,987 

40,974 
-2,783 
3,489 
8,424 
7-71 5 

T o t a l  
- - - - - 

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 0 822 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 191 357 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 191 1,179 22,331 4,707 4,707 4,707 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 233 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 157 
Movi ng 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 233 157 8,647 14,976 14,976 14,976 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
8,220 
6,364 
3,429 
3.670 
8,424 
7,715 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
233 

47,338 
6.21 2 
180 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,259 
640 
0 

2,808 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
13,232 
1,743 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F iLe  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F iLe  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
- - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 

Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - 
-42,138 

1,022,729 
13,683,484 

-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-41,570 
981,947 

12,786,218 
-9,338,381 
-9,088,448 
-8,845,205 
-8,608,472 
-8,378,075 
-8,153,844 
-7,935,615 
-7,723,226 
-7,516,522 
-7,315,350 
-7,119,562 
-6,929,014 
-6,743,566 
-6,563,081 
-6,387,427 
-6,216,474 
-6,050,096 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\8RO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Const ruc t ion  

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personnel 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mothba l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Total  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 21,802,071 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 233,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 180,550 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 413,550 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 21,388,521 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. ~ a ~ a r t m e n t  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F iLe  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F iLe  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - 
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota ls :  8,220 0 0 -233 7,987 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BROOKS, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

640 999 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 187 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 1 1  1 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -222 0  0 0 
TOTAL 0 76 0  0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

827 1 .I10 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: LACKLAND, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 9 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 171 0 0 
Students 0  0  0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 159 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 

To Base: BASE X  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 26 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 
Students 0 0 0  0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
* - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0  
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0  

(Out o f  
1997 
- - - - 
0 
0  
0  
0 
0  

BROOKS, 
1998 
- - - - 
35 

260 
0  

21 2 
507 

TX): 
1999 2000 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 - 29 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 -134 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 - 87 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 -250 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - m a - - -  

763 71 6 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,766 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 187 
0 1 1  1 
0 0 
0 -222 
0 76 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,544 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - -  
0 9 
0 171 
0 0 
0  159 
0 339 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 
0 26 
0 89 
0 0 
0 53 
0 168 

2001 T o t a l  

2001 T o t a l  

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1.245 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

~ e ~ a r t m e n t  : Ai  r Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F iLe  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F iLe  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota 1 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
En l i s t e d  0 0 171 0 0 0 171 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 159 0 0 0 159 
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 0 339 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LACKLAND, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 9 
En l i s t e d  0 0 171 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 159 
TOTAL 0 0 339 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 9 
0 0 0 171 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 159 
0 0 0 339 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,796 4,909 0 2,737 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 26 0 0 0 26 
En l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 0 89 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 0 5 3 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 0 168 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
- - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  BASE X): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

762 3,352 0 11,508 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

~epar tmen t  : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
21 2 
5 
3 
8 
3 

193 
19 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 212 0 0 0 212 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 1 9 7  0 0 0 197 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 5  
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 8 0 0 0  8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 52 0 0 0 52 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 5  

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Ret i rements,  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 /3  
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. ~ e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F iLe  : R:\COBRA\l8MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Veh ic les  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL COST 191 1,179 22,331 4,707 4,707 4.707 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 233 157 8.647 14.976 14,976 14,976 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenar io F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN..SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST -42 1,023 13,683 -10,268 -10,268 -10,268 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

Base 
- - - -  
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

Base 
- - - - 
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 

SF 
Change %Change ChglPer 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-1,743,232 -14% 2,303 
494,010 2% 1,457 
145,737 0% 867 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

~ e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenar io F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
BROOKS, TX 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

St ra tegy:  

Realignment 
Rea l ignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - -  - - - -  
COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
Lack land AFB supp l i es  BOS 
Reta in  HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants  
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) re loca tes  t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH r e t a i n e d  a t  Brooks, QOL app l ied ,  t a b l e  t op  est imates (no s i t e  survey) 
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT037B 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
BROOKS, TX 
BROOKS, TX 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  LACKLAND, T X  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
Mi t i  t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecia 1 Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from BROOKS. TX t o  BASE X 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecia 1 Veh ic les :  

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

11 m i  
1,000 m i  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS. TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 640 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 999 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 1,766 
M i l  Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 19.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i l i t i es (KSF) :  1,918 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 106 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 9 7 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Faci  li ties(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: BASE X 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Fac i  li ties(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

6,147 
3.887 

21 ,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 0 7 ~ 3 6  05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 0 7,500 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 0 500 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 0 0 2,808 2,808 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): OX 1 OX 90% OX OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): OX 5 OX 5 OX OX OX 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 233 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
Faci  1 ShutDown(KSF): 343 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Mi sc Recur r ing  Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sates) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Faci  l ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%) : 1 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X) :  100% 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1 OX 90% OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX 0% OX 
0% OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

. Depkrtment : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenar io F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force S t ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sat Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

Desc r i p t i on  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
Renovate 87141705 
Relocate ALICFTS 
Relocate C l i n i c  
C a l i b r a t i o n  t o  0186 
RAM Waste 
HSCIIN 
LS 8. OSI 
Ren 8531, 8537, 8538 
Road A l t e r  
Meter and u t i  li t y  
Fence and Gates 
P&D 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Categ 
- - - - - 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Desc r i p t i on  Categ 
- - - - - - - - * - - -  - - - - -  
ADAL INTEL OPS OTHER 
COMM OTHER 
P&O OTHER 

New Mi lCon 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Rehab Mi lCon T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - -  

2,422 
300 
299 
271 
16 

31 5 
540 
61 0 

88 
1,238 

241 
568 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - m e - -  

0 0 1,046 
0 0 158 
0 0 108 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($lYear) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i ty(Weeks):  18 
C i v i l i a n S a l a r y ( $ / Y e a r ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Dep;rtment : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui l d i ng  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs . New Mi lCon Cost : 0 .OO% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00% 
MitCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Ma te r i a  \/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb):  14,500.00 
H H G P e r E n l F a m i l y ( L b ) :  9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehi c le($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

H o r i z o n t a l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona 1 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui  l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Veh ic le  data  prov ided by te lecon, 1/5/95 

One-Time Moving, One-Time Unique, prov ided AFMC 04/30/95-5/3/95 

MILCON data  AFMC 5/15/95 

Personnel AFIPE 5/15/95 



Document Separator 



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

1 2  6 HFil 1m 
MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cidlo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Analysis (RT Tasker 48 1) 

Our response to your tasker of May 3, 19 attached. The Air Force 
accomplished the COBRA analysis as outlined in s concept of operations. 
The Community stated the actual boundaries were to be determined by the Air Force. We had 
the choice to move units into their conceptual cantonment or extend the boundaries to reflect 
the Air Force way of doing business for this type of operation. We chose to extend the 
boundary to retain HSC, Armstrong Lab, USAF School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and 
HSCIYA in their present configurations with minor relocation of units into the cantoned area. 
This was deemed more prudent than costly MILCON projects to house them in the 
conceptual cantonment area. Additionally, we accomplished the COBRA analysis with the 
numbers supplied by the Community as submitted. We only supplied numbers where they 
were unavailable from their package or where they did not take into account standard Air 
Force or DoD policy and guidance. We disagree with several portions of their concept of 
operations to include their self-determined manpower support and facility requirements, 
closure of military family housing, and maintaining minimal non-mission facilities in light of 
DoD Quality of Life initiatives. The COBRA analysis sent under your April 20, 1995 tasker 
(950420-2) took these factors into account. 

The Air Force views "paper studies" dealing with cantonments of laboratories 
cautiously due to the complexity of leaving substantial operations in a stand alone or cantoned 
scenario. The failure to reduce laboratory capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and 
consolidating functions at Wright-Patterson AFB, will leave excess capacity within the Air 
Force. The Air Force continues to believe the community's proposal would not achieve 
needed savings and reductions of infrastructure, and relies on assumptions of support that may 
not be practical for the long-term. As a result, the Air Force would not favor this alternative 
and hopes you will take this into consideration in your review of the SECDEF 
recommendation. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695-6766, is my poilit of 
contact. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 

for Realignment and Transition 
Attachment: Brooks (Community) COBRA 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\0EPOTFIN.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -119,673 
1 -Time Cost($K): 21,371 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon - 233 782 7,040 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 -5,530 -12,744 -12,744 -12,744 
Overhd 241 251 13 -576 -576 -576 
Movi ng 0 0 3,728 0 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 0 2,780 2,780 2,780 
Other 0 0 7.227 0 0 0 

TOTAL 8 1,033 12,478 -10,541 -10,541 -10,541 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 25 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 138 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 103 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 266 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 49 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 347 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 293 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 689 0 0 0 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
COMMUNITY PROPOSAL: K e l l y  AFB supp l i es  BOS, AF determined cantonment area 
Reta in  HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants  
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) re loca tes  t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH re ta ined  a t  Brooks, POL app l ied ,  based on Community concept o f  ops 
Commission Tasker: 950504-3, RT Tasker: RT0481 

Tota 1 Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - 
7,589 0 

.43,764 -12,744 
-1,224 -576 
3,728 0 
8,340 2,780 
7,227 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 0 782 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 241 442 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 241 1,224 22,188 6,112 6,112 6,112 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 233 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 191 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 233 191 9,710 16,653 16,653 16,653 

Tota 1 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
233 

51,947 
7,732 
180 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,712 
1,620 

0 
2,780 

0 

Beyond 

0 
14,457 
2,196 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F iLe : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-C0MM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Cost ($1 
- - - - - - - 

7,783 
1,032,894 

12,477,630 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540.910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 
-10,540,910 

Adjusted Cost ($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

7,678 
991,706 

11,659,436 
-9,586,094 
-9,329,532 
-9,079,837 
-8,836,824 
-8,600,315 
-8,370,137 
-8,146,118 
-7,928,096 
-7,715,908 
-7,509,400 
-7,308,418 
-7,112,816 
-6,922,448 
-6,737,176 
-6,556,862 
-6,381,375 
-6,210,584 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

(ALL values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota 1 - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i  l i e n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

T o t a l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Total  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 21,370,955 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 233,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 180,550 
Land S a l e s  0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 413,550 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 20,957,405 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 
Tota L I MA Land Cost Tota L 

Base Name Mi LCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - - 
BROOKS 
KELLY 
BASE X 
LACKLAND 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
T o t a l s :  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BROOKS, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

640 999 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 ,1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 187 0 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 11 1 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -222 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 76 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

827 1.110 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: KELLY, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
O f f i c e r s  0 0 19 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 128 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 228 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 375 0 0 

To Base: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 26 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 

To Base: LACKLANO, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 4 0 0 
En listed 0 0 130 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 12 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 146 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out 
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

o f  BROOKS, 
1998 

TX): 
1999 2000 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 - 25 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 -138 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 -103 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 -266 0 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,766 

2001 T o t a l  

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,544 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 19 
0 128 
0 0 
0 228 
0 375 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 26 
0 89 
0 0 
0 53 
0 168 

2001 T o t a l  

2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - 

0 49 
0 347 
0 0 
0 293 
0 689 

2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - - 
0 - 25 
0 -138 
0 -103 
0 -266 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\Z5MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

753 625 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,148 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: KELLY, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

801 3,419 0 12,678 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 19 0 0 0 19 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 128 0 0 0 128 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 228 0 0 0 228 
TOTAL 0 0 375 0 0 0 375 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  KELLY, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 19 0 0 0 19 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 128 0 0 0 128 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 228 0 0 0 228 
TOTAL 0 0 375 0 0 0 375 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on )  : 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -----.---- 

820 3,547 0 12,906 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 26 0 0 0 26 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 0 89 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 0 5 3 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 0 168 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 26 0 0 0 26 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 0 89 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 0 53 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 0 168 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  --.------- - - - - - - - - - *  

762 3,352 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAG Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,787 4,738 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

11,508 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

2,578 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
En l i s t e d  0 0 130 0 0 0 130 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 12 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 0 146 0 0 0 146 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LACKLAND, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 4 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 130 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 0 146 

TX) : 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,791 4,868 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

2.590 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenar io F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i e n  Turnover* 15.00% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

293 
5 
3 
8 
3 

274 
19 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 293 0 0 0 293 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 279 0 0 0 279 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 4  
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 5  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 62 0 0 0 62 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 4  

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 - - - - - ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 782 7,040 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIF 0 0 164 
Civ R e t i r e  0 0 63 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 88 
POV Mi l es  0 0 7 
Home Purch 0 0 379 
HHG 0 0 270 
Mi sc 0 0 27 
House Hunt 0 0 78 
PPS 0 0 893 
RITA 0 0 162 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 168 
F r e i g h t  0 0 805 
Veh ic les  0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 28 
OTHER 

Program Plan 241 180 135 
Shutdown 0 261 261 
New H i r e  0 0 5 6 
1-Time Move 0 0 500 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 23 
POV Mi l e s  0 0 2 1 
HHG 0 0 405 
Mi sc 0 0 80 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 0 1,023 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 227 
Environmental  0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 7,000 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 241 1.224 19,906 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995 

REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary 
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
2,279 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

6,849 

8,340 
3,150 

0 
20,618 

41,989 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

0 
5 70 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1,712 

2,780 
1.050 

0 
6,112 

6.112 TOTAL COST 241 1,224 22,188 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Sa lary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 233 191 9,710 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 /3  
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department 
Opt ion  Package 
Scenar io F i  l e  
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Brooks Cantonment 
: R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
: R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Re t i r /R IF  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa lary  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Sa lary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

TOTAL NET COST 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenar io F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
BROOKS 
KELLY 
BASE X 
LACKLAND 

Personnel  
Change XChange 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-955 -27% 
375 2% 
168 1% 
146 2% 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-418,000 -22% 438 
0 OX 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BROOKS -769,422 -20% 806 -1,426,729 -16% 1,494 
KELLY 0 0% 0 210,157 1% 560 
BASE X 0 0% 0 145,737 1% 867 
LACKLAND 0 OX 0 213,779 1% 1,464 

RPMABOs($) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BROOKS -2,196,151 -17% 2,300 
KELLY 210,157 1% 560 
BASE X 145,737 0% 867 
LACKLAND 213,779 1% 1,464 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F iLe  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F iLe  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond -------------. - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  * - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -191 -576 -769 -769 - 7 6 9 - 3 . 0 7 5  -769 
BOS Change 0 0 193 -857 -857 -857 -2,378 -857 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -191 -383 -1,626 -1,626 -1,626 -5,454 -1,626 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COW.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
BROOKS, TX 
KELLY, TX 
BASE X 
LACKLAND, TX 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Rea l ignment 
Rea l ignment 
Realignment 

COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
COMMUNITY PROPOSAL: K e l l y  AFB supp l i es  80s. AF determined cantonment area 
Reta in  HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants  
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) re loca tes  t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH re ta ined  a t  Brooks, POL app l ied ,  based on Community concept o f  ops 
Commission Tasker: 950504-3, RT Tasker: RT04B1 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
BROOKS, TX 
BROOKS, TX 
BROOKS, TX 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
KELLY, TX 
BASE X 
LACKLAND, TX 

Distance: 
- -  - - - -  - - -  

11 m i  
1,000 mi 

11 m i  

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  KELLY, TX 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Mi l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecial  Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  BASE X 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
Mi li t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
HeavyISpecial Vehic les:  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from BROOKS, TX t o  LACKLAND, TX 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
En l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehic les:  
HeavyISpecial  Vehic les:  

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  [ l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/TonlMi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Name: KELLY, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  l i t  ies(KSF) : 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Name: BASE X 

To ta t  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
Tota 1 Base Fac i  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

6.147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 1.787 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 4,738 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 2,578 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 21.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  10,008 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 106 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 
1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 0% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 233 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 41 8 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 7,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,780 2,780 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1.050 1,050 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1 0% 90% 0% OX 
5 0% 5 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: KELLY, T X  
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ( $ K ) :  0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

10% 90% 0% OX 
0% 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i  Le : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
I -T ime Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 0 
Mi sc Recurr ing Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 
1996 - - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Mi sc Recur r ing  Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedu le(X) : OX 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  0 
Fac i  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX OX 0% 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

10% 90% 0% OX 
OX OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc  F a m i l y  Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS. TX 
1996 1997 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: 
Civ Force S t ruc  Change: 
Stu Force S t ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenar io Change: 
Civ Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

Descript ion Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MILCON OTHER 0 0 5,000 
P&d OTHER 0 0 425 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Descript ion Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MILCON MINOR OTHER 0 0 1.000 
P&D OTHER 0 0 85 

Name: LACKLAND. TX 

Descript ion Categ New M i  1Con Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
AOAL INTEL OPS OTHER 0 0 1,046 
COMM OTHER 0 0 158 
P&D OTHER 0 0 108 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5.162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E L i g i b i  li ty(Weeks) : 18 
C iv i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46.642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear l y  Ret i  r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i  na 1 Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i  le)  : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Di rect  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi la):  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
A v g M i l T o u r L e n g t h ( Y e a r s ) :  4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En 1 PCS Cost($) : 5,761 .OO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 07:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-COMM.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operationa 1 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quar ters  
Covered Storage 
D in ing  Fac i  l i t i e s  
Recreat ion Fac i  li t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental  

Category UM 
- - - - - - - -  - - 
o ther  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y E  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 
O p t i o n a l c a t e g o r y 1  ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category J ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y O  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y Q  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Veh ic le  data  prov ided by te lecon, 1/5/95 

One-Time Moving, One-Time Unique, prov ided AFMC 04/30/95-5/3/95 

MILCON data  AFMC 5/15/95 

Personnel AFlPE 5/15/95 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 
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Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

May 4, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition F ,-̂ .:c :,I ; ,. . c.- i :ti.$ ~',~.?132r 
Headquarters USAF \..i:.,- -7 :F~-:c,.. LpTT:j q gF&q- 4 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request you conduct an alternative COBRA run on the Williams-Mesa redirect 
(scenario Wd1iams.CBR) with the following assumptions. 

a. Move Armstrong Lab from Mesa to Luke AFB. 

b. Save BOS and RPMA at Williams. 

c. Estimate moving expense based on tons of equipment at Armstrong Lab to move to 
Luke to conduct mission. 

d. Pay no moving cost for personnel (move within 50 miles) 

e. Estimate any additional MilCon to include rehabilitation or modifications required at 
Luke AFB to accommodate Armstrong Lab. 

In order to assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided 
no later than 19 May, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE f i  Air Force Team Leader 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
(MR. FRANCIS A. CIRILLO) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Alternative COBRA for Relocation of Armstrong Lab Mesa, AZ to Luke AFB 
(Your Letter, 04 May 95) 

Attached is the alternative COBRA run on the Williams-Mesa redirect as per your request. 
We completed the analysis using certified data from Air Force Materiel Command, Air Education 
and Training Command, and the Air Force Base Conversion Agency. 

We were unable to include one of the assumptions directed in your letter. According to 
Air Education and Training Command and the Civil Engineering Squadron at Luke AFB, there 
are no facilities available for rehabilitation or modification to support the requirements of 
Armstrong Laboratory. As a result, the military construction (MILCON) costs included in this 
estimate are for new facilities. 

My point of contact for this action is Captain R. Curtis McNeil, AFIRT, (703) 695-6766. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

' Realignment & Transition 

Attachment: 
COBRA (Mesa to Luke) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DE~INNSFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year r 2001 
ROI Year : 100t Years 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

MilCon 3,352 1,749 2.332 
Person 0 1 2 
Overhd 11 17 8 
Moving 30 6 1 152 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 

Total 
----- 
14,573 

13 
-72 
610 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 
16 

-170 
0 
0 
0 

1996 
---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 
m T  0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
m i  0 
Stu 0 
Civ 1 
lwl' 1 

Total ----- 

Sumaary : 
- - - - - - - - 
AJ?/CE MILCON -- 12/29/94 
Mesa screen 4 data from AR4C Memo 28 Dec 94 
No Personnel Savings for move to Luke AFB per AFMC Memo 28 Dec 95 
Used MAJCOM unique/moving costs -- no recurring costs for Luke 
Standard annualization of personnel and HIWON 
No Family Housing is open at Mesa, AZ - Per BCA Site Manager 10 May 95 
No Facilities Available at Luke AFB to Refurb for AL - Per AETC 17 May 95 



COBRA RFALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LU.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEPMTIN.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

MilCon 3,352 1,749 2,332 3,206 
Person 0 9 2 7 4 6 
Overhd 11 35 56 81 
Moving 30 61 152 183 
Missio 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 
14,573 0 

236 89 
405 9 1 
610 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Savings 

MilCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

0 0 
0 8 
0 18 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 
223 73 
477 262 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUffi\MESA-UIK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SF-F 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construct ion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Werhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

lbtal - Werhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
---- 

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Total One-Time Costs 15,317,127 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 15,317,127 



TDTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17HAY95\DEFQ~IN.SFP 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ( S K I  ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
M I W N  
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV W I N G  
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTWER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL WING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Mi sc 

G'mER 
Elim PCS 

O?HER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DFPAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C : \ C O B R A ~ O ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ ~ ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ D E ~ ~ ~ F I N . S F F  

RECURRINGCOSTS 
----- ( S K I - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 
OCM 
R PMA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

(MHER 

Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

m A L  RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

m A L  COST 3,393 1,853 2,568 3,516 1,920 2,574 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K) ----- 
cONSTRU=TION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OhM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PER- 
Mil Moving 

(MHER 

Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

W A L  ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- (SKI ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OhM 
R PMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
O?WER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 26 73 133 200 267 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
----- (SK) ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Earn Housing 

OhM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 
Land 

mTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- (SK) ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
ms 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 

O?HER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
'lWL'AL RECUR 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

m A L  NET COST 3,393 1,827 2,494 3,382 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND EOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:00 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\HESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base 
---- 
WILLIAMS 
LUKE 

Personne 1 
Change %Change 
------ ------- 

-41 -100% 
4 1 1% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 
-80,000 -100% 1,951 
65,042 2% 1,586 

Be se ---- 
WILLIAMS 
LUKE 

RPMA(S) - ( $ I  
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change ChglPer ------ ------- ------- ------ ------- ------- 

-157,000 -100% 3,829 -105.000 -100% 2,561 
48,940 1% 1,194 42,653 0% 1,040 

Base ---- 
WILLIAMS 
LUKE 

RPMABOS ($)  
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ --*---- ------- 

-262,000 -100% 6,390 
91,593 1% 2,234 



'II3TAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95. Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17M&Y95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\DEFCJTFIN.SFF 

All Costs in $K 
lbtal IMA Land Cost Total 

Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - - ------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 
WILLIAMS 0 0 0 0 0 
LUW 14,573 0 0 0 14,573 
.............................................................................. 
Totals: 14,573 0 0 0 14,573 



NET PRESENT VALUES REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17HAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
2055 
2056 

Adjusted Cost ( $ )  
---------------- 

3,347,664 
1,754,148 
2.330.739 
3,075,948 
1,522,977 
1,987,326 
-128,971 
-125,520 
-122,160 
-118,891 
-115,709 
-112.612 
-109,598 
-106,665 
-103.810 
-101,031 
-98,327 
-95,696 
-93,135 
-90,642 
-88,216 
-85,855 
-83,557 
-81.321 
-79,144 
-77,026 
-74,965 
-72,958 
-71,006 
-69,105 
-67,256 
-65,456 
-63,704 
-61,999 
-60,339 
-58,725 
-57,153 
-55,623 
-54,135 
-52,686 
-51,276 
-49,903 
-48,568 
-47,268 
-46,003 
-44,771 
-43,573 
-42,407 
-41,272 
-40,167 
-39,092 
-38,046 
-37,028 
-36,037 
-35,072 
-34,134 
-33,220 
-32,331 
-31,466 
-30,624 
-29,804 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95. Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package t Mesa t o  Luke 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\UESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEeOTFIN.SFF 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEFOTFIN.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.009 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.009 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.009 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement t 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIP6 (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
29 

0 
0 
0 
0 
29 
0 

CIVILIAN eOSITIONS REALIGNING IN 1 2 7 8 7 4 2 9  
Civilians Moving 1 2 7 8 7 4 2 9  
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RFPIRME?iTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W A L  CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
~ T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T I P L A C E M E N T S l  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
W A L  CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIPS) varies from 
base to base. 

t Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEFWl'FIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FORz WILLIAMS, TX 

BASE POPULATION (PI 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

10 2 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS : 
To Base: LUKE, AZ 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Officers 0 1 2 3 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 7 8 7 
TOTAL 1 3 9 11 9 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMEhPPS (Out Of WILLIAMS, 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 1 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 7 
TOTAL 1 3 9 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LUKE. AZ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Of Licers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

647 5,039 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: WILLIAMS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 1 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 7 
TOTAL 1 3 9 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REaLIGNMENTS (Into LUKE, A Z ) t  
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 1 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 7 
TOTAL 1 3 9 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action)r 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

657 5,041 0 

Civilians 
---------- 

2 9 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
2 10 
2 2 
0 0 
4 2 9 
8 4 1 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

2 10 
2 2 
0 0 
4 2 9 
8 41 

Civilians 

Civilians 
---------- 

1,146 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

2 10 
2 2 
0 0 
4 2 9 
8 4 1 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 
2 10 
2 2 
0 0 
4 2 9 
8 4 1 

Civilians 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95. Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17HAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Net Change($K) -------------- 
RFMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change --------------- 
TWFAL CHANGES 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- --_- -____ _ _ _ _ _ _  

0 -17 -18 -28 -52 -84 -199 -108 
1 3 8 5 -5 -19 -7 -62 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 -14 -10 -23 -57 -102 -206 -170 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
Model Year One : PY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/shutdovnr No 

Base Name --------- 
WILLIAMS, TX 
WKE, AZ 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - 
Closes in FY 2001 
Realignment 

Sunrmary: - - - - - - - - 
AF/CE MIWON -- 12/29/94 
Mesa screen 4 data from A F X  Memo 28 Dec 94 
No Personnel Savings for move to Luke AFB per AFMC Memo 28 Dec 95 
Used MAJCOM unique/moving costs -- no recurring costs for Luke 
Standard annualization of personnel and MIKoN 
NO Family Housing is open at Mesa, AZ - Per BCA Site Manager 10 May 95 
No Facilities Available at Luke AFB to Refurb for AL - Per AETC 17 May 95 

INUJT SCREEN ?WO - DISTANCE TABLE 
From Base: ---------- 
WILLIAMS, TX 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
LUKE, AZ 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

49 mi 

INPUT SCREEN MREE - M O W  TABLE 

Transfers from WILLIAMS, 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

TX to LUKE, 

1996 ---- 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WILLIAMS, TX 

'btal Officer Ehployees: 
Total Enlisted Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian hployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
60s Payroll I $K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CWLMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:OO 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\DEH)?TIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LUKE, AZ 

Total Officer Ekployees: 
Total Enlisted wloyees: 
Total Student ELaployees: 
Total Civilian Bnployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing Tb Move: 
Offlcer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Tbn/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Cmmunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: WILLIAMS, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
W v  Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
Milcon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 Shut Down (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
60 150 180 150 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
12% 16% 223 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LUKE. AZ 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save 1$K): 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd ($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Uission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) i 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule I%): 
MilCon Coat Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
12% 16% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:00 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17HAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\DEPOT~IN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CXXSTRUCTION IttFoRMATION 
Name: LUKE, AZ 

Description Categ ------------ ----- 
Flight Simulation OTHER 
Assumed all new construction - 
Heavy SCIF OTHER 
Aircraft Research La OTHER 
Special Operation6 OTHER 
Other Mission Fac OTHER 
Planning & Design W E R  
(9%) 

New MilCon Rehab MilCon 
---------- ------------ 

8,300 0 
- possible reduction available 

10.000 0 
5,800 0 
40,900 0 

4 2 0 
0 0 

Total Cost ($K) -------------- 
2,080 

STANDARD FAC1DRS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officere Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enliated Married: 66.90% 
mlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
hlisted Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 
€bl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Week6): 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
Civilian 'IUrnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Final Factors 

STANDAFtD PAC1DRS SCREEN 'IWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
80s Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family QuarterslSF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costa ($): 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5 .OO% 
Max H m  Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64 .OO% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FAClDRS SCREEN 'IHREE - TRANSPORTATION 
Materfal/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per Ehl Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Coat ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc E%p ($/Direct Ehploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time h l  PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:00 05/17/95, Report Created 18:03 05/17/1995 

Department :AirForce 
Option Package : Mesa to Luke 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\17MAY95\MESALUKE\MESA-LUK.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\HAY95\17MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Uaintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Colaounicatione Facil 
Shipyard Uaintenance 
RDT h E Facilities 
FOL Storage 
Amamit ion Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

Category - - - - - - - - 
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM -- 
(SF) 
( 1 
( 1 
( 1 
( 1  
( 1 
( 1 
( 1 
( 1 

I 
( I 
( ) 
( 1 
( 1 
( 1  
[ ) 
( ) 
( I 



Document Separator 



I 

I m ULF L A ~ L  BASE CLOSLW A\D ~ f i I G x h E h 7 1 '  

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACIKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

O R G A i i T I O N :  ORGANIZATION: 

CN3t-l G A O  
NSTALWTION (s) DlSCUSSED: 5 ew (= c Q - 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for 0 ' 's S i  

Due Date: 

Repare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i t u r e  

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggdons 

I 

Prepare Direct Raponse 

FYI 

SubjecilRemarkr: 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A U N  J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

May 4, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Mr. Barry R. Holman 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

National Security and International AfFairs Division 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Holman: 

The Army Team is currently evaluating data relating to the proposed closures of Seneca Army 
Depot Activity, New York; Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois; and the proposed realignment of 
Sierra Army Depot, California. 

As you know, the Army based its recommendations regarding ammunition storage installations 
on the "Integrated Ammunition Stockpile Plan," known as the "tiering study." That study ranked 
installations according to a set of weighted criteria. The Commission is also aware of a joint-service 
study called the "Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Plan," or "WASP study," produced prior to the 
tiering study, which surveyed the requirements and capacity of the entire ammunition storage system. A 
copy of that study is enclosed. 

The Commission is concerned that while the WASP study found shortfalls in storage capacity 
throughout the system and a need to maintain demilitarization capacity, the tiering study appears to 
have begun with an undocumented presumption of excess capacity in these areas, and proposed ways to 
alleviate that perceived excess. The resulting recommendations would reduce ammunition storage and 
demilitarization capacity which may, if the WASP study is valid, still be needed. 

The Commission is also concerned about differences in the methodology and apparent rigor of 
the two studies, and the possibility that the tiering study may have been adapted to a short-term purpose 
ill-suited to the 10-1 5 year time horizon of the study. 

We understand that the GAO has examined the sensitivity of the tiering study to possible flawed 
inputs. We would welcome the results of that examination. We would also request GAO's opinion, 
consistent with the time available for your work, regarding: 

Whether the tiering study's presumption of excess capacity is analytically supported within the 
study, or by other Army documents; 

Whether the goals identified by the WASP study were reflected in the weighting structure of the 
tiering study; 



Whether the goals identified by the WASP study were reflected in the weighting structure of the 
tiering study; 

Whether that weighting structure is supported by other documentation of Army priorities; 

GAO's opinion as to whether official endorsement of a report certifies all data used as inputs to that 
report; 

And any evaluation of the relative analytical merits of the two, apparently conflicting, studies. 

As the Commission's work is nearing its end, I request as comprehensive a response as is 
possible by June 1, 1995. Any required clarification concerning these questions can be given by Mr. 
J.J. Gertler, Army Team senior analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Benton L. Borden 
Director of Review and Analysis 



GAO United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

June 1, 1995 

Mr. Benton L. Borden 
Director of Review and Analysis 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: 950504-5 

Dear Mr. Borden: 

In response to your letter of May 4, 1995, and subsequent dis~ussions with J.J. 

Gertler, of your staff, enclosed are answers to additional questions posed by you 

and your s& regarding our assessment of the base realignment and closure 

process. 

Sincerely yours, 

David R. Warren, Director 
Defense Management and NASA Issues 

Enclosure 



The Army's Inteqrated Ammunition Stock~ile Plan (Tierina study), 
and the Wholesale Ammunition Stockwile Plan (WASP study) 

Question 1: Did GAO examine the sensitivity of the tiering study 
to possible flawed inputs? If so, what were the results? 

Answer: We examined the results of both the Army's tiering study 
and its BRAC installation assessments for ammunition depots from a 
number of vantage points. First, we compared the tier I11 bases 
with their relative rankings under separate analyses completed in 
BRAC 1993, and in BRAC 1995. We found that two of the three depots 
recommended for closure or realignment in BRAC 1995 (Savanna and 
Sierra) had ranked in the bottom half of their depot category in 
both BRAC 1993 and BRAC 1995 installation assessments; the third, 
Seneca, had ranked closer to the middle. Two other low ranking 
depots (Pueblo and Umatilla), which store chemical munitions and 
which were not included in the tiering study, were assesssed but 
then excluded from closure consideration under BRAC 1995 because of 
an inability to complete their demilitarization work within BRAC 
1995 timeframes. 

Second, because of community questions that were raised about how 
results of the Army's tiering study affected the Sierra depot, we 
looked at the scoring differential between Sierra, Hawthorne, and 
Tooele, the three competing depots in the Western Region under the 
tiering concept. In total weighted scoring for the quantified 
portion of the tiering analysis, Hawthorne scored highest with 
141.6,. followed by Tooele with 114.8, and Sierra with 103.6. This 
relative ranking changed, however, with the application of 
qualitative criteria which favored Tooele for a tier I ranking, 
Hawthorne for tier 11, and Sierra for tier 111. 

Third, it should also be noted that both Sierra and Savanna depots 
ranked low in the BRAC 1995 installation assessment process before 
any consideration was given to the impact of the Army's tiering 
study and their tier I11 designations. Seneca dropped one place in 
ranking after consideration of the Army's Stationing Strategy which 
called for eliminating tier I11 installations. 

Fourth, our April 1995 report noted discrepancies in some data used 
in installation assessments between BRAC 1993 and 1995, 
particularly in the area of ammunition storage and total buildable 
acres. However, as noted in our report, using available data we 
performed a sensitivity analysis (using the lower buildable acres 
figure from BRAC 1993) to determine whether it would affect the 
installation rankings; it did not. Nonetheless, we recommended 
that the Commission ensure that the Army's ammunition depot 
recommendations were based upon accurate and consistent information 
and that corrected data would not materially affect military value 
assessments and final recommendations. 



Subsequently, the Army has completed a reassessment of its 
ammunition depots using installation storage capacity values drawn 
from its standardized HQRPLANS data reports. That reassessment did 
cause some shifting in relative rankings and resulted in Pueblo and 
Umatilla being ranked at the bottom. As previously noted, these 
two facilities were excluded from closure consideration in BRAC 
1995 because of their inability to eliminate their chemical 
munitions storage within the BRAC timeframe. Ranking consecutively 
above them, however, were Savanna, Sierra, and Seneca. 

Question 2: Does GAO have any views on the relative analytical 
merits of the two apparently conflicting studies? 
Are the goals identified by the WASP study reflected in the 
weighting structure of the tiering study? Is that weighting 
structure supported by other documentation of Army priorities? 

Answer: Although there is some difference in focus between the two 
studies, there is linkage in terms of managing the munitions 
stockpile. The WASP study, completed in October 1993, focused on 
funding shortfalls and the impact on readiness from inadequate 
attention to stockpile management functions of inventory 
accountability, surveillance, maintenance, and rewarehousing. The 
catalyst for the tiering study, completed in August 1994, was the 
WASP study and the problems it identified. Given reduced funding, 
the tiering study sought to develop a blueprint for achieving and 
managing a smaller, safer, more cost-effective ammunition 
stockpile--with fewer locations. 

Question 3: Is the tiering study's presumption of excess capacity 
analytically supported within the study, or by other Army 
documents? 

Answer: While the WASP study indicated that available storage 
space was being used up, the tiering study indicated that improved 
storage management practices, and emphasis on demilitarization of 
unneeded ammunition would create excess storage capacity, enough to 
eventually eliminate ammunition storage at three depots. 

Question 4: Is the Army's timetable and funding adequate to 
implement the BRAC recommendations affecting its ammunition depots 
within the BRAC 1995 timeframes (1996 to 2001)? 

Answer: One of the issues raised during the Army's BRAC 1995 
analysis was whether the tiering concept was feasible within the 
BRAC 1995 timeframe. However, a October 21, 1994, memo from the 
Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command to the 
Commander, U.S. Army Material Command stated that: 



Including the three Tier I11 installations (Savanna, 
Seneca, and Sierra) for closure on the BRAC 1995 list, 
would dovetail exactly with the plans for the three 
installations within the tiering framework. Implementation 
of the tier concept began with Fiscal Year 1995 and, if 
the ammunition missions are fully funded, the end state 
of depot tiering will be reached by the year 2001. End- 
state for tier I11 installations results in total 
elimination of the ammunition mission. Thus, completion 
of tiering and of BRAC 1995 actions would both be reached in 
the same year (2001) . 

However, recent Army analysis has shown that planned funding would 
not be sufficient to entirely execute the tiering program by 2001, 
including the demilitarization of excess stocks. For example, the 
Army now estimates that only 35 percent of the demilitarization 
funding requirement is programmed for fiscal years 1998 through 
2001. The effect of the overall funding shortfall in the stockpile 
management program is that over 162,000 short-tons of residual 
ammunition could remain at the three tier I11 depots slated for 
closure/realignment in the year 2001. This amounts to about 38 
percent of the ammunition currently stored at these installations. 
In order to eliminate the ammunition storage mission from these 
tier 111 depots, the remaining stocks would have to be moved. 

At current'programmed funding levels, and if no 'additional stocks 
materialize, the Army now estimates that a minimum of $93 million 
to a maximum of $189 million other funding could be needed to 
prepare and ship the residual stock to a Tier I.or I1 depot. These 
costs were not included in the COBRAs supporting the Army's 
original BRAC 1995 recommendations because the Army originally 
assumed there would be little or no residual stocks. Assuming that 
these costs would be required, and that they would be incurred by 
BRAC, we ran new COBRAs using the new minimum and maximum costs. 
We found that while there were minor changes in the years required 
to attain a return on the investment costs, and some decrease in 
the 20-year net present value, substantial savings were still 
expected . 

Army officials have indicated that they are reexamining their BRAC 
recommendations for their ammunition depots in terms of whether 
they should retain an option to enclave areas at the affected 
depots for contingency storage needs. Such a change would entail 
added costs such as personnel to operate the enclaves. 

Not fully clear at this point is the extent to which funding 
shortfalls along with the potential movement of residual stocks 
from one depot to another will impact demilitarization operations, 
future storage requirements, and whether demilitarization 
capabilities at selected installations may need to be retained past 
the current BRAC timeframe. 



Question 5 :  Does the official endorsement of a report certify all 
data used as inputs to that report? 

Answer: Generally, it seems to us that an endorsement connotes an 
approval or support for a position or conclusion. The focus of a 
certification, in the context of the Defense Base Closure and 
~ealignment Act of 1990, as amended, is on the accuracy and 
completeness of the information used by the Secretary to prepare 
his recommendations for closure and realignment. Given this 
difference in purpose (position approval vs fact accuracy, etc.) we 
would not expect an endorsement and a BRAC certification to be one 
and the same. Nonetheless, it is conceivable that an endorsement, 
if properly worded, could address both purposes. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 4,1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RE?) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 -. 

3..*:,7. :"; ;:; lT .z ~2:s {&r&f 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team is currently evaluating data relating to the proposed closure of Fort McClellan, 
Alabama. Your responses to the following items will be appreciated. 

1. No increase is shown in the Army COBRA for CHAMPUS costs resulting fiom the closure of 
Noble Anny Hospital. Is it the Army's position that these costs would not in f m  increase? The 
Army Medical Command Deputy Chief of Staff for Resource Management, in its BRAC 95 data 
call, shows an increase of $3.7 million per year resulting f?om this proposed closure. Please 
comment. 

2. The military construction detail report for Fort Jackson, SC shows renovation of an Applied 
Instruction Building and construction of a new 54,000 square foot storage warehouse. What 
realigning activity do these facilities support? 

3. Please spec* how the Polygraph School is to be housed at Fort Jackson. 

Any required clar5cation concerning these questions can be given by Mr. J. J. Gertler, the Army 
Team analyst. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

$&@~3- Edward A Brown III 

Army Team Leader 



Document Separator 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

119 NAY 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Requested answers to questions fiom your May 4, 1995 letter relating to the closure of 
Fort McClellan, Alabama are enclosed. Regarding your question reference CHAMPUS 
costs resulting fiom the closure of Noble Army Hospital, a sensitivity analysis showing the 
effect of adding this cost is included at TAB A. 

If we may be of hrther assistance, please contact Major Hollis, The Army Basing 
Study TRADOC analyst at (703) 695- 1375. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

Director, TABS 



1. No increase is shown in the Army COBRA for CHAMPUS costs resulting from 
the closure of Noble Army Hospital. Is it the Army's assumption that these costs 
would not in fact increase? The Army Medical Command Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Resource Management, in its BRAC 95 data call, shows an increase of $3.7 million 
per year resulting from this proposed closure. Please comment. 

CHAMPUS costs will increase in the Fort McClellan area when Noble Army Community 
Hospital closes. A corresponding decrease in CHAMPUS costs will occur at the new 
location(s) that receive medical personnel fiom the McClellan hospital. The initial analysis 
conducted by TABS indicates that the costs and savings are roughly equal. 

The BRAC 95 analytical procedures manual specifies TABS policy for CHAMPUS costs 
and savings: 

"Assumption: During a realignment or closure, CHAMPUS costs will increase at 
the closing installation, but will decrease at the gaining installation. A net 
increase or decrease in CHAMPUS costs based on a realignment or closure is 
unlikely. Special cases such as the closure of an Army Medical Center or 
Medical Treatment Facility mny impact the overall CHAMPUS cost to the Army. 
In these special cases, a recurring cost or savings will be entered and documented 
as a miscellaneous recurring cost. " 

In order to assess whether there is a potential material impact on the Army's 
recommendation by including CHAMPUS information provided by the Army Medical 
Command, we have completed a sensitivity analysis (TAB A). The result changes the 
return on investment years fiom 6 years to 7 years. Even if the information provided by 
the MEDCOM were valid estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort McClellan. 

2. The military construction detail report for Fort Jackson, SC shows renovation of 
an Applied Instruction Building and construction of a new 54,000 square foot 
storage warehouse. What realigning activity do these facilities support? 

The Applied Instruction Building planned for renovation at Fort Jackson will support the 
incoming Department of Defense Polygraph Institute (DODPI). The new 54,000 square 
foot storage warehouse is planned to support incoming trainee personnel from Fort 
Leonard Wood (discretionary move). 

3. Please specify how the Polygraph School is to be housed a t  Fort Jackson. 

The Polygraph School will be housed in current Chaplains School structures which will be 
left vacant after the Chaplains School moves into its newly constructed facility. 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
D a t a  As Of 19:Ol 05/17/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:02 05/18/1995 

. Depar;tment : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package : CLSE MCCL(TSl0-lC4) 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\TSlO-1C4. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year  : 1996 
F i n a l  Year  : 1999 
ROI Year  : 2006 (7 Years)  

NPV i n  2015($K): -266,005 
1 -Time Cost($K) : 259,115 

N e t  C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

M i  1 Con 29,906 178,049 
Person  0 1,630 
Overhd 4,819 11,028 
Mov i n g  0 6,989 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  0 348 

TOTAL 34,726 1 98,046 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 29 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 201 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 543 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 773 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 105 340 0 0 0 
En 1 0 669 1,270 0 0 0 
S t u  0 3,682 3,938 0 0 0 
C i v  0 332 432 0 0 0 
TOT 0 4,788 5,980 0 0 0 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE FORT MCCLELLAN EXCEPT RETAIN MINIMUM ESSENTIAL LAND AND FACILITIES 
FOR A RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AND MINIMUM ESSENTIAL FACILITIES AS NECESSARY 
TO PROVIDE AUXILIARY SUPPORT TO THE CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION OPERATION AT 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. RELOCATE THE U. S. ARMY CHEMICAL AND MILITARY POLICE 
SCHOOLS TO FT LEONARD WOO, MO UPON RECEIPT OF REQUIRED PERMITS. RELOCATE 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE (DODPI) TO FT JACKSON, SC. 
LICENSE PELHAM RANGE AND REQUIRED SUPPORT FACILITIES TO THE AL NATL GUARD. 
REALIGN A PERCENTAGE OF FT LEONARD WOOD BT TO FORTS JACKSON, S I L L  AND KNOX. 

T o t a l  ----- 
207,956 
-92,599 
-5,796 
25,197 

0 
2.024 

T o t a l  
----- 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
-28,414 
-12,675 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  19: 01 05/17/1995, Report Created 14:02 05/18/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optisn Package : CLSE MCCL(TS10-1C4) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\TSlO-1C4.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 29,906 178,049 
Person 0 3,248 
Overhd 4,819 11,331 
Moving 0 8,189 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 348 

TOTAL 34,726 201,167 54,324 23,973 22,484 22,484 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 l a r s  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 1,618 
Overhd 0 303 
Moving 0 1,200 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 3,121 

Total 
----- 

207,956 
40,766 
79,427 
28,987 

0 
2,024 

Total 
----- 

0 
1 33,366 
85,223 

3,790 
0 
0 

222,378 

Beyond ------ 
0 

8,666 
13,818 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
37,081 
26,494 

0 
0 
0 

63,574 
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EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # ~SSO %-7 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 



Red River Dcjknse C:c'n?rnittec' 1 
Fax to: Mu, Robert Cook 

Fax Nzinzbev: 703-696-0550 

From: Mr. Bill Brirtenhanl 
Phone: 



Mr. Cook: 

I 'm s o w  I have taken so long getting you the infonnation on vehicles, but I 
wanted to make sure we gave you the correct dara. The only veh~cics idcnt~firt l  
for disposal of any lund are of the MI13  Farnily of Vehclec The I:atcsr 
~nfomation the depot has is Jan 95 
We have not included these vehicle$ In the COBRA move costs However. 11 i 4  

possible that some of these may not be ready for disposal in time to meet t lKrlc '  
closings and would have to be moved to another depot As you kuo~v.  the 
disposal process is long. 
According to the depot, current plans art: ro use Kejcrve troopc 10 prcpnrr 
vehicles for Project REEFEX Other vehicles soltl would r cq~~ i r c  dCrllll t ~ j  ~ h c  
buyer (contractor) prior to release by the government Tlus mearis rhar I ) I>K I 
would not be responsible for the costs to dernll or to s c n ~ b  the vehlcles 
The only costs associated with RRAC' would be the trar~sfer of ariy ~eh~clc . \  
rernaimg at DDKT a1 time of closlrlg 

Please let me know if there is any other information or clarification we can prclvidt: 

Blll Britterlhm 



COBRA COMPARISON 

3 MAY 95 

This package reflects the following changes from the $329M Modcl 
- $5,140,097 receipt costs for Secondary Items at DDAA, t)Il.lr Rr 

DEPOTX irlcluded. 
- An update to the number of vehicles tha~ would rcquirc movc: 

- An increase in the total number of vehicles on harid ;)rid duc i l l .  

(Only actual on hand and verified dues in are used) 
- A decrease in the labor rate at DDR'T to prepare vehicles for. 

shipment. 

- Copies furnished to: 
- Mr. Robert Cook, BRAC Commission Staff 
- Defense Realignment Advisors, Mr. Bob Kclty 
- Mr. Mike Champness, Legislative Assistari! to Scni~tor Yhil C;rarr~~tl 
- Mr. Pat Deirlin. L,egislativt. Assistant to C o n y , r ~ c ~ ? ; r n ; ~ n  Jir11 C 1 l i ; i p ~ r i , i i ,  

A detailed copy of the COBRA report is available is required 



COBRA COMPARISON 
DLA & DDRT Models 3 May 95 

----- 7-7 DL* 
-- - P 

1 

DDRT ro DDSP 1,186 1 705 

--- ---- - -* -- - 
DDRT to DDJC 1 I88 I 700  

- - - -  
DDRWRT to DDRW 1.188 I , 7 0 1 )  

-- -. - 
-- -- - -- 

Mission Eqwpment (2) (21) 9.881 19,384 
-- - P 

Supply Equ~pmenr ($) 0 i l X  
-- 

Mllitary Light Vch ($) 0 2 0 
- -- - - --- 

HeavyiSpec V r h  ($1 0 5 l o  
- - -- - 

-- 

1 -Time Move ( 3 )  ($) 8,390,000 33 XK) 577 
-. - -  . - -- 

I-Tmc: Other (4) ($) 10.089,OCXI 223,260,440 
- 

Source: Len Yculkosky BRAC95 Implementation Dlsuibution Br~efing 19 A p r  95 



--. (-35- >ER 
- .- . - r j , S  , :05- 2E' 

i -. - 
L C ~ D  - .  SCST - I I * L Z I C  5 

i-I -\,I - 5 -- - - - ./CY ,as- I -2Ll:d 33S-.< SEG - -. . . CTZEC 
I 
- 

LOSO % , - -  - - 9 - - . - . - . - *;. :.cLE i 

- - -  - I - - -  - - - . - -  a - 
' 3' 

I - -  
s 5:703M!1 $273 535 7 a 6 r  77r; i 592 22.1 4 - - 

2 - 4  $2.7 I a - _ - _  _ , - - -  - - .  $273 , - % ~ 9 +  - - %art - -. s<:.as<l - 
3RCP DECK 
- - - - - - - - - - - 4 - -  - -- - I  

CbAPARSA, SYSTEM MAJOR CObIPOYEIU'S 
- - - - - - - - - 157 s2 7 i 8  , _  - 1- _ -I - 

$426 726 , S273 ,- 51 10528 
:LAIRED I I 

- 
1- - '  - 1 k-'-- - -  - - - I - 4 -  - + - - - - I - -  _ 

25; -e27% - 569,386 - - - - $%d $178,816 
- - -  

5273 - $107.901 - 5704 - - - I 
$2731 $ 1 2 5 6 6  - - , - - . - $704 

M747 TRAILER - $15 298 $704 
TACTICAL FLAT BED (2) 1.41' 

HMMWV (2) - -- - - - - -- -- - - 
M750 TRAfLER - -  - - 
M93 1 SHOD VAN - - - - - -  - 
M872A3 SEMITRAILER (2) 
. - - - _ _ - - I _ - _ -  -- 
SHOP SETS TRAILER MOUNTED - - _- - 
ADDITIONAL TACTICAL VEHICLES - - - -  - ----- 
TOWED VULCAN . FLATBED (3) - _  $2,718 

/ 4 -1 

,=I .- 

h: 

i--i-.- 1 I I - 
NOTE: 2198 M I  13 FOV on hand 1314 of these vehicles are scheduled lot retirement {see next page) 11 IS possible that meny ol these vehicles - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - -  - -  - -- 

would remain at DDRT past BRAC dosure and rvouM have to be moved Lo DDAA prrar to retirement - -  - - - -  - - -- - - 
7- .- - -  

These veh~cles have not beer induded ~n above cost data 

- -  

- - -  





- -- 

I . i I,,' 





CSBRA X E A L i G N t T h T  5 ' . W J A Y  l C U B M  v S .  3 6 ;  F e g c  I / ?  
Data As OI cJ5 2 %  ' ) $ / C G / : 9 > 5 .  5rport C r c . > r . ~ ~ ;  i ,  ~2 .'5/33/,j?i 

Dephrtmenc : DLA/DDHT 
Cpclon Package : DDRT1-DDR: BRAC OAT 

Scenar io  F l i r  . C \EWC\ASXPMfl i l ) l  C'BR 
Stud F c t r s  F : l r  . C:\BRAC\DDRTSF.SFF 

Scar-lnq Yea: 1 9 9 6  
Final  Year 201)o 
ROI Year 2019 115 Yiarc 

NPV in 2015 ( S K I  3 4 . 7 3 6  
l-Timc Cost :$Kl : 3 O i .  767 

Net Costa 15KJ Conaca:lL Dollhrs 
1996 1997 
-.-. - . - .  

MllCon 1 .  8 C 9  C 

Person 0 0 

Cvernd 170 127 
Moving 0 0 

wis.Y1o 0 0 

Otncr  -20.098 0 

1996 1997 i398 191'3 ?<:yr :*(.C: 
--.- .--. .-.- ... 

POSITKONS ELJXIXATED 
Off 0 0 I, , i 1 1: 

En 1 0 3 

Clv u C 7 I d ) )  1 4 .1 1 1  

TOT 0 3 C ' e -  1 ' I  ! 

POSITIONS ilEAiIGNZ3 
Cf  f 0 
LT 1 0 
St" 0 
C A V  3 

TOT 0 

s u m  ry : 
- - - .  ...- 
Cloee Rrc!  River Movs a l l  workload ~ a ~ s c i a c c d  w-:h t.rlr.?enancc t r .  DOPA 
Move r c t r u l n i ~ g  vorkioad as f o l l o w e .  acciva s-ock &>d a s t ' o c l ~ t r d  [,rrar;nr.r 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
S u i t e  1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re : BRAC R.e-c*rmoenda t j' on__-£ o r New Jergey_-B-asz;i 

Deal-  Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to e x p r e s s  my concern about r eco r rune r~d , ;~ t .  i c:~rl:i 
made by the Secretary of Defen:ic to your Commiss ion  rccjarclir~q 
military installation in New Jf~csey. New Jersey has stronclly 
supported our men and women i n  unifoxm arid t h e  in:;t;lllat-ion5 i r i  
our state. Our review of S e c r e l . d r y  P e r r y ' s  ~ ~ : ~ J o I ~ I I I ~ ? I I ~ ~ ~ I ( . ~ u I I ~ ;  I I ; I : ,  
been focused on the mi lit ary i r  l p a c t  ot these r e c o ~ n r n ~ n c l a t  ion:; ; wc 
believe they do not make good 1 1 1 l i t . a r y  or f - i r ~ , - ~ n c i i l l  r;t,n:;c. 

WWC L a k e h u ~ j ~  i 3  the 0 . d ~  ca-rri-er sv i d t i o n  
and o ~~~;..i-tignsfacLL~~.~_~4.its -_k i nd ,a@ t h 9 w p r 1-a, 

Lakehurst p r o v i d e s  o u r  o n 1 7 ,  c a p a b i  lity f o r  d ~ ~ v c l o p i n r l ,  
manufacturlny, and t e s t i n g  a l r c  r a f t :  c a r  r lcr C ~ ~ J ~ L I  l t , + I I C J  

arresting g e a r .  In December 1 1 : 9 4 ,  t h e  Navy conceded t t i i  s t act 
and abandoned its plan to cornp letely c l o s e  L , a k e h r l r  s t - .  J.r~c:,tcAdcl, 
t h e  Navy now proposes t o  tear . , p a r t  a s p e c t s  of t h o  I , ~ b , e h u r l ; t  
misslon and relocate some of i:; symbollc missions to o L h e r  
installations. 

The present co-location of these E u n c t l o r i : , ,  c d l l e t l  
"concurrent engineering", has ~covlded the fleet w i t h  3 

9 9  . 0 0 0 0 0 8 %  success rate in marfL t h a n  2 rnl 1 1  ion n l r r - r c t t  t I ,l,,rlc:!i 

and recoveries. If the N a v y ' s  cecomrnt.r~d,~t l t ) l i  1 1 1  I I ,III i r ! t  ,. t 1 ; '  , ,  

tunctlons is implemented, thls _;ucce;s rate w l l  l l i n r l o ~ i t  t clcll y 
drop. We belleve such an unac eptable decllne 1 1 1  ( - , : I  I 1 ( - I  

success  will. have s c l e a r  irnpa t on Navy readinvsCi a n d  on t h c  
safety of  carrier personnel. 



Chairman A l a n  Dixon 
May 3, 1995 
P a g e  2 

Tn additlon to neglecting t r ~  consider Lakehurst's ~ e c o r d  of 
performance and its military v r - j l u ~ ? ,  we f e a r  that. t-he Navy t~ns 
also failed to base its decisicln on accurate supporting 
financial information. 

In January 1995, Represent;~tive Chris Smith [ ~ r c z ~ n t ~ d  
information t o  the Secretary of the Navy revealinq t h a t  tt~o 
N a v y ' s  data collection a n d  c e r t  itication process  omi t ted t e r ~ ~ r ~ t ,  
military construction, and reoc:curring operational c o s t s .  

In their April 15th report, the General Accountirlg O t t i r ~  
c a l l e d  t h e s e  omissions "cos t  e~:clusions". With r e g a r d  to 
Lakehurst, t h e  GAO echoed thoscl concerns and statcd: "we 
believe the (BRAC) Commission :.hould more thorouqh l y  exami n~ tht-! 
basis of cost exclusions . . . "  

The analysis shows t h a t  w h v n  the f l l l l  costs a r ~  c a l c l l l a t ~ ( 1 ,  
the proposed L a k e h u r s t  scenaric, is count erpro(1uc:t ivc tc.) 1.t1(, D N A ( '  
o b j e c t i v e s  t o  save money and erlllance mill t a r y  rea(1ine:;s. 

MOTBY is ~ ~ ~ j c t i c a l  I ~ I  l i t a r y - _ o = a n  tc.rnrirla1 ~rl-- -~~~c~.k:i . ls t  
Coast and ~rovide_s-caj~~~bi libtic?s t h a t  no.- c.urrmlcr,c;ia I port -. 

can  equal, 

The Mllitary Ocean Terminal at Bayonne is a facll ~ t y  f h,31 

p r o v i d e s  unique r n l l i t a r y  value Lo our nation. (Jnfor t11r1,1l t l I  y ,  
i t  is also facing action based upon unfounded assumptions drld 
erroneous financial data. 

The Secretary of Defense's recommendation would permanently 
surrender a vital military pora .  facility based r ~ p o r i  a n  ~1r11.t::st. t ? d  

assumption, i.e., that all o f  - h e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  p r o v i d e d  t)y MOTBY 
will be p~eserved and readily .ivailable thro~~gt.) t .kit:  j ) c  i vrlf.tA: 
sector. The Army has not condllcted any studies to ensure ttlal 
commercial p o r t s  alone c a n  replace the a s s e t s  and capabilities 
of MOTBY. It would be unwise .:I:, assume t . h a t  comnic~rt:i~l p1'1:t:; 

could provide the same capahil i ty without f i rst. thor origh ly 
testing t h a t  assumption. 

We are confident that s u c h  an analysis w i l l  show t h d t  MOTHY 
alone possesses the unique ass13ts  and t a l e n t e d  personncll 
necessary t o  guarantee that tho> men and women on the front I L ~ I ~ J : ,  

wi 11 have fast access t o  a l l  n3:cessary equipment and s l i p p  l I c):;, 
and that their heroic efforts 1~111 be sustained d x  lonq d:-B t h c y  
are in peril. 

The MOTBY recommendation w 1 ~ 1 . d  f o r f ~ i t -  t r h l : ;  i ~ r \ i ( ] r l r >  nr~c i  
valuable military capability t r :;(]me : ; u r p r  1 s i 11cj1y :;III,~ i l 
savings. While t h e  Army h a s  e~timated t h a t .  t t ~ c . :  MOl ' t iY I ,-~c:.il I t y  
costs $10 mi 1 lion per year to . ; u s t a i n ,  b o t h  t.11t .  cc:~?,t.:; a:.;:,;n(:i i i ( . ~ ~ f J  

with closing MOTBY and the arno. int  of savinq:; re:i\tlt. i nq tror~l 
closure have been s e r i o ~ l s l y  mi: calculated. 
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Our latest f i g u r e s  indicate that the c a p i t a l  costs of 
c r e a t i n g  a stand-alone enclave at MOTBY would he at least $ 2 9  
million. 

In addition, closing and rc,!ocation costs in accocdar~~:c w i  t. h 
current regulations appear to h a v e  been significantly 
underestimated. Our estimate of one-time c 1 o s i . n ~  c-:or;i.:; for .  
MOTBY i s  $ 8 9 . 1  million, more t h a n  twice t h e  Army':; e:;t:irn;~te of 
$ 4 4 . 1  million. A s  a result, t t ~ e  twenty y e a r  n e t  p r e s e n t .  v a  111e 
savings are reduced from $90 m: l l i u r ~  to $46. N n1 i . l l i o r1 ,  ~ r l c l  t. I I ~ . ~  
return on investment year is nc3t: 2003 ( F i v e  y e a r s ) ,  but 2OOn 
(ten y e a r s ) .  Even a part of t t ~ c  costs c o u n t c d  by t.he A L I I I Y  <I:; 
"savings" would, in f a c t ,  be costs t h a t  another rrli 1 i l . a r y  s e r v i c t :  
would then h a v e  to bear. W e  a]-e in the process of p ~ ~ t . t . . i n q  ttic:;t.: 
E i g u r e s  in a report t h a t  will I>(: furnished t.o t . h e  corrlrnis>,ic-)r7 
s h o r t l y .  

P ~ r t  Dix i s  an e s s e n ~ i a l x ~ ~ n ~ l  t r a i . n i n y  c,:cntr:r dye 
=i.ts proximi t y - t ~ o p ~ l a t i o n - ~ ~ t p ~ ~ s  a n d  i t.5 f i r k c  
existinq a s s e s -  

F o x t  Dis is an essential t jining i n s t a l l a t i o n  f o r  t o d , l y U r :  
Army. We have been proud of how smoothly the  bssc  hd:; : , h l f t  I!CI 
f rorr~ its previous prlmary miss  on for active troop t l r l i r l y  1 t.1 

~ t s  new r n i s s l o n  of s u p p o r t  of  ~ l t l r  Guard and  R e s ~ r v e  f o x c c ~  Ttrc 
formal t r a n s f e r  of  Fork Dlx f rllln Forces Corrui~nrtcl t o t h c  !JS i \ r  1 1 1 )  

Reserves  Command 1 s  a natural lrogression in  this t r a r 1 : ; r t ~ o r l .  
Our only concern wlth the p r e s f 7 n t  r e c o m m e n d a t ~ o r ~  r cga l -d lnc l  k'or t 
Dlx is that adequate manpower nust continue to be p r o v ~ d e d  two 
t h e  b a s e  for the full support ~ ) f  all r n l s s i o n s .  

Initial A r m y  estimates cal led for sharp reduct-ion:; in k11t: 
personnel a s s i g n e d  t o  support the missions at Foxt 1 1 1 ~ .  F o r t  
Dix presently hosts one of the m o s t  r o b u s t  m i s s i o n s  i r r  its 
history. More Guard and R e s e r ~ e  forces are using t.he post t t l dn  
e v e r  before. 

After m a n y  discussions with Army leadership, i t  a p p t ? ~ r s  a s  
though the initial estimates E , J K  personnel r e d u c t i o n s  rlow 
being amended t o  g u a r a n t . e e  t h e  s u p p o r t  w i l l  b(? i n  r)ld(;(:. tor -  I . 'ott  
D i x  to continue meet - inc]  ~ t s  mi: , s ion  i n t c !  t . h e  fr.rl.irr ( * I .  Wtv\ I I , , ! ~ ) ~ , ~  
that t h i s  C o m m i s s i o n  wi 1 l ensure a d e q ~ l a t . e  :;u~)pc:)rt i !; l r l  p 1 a r c >  t.,,! 

successfully transfer Fort U i x  I roru a n  active t L J  i I I  I ilil ~ i l l s : . ,  I , . r r ~  

t o  i s  new reserve s u p p o r t  misslnn. 
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I belleve that the propo:;al to c - l n s ~  o r  r e a l  i c l r ~  t t ~ c ~ ~ ; ~  t h c e ~  
military installations j e o p a c d i  z e s  our r r l i  1 i t a r y  readiner ; : ,  , l n d  

national s e c u r i t y .  The S t a t e  i p p r e c 1 a t . e ~  t h e  BRA(.' p r c ) c ' c l r r ,  , ~ r i r l  
the public hearings whlch o f f e l  us the o p p o r t . u n i t y  t o  p r o v i d c  
you w i t h  the facts a n d  data we have d e v e l o p e d  t o  d a t e ,  arid t j ~ c :  

i n f o r m a t i o n  w e  w i l l  continue t,, provide t o  y u u .  Wc arc 
confident that you and your fe; low c o m r n i s s i o r ~ e r s  wll l w a n t  I o 
rely u p o n  the complete facts a n d  f u l l  d a t a  analysis as you 
deliberate on your f i n a l  r e c o m n e n d a t i o n  to the President. 
Please do n o t  hesitate t o  c o n t ~ c t  me w i t h  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  o r  
requests f o r  information y o u  r n l g h t  h a v e .  

S I  ncerely, 

- 
C l ~ r i s  t i r ~ c  'I'orlrl Whi  ~ ~ ~ I ~ I I I  

Governor 

c :  R e p .  C h r i s  S m i t h  
Rep. R o b e r t  Menendez 



STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

May 3, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: BRAC Recommendation for New Jersey Bases 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to express my concern about recommendations 
made by the Secretary of Defense to your Commission regarding 
military installation in New Jersey. New Jersey has strongly 
supported our men and women in uniform and the installations in 
our state. Our review of Secretary Perry's recommendations has 
been focused on the military impact of these recommendations; we 
believe they do not make good military or financial sense. 

NAWC Lakehurst is the only carrier aviation 
and operations facility of its kind in the world. 

Lakehurst provides our only capability for developing, 
manufacturing, and testing aircraft carrier catapult and 
arresting gear. In December 1994, the Navy conceded this fact 
and abandoned its plan to completely close Lakehurst. Instead, 
the Navy now proposes to tear apart aspects of the Lakehurst 
mission and relocate some of its symbolic missions to other 
installations. 

The present co-location of these functions, called 
"concurrent engineering", has provided the fleet with a 
99.000008% success rate in more than 2 million aircraft launch 
and recoveries. If the Navy's recommendation to dismantle these 
functions is implemented, this success rate will undoubtedly 
drop. We believe such an unacceptable decline in carrier 
success will have a clear impact on Navy readiness and on the 
safety of carrier personnel. 



Chairman Alan Dixon 
May 3, 1995 
Page 2 

In addition to neglecting to consider Lakehurst's record of 
performance and its military value, we fear that the Navy has 
also failed to base its decision on accurate supporting 
financial information. 

In January 1995, Representative Chris Smith presented 
information to the Secretary of the Navy revealing that the 
Navy's data collection and certification process omitted tenant, 
military construction, and reoccurring operational costs. 

In their April 15th report, the General Accounting Office 
called these omissions "cost exclusions1'. With regard to 
Lakehurst, the GAO echoed those concerns and stated: "we 
believe the (BRAC) Commission should more thoroughly examine the 
basis of cost exclusions. .." 

The analysis shows that when the full costs are calculated, 
the proposed Lakehurst scenario is counterproductive to the BRAC 
objectives to save money and enhance military readiness. 

MOTBY is a critical military ocean terminal on the East 
Coast and provides capabilities that no commercial port 
can equal. 

The Military Ocean Terminal at Bayonne is a facility that 
provides unique military value to our nation. Unfortunately, 
it is also facing action based upon unfounded assumptions and 
erroneous financial data. 

The Secretary of Defense's recommendation would permanently 
surrender a vital military port facility based upon an untested 
assumption, i.e., that all of the capabilities provided by MOTBY 
will be preserved and readily available through the private 
sector. The Army has not conducted any studies to ensure that 
commercial ports alone can replace the assets and capabilities 
of MOTEY. It would b? unwise to assuzr that coaiercial ports 
could provide the same capability without first thoroughly 
testing that assumption. 

We are confident that such an analysis will show that MOTBY 
alone possesses the unique assets and talented personnel 
necessary to guarantee that the men and women on the front lines 
will have fast access to all necessary equipment and supplies, 
and that their heroic efforts will be sustained as long as they 
are in peril. 

The MOTBY recommendation would forfeit this unique and 
valuable military capability for some surprisingly small 
savings. While the Army has estimated that the MOTBY facility 
costs $10 million per year to sustain, both the costs associated 
with closing MOTBY and the amount of savings resulting from 
closure have been seriously miscalculated. 
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Our latest figures indicate that the capital costs of 
creating a stand-alone enclave at MOTBY would be at least $29 
million. 

In addition, closing and relocation costs in accordance with 
current regulations appear to have been significantly 
underestimated. Our estimate of one-time closing costs for 
MOTBY is $89.1 million, more than twice the Army's estimate of 
$44.1 million. As a result, the twenty year net present value 
savings are reduced from $90 million to $46.8 million, and the 
return on investment year is not 2003 (five years), but 2008 
(ten years). Even a part of the costs counted by the Army as 
"savings" would, in fact, be costs that another military service 
would then have to bear. We are in the process of putting these 
figures in a report that will be furnished to the commission 
shortly. 

Fort Dix is an essential reaional traininq center due 
ts vroximitv to vovulation centers and its fine 

existina assets. 

Fort Dix is an essential training installation for today's 
Army. We have been proud of how smoothly the base has shifted 
from its previous primary mission for active troop training to 
its new mission of support of our Guard and Reserve forces. The 
formal transfer of Fort Dix from Forces Command to the US Army 
Reserves Command is a natural progression in this transition. 
Our only concern with the present recommendation regarding Fort 
Dix is that adequate manpower must continue to be provided to 
the base for the full support of all missions. 

Initial Army estimates called for sharp reductions in the 
personnel assigned to support the missions at Fort Dix. Fort 
Dix presently hosts one of the most robust missions in its 
history. More Guard and Reserve forces a r e  using the ~ o s t  than 
ever before. 

After many discussions with Army leadership, it appears as 
though the initial estimates for personnel reductions are now 
being amended to guarantee the support will be in place for Fort 
Dix to continue meeting its mission into the future. We hope 
that this Commission will ensure adequate support is in place to 
successfully transfer Fort Dix from an active training mission 
to is new reserve support mission. 



Chairman Alan Dixon 
May 3, 1995 
Page 4 

I believe that the proposal to close or realign these three 
military installations jeopardizes our military readiness and 
national security. The State appreciates the BRAC process and 
the public hearings which offer us the opportunity to provide 
you with the facts and data we have developed to date, and the 
information we will continue to provide to you. We are 
confident that you and your fellow commissioners will want to 
rely upon the complete facts and full data analysis as you 
deliberate on your final recommendation to the President. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or 
requests for information you might have. 

Sincerely, 

&- 
Christine Todd Whitman 
Governor 

c: Rep. Chris Smith 
Rep. Robert Menendez 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
AlAN J.  DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 8, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christine Todd Whitman 
Governor, State of New Jersey 
Office of the Governor 
CN-OOl 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Dear Govemor Whitman: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your strong support for 
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Lakehurst, the Military Ocean Terminal, Bayome, and Fort 
Dix, New Jersey. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. It was a pleasure seeing you at the May 5 regional 
hearing in New York City. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding New Jersey's military 
installations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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T o  All Commissioners 

TEL : .,'IT-c1tI-i [11,',' t : I l l  

C / O  BRAC Commissioner Rehecca  Cox 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore S t r e e t  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

n e a r  Commissioners. 

Enclosure provide:; e ~ i p h a s i s  to 1ssut : : i  d n d  con(:err1:; 
relating to Army's prof;c.)sal t o  r e a l i q r l  L,cl- t ? I - k e r i n y  Arrrry 
Depot (LEAD) . A g r e a t  rrlvf31 of m i s i r - ~ f  01-n;at ion  h a s  beer) 
promulgated b y  the U e 1 ) t i r t m e n t  of Army ( : c > ~ ~ i . e r r ~ i n q  it-:-; 
d e c i s i o n  t o  cease T a ~ t i c - ~ l i l  Miss i le  Corl.soli .dat-ior~ a t  1,EAT) ,j:; 

d i r e c t e d  h y  t h e  BKAC 9 3  l a w .  T h e  er~clcsul-e  a 1 . s ~ )  providc::3 il 

sununary of the issues, c-:osts, a n d  s a v i r ~ c ; ~ : s  C h a t  n e e d  t ,o h e  
addressed when t h e  Conuriission considers I t ~ t :  f i . r s a l  A r r n y  r41;i\(' 
9 5  r eco rnn~er~da  tions . 

O u r  hope i s  t h a t  the e 1 1 ~ 1 u h t . d  i ~ - l f i j r r i l , ~ t  L O I I  W L  i ! ::, I ,-:I-, :.,; 
major p o i n t s  t h a t  s h r ? l ~ l d  tie dCldrr!;.'it-:il 11;. 1 t i t ,  (',:.11nrr1 i :;'; : .  , I - )  1 i s  

rcrnedy a1 1 the m i s i n f ( r ~ l - m r l t . l o n .  



Letterkerlny Army Depot is unique arrlong Arnly ulstallatiorls because it  is the only 
facility that currently has the capability to disassernblc rniss~les, overhaul the 
guidajlce a i d  control unit as well as the po~md-support u n i t  and re-i~ltegri~te t l~c  
system. LEAD has the necessary eqiriprr~cllt and sk~lletl pcrsorl~lcl to cor~d~ict fin;il 
testing of the system and either store or shjp the system lu I ~ S  finlal destinatiori. 
W i t h  DOD, there is no other suigle facility that car1 pel-ti,rni ;ill fhese divel.sc 
tasks. Even the Joint Cross Service Group, Depot Mairlter~a~lce cuncll~ded Ogde~l 
Au Logystics Center was not capable of handling rile consolidation of tactical 
nlissile maintenance. In addit~on, LEAD is the only ii~tiillatio~l that repairs and 
overhauls teh Patnot Air Defense System, a fact that Ilas heen overloc.,ketl 
throughout the BRAC process. Ttle current BRAC 95 proposal which recornrrlcrltis 
tlie real~g;lmlent of LEAD will destroy LEAD'S unique capabilities and will insterrd, 
disperse these capabilities i1111ung several depots thcrchy plac i~~g Allliy's re a d '  ~ness 
nsk. 

In addition, the econornic u~ipact of'tlie current BRAC 95 pr.ol)osill as dcrun1111lcd 
the COBRA model is riot factual. Nl~rnerolis costs have 11ot t ~ c e ~ l  proycrly 
considered ui the COBRA rnodel which has car~secl Ilrc pr.ojccted savings to t ~ c  
grossly exaggerated and the one-time closing costs geatl), [under~st;~ted I ~ ~ f o r - ~ ~ m t ~ o n  
pl-esented in the followirig paragaplls provide a surrunary of c;osls, savings, allcl 
issues which need to be considel-ed in making any decision to r.eirlig~~ 1 .EAl)'s wo1.k 

load and to duplicate its exisll~ig capabilities. 

ISSUES: 
* Keverses the BRAC 93 law to consolidate T;ictic;al M~ssiles at (one location) 
LEAD. 

* Nullifies the eftt~r-t to consolidate Tactical Missile Mait~ten~mce at L.l.:Al) W I I ~ I I I I  

a period of 14 rnonths, LEAD has successfi~lly trarlsit~oned 13 of  2 1 n~lissilc systcrrls 
on tune and within budget. T h ~ s  fact has been confinnecl I)y tlle L)epartnicnt of' 
Defense Inspector General. Also, rcquirecl re~iovation of facilities at I.lAI~) to 
accomnlodate the rnissile wurh is over 85% complete. 

* Jeopardizes future savings and partnership effort wltll I lnlited I )ef.cr~se, I , i ~ l ~ ~ t t ' C f  

Partnership. 

* Comprolmses Army readirless slid mobll~~atron capilt~ilrty t ) c c ; ~ ~ ~ s c  I .[<At) I S  thc 
sole source of repair for the Patnot Anr Defense Systeill. l'he I3KAC' 95 aniilysns 
has completely ignored the issues siurounding the I-'atriot Systclli Thc cost lo 



resulting from the transition of'the Patriot has not bee11 adriressetl 

* With the'proposcd closure of Red River A r m y  Depot, Army wtll lose a 
sigwficant portion of its Artillery Surge capability. Kctairii~~g a ~ ~ i l l e r y  work ;it 

LEAD will reduce the degradation uT tlus important capability 

COSTS: 

The orighal COBRA model estimate ot'one-time ~ o s l s  c:lf'$5C)M is not accr~rirtc. 
COBRA does not reflect one d(-)llw of cost associatet-l with the I I I ~ V ~ I I I C I I ~  of'tilctical 
missiles or Patriot Air Defe~lsc Syster~i G.oni L E A D  to Tubyhar~rla A I - I I I ~  Ilt'pot. 
More accurate estimates of one-tune costs riulgc L ~ O I I I  a corlset-vative $33 I M t o  
$399M. These costs will be even larger if ~ n ~ v e l r ~ e ~ l l  i t f '  all1111~1nitjon fronl 1,L::AL ) I?; 
considered. Using the least one-timc cost estimate yicldb a r . c . t ~ u . r ~  011 i~~\!ch(rile~lt 
exceeding one hundred years. A n y  rnuvert~cnt of rnissions fi-OITI L,EAT) rllusr 
consider the following costs: 

* Movement of PATRTOT/f lAWK Au Defense Systerlis - tb I 2OM ('I'lus ll~cl~itieh 
interim contract support cost slncc I I A D  is the sole source 01'reparr fhr the 
PATRIOT). 

+ Movement of Tactical Missiles -$42 M 

Mc,vernent of Artillery - $34M 

* Relocation of Tenarlls - $99 to $1  83M 

* Cost of work not scheduled t o  be tr.arlsferrecl to ar ro~l~e~  orgatllc depot hut to bc 
contracted within the private srtctor 

* Additio~ial costs which mr~st t,e corlsidered 1 1 ~ 1  wllrcll Arlrly has 1~11orcc1 I I I  rts 

aualysis include: 

- Transportation to move ~~l l s s i l e  work arnong depots aftel- dlsasscmbl\l 
- Lntegrat~on and Final Testing o f  Assets 
- Training 
- Storage 



SAVINGS 

* COBRA ttlodel estimated rectllnng persontrel ~a\~rny!, froin rcal~g~rner~t  of' I .!.AT) 
at $59.6M. A major portion of those havirlgs wcre gerler nted I)y cl~rn~n;it~oll of ' t t~c 
Tactlcal Misslle workload manyears The manyears wete taken a s  s;rv~tlgs . 
however, the COBRA model farled to consider the correspo~ldulg Increase 111 costs 
whch can reasonably be expected at the gallung s~lt: ~l lct l ler  that slte IS ;iriother 
DOD facility or a contractor. l'here are no perso~uicl saving5 The workload rnlist 
be accolnplished 

* COBRA estimated $19.4M in recumng savulgs 111 base opcrat~un costs lw 
r-ealignmg LEAD. COBRA uced the wrung base oj,eratrons cost for 1 I:AT) 1'11~. 
total cost figure used mcluded cohts psrtauung t o  Savaru~;~ Ar~rry r)cpot ;IS \wII ;I< 
costs to support tenants at LEAD. However, COBRA vrlly lllcluded 1,EAI) 
persorulel and less than half the tenants, thereby, greatly ~nfl;l t~t~g tlre base 
operatiotls costs per person. Wllcn appropriate adjustrnetits are made, (lie I ~ C I I I - I  111): 

savings fioni realigning LEAD 1s ordy $9 6M. Net of thc Increases at the g31nrii~: 
depot, the r.ecw-1-ulg savings a1 t: only $7 5M 

* Smce no single installation can currently dt~plicatt. LIi/W citpab~llties, all 
workload will have to be accc)rnpltsl~ed at various s~ tcs  Ttlc r r~i~l~r l~al  savit~cs I crslt.; 
the o~~e- t ime costs yield rehir11s on  1nvestmelrts ovel 100 vcal s 

CONCLUSIONS: 

* The current BRAC 95 ~ ~ e c o r n m ~ r ~ d a ~ i o t ~  directly opposes t t~c  1.1KA(: 0 3  l;j\,i. and 
destroys savuigs. Army's current reconlmendallc~rl was based on s~rbjectivc criteria 
aud inaccurate COBRA model costs ,and projected savil-~gs Appropriate 
corlsideration was not gven to other potential realignnletit scei~arios, s t ~ c t ~  as 
consolidating other missions at I-EAD. The BRAC 9 rccornmendatio~l destroys 
LEAD'S unique capabilities, enditngers readlliess, decentralizes iristeat1 o f  

consolidating, and costs the IJ S taxpayer more wltllout the poterltial for :I r.ctrrrrl ol) 

investment. 

* Consolidating workload at LLAD 15 a wlser alternat~vc T a r ~ r  I .l'Al> 1 0  takc 
Tobyhanna's mission, we esti~rlate a cost between 9 105.0U0,000 r u ~ d  S 140,000,000 
COBRA calculates the retun) or1 l~lvestrnerlt for $105M to be  two years and for 
$140M four years Using the larger cost esthiite wc~itld still be substa~ltrally less 
and provides more savings then real~glrng LEAD. This 1s due to the fact 



Tobyl~arula's workload is not urllquc and the entire instnl1;ttion can be closed 

* The Defense Depot Maintenance Council directed that LEAD become the 
coilsolidated tactical rnissile ~nainterlanct: dcput for- DOU. ?'he BRA(: 93 
Co~ntillssion affirmed that decision by reversing Ar~liy's recorr\t~lerldatior~ to realipl 
LEAD. LEAD has made siglificult progress towarti fr~lfilling tlic r)DMC Jccision 
and BRAC 93 Law. h n y ' s  current I-ecornnlendat~on tu deccl~tr ali1.e tactical ~ r o r  li 
at three separate sites totally contradicts the intent of tlie 13KAC' 0.3 Law. Tac~ic;il 
rmssile consolidation at LEAD was the correct decisior~ WIIGII first stu(1ieci. tlic 
cor~ect decision when it was 1.evrcwed by the BRAC 93 C O ~ ~ ~ I I ~ ~ S S ~ O I I ,  ari(i to(i;4y, 
remains the correct decision. Noth~~ig  has charged. N o  i~~stallation, except I ,  t.;Al> 
has developed the capability to pertbnn all ~actical ~nissile work. 



Purpose of this memo Is to capsulize the major issues and scenarios sumoundtng BRACR5 
recommendations conoeming Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 

The orlglnal recommendatton, scenal'lo 1, realigned LEAD'S rnainterlarlce rnrssron lo Tobyhanna 
Army Depot (TOAD) and Annlsron Anny Depot (ANAD) Mrssile dis~ssernhly a r~d  ariirnunltlon 
storage and demilitarization was enclaved at LEAD As parl of the BRAG staffs review, thcb 
following scenarios were requested (1) scenano 2 reallgns all of L t A D ' s  workload and 
ammunltton storage to Hlll AN Force Base rn lJtah, and (2) scenario 3 realigns all of TOAD'S 
rnainlenance workload to LEAD 

Lenerkenny has successfully trensitioned the tactlc,al rnrssile rr lai~~lc~rt l~lcct workload lor 1 3  of thc  
21 misslle systems In just 14 rnorilhs. Lellerkenny's facllitlcs art? 90°irl corrll,lt:l(: and thc C!r,t~rc: 
m~ssile transltlon Is withln budget. Letterkenny has becorne the "Stlow-Piece" of cltyol 
rneintenance wlth the consolidation of tactical mlsslle mainleriance arid the first goverrirncnt- 
private industry teaming with Unlted Defense. Lim~ted Ptlrltlcrstl~p The learning alone h a s  
saved the government more ItIan $60,000,000 Savirrl)~ fro~n the tactical missile consolid. ,I t '  lor) 
are addlng up as each system is transttroned 

However, not all is good. The DoD's recommendation to turn Letterkenny inlo an anlrno dump 
will cost more than whet it will save. Thls is due In pan to Army's cjecrsion to defend Tot)yt~anr~;~ 
Army Depot. The minutes of the Join1 Cross Servlce Group. Depot MRlnterlarvx (JCSG-DM) 
show that Tobyhanna was vulnerable when a large pofliorl of lhe~r workload did not qirnl~ty ;IS 

core. Tne Army then reclasslfled Tobyhanna's fab~'icatron workload as core tiowever, the Arrriy 
did not classify tactical mlsslle workload as core. Wlth the majority of Lett~rkenny's workload 
deemed non-core, tne Army Could easily, and wlttl no oppositiurt, t f l i ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ a l t ?  Lel ta~kt :~ i~ ly .  The Air 
Force never issued a complaint because they wanted the lactlcal rnlssiln rriaintenance workloiicl 
to transfer to Ogden Alr L o g i s t l ~ ~  Center (this loo was ~evealed in Ihe JCSG-DM m ~ n ~ ~ t e s )  

Llkew~se, the Army also protected Annrslorl Arrr~y Depol. Anntston IS rlot the only Army depot 
to have repalred tanks as clarmed by the Army Letterkerlrly and Red River Army Depots have 
repalred tanks. Add~t~onally, t?q~lpment currently b e i r l ~  lrlstalled for the Paladin program oijn 
accomodate the M-1 Abranls l a ~ ~ k ,  at double ANAD's capac~ty 

In December 1994, just before Christmas, the Army continued ~ t s  atlack on Lettcrk~nny t)y 
forclng the depot to fire 25% of Its workforce under the guise of a personnel cP111rlg I f  d ~ d  1101 

matter that Letterkenny has tenants to sirppotl. It dld riot nlaHer I l ld l  ta~trc,ll rn~ssrlc: nr~t l  arl~llcry 
funded workload was lncreaslng With ttle reductton in force sct~edulcd for ttle vJrr1rrlt.r of 1935 
Letterkenny was forced to work additional overlrrne hours to del~ver 11s agreed number of 
Paladlns by the end of the fiscal year 

In February 1985, the DoD r~tornrnendated realignmenls and rlnwricl.; w ~ r  H al~rlot~rlccd 
Letterkenny was on the llst The following months I etterkerl~ry witc, orrlrrecl to plarl for the 
reduction in forcx3 and the reallgnrnenl af Its workloatl Two days I~c~forc.! Iht: Lctlcrkcnny 
Coalltron 1s to appear before the Base Renl~gnrrler~l and C los~~re  C;orr~rrlision. Anny nrtlcr\ 
reductton In force letters be sent to Letterkenfly'% employees by May 10th and the rcduct1011 i r l  

force to occur on September 15th 



The DoD's recommendatiorl to d e c e n i r ~ l ~ z e  depot maintenance of the 
tactical missile systems conflicts with their own validated studies which 
show that tactical missile mainlenance con sol it la ti or^ was rnorc. 
economical than decentralization. Economicillly, maintaining the 
workload at Letterkenny is thc best decision. I.ogistically, rnairrtainI~ip 
the workload at Letterkenny is the best decision. I'lcase sake ever>.nne 
money by stopping the Reduction in  Force and  bringirrg wl'ot,yhnnn;r's 
workload to Letterkenny. 



REALIGN CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE MISSION TO ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (ANAD), 
REALIGN OoD TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOAD TO TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT (TOAD) B Y  
ENCLAVING STORAGE MISSION AT LETTERKENNY WITH CONTROL BEING TOAD BASE 
X ASSORTED TENANT ACTIVITIES (CORPS OF ENGNR, TMDE SPT #1 a DFAS, MEGA CTR.  
CENT PA PWC), AND ELIMINATE ALL REMAINING ACTIVITIES AND PFRSONNEL 

I .  REVERSES THE BRAC93 LAW TO CONSOLIDATE TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE 
AT (ONE FACIUTYJ LEAD. Instead, the Army's recommendatio~l will disperse tactlcal 
misslle maintenance l o  no less than 3 lacllities across the United States 

2. JEOPARDIZES FUTURE SAVINGS ON ARTILLERY WORKLOAD FROM GOVERNMENT- 
PRIVATE INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIP WlTH UNITED DEFENSE. Th~s  p s ~ l n r r \ t ~ ~ p  t1;1s 
already returned WlM In savtngs to the government Exectr l~o~l of future contract optlons ( 
Foreign M~ l~ ta ry  Sales , Paladin tollow-on program, etc ) would allow LEAD ~ n d  l l r ~ ~ t e t l  Defense 
to return even more. 

3. NO MONETARY SAVINGS. Thls recommendation would cost the IJ S taxpayers and Do0 
readiness rrrore than $252,000,000. Not tncludeU In lhls rrc:orr~nlt:~~dallol~ ; r l r  tllo rt?curring costs 
of 806 contract workyeas required to support the tactrcal rnissilt! r na i~~ l c r~ i~ r~cm workload not 
transfering to TOAD. The Army was able to lower the projst:ted CORNA costs by not transft%rrrnq 
all of LEAD'S tactlcal mlssile ma~nlenance workload and equiprncnt lo TOAD t lowcvrr, t l ~ o  
Army hid the recurring costs to perfOrrTI this rnair~tenace WIJI k l (~ , j t l  wt~ilc clairning 5;lvlrlUs f o r  

eliminating LEAD personnel. It was necessary for the Army to take tills tlt?ce~tful ac:lion 111 order 
to generate a level of savings that would recoup thelr claimed Olle 111? i i !  c:osls (lbS2,000,000) 

4. ENORMOUS ONE-TTME COSTS. The Army's projected one-l~rne cosl. $51,000,000. to 
realign Letterkenny Is severely understated The Army deliberately withheld constrrrc.t~on i i i l t l  

movement costs from their estlmate The Army eslltnoled $-0- 10 relocate tndlcal n~issile 
lnaintenance equipment lo TOAD The Army has stated that TOAD has the facllltles, c q ~ ~ i p n ~ e r l l  
and expertise to perform tactical mlsslle maintenance. Th~s  IS easy lo irnagine, but diMic;ult to 
believe TOAD has never repalred a tactical mlsslle The only Arnry depots to have ~.epa~rt!d 
tactical missiles are Letterkenny. Annlston, and Red River TOAD WNNOT rt?pair tactical 
missiles, to include the Patrio! and Hawk, without special~zed repair a~,d lest eqttipnlenl, such as 
Test Program Sets; the DPM22 test console: a nitrogen supply 8 d~s l r~bu l~o r~  syslern rcqulrcd for 
the mavenck and sidewinder mlsstles, anecho~c chamber's for sparrow & phoenix: missile 
automated test equrprnent for tow cobra, a high frequelicy test corlsole for hawk; the 11atriot 
family of test equtprnent: an oll processtng system lor patr~ot, and a 28 acre rildiir tt.tsl site The 
true costs to replicate or move this cqulpment and Implement this scellarlo exceeds the 
$42,000,000 required to implement the 8RAC93 law by more t l ~ i r r ~  S252,000,000. 



TABLE I 1 ABLE 7 
ONE-TIME COSTS TO REALIGN REC:URRING COSTS TO R f  Al IC;N 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT LEmt RKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

TACTICAL MISSILES 3 42.000 O(K, 806 CONTRACT WORKYFARS 574.T24.M)o 
HAWK .nd PATRIOT 121,000,OVJ TRANSPORTAT~ON BETWEEN 
ARTILLERY 26.QW000 LEAD, ANAD 3 TOAD ? 
TRAlNlNO 5,000,000 
TENANTS -.OK 

TOTAL fzM.1 W . m  

5. OVERSTATED SAVlNGS Army claimed LEAD'S support tu Ssvannah Army Depot Adlvl ty 
(SVDA) as savings two tlrnes First, the BKAC95 recommended clo<.tlrrh o f  SVDA prolcctcd 
savings include costs ~ncurred by LEAD Army clalms Ihese savlrigs a second t ~ m e  when 
reduung L U D ' s  personnel and bas(. operdtlor,s ant1 real ~jroperty rr1;llnt~nancc cn;t.: 

6. UNDERSTATED BASE OPERATIONS COSTS AT TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, Tt ie  ~I,I>,H 

operations costs al Tobynanna Almy Depot are underslated b y  r l jct i t !  than $8,400.000 in ttln 

COBRA. The COBRA reporls base operallons costs for TOAI) al $32,900.000 However. Ihc 
actual FY94 costs charged to TOAD'S rnalnlenance workload was $41.300,000 Addillonally. 
TOAD projects their FY96 base operatlons costs for [heir mainte~rarrct? rn~ss ior~ al $49,400,000 
This uncontrolled escalation of base operatlons costs, which exceeds 8% per year, are ~gnorod I r i  

the Army's analysls. 



REALIGN CONVENTIONAL MAINTENANCE MISSION TO ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT (ANAD) 
REALIGN DoD TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOAD AND AMMCJNI I ICIN STORACiF TO HILL AIR 
FORCE BASE (OGDEN AIR LOGlSflCS CENTER) RASE X ASSORTED TENANT ACTIVITIF!: 
(CORPS OF ENGNR, TMDE SPT # I .  DFAS, MEGA CTR. CENT PA  PWC). AND FI  IMINATE 
ALL REMAINING ACTIVITIES AND PERSONNEL 

I .  REVERSES THE BRACS3 LAW TO CONSOLIDATE TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE 
AT (ONE FACIU7-Y) LEAD. Instead, the A m y ' s  recorrlrnerldal~on will disperse t;jc:tic;;rl 
missile maintenance to no less than 3 facilitles ecross the United States 

2. JEOPARDIZES FUTURE SAVINGS ON ARTILLERY WORKLOAD FROM QOVERNMFNT- 
PRIVATE INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIP WITH UNITED DEFENSE. Th~s  parlnershlp hias 
already returned $61,000,000 In savlngs to the government. Executlori of future contrad optlor13 
( Foreign Mllltary Sales , Psladln lollow-on program, etc ) would dlluw LEAD and U~irted D C ~ C ~ I S C  
to return even more 

3. NO MONETARY SAVINGS. This recommendat~on would cusl Ihe 11 S taxpayers and DoD 
readmess more than $330,000,000 

4. ENORMOUS ONE-TjME COSTS. Hill Air Force Base CANNO1 repair tacf~cal rnlss~lcs 
without specialized repair and test equipment, such 8s: Tesl P(ograrn St?ls, Ihe DPM22 tcst 
console; anechoic chambers for sparrow 8 phoenlx; nllssile autur~~ated test equipment for tow 
cobra; a high frequency test console for hawk; the patriot farnily o f  test equipment; an nil 
processing system for patriot; and a 28 acre radar test site The true costs to replicate or move  
t h ~ s  equipment end implemerlt t t ~ s  scerlaflo exceeds the $42,000,000 requifcd lo irnplemori~ I ~ I H  

BRAC83 law by more than $330,000.000 

TABLE 3 TAHl- t 4 
ONE-TIME COSTS TO REALIGN RtCUKHlNCj L'OS 1 ! j  l i) H f  AL IGN 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPUT LETTERKENNY A f I M Y  OF-POT 

TACTICAL MISSILES $ 42.Oo.000 W)6 CONTRACT W 9 R K Y F A R S  $ /4  724.000 
HAWK and PATRIOT 121 .W.W TRANSPORTA r l 0 N  R F T W F  kt4 
ARTILLERY 2 6 , ~ , ~  1 FAD ANAD 8 TOAD 7 
TRAINING 5,000,m 
AMMUNITION 78,000.000 
TENANTS ~~~ 
TOTAL U72.100.000 

4. C A P A C I N A N O  CAPABILITY. Hill Alr Force Base does nor have enough adequate storii~le 
capacity for Letterkenny's Ammunrtorl Likewlse. Hill does rlut I I A V ~ !  lt~r c:aoahility, to ~ncludc the 
skills, to repair the Patriot, the Hawk. arld the rest of the tacticel rnlssiles already being repaired 
by Letterkenny Army Depot. Hlghly techn~cal and experlsive I ra~n~ng would be required In 
addition, an interim maintenance contract or additional Palrlol rnrssilc systerrls wor~ld bc nccdcd 
during the transition. 



SCENARIO 3 
REALIGN COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS WORKLOAD FROM TORYHANNA ARMY 
DEPOT 70 LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT BASE X ALL T E N A N T S  

' QUICK RETURN ON INVESTMENT A worst case one-titr~e investrner,t 0, $ ~ ~ O , " O Q O O O  ,,,I 
yleld a Year 

O n  lnveament While a very conservative, best case Orle-time lnvearncrll of $105.000.00O wlll yield a 2 year return on investment. 

2. SAMNCS FROM T A C ~ C A L  MISSILE CONSOLIDATION UNDER BRAC93 WILL BE 
R E A f f m  The consolidation Is nearly complete Over the past 14 montt~s, 13 of 21 tactical 
missile systems have been transiliuned to LEAD and 90% of the facil~ty renovsllor~s t ~ a v e  t)crri 
completed. The DoD Inspector General reports that tactical mrssrle consolidatiorl 1s on schedulr! 
end withln budget. 

3. ALLOWS FOR ADDlTlONAL SAWNGS FROM ONE-STOP SHOP. Rnlairi~ng missll(! ~ r l d  
ground support maintenance at LEAD enables ~rnplementafior~ of the Otie-Stop Shop concnl~t f o r  

future savings. 

4. ELIMINATES COSTLY FACIUTY EXPANSION AT TOBYHANNA. The Arrriy Corps of 
Engineers and Tobyhanna Army Depot have completed 35% of lhe deslon tor 3r1 upgr;ittt, i ~ r i t i  

expansron of TOAD'S melntenance facility. The projected cost of thls faclllty irpgrade is 
$17,000,000. TOAD also requires $16,500,000 worlh of new eyulpment for t l l~s  fac;~l~ly I 

A m y  Aud~t Agency has determined lhls projecl rlecessary 101 TOAD lo c;orrec:l heii ltt~ i t r ~ c l  snfcty 
violations as required by the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Adrr~il~islretion. Howevei.. 
TOAD also plans to increase capac~ty rn valluu.5 shops and build an addit~onal wastewater 
treatment plant. The Atmy Audit Agency deta~tcd the f~ l l ow l l~y  key cfcl~cic~~c,re!i $31 f GAD 

a. Unsafe metal hnishlng shops; 

b. A *platipo shop which uses cadrn~urn and chrornlurn platlng proc:esst:s whrc:tl producc 
high levels of hazardous witste", 

c. "The sandblast shop's major equlpmer~t 1s worn out and o l t e ! ~  uul o f  apcrat~ori for 

maintenance"; 

d .  "The plating and painting shops, wh~ch use volatrlt: atrd lnalodorous rnatenels, are Incatntl 
beneath a mezzanrne cnntalning administrative offices for about 400 people. Ttie depot 
has a long history of employee complaints, grievances, and work stoppagr?~ ralatlng to 
the proxlrnity of the shops lo these offices, During 1988 the U S Occt~patlor~nl Safety 
and Health Administration Issued a notice of unsate workrrlig corrtliliuils 10 the depot 
b e a u s  fumes from the shops were being drawn Inlo the mezzanlnp f(Om the shop's 
rooflop exhaust vents Although the depot corrected this condit~on, it's indicatlve o f  
problems caused by the cu~rcnt 1oc.ation of the shops " 

e. "The shop entrances are fully opeti to the aisle and can't be sealed w~thout lowerin9 ttlc 
air quality within the shops and adversely effecting workflow AS a result, Inany of t b  

rkitlg in  the butldina are exposed l o  f m s  t k  
1.409 S m o y e c s  wo 

f -...the p~pes that carry wastewater from the platlng shop lo the atrt'ent treatnlenl plant run 
ovemead through an employee breakroom, a locker room and a storage area A break or 



serious leak could be disastrous " 

g. Additional wastewater treatment plant - ^The new facllity wlll have its own wRstewater 
treatment plant occupying aboul 7,000 square feel The currenl plan1 is a l  lull capacity 
and can't handle the eddil~onal wastewater the new plattng processes will Qcrioratc " 

6. ELIMINATES SENSELESS AND EXPENSIVE RELOCATlON OF LEAD'S TENANTS. 
Colocating government activities on one base is economrcal and logrcal Many of LtrAD's 
tenants support the depot, and Ilkew~se. LEAD supports the tellants The depot and Ihe tcrlarlts 
save money by sharlng base Operattons costs 

6. COMPLETE CLOSURE AND RETURN OF REAL ESTATE AT TOBYHANNA TO THE 
LOCAL ECONOMY. Addttional savings will occur with the sale of pnme real estate In the 
Pocono Mount81ns. The Poconos IS a resod area and the real estate v ~ l u e  of Tot~yhanrta's 
acreaae will yleld millions. 



THE Ubkhhbh BASE CLOSLRE A\tU A&ALItihltl.tiWT iOhLiI1iSIUX 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM OECTS) # 

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
" 

Prepare Reply for Chairman's Siture Prepare Reply for Commisioner's S i t u r e  
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(5) opposes any Army eastward land acquisition and training on 
BLM administered public lands in the Silurian Valley until full 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has 
been achieved, including but not limited to: 

(a) public release of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) which includes as one of the project alternatives 
carried forward for full analysis joint use by the NTC of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Re- on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); 

(b) holding public hearings on the proposed project 
following release of the DEIS including at least one hearing in the 
San Bernardino/Riverside area; and 

(c) completion of and public release of a Final EIS and 
associated Record(s) of Decision. 

BY; SAN GORGON10 CHAPTER EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
(12-2-2), March 25, 1995 

Note: The agenda item 4 Executive Committee report regarding the 
proposed interim policy on the NTC Land ~cquisition Project was 
amended by the Executive Committee. The amending language inserted 
in line 1 of section 5 ( was the 
only change made to the e Conservation 
Committee. 

No further text below this line. 



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB (continued) 

recreational users, grazers, and others believe that the ~ilurian 

Valley should remain open to public use, although there is 

continuing debate about what those uses should be. We urge all 

those concerned about military training to join with us in 

supporting joint use of China Lake lands for Army training. Please 

call or mite Senators Boxer and Feinstein and Representative Lewis 

as well as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment ~om~aission 

before Hay 5th. 

"You can leave messages for  oxe emission Chairman Alan Dixon and 

 omm missioner Rebecca Cox, the lone ~alifornia member, by calling 

(703) 696-0504. You can write to Mr. Dixon and Ms. Cox at: 

Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

Arlington, Virginia 22209" 

According to Chairman Dixon, "The Base Closure and Realignment 

Act provides that any additions to the list of bases recornended 

for closure or realignment by the  Secretary of Defense must be 

published in the Federal by May 17th.. . . In order to have 
a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to 

add an installation for consideration. A majority of [the eight] 

~omissioncrs must support such a motion for the base to be added 

for consideration." 



BASE CLOSURE CO~ISSION RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB (continued) 

upon the defense industryIn said Miller, "1 detest the thought of 

any military agency absorbing more public lands. After several 

decades, our fragile desert still bears visible scars from General 

Patton's tanks. If the NTC is to expand, then inter-service rivalry 

should be overcoae to enable time sharing of the Navy's already 

damaged lands at China Lake." 

The Sierra Clubts actions and the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission's favorable response have not gone unnoticed 

by present and retired officers who have served at the National 

Training Center. Although current NTC spokesmen have declined 

conuuenton the Sierra Clubts request for a Commission investigation 

of the China Lake situation, former NTC Public Works Director 

(1990-94), Lieutenant Colonel David E. Schnabel (RET), appeared 

cautiously, if only partially, supportive. 

"The interests of our nation will be best served by the NTC 

obtaining more maneuver land," said Schnabel. nNeverthelass, 

satisfying this requirement by exclusively burdening the taxpayers 

with the purchase of vast amounts of public land must give way to 

a more acceptable course of action containing a combination of 

joint use of adjoining Navy lands and the conservative acquisition 

of public lands." 

Carol ~ebastian concluded her remarks saying, "Many desert 

users share the Sierra Club's view that the public lands in the 

Silurian Valley should not be used for Army training. Miners, 

5 MORE - MORE - MORE: - MORE 



BASE CUISURB COMMISSION RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB (contirb~ad) 

There8s been no mission change t i l t  Edwards, but thousands of troops 

on their way to Fort Irwin for training have been landing there for 

several months. NASA's Goldstone Deep Space Tracking station on 

Fort Irwin has a mission even more 'incompatibler with tank 

training than what the Navy does at China Lake, but the Amy and 

Goldstone have worked successfully side-by-side for decadesthrough 

the Pioneer, Voyager, Magellan and other deep space projects. The 

experiences with NASA and now Edwards suggest to many desert users 

- not just the Sierra Club - that succeasful deconfliction of 
8mission incompatibilities0 is very possible. 

@The overwhelming majority of Sierra Club meabers in San 

Bernardino County believe that before the A m y  elnbarks on e 50 

million dollar land acquisition project east of Fort Irwin, the 

alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands should be 

fully evaluated by independent experts. That's why we contacted 

the offices of both United States Senators, the Washington office 

of Representative Jerry Lewis, and all eight members of the Defense 

Base Closure and Realignment Commission to request such an 

evaluation,@ said Sebastian. 

High desert resident Jon Miller, Conservation Committee Chair 

of the Sierra Clubrs Wojave Croup, gives further evidence that 

support for an independent investigation of the Navy's opposition 

to sharing land with the A m y  extends into the defense 

establishment. "Although my personal career is wholly dependent 



BASE CLOSURE COIQ4ISSION RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB (continued) 

The Sierra Club action was taken to suggest a fiscally and 

environmentally preferable alternative to an Army proposal to 

acquire approximately 330,000 gross acres in the ~ilurian Valley 

east of Fort Irwin. 

Since 1985 when the Army completed a land use requirements 

study that first documented the need for additional training land, 

the Army has evaluated more than a dozen possible options to meet 

a maneuver land shortfall averaging approximately 230,000 acres per 

rotation, The training land shortfall was independently reviewed 

and validated by the Congressional General Accounting Office (GAO) 

in 1991 and internally revalidated by the Army in 1993. 

In repeated efforts since 1986 to optimize the use of existing 

Department of Defense assets and hold down costs to the taxpayers, 

the Army has made numerous requests to make part-time use of 

adjacent Navy land in China Lakef s Wojave Range B. The Navyf e 

response to every Army request has been that nmission 

incompatibilitym prohibits sharing land with the Arny. 

Wnlike the Army which submitted its analyses to independent 

review and validation by the GAO, the Navy's asserted claims of 

'mission incompatibilityf have never been independently evaluated* 

noted Chapter Chair Sebastian. "For years, the Air Force asserted 

that fmission incompatibilityt prevented A m y  troops headed for 

training at the NTC fro* landing at Edwards A i r  Force Bass. 

3 MORE - MORE - MORE - 
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FOR: 
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Ms. Anne Dennis 
Conservation Coordinator 
San Gorgonio Chapter Office, The Sierra Club 
568 No. Mountain View, Suite 130 
San Bernardino, California 92401 
Tele: (909) 381-5015 

Public Affairs Officer 
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Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
Tele: (703) 696-0504 

Public Affairs Office 
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P. 0 .  Box 13209 
Fort Carson, Colorado 80913 
Tele: (719) 576-1217 
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BASE COMMISSION CONSIDERING ARMY TANK TRAINING 

ON NAVY LAND AT CHINA LAKE 

Carol Sebastian, Chair of the 5,000-member San ~orgonio 

Chapter of the Sierra Club, announced today that the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Conmission is now reviewing and analyzing 

a Sierra Club proposal for shared use of land at the china Lake 

Naval Air Warfare station for tank training by units at the Army's 

National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California. 

uX am pleased to be able to report that former Senator Alan 

~ixon, Comission Chairman, has informed the San Gorgonio Chapter 

that the Commission is now reviewing and analyzing our resolution 

and supporting d o c ~ n t s , ~  Sebastian said. 

After three nonths of analysis and discussion, the Executive 

committee of the San Gorgonio Chapter passea a formal resolution at 

its March 25th meeting calling on the Coaaraission to independently 

evaluate the feasibility of the Army National Training Center at 

Fort Irwin (NTC) using approximately 350,000 gross acres on the 

adjoining China Lake Mojave Range B. The NTC is the my's premier 

tank and maneuver training facility to which an average of 4,000 to 

6,000 troops iron Army facilities nationwide are sent monthly for 

intensive combat exercises called "rotationsn. 



Fort Irwin expansion plans revived 
Fort Irwin now land at Edwards Air 

By TEYA VITU 
6 Force Base - a facility that previ- 

Dispatch Staff Writer ously had claimed incompatibility 

FORT IRWIN - The National 
Training Center, unmune from the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission in the past six years, may be 
examined for realignment in the 
coming months, sources said. 

Realignment is a matter of adding 
or removing functions and personnel, 
or changing missions. In Fort Irwin's 
case, realignment would involve the 
proposed expansion that has been 
under consideration since 1988. 

The Army has looked toward to 
Silurian Valley to the east and north- 
east for the past four years. Before 
that the Army had proposed expand- 
ing to the south but in 1991 the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service nixed the 
idea because of the desert tortoise, a 
threatened species. 

The Sierra Club in recent months 
has suggested the Army look at the 
China Lake Naval Weapons Center 
range that touches on Fort Irwin, 
rather than setting aside more public 
land for military use. 

"(The Sierra Club) believes that 
before the Army embarks on a $50 

(The Sierra Club) believes that before the Army em- 
barks on a $50 million land acquisition project ... the 
alternative of joint use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by independent experts. 
One column quote here. 

- Carol Sebastian, Sierra Club 

million land acquisition project east 
of Fort Irwin, the alternative of joint 
use of the adjoining Navy lands 
should be fully evaluated by indepen- 
dent experts," said Carol Sebastian, 
chair of the club's San Gorgonio 
Chapter. 

In March the Sierra Club formally 
approached BRAC with a request for 
evaluation of the China Lake option. 

BRAC Chairman Alan Dixon said 
the commission would consider the 
idea and BRAC staff is analyzing it, 
BRAC spokesman Chuck Pizer said. 

On May 10 the commission will 
announce additions to the Pentagon's 
list of bases recommended for con- 

sideration for closure or realignment. 
The Pentagon's list was submitted in 
February. BRAC additions typically 
serve as comparisons. 

The Sierra Club maintains the 
Navy has always resisted efforts to 
share the China Lake facility with 
Fort Irwin, claiming Army training 
would be incompatible, Sebastian 
said. 

Sebastian said the compatibility 
issue has no merit since the Army 
regularly moves through Goldstone 
and the operations at the Deep Space 
Communications Complex are not 
affected. 

Additionally, troops rctating to 

with Army training. 
"The experiences with NASA and 

now Edwards suggest to many desert 
users, not just the Sierra Club, that 
successful deconfliction of mission 
incompatibilities is very possible," 
Sebastian said in a prepared 
statement. 

The Army is examining a 
330,000-acre area in the Silurian 
Valley. Mock battles would not be 
fought there. The area would be used 
for logistics and assembling batta- 
lions before they head out for train- 
ing. About half of the acreage is 
suitable for combat vehicles. 

The Army recently removed 
20,000 acres at the southeast extreme 
of the  p ro j ec t  a r e a  f r o m  
consideration. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
a year ago issued a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion on the Silurian 
Valley land, meaning no threatened 
or endangered species would be 
affected by Army training. 

A draft environmental impact re- 
port should be ready for public 
inspection later this year. 



$AN GORGONIO CHAPTER EXECUTIVE COMMITTE$ 

ACTION ITEY 

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 4 
MOTION : 

SUBMITTED BY: SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER CONSERVATION COMHITTEE; 
(13-0-1-1. 3/13/95] 

PROPOSED INTERIM POLICY ON NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC) 

LAND ACOUISITION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN, CALIFORNIA1 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the presented boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a **Draft Jeopardyl1 biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC8s 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Army's asserted additional land requirement; 

(4) calls on the GAO, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRACC), and/or the Armed Services Committee of the United States 
Senate to investigate, review, analyze and evaluate the validity of 
the assertion by the Department of the Navy that mission 
incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint use of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre ~ojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval ~ i r  Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the !*Final Rule1* published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Reaister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); and 
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POJaICY ON NATIONAL T W I N G  CEWER (NTCl 

TION PROJECT (FORT IRWIN. CALIFORNIAl 

Resolved that the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club: 

(1) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all northerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require deletion of any lands located 
within the presented boundaries of Death Valley National Park; 

(2) opposes and calls on the Department of Defense (including 
but not limited to the Commander of the National Training Center, 
the Secretary of the Army, and the Secretary of Defense) to 
renounce any and all southerly land acquisition project 
alternatives that would require use of lands for which the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "Draft Jeopardytt biological 
opinion in September 1991; 

(3) calls on the General Accounting Office of Congress (GAO) 
to review and analyze the 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
prepared by the Department of the Army to determine if the NTC1,s 
asserted training land shortfall averaging 222,000 acres per 
training rotation is accurate and realistically addresses the 
Army's asserted additional land requirement; 

(4) calls on the GAO, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(BRACC), and/or the Armed Services Committee of the United States 
senate to investigate, review, analyze and evaluate the validity of 
the assertion by the Department of the Navy that mission 
incompatibility precludes any and all NTC joint use of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the *#Final Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); and 
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Please Respond to: 

930 Crescent Drive 
Barstow, California 92311 

April 6 ,  1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 No. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: Sierra Club Request for BRACC Review. and Possible 
Realignment of the Naval Air Warfare Station, China Lake, 
California 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club requests that your 
Commission add the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) to 
your list of installations to be considered for possible 
realignment. The formal call for such action is included under 
item number four (4) of the policy resolution adopted by the 
Chapter's Executive Committee at its March 25, 1995 meeting. 

The basis for the request is discussed at length in the 
accompanying background reports submitted to the members of the San 
Gorgonio Chapter's Conservation and Executive Committees. In 
summary, the San Gorgonio Chapter questions the Navy's repeated 
assertions of mission incompatibility as the reason that not one 
square inch of the 1,100,000 acres comprising China Lake NAWS can 
be made available for joint maneuver training use with the adjacent 
Army National Training Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin. 

The Navy claims that contractor demand for use of test 
facilities on the Mojave Range B of NAWS on only three days notice 
precludes coordinated use for up to 14 days monthly by the Army. 
As a result, the Army now proposes to spend nearly $50,000,000 for 
acquisition of land east ~f Fort Irwin to meet a shortfall in 
training acreage validated by GAO in 1991. unlike the Army, to the 
best of the Sierra Club's knowledge, the Navy has never submitted 
its mission incompatibility assertions to independent review by GAO 
or appropriate Congressional Committees. Personally, it seems to 
me that the Navy has surrendered its responsibility for management 
of its land and ranges if we have a situation in which contractors 
tell Naval personnel when Department of Defense (DoD) assets will 
be used. The Navy and DoD need to tell contractors when DoD ,, 

@P,-tnwi on Rc-yled Paper . . . To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, wafers. wildlife, and wilderness. 



BASE WURg CWMISSION RESPONSE TO SIERRA CLUB (continuad) 

The Senate confirmed the appointment of the eight members of 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Coxunission in late February. 

They are: A1 Cornella from South Dakota; Rebecca Cox from 

California; J. B. Davis from Florida; Chairman Alan Dixon from 

Illinois; S. Lee Kling from Missouri; Benjamin F. Montoya from N e w  

Mexico; and Josue Robles Jr. and Wendi Steele, both from Texas. 

The San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club covers San 

Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Chapter offices are located at 

in San Bernardino. 



(5) opposes any Army training on BLM administered public lands 
in the Silurian Valley until full compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has been achieved, including but 
not limited to: 

(a) public release of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) which includes as one of the project alternatives 
carried forward for full analysis joint use by the NTC of the 
approximately 350,000 acres of land on the 550,000 acre Mojave 
Range B of the China Lake Naval Air Warfare Station (NAWS) that 
were not designated as critical habitat for the desert tortoise in 
the "Final Rulen published by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Federal Reuister on February 8, 1994 (Vol. 59, No. 26); 

(b) holding public hearings on the proposed project 
following release of the DEIS including at least one hearing in the 
San Bernardino/Riverside area; and . 

(c) completion of and public release of a Final EIS and 
associated Record(s) of Decision. 

BACKGROUND: 

At its regular meeting on March 14, 1995, the Conservation 
Committee had intended to fully address the issue of an Interim 
Policy on the National Training Center Land Acquisition Proiect 
after viewing a one hour presentation regarding the Army's project. 
The issue had been carried forward from the February 14, 1995 
meeting to permit the presentation on the project, and to allow the 
Army and Conservation Committee Member Lewis Trout to submit 
written comments for consideration. Mr. Trout's were mailed and 
distributed by hand to Conservation Committee members present at 
the Chapter general meeting on March 7th and mailed the following 
day to other committee members. 

The conservation committee had only a few minutes to discuss 
the Fort Irwin situation because of time needed to address 
preceding issues its agenda. Although consensus was reached to 
trail a full discussion until the April Conservation Committee 
meeting (as the first Agenda item) to permit representatives of the 
National Training Center to make the one hour presentation, the 
Committee concluded that items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 on Mr. Trout's 
proposal should be acted on before April because of: 

(1) comments, proposals, and actions by some 
congressional leaders regarding National Parks, the Endangered 
Species Act, and repeal of the Desert Protection Act; 

(2) the need for an updated independent verification and 
validation of the Army's 1993 Land Use Requirements Study (LURS) 
which is the underlying basis for the proposed project (in 1991,GAO 



did validate the former 1985 LURS basis for the project, but a more 
timely update is appropriate); 

(3) the absence of any independent verification and 
validation of Navy's repeated assertions (in response to numerous 
Army requests made since 1986) that no land on the china Lake Naval 
Air Warfare Station (NAWS) can be used by the Army on a time-shared 
basis because of t9mission incompatibi1iti.e~~~ (NASA's Goldstone Deep 
Space Tracking Station with missions even more uincompatiblew than 
the Navyf s has operated successfully on Fort Irwin since the 1950's 
despite on-going Army training and heavy vehicle movements. This 
suggests that deconfliction of asserted Navy 19incompatibilities" in 
an environmentally responsible manner is technically possible and 
achievable based on the Army/NASA record of more than 30 years); 

( 4 )  the very timely opportunity for the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission (BRACC) to independently evaluate the Army's 
asserted land needs and the Navy's unwillingness to permit joint 
use of China Lake because of jurisdiction assigned to the 
Commission by Congress (see attached BRACC schedule); and 

(5) the 1993 decision by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), the Lead Agent for the Land Acquisition Project EIS not to 
include full consideration and analysis in the Draft EIS of (an) 
alternative(s) involving joint use of lands located on the China 
Lake Naval Air Warfare Station to meet the Armyf s asserted need for 
more training land. 

(6) the opportunity to more appropriately address the 
proposed RCC resolution and items 5 to 9 from Mr. Trout's 
alternative resolution at the April Conservation Committee meeting. 

NOTE: The bold text was omitted from Mr. Trout's motion 
adopted by the conservation Committee despite comments by at least 
three conservation committee members regarding the BRACC process 
and need to consider western land acquisition alternatives in the 
Draft EIS. The additional language is included for Ex-Com 
consideration to more fully reflect the intentions of the maker and 
seconder of the motion and the Conservation Committee majority 
that supported the call for the independent reviews and analyses 
included in sections 3 and 4 of the five point recommendation. 

ARGUMENTS FOR; Although several of the arguments for are included 
in the full alternative 10 point policy proposal submitted by Mr. 
Trout, several points deserve special emphasis. 

(1) The ~dministration and the Army should be asked to 
renounce environmentally and fiscally irresponsible southern and 
northern land acquisition alternatives advocated by some 
Congressional leaders especially in a time of budgetary 
constraints. Although the Commander of the National  raining 



Center (NTC) does not have delegated authority to make such a 
decision, he can state his recommendations and position publicly if 
he so chooses. Since 1988, there are no known instances of denial 
or reversal of recommendations made by the NTC Commander regarding 
lands to be considered for possible acquisition to meet the Army's 
asserted land shortfall. 

(2) Because of environmental and budget constraints, the 
Departments of Interior and Defense should be required to evaluate 
joint use of adjacent Department of Defense lands on China Take 
BEFORE seeking more than $80,000,000 to acquire, instrument, and . 
responsibly prepare to manage any additional public domain and 
privately owned lands in the Silurian Valley, Even though a 
reasonable alternative such as joint use of Navy lands by the Army 
may be outside the scope and ability of an agency (the Army in this 
case) to implement by itself, the intention of Congress as 
expressed in the National Environmental Policy Act is that such 
reasonable alternatives be considered and evaluated. Congress will 
then make the decision about what should be done. 

(3) Independent review of the Army's Land Use Requirements 
Study and the Navy's denial of Army requests to use portions of 
China Lake do not mean that the Sierra Club supports Army maneuvers 
on China Lake (the Club does not at this time). Rather, the Sierra 
Club supports compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
and fiscally responsible, environmentally sustainable governmental 
policies, which include joint use of military lands by two or 
more ,military services instead of acquiring new lands. Congress 
had delegated authority for such reviews to the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission which is now evaluating operations on 
military bases nationwide. 

(4) Since no Draft EIS on this project has been released, 
deferral until April of action on items 5 to 9 of Mr. Trout's 
alternative resolution and on the RCC proposed interim policy 
resolution will not adversely affect the Chapter's ability to take 
timely and comprehensive interim and final positions on the NTC 
Land Acquisition Project. 

ARGUMENTS AGAINST The NTC does not support the interim policy 
recommendation by the conservation Committee. specifically, the 
NTC does not support calling for GAO, BRACC, and/or the Senate 
Armed Services Committee to independently review, evaluate, and 
analyze the Navy's methodology in arriving at its conclusions that 
Army training on adjacent Navy land is not "mission compatible." 
The Army also does not support the inclusion of western 
alternatives in the Draft EIS involving joint use of adjacent Navy 
lands since such alternatives are outside the ability of the BLM 
(the lead agent for the EIS) and the Army to implement. The NTC 
also opposes inclusion of the Commander of the NTC in items 1 and 
2 of the recommended five point interim policy because the decision 
making authority in such matters does not rest at that level. 

, 
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Base closing process is under way 

WASHINGTON - Most of the 
nation's military base communities 
will be rejoicing with relief rather 
than panicking Tuesday when the 
Pentagon releases its 1995 base clos- 
ing recommendations. 

One reason may be that for weeks 
-and in some cases months - their 
elected, appointed and paid represen- 
tatives have been lobbying the Penta- 
gon to keep bases in their back yards 
from being placed on the list. 

But the more likely reason is that 
Pentagon officials have said re- 
peatedly in recent weeks that the 
recommended closure list will not be 
as long as had been planned for 1995. 
Previous estimates were that the 1995 
round of closings would be larger 
than any of the previous three rounds. 

Bases that are on the Pentagon's 
1995 hit list have a great chance of 
eventually being closed. Members of 
the independent base closing com- 
mission will decide which communi- 
ties win and lose. Losers will take a 
major shot to their economic base. 

"It's a nervous time for us," said 
Tom Rupli of Defense Realignment 
Advisers, a Washington fm that 

BY JEANNINE CLEGC 
Dlspatch Washington Bureau 
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Base closings: What happens next? 

WASHINGTON - As the 1995 
base closing commission nominees 
await confirmation, deadlines are 
approaching in the base closing 
process. 

Here is a rundown of key dates: 
Feb. 28: Defense Secretary Wil- 

liam Peny will formally release the 
Pentagon's list of recommended 
closures. 

March 1: The defense base clos- 
ing commission must be con- 
firmed. Commission hearings be- 

gin to discuss the Pentagon's list. 
Perry and the chainan of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff  are scheduled to 
testify. 

March 6-7: Defense Department 
service chiefs will testify at base 
closing commission hearings. 

March 16: Base closing com- 
mission hearing on base reuse and 
post closure. 

Mid- to late March: Commis- 
sioners will begin visiting bases 
recommended for closlire by the 
Pen tagon. 

April 15: General Accounting 
Office makes its report to the 
commission and Congress on the 

Defense Department's base selec- 
tion process. 

May 17: Commission an- 
nounces its proposed changes to 
the Pentagon base closure recom- 
mendations. Afterwards, commis- 
sioners will begin visits to bases 
added to the list 

July 1: Commission sends its 
recommendations to President 
Clinton. 

July 15: President approves or 
rejects the commission r e p o ~  If 
approved, the list goes to Congress. 
Congress has 45 days to disap- 
prove the list, but the president may 
veto congressional disapproval. 

represents seven community groups 
fighting to keep bases open. 

Everything the company has done 
for its clients over the last year has 
been in preparation for the Pentagon 
list, Rupli said. 

The Pentagon list is not the end of 
the process. however. 

The 1995 base closing commission 
may add bases to Pentagon recom- 
mendations any time befoie May 17. 

Tl;at is SY many communities 
will not give up their lobbying efforts 
until the base closing process is over. 

The base closing commission is 
responsible for reviewing the De- 
fense Deparunent's recommenda- 
tions to make sure it has not "de- 
viated substantially" from its force 

s m c m  plan. 
Commissioners visit bases, hold 

regional hearings, listen to congres- 
sional and other lestimmy and deter- 
mine which bases should be recom- 
mended to the president for closure. 

And they must do all of that in four 
months. 
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DIANNE FElNSTElN 
CALIFORNIA 

Wnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

COMMIUEE O N  THE JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

MEMORANDUM DATE: May 2, 1995 

TO: Mark Pross 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

, * "  

FR: Robert ~ e s t r n a n a  %Z@-(?_+12- 
Office of Senator Dianne Feinstein 

RE: Comments on Onizuka Air Station 
........................................................................................................... 

I have attached an in-depth and objective analysis of the Defense Department's 
recommendation to realign Onizuka Air Station. This analysis was done by a person 
who is very familiar with Air Force Space Command, satellite control and 
communications issues, and operations at both Onizuka AS and Falcon AFB. The 
author wishes to remain anonymous. 

I hope this material is useful to you and the Cownission as you continue to review the 
Onizuka AS proposed realignment. Please let me know if you have any questions or if 
you need any additional information. 



Comrnente on BRAC Analysis 
- 

I. The BRAC seems not to have m q p e d  the fact that 'trW&nment" of Onizuka Air 
Station (OAS) will not mult in the elimination of the functions displaced. h n g  
other -6, O M  qratlons currently meet all of the twqubmenb of the APSK 
Policy Diredive on Badsup Satellite Control daed 30 January 1995. Clearly, it is the 
intmt of the Air Force to condnue "backup'' satellite control functions which, given 
OAS "realignment: must be relocated. The development and implementation as 
well a operations and maintenance costs of continuing these functions at m e  or 
mom alternative locattolls must be added to BRAC estimates to realistically estimate 
the total cost of OAS '"re-nt.If This, plus the preparation of more realistic 
dosure cost comparisons by an independent agency is necessary to support an 
objective evaluation of the dative merits of the mmpeting alternatives. 

2 The assadation of the National Test Facility [NTF) with the satellite mbl mission 
is a "red herring" in the aom arative analysis arguments. The NTF was designed 
and constructed to be a fitanlalane RDTU type of installation for support of SDI 
TechnOlw Verification l3emmdzations and Battle Management Command, 
Control and Communications System aoncept evaluations. With the demise of SDI, 
it became a "white elephant" faciliv lookiq fur a function and/or a reason for 
existc#la. Air Para Space Command (AFSPC), itself looking for a mWon and a 
reason for continuing operation, agreed to ass= control of the facility. The 
unannwnced rationale was to present the Nation with a fait uccompli in tenxu of 
sunk a t e  in order to present a FAFB facility base de~igned to preserve the AFSPC 
political power ~kuctuw~ AEFPC is trying to jusfify its position by assodating the 
NTF with ifs sateIlite r;Ontrol mission. The NTF is not necessary to the ARSPC 
satellite control mission, has no saong cssodation with current operational or 
planned satellite missions and doee not properly belong as an element of the subject 

, comparative cost analysis 

3. With respect to the relocation of Detachment 2 of SMC/CU, it is not clear that a 
relocation to FAPB is likely or desirable. AFSPC will not welcome such a relocation 
and, indeed, has recently asserted that there is no room at PAPB to receive 
Detachnmt 2 operatbm. One option being discussed by AFSPC is to build another 
building at PAFB tci house the relcrcated functions of SOCs 38 and 39 as we11 as the 
Det 2 SOC. Recognize that the function of Detachment 2 is primdy support of 
DoD Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&rEi) and non-Air Force 
satellite programs. Such activities appear to be an anathema to the operational 
objectives of ARPC. Spacecraft operations hcttons and RDT&B activities, like ail 
and water or cats and dm, apparently do not mix well. Relocating an lUYI'&E 
activity to an operational location will only di&h the effectiveness of the RDTQE 
function and be a source of irritation to the operational activity. In recent years, 
OAS was charterred to be the RDTBEB hub for spacecraft support in addition to its 
other functions. It makee em to preserve that capability for future application 



(e.g, as a bridge between military spamraft control technology and the dvilian 
sector) and keep Detachment 2 fmctbt18 at their present location. 

4. The presence and potential of the Moffett fidd fdiiies in support of the Onizuka 
operation has been largely ignored by the evaluation process. It is about 2 miles by 
surface road fhm Onizuka to the edge of the field. It is not cloeed and is stin in a 
good state of readiness with apabflity to handle krge military airlift type of aircraft. 
significant Seaion m.1 types d facilities would be ImmdiateIy available through 
application of thie remure. If operated as an adjunct element of the satellite control 
facility base, the Contingencyr Mobilityr and De byment uirements needs 
established by the ERAC for satellite control a vities would Iargely satisfied at 
little additional coet 

a "%. 
5. The ecanamic impacts of the "realignment" (which will constitute a de fact0 closm 

action) are not properly presented. If Detachment 2 and the AFSPC eIementg 
relocateJ the R M ' a  mimion and base eupport infrastmcture service at Onizuka are 
effectively ended Other users will leave in subsequent years and OAS will be 
forced to close. Moffett field will have lost another key ueer and NASA AMBS will 
probably not wish to maintafn that facility on its own, NASA AMElS will rebate. 
WhUe this L going on, the civil space systeme support infrastructure will not be 
standing still. Key players such as Lockheed, LORAL, GTE, IBM, etc will aleo 
ehooge to relocate to follow the lead of the customer. The impact in the Swth Bay 
will be much ~lurre severe than m d  by the provided BBAC anal is. Upwards 
of 15,000 direct spaeesystema-related fobs could be lost (instead of E 1,403 Direct 
Job Lass figure estimated by the BRAC) and, wing the 3:l ratio implied by the 
BRAC analysis, the total impact d d  be almost 4,000 jobs. 

6, OAS is the hub of the communications for the AFSCN and the wts of replicating 
the moemary communications equipment after the eventual OAS closure have 
probably not been Muded in the &imam. Thee casts could be well over $100 
million. 

7. With mpect to the March 28,1995 Air Force answer to your Question 6 with respect 
to the amdimtion and/or cmmunlcation between the Air Farce and other tenant 
activities at Onizuka AS during the Air F d s  ERAC 95 prow,  the hllcdq 
insidefs viewpoint is ofkred. AFSPC wae in charge of the study and atabllshed the 
assumpticmJ ground rulee and questions to be anewered. The pmumnel at onizuka 
responded as directed. It seemed clear that AFSPC had it own agnda (closure of 
Onizuka) in mind and it proceeded to slant the results to its own ends. (It viewed 
the analysis as an opportunity to continue its previous studies almed at justifying its 
d W o n  to close Onizuka.) In general, it is felt that once questions were asked, if the 
results were not favorable to the desired AFSPC position, the question would appear 
again in an altered fonn until an answer satisfactory to the predetermined 
conelusions of the analysis was attained. Final sawing of results was not through 
joint agreement but done by AFSPC in support of its own objectives. As presented, 
the mult  is clearly a less than completely unbiased analysis as suggested by the 



comments on the summary provided below. Had not the GAO become hvolved, 
the conclusions would have been even less ~bjedve. 

8. The summary chart assmted to "reflect the information on which the BCEG 
members based their tiering determhation" does not aocurately reflect the results of 
an objective analysis. It does appear to reflect the roll-up of the information detail as 
summarind by the charts of Appendix 5* As ouggested by rhe comments supplied 
here, the information of the summary charts seem biased in favor of the AFSPC 
pcisitim relative to the facts of the situatim, 

Specific Comments 

SPACE-SATBLLIJTE CONTROL 8ubcategory 
page 3 

I.3.A Fdam AFB redved "Green-" and Onizuka AFB (sic) received a "Yellow+" yet 
PAFB 1.2.Kl shows 'This installation does not have sufficient capacity to 
accxunplish al l  core operations," "The d e  has 13 equivalent BUS of 
processing power," 'me base has 21 satellite control points," "The total data 
ccmmt.nications bandwidth capability (satellite terminal) is 705 Mbps," and 
'The total data communications bandwidth capability (base infragbructlue) is 
30 percent of the benchmark." while OAS I.2.K.l asserts items such as 'This 
installation has sufficient capacity to aammplish a l l  cocare operations for both 
satelUte control nodes," 'The node has 23 equivalent CPUs of processing 
power," 'The base has 36 8atellIte ccmtrol points," 'The total data 
communicati~ng bandwidth capability (satellib terminal) is 664 Mbps," and 
The total communications bandwidth capability (base infrastructure) is 100 
peroent of the benchmark." The evaluation =erne inconsistent with the facts 
as raKaed by the questionnaire material. The ratings appear to have been 
CeVemed. 

1.3.C P a l m  AM3 received a "Green" and C)nlzuka AFB (sic) received a 'Yellow-" but 
no fationale is pmated to support the evaluation. In fact, OAS has been in 
uninterrupted operation for over thirty years - imaginary threats not 
withstandingb Imaghq  w a ~  for Onizrika can be eounmd by equally 
pmbable irnaghq threats h r  FFAP Risk element ratings s h d d  be roughly 
ew, 

I.3.A.1 The conclusion p r a t e d  by thfe category appears to be flawed. The 
assessment ws to addrem the potential of each site far performing the satellite 
control mission of the future, If one node is to be closed, then the entire network 
load is to be assumed by the other. Given that circumstance, how can the 



projected mission load for one node be different than the other? It istrue that, 
given current uncertainties, some OAS usem are pmjecting vacating facilities. 
However, if the W o n  is made to retain Chhka ,  that position could dange, 
Additionally, if one node is to eesume r e s ~ i b i l i t y  for all ~UW missions, 
phase out of some current mimione could be a "plus" in terms of future ea adty P and flexib'i FinalIy, &serve that FAPB 1.2.K.l.a merte that "Ihia Instia lation 
does not have sufficient capacity to accomplish all core dperatim" Since PAFB 
cannot perform the mMonI it must be mted "d" Evidently the BRAC 
hdvextmtly reversed the ratings in this category when the sununaty was 
made, Neither the "Green-'" fog FAFB nos the %dm for O n W  justihd 
by the facta. 

1,3.A.2 As noted just previous, the BRAC determination was that lPAYT3 m a t  
accmp1'ish the "d mission. Normally a lack of mission perbrmance is 
assessed as a *'redr amdition. It seem that the "Yellow" rating for FAPB i4s 
werly gemraw in that #m€ext 

1,S.B FAFB 1.2.KZ.e states that 'The. total data communication6 bandwidth capability 
(base infr~satimw) is 30 percent of the benchmark." Both sites have satellite 
terminals with a total throughput of 3068 Mbps. Additionally, there are several 
FAFB conununic~tiom functions which can be executed only by going through 
Onizuka. Recently, a situation occurred where the Secure Voice System failed 
and the only way PAFB d d  c o m m h t e  with a Remote Tracking Station was 
through wther voice cmnmmhtion system at OM,  The overall 
communicati~ns capability at FAFB is not adequate to mume responsibility for 
the entire satellite control task. The 'YdW ratIng given to FAFB is p r o u s .  
Even if it is allowed to stand as a "Yellow-" the overall rating far FAPB, at best, 
would be "red+." The FAFB rating is not consistent dth the fact$. 

1.3,B.LaThe satellike terminal bandwidth is and has been adequate at Onlzuka for the 
performance of dl satellite control W o r n .  Also note remark %&.8t the 
previous paragraph. The OAS UYelloW" rating wcma unjustified. 

Page 7 

I3.Cl There have been no ~igniicant, mission-impacting security breaches at Onlzuka 
during its history. Therre is no basis (other than imaginary threat &OS) for 
the assipment of a "nda rating to Onkulra. 

13.C3 As for are operatkms, Onizuka's ca ability to euatain a m  opefationg is a t matter of historical fact and verified y OAS I.2.Kl.a. Any asserfion to the 
contrary at this point is pure speculation. A "red" rating is not justified. 



Addithdly, since PAFB cannot accomplish the required core 
(reference FAR3 I.2.Kl.a), it cannot be rabd as Its la Ttiom of capability 
wwld more reasonably be assessed as Ute&N Evidently the BRAC 
inadvertently reversed the ratings in this category when the eummary was 
made, 

11.1 OAS s u e l y  supported all satellite contrd operations in the past. Padlities 
have been recently expanded. Resident missions are pwported w be 
downsizing. The adjacent Moffett field facilities ~IE within a mile or two and 
are accessible. The Onimka raw in this categary h u l d  be as "Green" as 
PAPB. 

11.2 There is no on-baee hcwhg at FAFB (See FAFB II.1.C). It is not possible that 
FAFB d d  receive anything other fhan a "xedY rating in this catqgory. On a 

arative basis, OAS an base housing is $gniicantl better than that 
av all' ' able at FAPE). The relative ratings should reflect d at fact. 

11.4 With mspect to air quality0 OAS activity is of hignificant import within the 
San Jcwe SMSA. At1 standards are befng complied with and no extreme 
measures are being required of the baee. Base operations do not negatively 
impact local air quality. Baae dosute would not change the current air quality. 
An argument could be made that the situation b different at FAFB. FAFB has 
major impact (especially when evaluated m a relative basis) on the air quality 
environment at its location. It has taken a pristine environment and inserted dl 
the pollutants associated with au(om0We traffic and b& aperaticms. On a 
relative basis, the impact of FAPB ie significantly greater in Colorado than is 
OAS in the San Jose area. C 2 m s ~ d ' i y 0  the change in air qudity will be 
pportionately more reqnhble  at FAFB at OAS with closure. Here, 
again, the ratings for the two faditfee seem to be revemd with respect to 
reality. 

II.5 This evaluation category is inappmprhtely applied, It ie true that radiation at 
gfound level la restricted at Onizuka. However, at OAS there is no need to 
radiate at low elevation angles as may be the case at FAFB. Antennas at OAS 
communicate with g e o s y n c h n  and/or high flying spacecraft for test and 
mmmuni~~tions relay pt~rposes anly. Elevation angles used are not close to 
ground level. At PAP& the Colorado tracking station (CTS) is used for satellite 
command and mtroI. To perform ite function, lower elevation anglee (down to 
zero degrees) m used at times to accom lish miesion 8upprt objectives. Ohe 
fact that CIS was implemented despite k fact that it represents an urine-ary 
capability for the network is another instance of AFSPC political maneuvering.) 
Frequency clearan- for radiation is rhe secclnd aspect of this factor. OAS has all 
the requisite pennkions to radiate in the portions of the radio frequency 
specbum of importance to its &ion. Yes, cmstraints exist, but they are af no 



impact to the satellite control function OAS should be rated as "G&aP as 
FAFB is on thb factor. 

Page 9 

1Ll.A The FAR3 inventory includes mote sites in the Seychelles, New Hampshire 
and White Bluffs as part of the baseline. These facilities are not dedicated or 
attached to PAPB per se and should not be coxwidered as such in the evaluation 
of thb factor. Alternatively, the sites should be considered as being attached to 
Onizuh when it is compared with FAFg with respect td facilities. For reasom 
noted prt?vidy, ag., ree 13Af and L3.C.3, bizuka's~capadty must be judged 
as adequate. Also, with reference to the third general remark prwided, it is 
diicult to understand how PAFB can be judged to have. adequate capacity 
when there is not even enough room at present to receive the Detachment 2 
transfer. Once again, the ratings seem to have been reversed. 

The queattionnaire data acknowledges that the Falam communications 
is not as robust as O M  (FAFB 1.2.K.2.e). It slgo concludes that 

OAS has capability to mmmplbh the a m  mission for both satellite contra1 
nodes (OAS L2X.l.a) and that there are no known defidendes in the base 
i n f r m  to pmlude future mbsion expansion (OAS L2Kl.c). OAS utility 
tptems are not as fully utilized percent* wise as those at FAPB m3.A). It is 
difficult to construct the rationale employed to =a& the mladve ra- of OAS 
and FAFB aa presented in the table. The r a w  appear to have been reversed. 

IIAD The disparity between the raw within this category is extreme. Reference 
the supplied auxiliary list of unique fadlitles. Add the additional unique 
capabilities at O n W a  such as "&mestic communications satellite terminals" 
(two in the parking lot plus two(?) additional at Moffett field), the RADCAL 
s p a c e d  operations antor and a booster launch 8upport operations capability 
(which AFSPC p h  to relocate to the launch site(s) with OAS closure). 

Page 10 

11.2 FAFB ILIC shows that there is no on-base housing at the Colorado facility. 
How can the ratings for items U.2a and TI2.b be other than "red" for FAPB? 

Page 11 

IIb&B It is true that there are restrictim in the Sunnyvle area directed at maintaining 
air quality. However, OAS is currently in compliance with all standards and no 
violadons me projected to occur. As the restrictions currently will not have 
mission performance impact the umd" r a w  for OAS fe not justlffed. 

Page 12 



II.5.B Gmund-level radiation is not a mission uirement at Onizuka. It dvidently is 
at PAPB. The selection and presentation "9 o this criteria is representative of the 
bias toward Falcon. Since it is a Un~n&sue" at Onizda, the OAS "red" rating 
is unjustified. 

Page 13 

111 There have been classified exercises at Onizuka addressing antingency 
scenarh wherein the capability for re deployment and reamstitution of high 
priority missions on a short timeline h a  been demonstrated. Have the results of 
those exercises been famnd into the BRAC waluation? 

Page 15-18 

W N M  Refer to the remark in the general aomrmnb sectton. An independent 
evaluation of the results, assumpticms and e c o d c  impacts presented by the 
analysis needa to be made by, e.g., the CBO. 

Page 19 

MI There are a e v d  reasons to suapect the objectivity of thie evalwtion. 
Clearlyf the attempt to trseert parity in the tabIe is a prejudiced viewpoint. There 
is no pwsible way to d u d e  that recreational oppoxtunities far the Colorado 
Springs area axxae close to matching those in the San Jose Area. Education in 
the proximity of C)nizuka is '"world class" not just adequate as is the case in 
Colorado Springs. A "red" rating for Bay Area employment opportunities is 
simply r i d i d o w !  An overal rating showing equality between the San Jwe 
area and Cdorado Springs area communities just is not realistic 

VII.1 Suitable, although more expensive than Colorado Springsj &base housing 
exists in the San Jaee area. A "red" rating for Onizuka is not justified. 

VII3 Public trans ortation to and from the base is clearly superior at Onizuka As rP those who y frequently h o w  well, the Municipal Airpat facility and carrier 
schedule at Colorado Spring is no match fa the combined muraes of the San 
Prandsco and San Jaee Afrporte (not to mentim Oakland). The rating does not 
reflect these facts. 

VILS The quality and quantity of off-base recreatianarl facilities is clearly superior at 
Onizuka. There is a golf course at Mdktt  field. Pools, theaters and bowling 
facilitia ate more numerous and in closer p e t y  than at FAFB. One can all 
but spit in San Frandsco Bay fnun OAS for boating and fishing opportunities. 
Boating on San Francism Bay and in the surrounding lakes cannot be equated to 
boating on prospect lake, Better fresh water fishing opportunities exist than 
"Big Basin" which is mainly a redwood grove. Salt water fishing is also a plus 
not seen in Colorado Springs. The nearest major aquarium is in San Fran&co'e 



Golden Gate Park not far from the ew - not In Monterey. C o ~ t e - s p o r t s  are 
available at Stanfbrd University (axrumg others) which is about 15 milee and at 
rn-t thirty minutes away h m  Oni2xrka, etc. The equimhcy b e m n  sites for 
most of the other factors is also not well fomded. CLearly there are world class 
beachee doer than San Frandsoo (e.g., in h t a  Cruz which is about a one-hour 
drive) gnd they are far superior to those of pmpect lake. With respect to winter 
sports, for thoee who have interest there is lake Tahoe among other facilities, A 
red br winter sports at Onizuka is not justified nor is the assertion of overall 
parity in recreational opportunities. 

VII.7 Eduational oppmtunitles fa Oniarlca include Stanford Unive~ity~ San Jose 
State, University of Ganta Qar$ University af California, and rm and an. 
Vocational school opportunities abound. Them is no parity between 
oppmtmides at Chhuka and at those PAFB as assated by the evaluation. The 
Bay Area educational en-t is clearly superlor. 

VIL8 Employment o po&ties within the San Jose area are ds good if not better 
than in Colors i o Springs. There is a greater variety of oppwtdtie8 and a more 
substantial economic base. The dit+parity in the rating$ between the hcTo sites 
i~ not justified. 

Page 28 

VIII While it is true that asbestos d s t a  at the Chhuka facility, modifications are 
underway to address that issue. It is not a major hazard and does not constitute 
a basis for a "red" rating at CMzuka. With xwpect to biilogical eormm, 
Onizuka is entirely paved It k ixnpodle far a "burrowing owl" to neat and 
feel threatened there. The fact that a probIem might exist at aome distana from 
Camp Parke is not germane to the analysis, (Camp Piwb is as much an element 
of PAPB M it is of(Ihrlzuka.) No biological problems exist at Onizulca due to 
threatened or endangered species. The proper rating is "Green." 

Specific Comment8 1 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Onfiuka AFB - APSPC 

Page LO3 

1.2.A.4 While it Is true that the base does not have a runway, nearby Moffett Field, 
which, can be accessed thnntgh a joint use agreement with NASA, does. It has 
been wed in the past by large aircraft to tramport deployable antenna systems 
from O M  to other parts of the world. 



I.2.E.1 Moffett Field ie suitable for airlift operations with runway, hanger,-storage and 
staging facilitie-8. 

Page LO4 

LZB.6 Am- others, Hdf-Moon Bay airport might be a suitable facility for meeting 
such requhernents. 

Page L10 

I.P.D,I The Camp Park facility is basically a unique radio frequency test and 
calibration range. It might be amsidexed as a range element within this 
a@ory. 

Page LIT 

1.2E.13 The asaertim that there are no airfielcb within a 50 d l e  radius of the base is 
not factual. There are several major and minor a o m m d  airport facilities. 

Page 112 

1,2.Kl.a.l Exclusion of 'Raining, EM'&E and NASA/Civil support operations" 
disengages consideration of significant DoD and civilian space systems 
development and operadons missions perfmmd by Onizuka Air Station. 

I.2.K.l.b This projecticm must be relative to the cantinuation of current operations by 
in-place tenants. The projection may change if the BRAC dedeion on O n W a  
is to retain its capability. Also, relative to the overall military mission, 
amdidation at 0nizuk.a instead of at F h n  would cdtslinly revem this 
pmjef3ion. 

Page L13 

I ,P,K.S Encroachment is not an issue relative to the satisfaction of mission 
requirements at Onizuka. 

Page II.14 

II.lA1 Camp Parks is not a part of OAS. It is locafd in Ple~spttm, CA some 20 miles 
from the O M  location. 

1 

II,I,B.I Moffett Field facilitieti could easily be made available to add to the facilities 
btisdheb 

Page II.19 



11.4 M O W  Pidd facilltles within this ategay are accessible. - 

II.5.A The conclusicm of this paragraph is clearly in error as asa'ted by the 
supplementary list prodded and the additions stipulated in Itern II.1.D 
previously. The Camp Parks fadlity might also be considered to be a "unique 
W t y "  as well (See Item 1.2.D.l abwe). 

Page III.20 

111.1 Moffett Field offers the opportmi~ to maintain such a capability at little 
incremental a t .  Certainly at significantly less cost th'an would be 
expexiend if such a capabiity were attempted at PAFB. 

Page III.22 , 

1II.l.K The descriptlcm within this itan is far from complete. Multiple, major 
installations have been selected for dome within a dtively short distance of 
the Onlzuka installation. The medical facility is one minor one within the 
current base &sure round, 

Page IV/V.27 

IVN The adequacy of these figures camat be evaluated b e d  u p  the information 
given. l[nforma2 off-the-remrd comments by local personnel suggest the costs 
are probably underestimated and the 8avin$s weresdmated. T h w  
impressions plus the b i i  in the summary charts lead one to suspect the 
bottom line ccmclusions of the analysis and, as the BRAC hss relied upon the 
analysis to support its recom4ndation, the conclusion of the BRAC. 

Page VL28 

VI  As noted in the general comments section, one suspects the economic impacts 
are grosely underestimated even though the figures provided may be correct 
cm the surface. 

Page W.29 

Vn28.4 Since 64.2 percent of all military families live on base (a maximum 10-minute 
commute) per ILl.C.3.8, to get an average 42 minute commute for military 
perscmnel the remainder must average 99 minutes commute time. This seems 
an excessive time allowance. The rationale for the asserted fi-s needs 
attention. 

VILI.C There am many inaccuracies in the table supplied. &r to prior comments 
far some of those. Baylands park is two miles and five minutes from OM. 
lb SMtnhart aquarium is about 60 miles and 60 minutes from OAS. Stanford 



University is 15 miles and 30 minu- from O M .  The beaches et Santa Cruz 
are approximately 40 miles and 60 minutes h m  OM. And so forth. In 
general, travel times are all worst case "rush h W  figures at best. 

Page VIL30 

VILZtB The listed institudons do not begin to characterize the educational 
opportunities available l d y .  There are wveral opportunities for off-base 
educstion closer than within 25 miles of the base. 

Vmt2.B 2B it fa theoreiically possibIe that a seasonal mtw shortage might call for 
restraint in base water urmge, the probably d mimion impact b zero. Also 
note that p r  OAS IL3A.1, water utilization is currently at 2% of available 
capacity- Another Unon-bue'l thrown intD the analysis. 

Page VIE36 

VIII.9.B A8 stated, there is no concern for the bwmwiq owl relative to OAS. B is 
unclear why thts "non hue" is brought into the discussion. 

Page Vma 

VTal3.A Conventid wisdom suggests that dean up cmt. f b ~  the base could be 
subs:tantial. The possibility of e substantial dean up cost is one reason why 
AFSPC wrnts the BRAC to dose the base rather than having to do it 
themselves. If a BRAC dmure, then AFSPC will not incur any clean-up cost. 

Specific Comments 
$ 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUBSTIONNAIRE 
W C O ~  AFB - AFSPC 

Page LO3 

128.3 Buckley ANGB 18 mare like 72 miles away from Palm AFB rather than 12. 

Page 1.10 

12E.U The Air Polre Academy @der port cannot be mnsidemd to be equivalent to 
an aCrport facility in the usual sense. Also, Peterson AFB and the Colorado 
Springs airport share runway facilities. Should thew be counted twice by the 
table? 



I.2,K.l.a The statement is that Faloon cannot perform the mission. Why is additional 
& d o n  necessary? Its rating is "red!' End of analysis. 

II.K.l.a.1 Of ~ ~ l r s e ,  just bring money. 

1ZK.l.c Studies have been conducted which clearly indicate that if Onizuka were to be 
completely c l d ,  the communications Snfratru- at Falam could not 
support the relacadon of all Ch-dzuk tenants u.nkis it were augmented. That 
aeoma like a limitation which is not remgnized by the assertion of this 
paragraph. 

L2.K.2.e 30 percent of benchmark here versua 100 percent of benchmark at Onizuka 
seems a significant difference. 

IPK4.b The one hour f i p  mms suspect. There are periodic ~torrns in Colorado 
Springs which make the mads icy and absolutely impassable. What is the 
impact of those? Are no support hnrn lost at the expense of triple shift work 
by personnel trapped on site? How is such a situationlhandled? 

Page IX.14 

A The Mahe, New Boston and White Bluffs facilities are m o t e  sites. They 
muld be asda ted  with both network nodas - not just Falmn. 

II.LC1.d 950 unib is a largo net housing deficit. Why is t .  not brought out by the 
analysis conclusions? 

I I . Z a b  How is it that them is no base housing and yet 112 units requiring renovation 
d t ?  

Page II.19 

1I .U As is well known, there Is a DSCS Facility at OAS as well. Why was it not 
called out as a "Unique Facility" in the comparative analysis effort? This 
facility need not be ''replaced" if the satellite operation center were closed. It 
could continue to operate under the auspices of the NTF. 

I L U  The National Test Facility *'happenst' to be at Falcon Air Force Base. It is a 
separate installetion and not intimately related ta the sateUte control mission 
d AFSPYI. mdeed, at one point the Congress asserted that the SALT treaty 
prohibited it even having the appearance of being connected with satellite 



operations) It was dedgned 00 be a stand-alone facility and shouldbe 
wdwted as such. FAFB satellite operations should be made to stand or fall 
based upon its own merb - not because it is collocated with the NTP. 
Likewise, the NTF should be separately evaluated based upon its particular 
merits as well. 

Page m.21 

IILl.G.2 The distance to Cheyenne - Warren AFB seems to be understated. 

Page N/V.26 

Ivnr It is not podb1e to evaluate the resulk presented based upon the idomation 
provided. An objective look at the assumptions, methodology md 
amlusians of the analysis is needed. 

Page VI.27 

VI This may represent the economic impact a£ dosing all of FAFB. What would 
be the impacts if just the satellite operations center portion af PAFB were 
dwd? Suppcrrtlng infrastructure and collateral organization impacts will 
likely be much 1- than w d d  be seen in the Sunnyvale area. 

Page W.28 

VILZC Objective evaluation would probably concede that winter sport opportunities 
close to Colorado Springs are better than for San Jose. The other facilitiea are 
not on a par h terms of quantity and quaIity with Bay Area resources. 

Page VII.29 

ML2.R Should add the University of Colorado, Colorado Springs. 

Page Vm33 

VIII.2.B Water availability has been and will continue to be a major concern along the 
Front Range in Colorado. This could be a real issue impacting future 
operations at Falcon APB. Such has not been noted by the analysis. 

Page VIU.35 

VIII.1O.A.l The requirement for military involvement in the management of wetland 
msoura cannot be a plus for FAFB. 
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MEMORANDUM DATE: April 13, 1995 

TO: Mark Pross 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

~4- FR: Robert M e s t m m w  
Office of Senator Dianne Feinstein 

RE: Onizuka Air Station (AS) -- Air Force Analysis / Base Questionnaires 
........................................................................................................... 

There are several discrepancies and possible errors in the Air Force's analysis of 
satellite control bases and the questionnaires for Onizuka AS and Falcon AFB, 
including: 

1. Satellite Control Operations/Mission Capacity: Falcon AFB and Onizuka AS 
received the same grade (yellow +) under "satellite control operations", the most 
important and heavily weighted subcategory. Within this subcategory, Falcon AFB 
received a higher score (green -) than Onizuka AS (yellow +) under "mission 
capacity". However, the Air Force analysis may be flawed. If corrected, Onizuka AS 
would score higher than Falcon AFB on this important subcategory. 

(a) Core Mission Capable: Falcon AFB receives a moderate score (yellow), 
even though the questionnaire for Falcon AFB states that "this installation does 
not have sufficient capacity to accomplish all core operations." It should be 
z e d  that Onizuka AS'S questionnaire states that "this installation has sufficient 
capacity to accomplish all core operations for both satellite control nodes." 

(b) Future Mission Projection: Onizuka AS is severely penalized (red) 
because its base questionnaire states that "a 75 percent decrease in mission 
requirements is predicted over the next ten years." However, this decrease may 
not be related to Air Force missions and may involve the missions of tenants at 
the base (the specific details are classified). Should Onizuka AS be penalized 
for non-Air Force actions? 

2. Facilities Availability and Condition: There appears to be a series of errors with 
regard to Onizuka AS under the "facilities availability and condition" subcategory that, 
taken together, could influence the overall ratings for Onizuka AS (yellow -) and 
Falcon AFB (green -). 



(a) Mission Support FacilitiesIUnique Facilities: While the Onizuka AS base 
questionnaire lists no unique facilities for the base and Onizuka AS is given a 
very low rating (red) under "unique facilities", a document provided by the Air 
Force and Onizuka AS list a series of unique missions, equipment and facilities 
at the base. 

(b) On-Base Housing: As the base questionnaire clearly indicates, Falcon AFB 
has no on-base housing, 0 percent of the military families live on base, and the 
limited housing that may be available off-base is sub-standard and not occupied. 
Yet, Falcon AFB received a moderate score (yellow) under "housing capacity" 
and a high score (green) under "housing condition". As a result, Falcon AFB 
scores higher than Onizuka AS under the "on-base housing" subcategory. 

(c) Air Quality: Even though it has minimal impact on satellite control 
operations (i.e.: there is no flying missions), air quality is weighted at 40% -- 
the highest weight in its subcategory. Additionally, Onizuka AS is given a very 
low score (red) under "restrictions", even tough the base questionnaire indicates 
that the impact of air quality is minimal: "It will not be expected that Onizuka 
AS cease operations during an episode, but that it curtail emission to the extent 
possible without compromising its mission or damaging equipment. Citizens are 
asked to voluntarily assist in the effort by carpooling." Also, if it has no 
operational impact, then air quality should be recorded under "environmental 
impact". 

3. Contingencv, Mobility, and Deployment Requirements: Both Onizuka AS and 
Falcon AFB are given the same low grade (red +), but under the only subcategory that 
affected satellite control bases, Onizuka AS scored higher. 

(a) Geographic Location: Onizuka AS scores higher (green) than Falcon AFB 
(yellow +). Yet, both bases are given the same score on the overall subcategory 
rating. 

4. Cost and Manpower Implications/Return on Investment: The one-time closure cost 
for Falcon AFB may be deceiving. 

(a) One-Time Closure Costs: The costs to close Falcon AFB appear to be 
very high ($575 million). However, most of these costs ($320 million) reflect 
the cost to replicate one facility at Falcon AFB: the National Test Facility. 

(b) Recurring Annual Savings: Despite the continued substantial presence of 
Air Force and tenant personnel at O h a  AS -- overhead costs should remain 



virtually the same -- the Air Force cost estimates predict an annual savings of 
more than $10 million in base operating support (BOS) and real property 
maintenance activities (RPMA). In fact, the Air Force COBRA analysis claims 
a 100% savings in RPMA costs. 

5. Communitv: Both Onizuka AS and Falcon AFB are given the same rating under 
"community" (yellow +). But, there appears to be an inaccuracy in at least one 
subcategory. 

(a) Off-Base Housing: Even though the base questionnaires indicate that off- 
base housing is not affordable at both bases, Falcon AFB received a higher 
score (yellow) than did Onizuka AS (red) under "affordable". In addition, the 
Air Force analysis does not reflect the fact that the projected housing deficit at 
Falcon AFB is 950 units, while the projected housing deficit at Onizuka AS is 
only 26 units. Despite this oversight, Falcon AFB still scored higher (yellow) 
than did Onizuka AS (red) under the "off-base housing" subcategory. 

(b) Off-Base Recreation: Onizuka AS is located nearby the San Francisco Bay 
and the Pacific Ocean, yet is given a low rating (red) under "fishing". 
Additionally, Falcon AFB is 28 hours away from the nearest aquarium and is 
given a low rating (red); Onizuka AS is only 2 112 hours away from the nearest 
aquarium and is given a relatively low ratings (yellow). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
W A S H I N G T O N  bC 20330- 1 0 0 0  

March 28, 1995 

OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable ~ianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Feinstein 

This is in response to your March 15, 1995, request for 
additional information concerning Onizuka Air station (AS), 
~alifornia, and the Department of Defense (DoD) BRAC 95 
recommendations. 

QUESTION 1: Are Onizuka AS and Falcon Air Force Base (AFB) 
the only satellite control bases within the ~ i r  Force? 

RESPONSE: Yes. 

QUESTION 2: Currently, what is the percentage breakdown of 
workload at Air Force and other Defense Department (if any) 
satellite control bases? 

RESPONSE: Due to the classified nature of the data, the Air 
Force was not able to determine the percentage breakdown of 
workload during the analysis process, It was determined that both 
Falcon and 0nizuka had sufficient capability to accomplish all 
core mission requirements, although relocated or additional 
equipment was required at Falcon. 

QUESTION 3: The BRAC 95 realignment of Onizuka AS calls for 
the inactivation of the 750th Space Group and its functions 
relocating to Falcon AFB. Will this realignment, when fully 
implemented, leave Falcon AFB as the only satellite control base? 

RESPONSE: Yes. 

QUESTION 4: What are the national security implications of 
having all Air Force satellite control functions located at one 
installation? Is a redundant or back-up capability required and/ 
or preferred for national security reasons to address the threat 
of natural disaster, sabotage, etc.? Were these considerations 
addressed in the Air Force's BRAC 95 recommendation process? 



RESPONSE: The current Air Force Space Command Concept of 
Operations (which considers threats and possible natural 
disasters) no longer calls for dual satellite control nodes. This 
assessment is contained in the Air Force Space Command capacity 
analysis which was briefed to the Base Closure Executive Group. 

QUESTION 5: What is the exact breakdown of Air Force and 
other tenant personnel that will be impacted by the realignment of 
Onizuka AS? How many personnel will relocate to Falcon AFB or 
other installations, how many will remain at Onizuka AS, and how 
many positions will be eliminated? 

RESPONSE : 

Officers Airman Civilian Contractor 

Leaving Onizuka AS 83 163 95 468 

Remaining at Onizuka AS 46 0 232 1,402 

Positions eliminated 74 339 -4 

NOTE: 118 Airman positions remaining at Onizuka will convert to 
civilian, showing a net increase in civilian jobs. 

QUESTION 6: Please describe the coordination and/or 
communication between the Air Force and other tenant activities at 
Onizuka AS during the Air Force's BRAC 95 recommendation process? 
Is there any record of this coordination and/or communication 
similar to the minutes of AF/BCEG meetings? 

RESPONSE: Most of the discussions regarding tenant missions 
at Onizuka AS were held on a working level basis between the BRAC 
staff and organizations in the Washington, DC, area responsible 
for the tenant units at Onizuka. No records of this coordination 
were kept. 

QUESTION 7: During the BRAC 95 recommendation process, was 
the Air Force aware of any future force structure or other 
infrastructure changes that other tenant activities at Onizuka AS 
were considering? Did this play a role in the Air Force's BRAC 95 
recommendation to realign Onizuka AS? 

RESPONSE: Yes. Question 1.2.K.l.b provided an estimate of 
the projected increase or decrease of Air Force and Tenant 
missions over the next 10 years. It was used in criteria 
subelement I.3.A.1 which was approximately 17 percent of the 
criteria I grade. 

QUESTION 8: In the BRAC analysis, why is air quality 
weighted at 40 percent in its subcategory when Onizuka AS is not 
an operational air station, has no flying mission, and air quality 
has no impact on the functions or mission of Onizuka AS as a 
satellite control base? 



RESPONSE: Although air quality does not have a significant 
impact on current operations, the presence of air quality problems 
is a major factor affecting realignments and the transfer of 
additional functions and personnel into an area. Therefore, the 
Base Closure Executive Group decided to maintain the 40 percent 
weighting for air quality for all subcategories, including non 
flying subcategories such as Satellite Control and Product Centers 
and Laboratories. 

QUESTION 9: Would any of the following have an impact on the 
tiering of satellite control bases or impact Onizukals ''Tier 111'' 
status : 

a. if air quality was not a factor? 

b. if air quality was rated at a lower level? 

c. if Onizuka's score on air quality was higher? 

RESPONSE: It is impossible to predict the effect of these 
scenarios on the voting of the 13 Base Closure ~xecutive Group 
members; however, since Falcon AFB consistently scored higher 
across the board in category 11, scenarios a and b would probably 
not have affected the overall tiering, With regard to scenario c, 
even if Onizuka received a (GREEN) rating, the overall rating 
(YELLOW +) would rank below Falcon's overall (GREEN-). 

QUESTION 10: Under the Air Force realignment recommendations 
for Onizuka AS, Detachment 2 of SMC/CU (Space and ~issile Systems 
Center) will relocate to Falcon AFB. Why is it necessary that 
this activity relocate to Falcon AFB? Was the option keeping Det 
2 at Onizuka explored? Was the option of consolidating Det 2 to 
another installation in California with similar SMC/SU functions 
explored? If so, what were the cost/savings implications for 
other options? 

RESPONSE: Only portions of the SMC that directly support 
satellite control operations will relocate to Falcon, This move 
will provide a more efficient satellite control operation for the 
Air Force. We did consider keeping the satellite control 
functions at Onizuka but believe the move to Falcon would be more 
efficient. Consolidating Det 2 at another installation in 
California was not explored. 

We trust the information provided is useful. 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division ' 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
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DEPA'RTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE SPACE COlAMANO 

30  Janua ry  1995 

--. 

MEMORAh9UhI FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: AFSPUCC 
150.vandenberz Street. Suite 1 105 
Peterson AFB CO 80914-3020 

SUBJECT: Backup Satellite Control - POLICY DIRECTIVE 

1. This policy provides guidance for developing backup satellite control capability for AFSPC 
satellite systems. 

2. Backup control capabilities (telemetry, trackins and commanding for satellite platforms and 
payloads, and schcdulin,o) will be esublished and function until primary control capabilities are 
restored follo\vin~ thesc guidelines: 

a. Level of backup operation: Limited--provide for satellite operations excludin~ launch 
and early orbit opzrations. 

b. Responsiveness: Warm backup--given the loss of the primary operations facility. 
alternative sattllirz command and coilti01 resowces mcst be ablz to assume responsibility for 
conductins routinz operations, and anomaly resolution andfor contingency operations. Alltlou,oh 
the actual responsiveness required \\.ill vxy with specific mission requiremen&, procedures and 
data bases must b: rtady to implement ivith sufficient responsiveness to preclude lasting inlpact to 
mission capabiliiy. 

c. Separation: Genoraphical sz~xat ion required--sufficient to prevent simultaneous 
degradation to both a prime and backup capability that could have lastins impact to mission 
cap2bility fronl the same threat. 

3. Communications backup capabiiiries will k established and function in accordance with the 
followin,o suidelines: 

a. L e ~ c l  of backup operation: m - - t h e  communications element will provide primary and 
alternate communication systenls (comn~and and control, links, switches, etc.) to assure operators 
and users interccnnectivity to all elements within the  round segment of the satellite conuol 
system. 

b. Responsi~eness: Hot backup--equipment and personnel are in-place and operational 24 
hours per day. 

GUARDIANS OF THE HIGH FRONTIER 



. . 
f .  

c. Separation: Geoeraohical seoaration re uired--sufficient to prevent de~radation to 
communication capabilities that could have a lasting impact to mission capability from the same 
threat. -----___ - -- 
47'While not required, it is desirable for backup capabilities to be organic to AFSPC units to take 
advantage of the synergy to be gained from mutual support HQ AFSPUDO will develop 
generation designed operational capability'@O~) statements for each backup control capability 
IAW AFR 55-15, and will develop an annex to the Concept of Operations for Satellite Control. 
dated 28 Oct 93, on backup satellite control. T~p_r_p-n&e_gp_era~onaj~~i_n~s yi!l-_deycloq 
employment concepts to describe the ~~era tor ' sv is ion  of satellite convol backup capability. / ------- * 

5. l l i s  policy supersedes AFSPUCC Policy Directive, "Backup Satellite Control," dated 
23 Apr 9-2, and wiil be institutionalized in GSPC dbctrine and ~stmctions.  This policy will 
remain in effect until superseded by appropriate AFSPC policy pidance. 

/ General. US& 

USSPACECO~UCUCV 
AFMUCC 
H Q AFSPUCVD O/XP/DR/S C/LG 
14 AFICC 
21 SWICC 
50 SWICC 
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"Itlnited States Smate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 11, 1995 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accouting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We are writing to request that the General Accounting Office 
review several issues relating to the realignment of Onizuka Air 
Station as part of the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
process. 

As you know, Onizuka Air Station was recommended for major 
realignment by the Secretary of Defense, with much of its 
workload and personnel transferring to Falcon Air Force Base in 
Colorado. We question the military and fiscal justification for 
this realignment and believe it could have negative implications 
on U.S. national security, particularly with regard to the 
nation's satellite control network. In addition, the proposed 
realignment of Onizuka Air Station will have an adverse economic 
impact on California (a state disproportionately hard hit by 
military base closures), causing the loss of several thousand 
military, civilian and contractor jobs in the region. 

As part of GAO's analysis into BRAC 95, we would like you to 
review the following issues relating to the recommended 
realignment of Onizuka Air Station: 

1. Apparently, as a result of suggestions following BRAC 
93, the Air Force adopted a mathematical approach for evaluating 
bases in BRAC 95. However, despite the objective "green/yellow/ 
red" grades assigned to various categories for different bases, 
the final rating of bases was made via a subjective tiering 
process. In this process, each member of the Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group voted on the tiering of a particularly 
base. This subjective ballot process makes the analytical and 
objective analysis more difficult to audit the outcome of the 
decision process. What evidence is available to determine that 
the Air Force closure and realignment process selected bases in 
an accurate and fair manner? What is the GAO basis for making 
this determination? 

2. Despite the continued presence of Air Force and tenant 
activities and personnel at Onizuka Air Station following any 
BRAC action, the Air Force cost estimates predict an annual 
saving of more than $10 million in Real Property Maintenance 
Activities (RPMA) and Base Operating Support (BOS) costs. Are 
these high savings estimates accurate? 



The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 11, 1995 
Page 2 

3. According to the base questionnaire for Onizuka Air 
Station, there is a 75 percent decrease in mission requirements 
expected over the next ten years. This statement greatly 
impacted Onizuka Air Station's rating in the "satellite control 
operations" subcategory and may have impacted the base's overall 
tiering status. What is the basis for such a reduction in 
mission requirements? Does this statement reflect Air Force or 
other tenant activities? If reflective of other tenant and not 
Air Force activities, is it fair to penalize Onizuka Air Station 
in the "satellite control operations" subcategory? 

4. The Air Force claims that only one satellite control 
node is needed and there is excess capacity in the satellite 
control bases category. However, the analysis of excess mission 
capacity is not revealed in any detail in any of the BRAC 
documents. We believe that national security may dictate that 
two nodes are needed to ensure that there are back-up and 
redundant capabilities in the event of war, natural disaster, 
sabotage, etc. Apparently, there have been instances in the past 
-- such as the "backhoe" incident -- where satellite control 
and/or communication functions have been disrupted at Falcon AFB. 
Did the GAO review the Air Force's analysis that only one 
satellite control node is required? What are the implications to 
U.S. national security of Onizuka Air Station's realignment? 

5. The base questionnaires state that figures on 
operational capacities and core requirements for the satellite 
control bases are maintained separately and are classified. Was 
this classified material given appropriate weight in the 
"green/yellow/redn analysis and the final tiering process? Was 
this classified material taken into consideration in making the 
determination that there are no unique facilities at Onizuka Air 
Station? 

6. According to responses provided to Senator Feinstein, 
there were discussions between the Air Force and tenants at 
Onizuka Air Station concerning the BRAC 95 process and future 
mission projections. However, these discission were held on a 
working level and no record of this communication was kept. Why 
were no records kept of integral discussions impacting the BRAC 
95 process and the decision to recommend Onizuka Air Station for 
realignment? Can GAO investigate this matter and determine if 
these discussions where held in accordance with BRAC policy and 
guidelines? 

7. The base questionnaire for Onizuka Air Station states 
that the base has sufficient capacity to accomplish all core 
operations for both satellite control nodes. The base 
questionnaire for Falcon AFB states that the base does not have 



The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 11, 1995 
Page 3 

sufficient capacity to accomplish all core operations for both 
satellite control nodes. Nevertheless, the Air Force recommended 
realigning Onizuka Air Station and transferring much of its 
workload to Falcon AFB. What is the justification for these 
statements? What is the estimated cost of upgrading Falcon AFB 
to accommodate the task now performed by Onizuka Air Station? 

8. Under the Air Force's BRAC process, the one time cost to 
close Falcon AFB and move its functions to Onizuka Air Station 
are estimated at $575 million. However, we understand that most 
of these costs relate to one facility, the National Test 
Facility. Did the Air Force consider a scenario of realigning 
Falcon AFB, leaving the National Test Facility as a stand-alone 
facility, thereby reducing substantially the one-time 
implementation cost? If so, what where the results? If not, 
why? 

9. The Onizuka Air Station base questionnaire states that 
there are no unique or one-of-a-kind Air Force facilities at the 
base. However, officials at Onizuka Air Station have compiled a 
list of numerous unique facilities, equipment and missions at the 
base. Why is there a discrepancy between the base questionnaire 
for Onizuka Air Station and the information supplied by the base 
regarding unique facilities? Did the base questionnaire take 
into account unique non-Air Force facilities that are an integral 
part of Onizuka Air Station's mission? 

Thank you, in advance, for reviewing these important issues. 
As the BRAC 95 process is already underway and the Onizuka Air 
Station base visit and regional hearing are at the end of the 
month, w e  would appreciate your prompt attention to this time- 
sensitive matter. 

Sincerely, 

( Q4vL&<c nne Feinstein 

nited States Senator 
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ONIZUKA AS kEALIGNMENT 
I 

I 

I 
I LEAVING ONIZUKA AS 

MANPO'WER 
I 

ORGANIZATION FFICER NLISTED CIVILIAN CONTRACTOR TOTAL 

DET2, CU (SMCITE) 34 38 30 239 341 
TENANT PERSONNEL 5 8 7 12 42 
SPACE COMMAND 44 117 58 217 426 
TOTAL 83 163 95 468 809 

REMAINING AT ONIZUKA AS 
ANIZATIOIY FFICER TJISTED IVILIAN CONTRACTOR TOTAL 

TENANT PERSONNEL 38 0 93 1127 1258 
AIR FORCE 8 0 139 275 422 

TOTAL 46 0 232 1402 1680 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED FROM ONIZUKA AS 
FFICER ENWTED CIVILIAN 3xxrAL 

BRAC SAVINGS 47 165 86 298 
EXEMPT* 27 56 23 106 

TOTAL 74 221 109 404 

* MANPOWER THAT CAN NOT BE USED AS A BRAC SAVINGS (GDIP, MED, PAM, SPT,CHILD CARE) 
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UNIQUE MISSIONSIEQUIPMENTNAClLlTlES 
AT ONIZUKA AS 

750 th SPACE GROUP (AFSPC) 

CAMP PARKS COMMUNICATIONS ANNEX 

DATA LINK TEBW&%L 

INTER RANGE OPERATIONS (FOR CLASSTFlED MLSSLONS) 

COMMUNICATIONS CONNECTIW 

-OPERATIONAL TRAFFIC SWITCH 
-Total Network Capachy for J1 programs at bath nodes - SKYNETMATO C O m C T I W W  DATA LIMC TO TCS 

-73IULE TRACKING STATION GSW DATA LINK TO BOTH NODES 
-GODDARI) SPACE FLtGHT CENTER DATA LINK 
-JOHNSON SPACE FLIGHT CENTER DATA LINK 
..PHILLIPS LABORATORY P E T  2) 
-CAMP PARKS T-1 DATA L W  

DSCS HEAVY THUINALS (1 of 2 West Coast DISA Gateways) 

5 th SPACE OPERATIONS SQUADRON (AFSPC) 

SPACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ST@ 
SOME NASA ORBITAL PROGRAMS (WES,TOMS,etc) 
INERTIAL UPPER STAGE (IUS) 
NATO 1II, DSCS I1 
SKYNEiT 
NATO IV 
~ s c s  m LAUNCH AND EARLY ORBIT O;EO) 
BOOSTERS 

DEPLOYAELE ASSETS (AN'IZNNAS AND GROUND STATION) 
SPACE OPS CENTER 37 (TEST SWPORT COMPLEX) 

CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 

PRIMARY MISSION COE3TROL FOR MULTIPLE PROGRAMS 
COMMUNICATTONS NODE 



ORGANIZATION: ORGANIWTION: 

ARMY TEAM LEADER 

DIR.rnRMATION SERVICES 
t 

TYPE OF ACTION REOUIRED 

I Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i  Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i t u r e  
I I I 

Prepare Reply for !hff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions FYI I 

"0- -:q 5xoq - ""~q 5-0~03 ~ Date: 



H O U S E  O F  REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C.  20515 

May 3, 1995 
' 

Dear Rebecca: 

Thank you so much for taking time on Monday to come 
speak with me. I know that there are great demands 
made on your time, so I am particularly grateful 
that you were able to come to Capitol Hill for a 
meeting. 

As I hope was evident in our conversation, I am 
greatly troubled by what I believe are substantial 
errors used in evaluating the undergraduate pilot 
training (UPT) bases. More than being distressed at 
the possibility of ciosing a base in my 
congressional district, I am disturbed that the Air 
Force may be closing the wrong base based on 
incomplete and incorrect data. I understand and 
agree with the need to refocus our military based on 
the demands of the future, but I am steadfast in my 
belief that this decision should be based on a 
factual analysis. 

You mentioned you were currently leaning toward a 
motion to look at the entire area of UPT bases. I 
encourage you to do that. As the GAO indicated in 
their testimony, 88...community concerns 
regarding the Reese AFB closure were not fully 
resolved at the time we completed our work. These 
issues will need to be addressed by the Commission 
before a final decision is reached." If you have 



any questions on how we arrived at the data or any 
questions about the entire area of UPT, I would be 
glad to provide any information I can. 

Again, thank you for your time, and with kind 
regards. 

Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSLRE A\u K ~ & I C ~ ~ ~ V L G A  I L U ~ ~ L V U ~ ~ ~ V L Y  

ORGANIZATION: ORGANIWTION: 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Prepan Reply for Chairman's S i  1 Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i t u r e  Prepare Direct Response 

ACITON: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions I L/ Fn 
SubjedlRemarks: 



HOWELL HEFLIN 
ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE. 

NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

9Bnited ,$tatatee $mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0101 

728 SENATE HART BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0101 
1202) 224-4124 April 26, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

STATE OFFICES: 
34 1 FEDERAL BUILDING 
1800 FIFTH AVENUE NORTH 
BIRMINGHAM, AL 35203 
(205) 731-1500 

MOBILE. 437  U.S. AL COURTHOUSE 36602 

(205) 690-3 167 

FEDERAL COURTHOUSE. 8-29 
15 LEE STREET 
MONTGOMERY, AL 3 6  104 
(205) 265-9507 

104 WEST 5114 STREET 

P.O. Box 228  
T u s c u ~ 0 1 ~ .  AL 35674 
(205) 3 8  1-7060 

Dear Chairman Dixon : 

I am writing on behalf of one of my constituents, Col. Orval 
Matteson (Ret.), who wishes to testify before the Commission. 

Colonel Matteson's distinguished military career stretched 
through World War I1 and he is therefore very familiar with the 
Defense Department's requirements during a period of full 
mobilization. Drawing on this experience, he makes a strong case 
that the Services should keep all their training bases, including 
Fort McClellan. He persuasively argues that the Defense 
Department's most essential assets are the facilities and 
extensive training areas needed for full mobilization. 

I hope that you will be able to schedule time to listen to 
Colonel Matteson. I believe it would profit the Commission to 
hear his views and it would help insure that no irreversible 
mistakes are made in this round of base closures. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 9,1995 

The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Howell: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission provide time to one of 
your constituents, Col. Orval Matteson (Ret.), to testify before the Commission. I 
appreciate your interest in the Commission and welcome your comments. 

As you may be aware, the Commission has held a series of investigative hearings 
with the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of St&, and numerous 
government officials. In addition, the Commission will hold two days of hearings in June 
to receive testimony fiom Members of Congress. No other public hearings are scheduled 
at this time. 

In the meantime, Col. Matteson is welcome and encouraged to submit written 
testimony at any time during the process. I want to assure you that all information 
received by the Commission, either in written form or through testimony before the 
Commission, receives the same carehl review and analysis. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

CLARE M. FARRAGHER 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN, 12TH DISTRICT 

MONMOUTH COUNTY 
BROAD STREET PROFESSIONAL PLAZA 

FREEHOLD, NJ 07728 
908-462-9009 

908-462-5467 (FAX) 

COMMITTEES 
CHAIRMAN, SENIOR CITIZENS 

AND SOCIAL SERVICES 

INSURANCE 

LEGISLATIVE SERVICES 
COMMISSION 

April 28, 1995 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commission Members: 

I am writing in regard to the possible closing of the Naval 
Air Warfare Center at Lakehurst. 

Closing this facility would have a devastating effect on 
the local economy. Not only are 3,000 residents employed 
there, but closure would have a terribe financial effect on 
local businesses. Additionally, the Naval Air Warfare Center 
has provided such a positive impact on orderly growth and 
development of the entire area that it would be absolutely 
disastrous to take it away at this point. 

Please consider this my formal request to keep the 
Lakehurst facility open and to ensure the least possible 
adverse economic impact on the area. 

Sincerely, 

&G 
CLARE M. FARRAGHER u 
Assemblywoman 

CMF/ j gd 

cc: Eugenia Pitts 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Clare M. Farragher 
New Jersey General Assembly 
Broad Street Professional Plaza 
Freehold, New Jersey 07728 

Dear Assemblywoman Farragher: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission regarding the Naval Air Warfare 
Center (NAWC), Lakehurst, New Jersey. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on NAWC, Lakehurst . 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEElhSh BASE CLOSLKL A\D W & A ~ A , C ~ ~  A LUILAL).W~~UL\ 

EXECUTNE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # W-05% q -16 

DIRECTOR OF R & A 



REPRESENTATIVE JOHN M. NICHOLS 
3rd District - Craven, Pamlico Counties 

House of Representatives 

State Legislative Building 

Raleigh, NC 27601-1096 

April 28, 1995 
P.O. Box 15268 
New Bern, North Carolina 2856 1 

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

Re: Planning Capacity Around Cherry Point MCAS, N.C. 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

A copy of a letter from Bill Broom of the Conservation Council of N.C. dated April 13, 
1995 has just reached my desk. I've seen and heard desperate people say and do foolish 
things, but Mr. Broom's letter is a total falsehood. House Bill 597 is a piece of 
legislation opposed by environmentalist who believe that taking control of someone's 
property without providing restitution is perfectly all right - so long as it is not THEIR 
property. The "takings" by government is disallowed by the Fifth Amendment to our 
Constitution. For the first 135 years, our Country followed our Constitution and forbade 
such "takings". For the last 70 years, however, we have reversed course and allowed 
special interests to "takef' property through regulations. 

House Bill 597, when passed, will facilitate, not impede development of private property, 
thereby allowing expansion of our economic base in order to facilitate the anticipated 
arrival of the F/A-18's at Cherry Point. This legislation is very similar to a bill passed by 
the U.S. House of Representatives which prohibits the Federal Government from such 
"takings" without compensation to land owners. The nay-sayers are out in force against 
that bill, and they have become desperate. 

Mr. Broom is a desperate man who is grabbing at straws in an attempt to continue the 
environmental "taking" of any property these people wish to steal from private land 
owners. Additionally, Mr. Broom has not seen the current version of H.B. 597, and 
therefore has NO idea of its contents. As I said, environmentalist have been slowed ever 
so slightly by the election of a new Republican majority in Washington and in the N.C. 
House. He would rather see Navy jets diverted to another area which, by the way, has 
more than its share of environmental problems,( i.e. water shortage, air quality problems, 
limited sewer, wetlands problems more severe than in Eastern N.C., and over crowding) 
than yield to environmentally concerned citizens who believe in private property rights. 

Not Pr~nted at Taxpayers' Expense 



If you desire to discuss this matter and learn the truth, rather than hear the ravings of 
someone so hell-bent on winning than telling the truth, I will be happy to discuss the 
matter with you further. I am disappointed in Mr. Broom, as I used to believe that he 
was an honest adversary. Now, as least, I know the truth. 

Very truly yours, 

~Lhn M. Nichols 

cc: The Honorable Jim Hunt 
The Honorable Walter Jones, Jr. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8,1995 

The Honorable John M. Nichols 
House of Representatives 
State Legislative Building 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 - 1096 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Nichols: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission concerning House Bill 597 and its 
anticipated effect on the Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, North Carolina. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations affecting Marine Corps Air 
Station Cherry Point. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 
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CONNECTICUT 063.2.D 
April 28, 1995 

Chairman Dixon 
BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Redirect of Nuclear Power Schools to Charleston, South Carolina 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Members of the BRAC Commission: 

As City Manager of New London, Connecticut, I strongly urge the BRAC 
Commission to reject the proposed redirect of Nuclear Power 
School/Nuclear "At1 School from Subase New London to Charleston, South 
Carolina. The 1993 BRAC Commission decision to move the Nuclear 
Power School from Orlando, Florida, to subase New London met the 
established criteria and should be supported by the 1995 BRAC 
Commission. 

The Groton/New London area is proud of its long history of support 
for the military, specifically the Submarine Force. The synergy 
created by the co-location of Subase New London, Electric Boat, the 
Naval Underwater Warfare Center, and many private contractors and 
consultants, and a variety of other military commands makes 
Southeastern Connecticut the logical choice to relocate the Nuclear 
"Aw School from Orlando. 

The Nuclear llA1l School should be transferred to Subase New London and 
co-located with other schools that exist currently at the Base. 
Subase New London is home to the basic and advanced submarine school 
and other advanced technical schools. In addition, Subase New London 
co-locates the Power School with the operating nuclear fleet 
submarines. We are home to Development Squadron Two and Submarine 
Group 11. Subase New London is the ultimate permanent duty station 
for many enlisted and officers in the Submarine Service. 

The facilities are available at Subase New London. Approximately $10 
million has been spent to date on architectural and engineering fees 
in anticipation of this move. As a result, the engineering estimates 
and proposed costs are based on "budget qualityll numbers. 
Charleston, in contrast, has justified its situation based on 
computer generated estimates without any engineering and 
architectural studies. 



Chairman Dixon 
Re: Redirect of Nuclear Power Schools to Charleston, South Carolina 
Page 2 

While Charleston claims that co-location with moored training ships 
is the ultimate advantage, a closer examination of the capacity at 
Charleston and the travel costs for students reveals that New London 
is more economical as well as provides a more stable, continuous duty 
station for officers and sailors who wish to continue their military 
careers in the submarine service. Only one-quarter of Nuclear Power 
School students will utilize the Charleston facility, the remaining 
three-quarters will train on reactors located in either Idaho or New 
York. 

The renovation costs at Subase New London are based on completed 
architectural and engineering studies. These numbers are more 
accurate than the computer generated estimates proposed by the Navy 
for the Charleston facility. We can produce llcompletedw staff work; 
can they? 

The proposal to redirect the Nuclear Power Schools to Charleston, 
South Carolina significantly deviates from the established criteria, 
wastes millions of dollars spent to date, and compromises the 
integrity of the BRAC process by yielding to the political influence 
of Senator Strom Thurmond. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express my opinion. I strongly 
urge the BRAC Commission to reject the Navy proposal to redirect the 
Nuclear Power School from Orlando, Florida, to Charleston, South 
~arolina. Please make this letter part of the official BRAC record. 

Sincerely, 

Richard M. Brown 
City Manager 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Richard M. Brown 
City Manager, City of New London 
Mpnicipal Building 
New London, Connecticut 06320 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Thank you for your letters to the Commission regarding the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations on the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London Detachment and 
the redirect of the Nuclear Power School to Charleston, South Carolina. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain ihat the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. As you may know, 
officials from Connecticut provided testimony before the Commission on May 5 in New 
York City on these recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have 
provided, as well as the testimony provided to the Commission on May 5, will be 
considered in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflticult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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DIANE R. EVANS 
CHAIRMAN 

G E O R G E  F. B A C H M A N  
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

J A M E S  E. D E G R A N G E .  SR. 

T H O M A S  W. R E D M O N D .  SR 

BERT L. R ICE 

W I L L I A M  C .  M U L F O R D .  II 

J O H N  J. K L O C K O .  Ill 

May 2, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Enclosed is a copy of Resolution No. 24-95, passed by the County Council on May 
1, 1995. This Resolution urges the Federal Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
reject the recommendation of the Department of Defense to downsize the Kimbrough Army 
Community Hospital. 

As you know, this facility is critical not only to the health care needs of the active 
and retired military community in Anne Arundel County, but also to the emergency medical 
needs of the National Security Agency. We respectfully request your support in 
maintaining Kim brough as a fully operational community hospital. 

Very truly yours, 

Diane R. Evans 
Chairman 

PS 
Enclosure 

Box 2700 Annapolis Maryland 21404 
Phones 222-1401 222-6890 

FAX 222-1755 222-6774 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



COUNTY COUNCIL OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Legislative Session 1995, Legislative Day No. 9 

Resolution No. 24-95 

Introduced by The Entire Council 

By the County Council, May 1,1995 

RESOLUTION URGING THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION TO REJECT THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE TO DOWNSIZE THE KIMBROUGH ARMY COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 

WHEREAS, the Kimbrough Army Community Hospital, Fort Meade (KACH) 
( ~ n d  the predecessor Camp Meade Hospital), has been an integral part of the Anne 
Arundel County community since 1917; and 

WHEREAS, KACH plays a vital role in the emergency health care and preventive 
medicine for the active duty and retired military populations of the Fort Meade 
Garrison, the tenant units of Fort Meade, and especially the emergency medical 
needs of the National Security Agency total workforce, for now and into the 21st 
century and beyond; and 

WHEREAS, the facility employs doctors, nurses, and medical technicians of the 
highest professional achievement whose services have been vital to military 
preparedness as in the case of both World Wars, the Korean War, the Vietnam 
War, and in such contingency operations as DESERT SHIELDDESERT STORM, 
and to the quality of life of the retired military population and their families; and 

WHEREAS, the location of the facility in Anne Arundel County, Maryland has 
enabled outstanding medical and psychological support and service for the Fort 
Meade Exceptional Family Member Program of over 700 medically-disadvantaged 
children and adult members of military famfies; and 

WHEREAS, the downsizing of this important facility would undermine the strength 
of the active duty military community and the operational readiness of Department 
of Defense units and organizations vital to the national security of the United States 
located on Fort Meade; and r 

WHEREAS, reducing the capability of KACH will result in the loss of m i l i  and 
civilian jobs and a far greater number in terms of the hardship imposed on patients 
in the military community and their families; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the County Council of Anne Arundel County, Maryland, That it hereby 
urges the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to reject the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense to downsize the Kimbrough Army 
Community Hospital; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be sent to the members of the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, the Maryland Congressional Delegation, the Governor of 
Maryland, and the Anne Arundel County Delegation to the Maryland General Assembly. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Diane R. Evans 
Chairman 
County Council of Anne Arundel County 
Box 2700 
Annapolis, Maryland 2 1404 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 24-95 
regarding Kimbrough Army Community Hospital, Fort Meade, Maryland. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kimbrough Army Community Hospital. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We would like to take this opportunity to propose to the 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission an 
alternative to the proposal recommended by the Department of 
Defense (DoD) regarding the Naval Aviation Engineering Service 
Unit (NAESU). The proposal saves both money and military 
readiness. Our logical proposal builds on the BRAC 91 (rev) 
decision and consolidates NAESU Headquarters with the Aviation 
Supply Office (ASO) in Philadelphia. Unlike the DoD BRAC 
proposal, our proposal preserves Military Readiness and is simply 
a better method to achieve the objectives set by Congress and the 
President. It also achieves savings over $36,000,000. It 
eliminates the relocation and military construction costs 
contained in the DoD proposal and preserves the expertise of the 
employees that execute the NAESU mission. 

The DoD BRAC proposal moves NAESU Headquarters to NADEP 
North Island to reduce the 38% excess capacity within the Depot. 
Our proposal will reduce the 48% excess capacity within the 
Inventory Control Point subcategory. The reduction of excess 
capacity is realized through AS0 absorbing NAESU Headquarter's 
administrative functions. This is the same plan as the DoD 
recommendation for eliminating NAESU Headquarter's administrative 
functions in North Island. Our proposal however, saves 
relocation and military construction costs and prevents the loss 
of valuable management and technical experience. 

This proposal logically keeps NAESU on the AS0 Compound and 
allows our Program Managers face-to-face contact with ASO's 
Logistic personnel. ASO, our host, also provides NAESU with 
experienced worldwide personnel and computer support. 
Additionally, NAESU can interface with our sister command, the 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF), and Contracting 
Team, the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Philadelphia. 



We thank you, your fellow commissioners, and your staff for 
the opportunity to make this proposal. We are available at your 
convenience to answer any questions you may have regarding any of 
the points raised. 

Sincerely, 

PAUL MARTIN 
PHONE: ( 2 1 5 )  8 9 7 - 5 9 7 2  
FAX : ( 2 1 5 )  8 9 7 - 5 9 1 8  

- 

AL FANELLI 
PHONE: ( 2 1 5 )  8 9 7 - 5 9 7 3  
FAX : ( 2 1 5 )  8 9 7 - 5 6 6 9  

PHONE: ( 2 1 5 )  89<5989 
FAX : (215) 8 9 7 - 5 9 1 8  

cc: Commissioners, 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 



MILITARY VALUE 
(1) Mission Requirements 

NAESU is funded through NAVAIR as an Expense Operating Budget 
(EOB) Activity, while NADEP North Island is a Defense Business 
Operations Fund (DBOF) activity. Due to the increased overhead 
costs associated with the NADEP and NAESUts shrinking O&MN 
budget, the number of Engineering Technical Specialists (ETS) 
will subsequently be reduced from its current level. This will 
occur while the Fleet is demanding more service due to the loss 
of experienced Navy and Marine personnel. 

NAESUrs customers are the Fleet personnel who maintain Naval and 
Marine Corps aircraft and weapon systems. NAESU provides the 
Fleet with Navy, civilian and contractor technical 
representatives. The ability to rapidly deploy these tech reps 
is dependent upon NAESUrs Program Managers and their staff. 
Without these experienced logisticians, the ability to rapidly 
deploy NAESU tech reps around the world will suffer. Please 
note, that the most recent NAESU customer survey (November 1994) 
indicated a 99% Fleet aviation customer satisfaction with NAESU. 
The complete customer survey results compiled by IIT Research 
Institute of Rome, New York are available upon request. The 
survey summary page is provided as Enclosure (1). 

Another recent survey of current NAESU employees indicates that 
only two individuals holding positions scheduled to realign to 
NADEP are willing to actually make the move to North Island. 
Enclosure (2) contains the survey results. The virtual loss of 
the entire NAESU management structure and experienced work force 
will make it impossible to accomplish the NAESU mission. This 
will directly impact Fleet readiness and our Fleet customer 
satisfaction will decrease. 

Just as important to the NAESU mission is its relationship with 
the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Philadelphia. 
NAESU is FISCts third largest customer and has been its 
contracting partner for over 27 years. The NAESU/FISC 
contracting team ensures both the protection of the governments 
interests concerning acquisition costs and the rapid worldwide 
deployment of contractor tech reps. Moving NAESU to North Island 
will destroy the management and staff experience built up between 
NAESU and FISC over the years. Management cost savings are 
difficult to measure, but as a command with a budget in excess of 
156 million dollars, NAESU needs all the experience and knowledge 
available. A mere 1% cost assigned to lost management skills 
translates to 1.56 million dollars a year. 

We cannot over emphasize the advantages of aligning NAESU with 
ASO. RADM J.P. Davidson, the Commander of AS0 in a letter to the 
Commander, Naval Air Systems Command agreed with the synergism of 
locating NAESU on the AS0 Compound. RADM Davidsonls letter is 
provided as Enclosure (3). The logical AS0 alternative preserves 
the NAESU/FISC management skills and teamwork by keeping NAESU 



co-located with FISC Philadelphia, a mere one door away! The 
contracting support available to NAESU in San Diego is 
inexperienced with regard to NAESU requirements and is not 
located anywhere near NADEP North Island. 

The logical AS0 alternative also allows NAESU interface with 
NATSF, another NAVAIR EOB logistics activity located in the same 
building as NAESU on the AS0 compound. The interface on tech pub 
reviews combines the expertise of NAESU and NATSF in providing 
quality tech pubs to the Fleet. 

In contrast to the synergism afforded to NAESU on the AS0 
Compound, NAESU has no commonality with NADEP North Island 
whatsoever. NAVAIR1s reengineering effort even recognizes that 
NAESU and NADEP have completely different functions. Within 
NAVAIR's Competency Aligned Organizational concept, NAESU is 
assigned to the logistics competency while the NADEPs are 
assigned to the industrial competency. 

Finally, the DoD BRAC report to the Commission specifically 
states in Attachment (H) that excess capacity at the Depots is 
concentrated in the components and engines mission areas. The 
DoD proposal to realign NAESU with NADEP North Island will not 
achieve a reduction in excess capacity in the components and 
engines mission areas by absorbing the NAESU Headquarter's 
administrative functions. The NAESU logical proposal to align 
with AS0 will reduce the 48% excess capacity within the inventory 
control points as AS0 has logistics and administrative functions 
and NAESU is part of the NAVAIR logistics competency. Aligning 
NAESU with AS0 will match commands with logistics functions and 
excess capacity will be eliminated intelligently without an 
adverse impact on mission readiness. 

Consolidation of NAESU with AS0 would be a sound foundation to 
assist the Navy in the evolution of the Regional Maintenance 
Concept (RMC).  Part of the RMC includes the coordination and 
consolidation of Aviation Maintenance and Aviation Supply. 
Consolidation of NAESU with AS0 would allow for single focus on 
Aviation Engineering and Technical Services and Aviation Supply. 
Having NATSF on the Compound and NAESU relocating there in July, 
this coordination effort will begin in 1995. All work along the 
lines of RMC will be lost if NAESU/NATSF are moved to San Diego 
in 1998. Senators Kasich (Ohio) and Roth (Delaware) are 
proposing a concept similar to RMC with their "imperiled commandu 
legislation. The consolidation of NAESU with AS0 would allow for 
the consolidation of Aviation Maintenance and Supply, as well as 
continue the acquisition team that currently exists with FISC 
Philadelphia. This aviation/acquisition compound team could 
serve as the pilot for the "imperiled command concept." 



(2) AVAILABILITY OF SPACE AND INFRASTRUCTURE REDUCTION 

It is important to note that the DoD proposal does not eliminate 
a base or reduce maintenance overhead of facilities. The DoD 
proposal actually requires a MILCON, creating another structure 
to maintain. Per NADEP North Island, a quonset hut must undergo 
a MILCON in order for NADEP to house NAESU. The cost is listed 
at $718,000. It should be noted that $718,000 was also the 
MILCON figure required for a NAESU move to Patuxent River. NAESU 
has serious concerns regarding the validity of the $718,000 
figure. Our proposal, on the other hand, requires no expenditure 
for construction as no facility has to be renovated. The aim of 
BRAC, as you are aware, is to reduce DoD infrastructure equal to 
the military force reduction. The DoD proposal actually creates 
more infrastructure! NAESU has spent $712,000 of BRAC 91 money 
to renovate a Building on the AS0 Compound and we are in the 
process of moving. 

(3) THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION AND 
FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH EXISTING AND POTENTIAL 
RECEIVING LOCATIONS 

Future force reduction will require reductions in the engineering 
technical services. Planning for these reductions will require 
experienced Program Managers and Contract Administrators. NAESU 
tech reps deployed during Desert Shield and Desert Storm. NAESU 
management responded to this demand for ETS quickly and 
efficiently. Moving NAESU Headquarters to NADEP North Island 
decimates the NAESU management team. The loss of this expertise 
will hamper future efforts at intelligently reducing our ETS 
personnel and moving quickly to support military maneuvers. The 
NAESU team proposal keeps our management team together allowing 
for rational decision making based on experience. The need to 
deploy our tech reps to hostile areas demands the existing 
management experience and knowledge built up over the years. 

(4) and (5) THE COST, MANPOWER, AND SAVINGS AS A RESULT OF 
REALIGNMENT 

The COBRA calculates a NPV of $36,382,000 for the NAESU Employee 
Team's logical proposal. One time cost is $921,000. This is a 

LOGICAL PROPOSAL (encl. 5) 

REMAIN AT A S 0  

FLEET READINESS PRESERVATION 

50 POSlTIONS ELIMINATED 

NPV -$36,382,000 

I-TIME COST $921,000 

DOD PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE TO NADEP 

FLEET READINESS DEGRADATION 

46 POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

NPV -$29,546,000 

I-TIME COST $2,535,000 

REALISTIC PROPOSAL (encl. 4) 

RELOCATE PROPOSAL 

FLEET READINESS DEGRADATION 

32 POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

NPV -$18,471,000 

I-TIME COST 53 ,683 ,W 



significant savings over the DoD proposed NPV of $29,546,000 with 
a one time cost of $2,535,000. The savings nearly double when 
using realistic data in the COBRA model for the DoD proposal. 
COBRA calculates a $18,471,000 savings over a 20 year period with 
a one time cost of $3,683,000. 

The NAESU proposal and the DoD proposal both reduce billets. The 
significant difference between the two is that the NAESU proposal 
retains the key portion of its work force, and thus preserves 
NAESU1s military readiness. Current NAESU employees simply will 
not move 3000 miles to San Diego as Enclosure ( 2 )  indicates. 
COBRA does not calculate the loss of a skilled work force, but in 
this case, the cost is simply devastating. 

The DoD proposal's COBRA incorrectly states that 44 people will 
transfer from Philadelphia to San Diego vice the correct figure 
of 58. This is based on the incorrect assumption that 14 NAESU 
detachment personnel in San Diego have the training and 
experience to perform NAESU HQ functions. This simply is not 
true, as these 14 billets are military, clerical and technical in 
nature, and cannot be expected to perform ETS management and 
contracting responsibilities. These 14 positions account for 
approximately $7,000,000 of the savings in the DoD COBRA NPV. We 
corrected this assumption and other flawed data in running the 
DoD COBRA model. For example: 

J T h e  COBRA model failed to consider the costs of retraining 
virtually the entire NAESU Headquarters work force in accordance 
with the Defense Acquisition Work Force Improvement Act. As a 
result $938,000 was added to the COBRA model as a one time unique 
cost in FY 99. This represents both training and travel costs. 
Enclosure (6) provides a breakdown of these costs. 

JAnother expense that the COBRA neglected to consider is the 
$50,000 associated with the breakdown and setup of systems 
furniture. This expense was added to the COBRA model as a one 
time unique cost in FY 98 and is based upon the furniture 
contractor's estimate. 

/Another expense that the COBRA neglected to consider is the 
$117,000 additional annual costs associated with the increased 
travel expenses from San Diego to NAVAIR Headquarters. This 
$117,000 additional annual expense was added to the COBRA model 
within the recurring costs category effective FY 98, and is based 
upon an analysis of FY 94 actual NAESU HQ travel to NAVAIR. 
Enclosure (7) provides a breakdown of such costs. 

J The COBRA also failed to consider an additional $171,000 of 
MILCON costs which are detailed in enclosure (8). This 
additional $171,000 was added to the COBRA model under the FY 96 
and FY 97 MILCON categories. 

Moving NAESU to San Diego will impact labor at other activities 
in Philadelphia, specifically the AS0 personnel office and FISC 



Philadelphia. NAESU has over 600 worldwide civilian employees. 
Six full time personnel specialists from the AS0 personnel office 
support our global command. Moving NAESU to San Diego would 
require a reduction in force at the AS0 personnel office and the 
hiring of additional personnel staff in San Diego. Similarly, 
FISC Philadelphia would lose a significant portion of its 
workload requiring a reduction in force. FISC San Diego would 
need to increase its staff. The COBRA model does not calculate 
these costs. 

( 6 )  ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The NAESU Team Proposal will reduce the economic impact cited in 
the DoD BRAC Proposal in Philadelphia by keeping 40 positions in 
Philadelphia. 

( 7 )  COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT 

There is no known community infrastructure impact under the DoD 
proposal or the NAESU Team Proposal. 

( 8 ) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

The DoD Proposal will increase the number of vehicles traveling 
to and from NADEP, North Island. The NAESU Team Proposal will 
reduce the number of vehicles traveling to ASO. It is important 
to note that San Diego does not have an extensive public 
transportation system. Philadelphia on the other hand, does have 
an extensive public transportation network which many NAESU 
employees will use for travel to and from ASO. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL AVIATION SUPPLY OFFICE 

700 ROBBINS AVENUE 

?tJ!LADELPHIA. PA 191 11 - 3 9 8  

From: Commanding Officer. Naval Aviation Supply Office 
To: Commander, Naval h r  Systems Command (AIR-00) 

Subj: PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE NAVAL AVIATION ENGINEERING 
SERVICE UNIT (NAESU) TO THE AVIATION SUPPLY OFFICE COMPOUND 

1. In the development of the subject proposal, AS0 was requested to provide data relative to 
the estimated cost and timeframe required to accommodate NAESU on the A S 0  Compound. 
This correspondence confirms the data previously provided on an informal basis. 

2. NAESU would be housed in Building 2A on the AS0 Compound placing them in proximity 
to AS0  and the Naval Aviation Techmcal Services Facility. Building 2A is currently 
administrative space and would need to be vacated to accommodate NAESU. The realignment of 
existing personnel and the space redesigdrenovation could be completed for NAESU occupancy 
by May 1995. The estimated design and renovation cost to prepare the space for NAESU is 
estimated at $285K. Other costs associated with this move, i.e., furniture, ADP 
cabling transportation, have been calculated by NAESU. . 

3 .  AS0 agrees with the synergism obtained by co-locating NAESU with NATSF and AS0  
would pay substantial dividends to the Naval Air Systems Team. If approved, A S 0  will do - 
everything needed to ensure a smooth transition of NAESU to the AS0 Compound. 

" J. P. DAVIDSON 

Copy to: 
NAVAIR (04B) 
NAESU : 

? '  

ENCL (3) 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SO8\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPP 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV in 2015($K) : -18,471 
1-Time Cost ($K) : 3,683 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 Total 
- - - - -  
889 

-4,509 

-224 

647 

0 
1,038 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-1,564 

-126 

0 
0 

0 

MilCon 617 272 

Person o o 
Overhd 39 2 9 

Moving 107 0 
Missio 0 0 

Other 0 150 

TOTAL 763 451 

1996 1997 
.--- - - - -  

POSITIONS BLIMINATBD 
Off 0 0 

En1 0 0 
Civ 0 0 

TOT 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS RBALIGNBD 
Off 0 

En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 

TOT 0 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
NADBP NORTH ISLAND SCENARIO AS CORRBCTBD BY NABSU EMPLOYBB GROUP 

ENCL (4) 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~~~\NA.EsUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFP 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 Total Beyond 

MilCon 617 
Person 0 

overhd 3 9 
Moving 107 

Missio 0 

Other 0 

TOTAL 763 451 1, 830 1.237 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
Beyond 
- - - - - -  

MilCon 
Person 

Overhd 

Moving 
Missio 

Other 

TOTAL 0 0 1. 071 1 ,  989 



TOTAL ONB-TIMB COST RBPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 

Civilian Barly Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 
Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Other 

HAP / RSB 0 
gnvironmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 1,088,000 

Total - Other 1,088,000 
.---------------------------.-----.--.---------------------------------------- 

Total One-Time Costs 3,683,474 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 3,609 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savlnqs 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 50,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 53,609 
-------------------------------------.---------------------------------------- 

Total Net One-Time Costa 3,629,864 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NAgSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenarlo Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPP 

Base: NABSU, PHILRDBLPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Barly Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civllian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

HAP / RSB 
Bnvimnmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Total One-Time Costs 2,488,474 
---------------------------------------..------------------------------------- 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Famlly Housing Cost Avoidances 
Militaq Moving 
Land Sales 

One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 3,609 
.----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total Net One-Time Costs 2,484,864 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 
(All values in Dollars) 

category 
. - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Militaq PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

3reight 

One-Time Moving Costs 
Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
------------------------------------.. 

Total One-Time Costs 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 

One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SO, 000 

Total Net One-Time Costs 1,145,000 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SO8\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

ONE-TIMB COSTS 
.---- ( S K I  - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 

Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 

CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 

Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 

Per Diem 

POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 

Misc 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

House Hunt 

PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 

Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 

OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 

New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 

POV Miles 
HHG 

Misc 

OTHER 

Elim PCS 
OTHBR 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data An Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : c:\coBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
.---- ($K)----- 

PAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 

Civ Salav 
CHAM PUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 
En1 Salary 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Miac Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 763 451 1,830 1,237 299 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 

Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONB-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 

RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNBL 
Off Salary 

En1 Salary 

House Allow 
OTHER 

Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,071 1,989 1,989 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
scenario File : c:\coBRA\~o~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\coBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SPP 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total 
- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Pam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 

Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 
l-Time Other 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 

Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Salary 

House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NBT COST 763 451 759 -752 -1,690 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAGSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SO8\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - - -  
CONSTRUCPION 
MILCON 617 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIPS 0 
Civ Retire 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 

POV Miles 0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Mlsc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 

Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Driving 0 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
l-Time Move 

MIL PBRSONNBL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSB 
Bnvironmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONB-TIMB 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\~O~\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\coBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SPP 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
PAM HOUSB OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 

Unique Operat 0 

Civ Salary 0 

CHAM PUS 0 

Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 0 

En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 

Misc Recur 0 

Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 656 301 1. 531 0 

ONB-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 

Pam Housing 
O&M 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNBL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 

Land Sales 
Environment a1 

l-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 

Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 904 1,989 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUNIC.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA. PA 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total 
- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fam Housing 

O&M 

Civ Retir/RIF 

Civ Moving 

Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unlque Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 656 301 627 -1,989 -1,989 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SO~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPF 

Base: NADEP, NORTH 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIPS 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 

ISLAND, 
1996 
- - - -  

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Miec 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIMB 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Base: NADEP. NORTH ISLAND, 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - - 
FAA HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 

Unique Operat 0 

Civ Salary 0 

CHAM PUS 0 
caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 

Misc Recur 0 

Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 107 150 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 

Fam Housing 
O&M 

1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 

Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 

Miec Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Base: NADEP, NORTH 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCPION 
MI LCON 

Fan Housing 
O&M 

Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 

Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 

HAP / RSB 
Bnvlronmental 

Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

ISLAND, 
1996 Total 

- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 
.---- ($K)----- . - - - .--- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 

O&M 

RPMA 0 0 

BOS 0 0 

Unique Operat 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 107 150 



Description: 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
ALFA 

COBRA FILES IN C:\COBRA\VER5.08\ 
(As of 10:06 03/11/1995) 

File Name: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
C:\COBRA\VERS.O~\TESTDATA.CBR 

First MultiBase Test C:\COBRA\VBRS.OB\MULTI.CBR 
This is the first ever COBRA multi-baslng scenario. 

Sample Std FctrS C:\COBRA\VERS.O~\STDF~S.SFF 

There are 2 COBRA data files and 1 Standard Factors file. 



PBRSONNBL, SF. RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILRDBLPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\~OB\N~~OM.SPP 

Personnel 

Base Change %Change 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILRDBLPHIA -90 -100% 

NADEP, NORTH ISLAND 5 8  2 % 

RPMA(S) 

Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  -.---- .------ - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 

NADBP, NORTH ISLAND 0 0% 0 

RPMABOS ( S 
Base change %Change Chg/Per 
.--- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA -388.000 -100% 4,311 

NADEP. NORTH ISLAND 262.191 1% 4. 520 

SF 

Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

BOS ( S )  
Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-388,000 -100% 4,311 

262,191 1% 4,520 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of ~onstruction/Shutdown: Yea 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes in FY 1998 
NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA Realignment 

summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
NADEP NORTH ISLAND SCENARIO AS CORRECTED BY NAESU EMPLOYEE GROUP 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
NAESU. PHILADELPHIA, PA 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
NADEF, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA to NADEF, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 

Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tone) : 

Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 

Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 

Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
2,761 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~O~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : NADEP. NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 

Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 

Total Civilian Employees: 

Mil Families Living On Base: 

Civilians Not Willing To Mov 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 

communlcatlons ($K/Year) : 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Famlly Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Activlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Actlvlty Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVB - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
I - ~ i m e  Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Constmction Schedule(%) : 

Shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: NADBP, NORTH ISLAND, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( 5 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMFUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 % 0% 0 2 0 2 
0% 0% 0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2 0 0 0  
. - -. -.-- - - - -  - - - -  
150 0 938 0 

0 50 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 117 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 02 0 2 
0% 0 % 0 2 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5 .08 ) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : c:\coBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name : NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 

Clv Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 
Bnl Scenario Change: 
civ Scenario Change: 

Off Change(No Sal Save): 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 

Caretakers - Military: 

Caretakers - Clvilian: 

INPUT SCREBN SBVBN - BASB MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name : NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Description Categ New MllCon Rehab Milcon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  .--------- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN SPACE ADMIN 0 823 823 
SUPPLY/STORAGE STORA 0 6 6 6 6 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 

Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 
Officer salaq($/Year): 76,781.00 

Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7.925.00 
Bnlisted Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 

Bnl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,251.00 

Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 

Unemployment Eligibility(Week6) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 50,827.00 

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.002 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 

Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.002 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M , N BRAC9 5 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Pactor: 10.00% 

Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Siv Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priorlty Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 

Clvilian PCS Costs ( 5 )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ )  : 0.00 

Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 

Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 30.00% 

Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 

Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 

HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 
Info Management Account: 0.00% 

MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 

MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.00% 

Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN THRBB - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Aesigned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per Bnl Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6, 400.00 
HHG Per civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Bxp ($/Direct Bmploy) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mil Light ~ehicle($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.65 
POV Relrnbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg M11 Tour Length (Years): 4.17 

RoutineP~~($/Pers/Tour): 3,763.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 4,527.00 
One-Time Bnl PCS Cost ( $ )  : 1,403.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Malntenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Pacilities 
Recreation Pacilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & B Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Bnvironmental 

- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(sn) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Optlonal Category A 
Optlonal Category B 
Optlonal Category C 
Optronal Category D 
Optlonal Category 6 
Optlonal Category F 
Optlonal Category G 
Optlonal Category H 
Optlonal Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optlonal Category K 
Optlonal Category L 
Optlonal Category M 
Optlonal Category N 
Optlonal Category 0 
Optlonal Category P 
Optlonal Category Q 
Optlonal Categoxy R 

BXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCRBBN NINE) 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUNIC.CBR 

Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

All Costs in $K 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA 
NADBP, NORTH ISLAND 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 

Total 
MilCon 
- - - - - -  

889 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

889 

IMA 
cost 
- - - -  

0 

0 
. - - - - . . - - - - 

0 

Land 

Purch 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
. - - - - - - - 

0 

cost 

Avoid 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
. - - - - - - - - - - 

0 

Total 
cost 

- - - - -  
889 

0 
- - - - - - - - 

889 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSBTS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

MilCon for Base: NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

All Costs in $K 

Description: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN SPACB 

SUPPLY/STORAGB 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

MilCon 
Categ 
- - - - -  
ADMIN 

STORA 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

Uslng Rehab New New Total 
Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
823 n/a o n/a 823 

6 6  n/a o n/a 6s 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Coat: 889 

+ Info Management Account: 0 

+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Constnctlon Cost Avoid: 0 
..-.---------...------------------------ 

TOTAL : 889 

* All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation. Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C : \ C O B R A \ ~ O ~ \ N ~ ~ O M . S P F  

Year Adlusted Cost ( $ )  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

752,656 

432,983 

709,121 

-684,080 

-1,495,975 

-1,455,937 
-1,416,970 

-1,379,046 

-1,342,137 

-1,306,216 

-1,271,257 

-1,237.233 

-1,204,120 

-1,171. 893 

-1,140, 528 

-1, 110, 003 

-1, 080,295 

-1, 051.382 

-1,023,243 

-995,857 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACP REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SOB\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civllian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFE) *+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 26 0 0 0 26 
Barly Retirement 10.00% 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Civs Not Moving (RIFE)*+ 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
Priority Placement# 60.00% o 0 5 0 0 0 5 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Movlng 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFE (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 54 0 0 0 54 
Civilians Movlng 0 0 11 0 0 0 11 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 43 0 0 0 4 3 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 40 0 40 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 43 0 0 0 43 

Barly Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS 1s 50.00% 



PERSONNBL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
-.-- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Clvs Not Moving (RIFs) + 50.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 26 0 0 0 2 6 

Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Clvs Not Moving (RIFs) * 50.00% 0 0 13 0 0 0 13 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RBTIRMENTS 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 40 0 0 0 40 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACI! REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Base: NALIEP, NORTH ISLRND, CA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Clvs Not Moving (RIPS) * 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civllian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 3 0 54 0 0 0 5 4 
Civilians Moving 0 0 11 0 0 0 11 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 43 0 0 0 43 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN BARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 43 0 0 0 4 3 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Clvlllan Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS 1s 50.00% 



PBRSONNBL YEARLY PBRCBNTAGES (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
- - - - -  

0 

Moved In 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - 

0.00% 

Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Year 
- - - -  

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - . 

66.67% 

33.33% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - . . 

100.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
. . . . . . - - - 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - . . . . - - - 

100.00% 

Pers Moved 
Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

90 

0 

0 

0 
- - - - -  

90 

Out/Bliminated 
Percent 
- - - - - - - 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - 
100.00% 

ShutDn 
Time Phase 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0 .OO% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Bliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
- - - -. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAW 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\~OB\NARSUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SO~\N~~OM.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 

Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  --.------- - - - - - - - - - -  

5 5 0 80 

PERSONNEL RLIALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 54 0 0 0 5 4 

TOTAL 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 58 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NMSU, 
1996 1997 1998 
-.-- .--- ..-- 

Officers 0 0 4 

Enlisted 0 0 0 

Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 54 

TOTAL 0 0 5 8 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
...- -- - -  - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 4 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 5 4 

0 0 0 58 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND. CA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ..-..----- 

18 18 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

3,230 

PERSONNEL RBALIGNMENTS : 
From Base: NARSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Off icers 

Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 

TOTAL 

TOTAL PERSONNEL RLIALIGNMENTS (Into NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

Officers 

Enlisted 

Students 
Civilians 

TOTAL 

CA) : 

2000 2001 Total 



PBRSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SOB\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 

Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

22 18 

students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

3,284 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data AB Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:45 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SOB\NAESUNIC.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C : \ C O B R A \ ~ O ~ \ N ~ ~ O M . S P P  

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 

BOS Change 0 0 
Housing Change 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 

Total Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~oB\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\SO~\N~~OM.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 

ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 ($K) : -36,382 

I-Time cost ($K) : 921 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

MilCon 0 

person 0 

Overhd 39 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 

Other 0 

TOTAL 39 179 

1996 1997 
...- - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATBD 
Off 0 0 

En1 0 0 

Civ 0 0 

TOT 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 

Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 

Civ 0 
TOT 0 

summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
NABSU LOGICAL PROPOSAL 

ENCL (5) 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 

MilCon 0 o 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 3 9 2 9 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 

Other 0 150 

TOTAL 3 9 179 776 73 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
0 

8,942 

1,301 
0 

0 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
2,552 

388 
0 

0 

0 

MilCon 
Person 

Overhd 
Moving 

Missio 

Other 

TOTAL 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILRDBLPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C : \ C O B R A \ ~ O ~ \ N ~ ~ ~ M . S F F  

(All values in Dollars) 

category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing construction 

Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 
Total - Moving 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Other 

HAP / RSB 0 

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 150,000 
Total - Other 150,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total one-Time Costs 921,175 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

one-~ime Moving savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total one-Time Savings 0 
---------------------------------------.-------------------------------------- 

Total Net One-Time Costs 921,175 



ONB-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 

Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Mllitary Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 
Civilian Barly Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movlng 

Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 

areight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSK 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 771,175 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 

One-Time Unique Savings 
.--------------------------------------- 

Total one-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 771,175 



ONB-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 / 3  
Data AS of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPF 

Base: ASO, PA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Constmction 

Military Constmction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Milltary PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 
Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 150,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 

One-Time Unique Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total one-Time Savings o 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 150,000 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCI'ION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIP 

Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 

Misc 

House Hunt 

PPS 

RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 

Frelght 
Vehicles 

Driving 
Unemployment 

OTHER 

Program Plan 

Shutdown 

New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNBL 

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 

POV Miles 

HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 

Elim PCS 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIMB 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 

caretaker 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 

En1 Salary 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

House Allow 
OTHER 

Mlsslon 
MISC Recur 

Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 3 9 179 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Pam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL 2ERSONNBL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 

Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 

Procurement 
Mission 

Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\S08\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\cOBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Total 
- - - - -  

ONB-TIME NBT 
.---- ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Movlng 
Other 
MIL PBRSONNBL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIMB 

RECURRING NBT 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHBR 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RBCUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NBT COST 3 9 179 - 6 4 7  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASOCBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 0 

Fam Housing 0 0 

Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIPS 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 

POV Miles 0 0 

Home Purch 0 0 

HHG 0 0 

Misc 0 0 

House Hunt 0 0 

PPS 0 0 

RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 

Freight 0 0 

Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 

OTHER 

Program Plan 39 2 9 
Shutdown 0 0 

New Hires 0 0 

1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 

HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 

OTHER 

Elim PCS 0 0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 

Environmental 0 0 

Info Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 39 2 9 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs Pile : C : \ C O B R A \ ~ O ~ \ N ~ ~ ~ M . S F F  

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
R PMA 0 

BOS 0 

Unique Operat 0 

Civ Salary 0 

CHAM PUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 0 

En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 

Mlssion 0 

Misc Recur 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 3 9 2 9 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
..--- ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUmION 
MILCON 

Fan Housing 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNBL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Environmental 

1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
PAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 

Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNBL 

Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 

Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\S~~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPP 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 
- - - - -  ( $ K )  - - - - -  - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 

Fam Housing 0 

O&M 

Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 

Other 39 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 0 

OTHER 

HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
Info Manage 0 

1-Time Other 0 

Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3 9 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Miec Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 3 9 2 9 -721 -2,940 -2,940 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\5OB\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Plle : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPF 

Base: ASO. PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 

POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 

Total 
- - - - -  

Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Drivlng 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Milea 
HHG 
Misc 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optlon Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\~OB\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs Flle : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: ASO, PA 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
.---- ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 

Unique Operat 
civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 

Mission 

Misc Recur 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 150 73 73 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fan Housing 
O&M 

1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 

Land Sales 

Environmental 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVBS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 

Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\S00\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\500\N950M.SFF 

Base: ASO, PA 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1990 1999 Total 
- - - - -  - - - - -  ( S K I  - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 

Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 

Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1797 1998 1999 Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

.---- ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 

Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 150 7 3 73 



Description: 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
ALPA 

COBRA FILES IN c:\COBRA\VERS.O~\ 

(As of 10:06 03/11/1995) 

Pile Name: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
c:\coBRA\VER~.O~\TESTDATA.CBR 

First MultiBase Test C:\COBRA\VBR~.OB\MULTI.CBR 

This is the first ever COBRA multi-baslng scenario. 

sample ~ t d  Fctrs ~ : \ ~ ~ B R A \ ~ E R ~ . O B \ S T D F C T R S . S F F  

There are 2 COBRA data files and 1 Standard Factors file. 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NARSU PHILADELPHIA 
scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NARSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPP 

Personnel 
Base Change %Change 
.--- - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NALISU, PHILADELPHIA -90 -100% 
AS0 40 2 % 

SF 

Change %Change chg/Per 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 -388,000 -1002 4,311 
AS0 0 0 % 0 61,111 1% 1,528 

RPMABOS I $ 1  
Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA -388,000 -100% 4 ,  311 
AS0 61,111 1% 1.528 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - 
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes in FY 1998 
ASO. PA Realrgnment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
NABSU LOGICAL PROPOSAL 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA ASO, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA to ASO. PA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civiiian Posi~ions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Militaq Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 

15 mi 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Bmployees: 
Total Bnlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

R P ~   on-Payroll  on- ear) : 0 
Communications ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 388 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 0 

Family Housing ($K/Year) : o 
Area Cost Factor: 1.18 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 0 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0% 
Activity Code: 62849 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unique Activity Information: No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ASO, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 61 ZPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Total Enlisted Employees: 11 Communications ($K/Year): 

Total Student Employees: o 90s  on- payroll ($K/Year) : 

Total Civilian Employees: 1,924 BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 

Mil Families Living On Base: 19.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 2.357 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 

Officer VHA ($/Month) : 353 Activlty Code: 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 224 

Per Dlem Rate ($/Day) : 121 Homeowner Assistance Program: 

Frelght Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0 07 Unique Actlvity Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Nan-Milcon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSP) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: ASO, PA 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 5 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
150 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0 % 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing Shut~own: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, 

Off Force Struc Change: 

En1 Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 

Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 

Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 

Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 

Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 

officer Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 

Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 

Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 

Civilian Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.00% 

SF File Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 
(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 

Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 

Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Clv Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 

Prlorlty Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actlons Involving PCS: 50.00% 

Civilian PCS Costs ( 5 )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($) : 0.00 

Nat Median Home Price ( $ )  : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 

Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

Max Home Purch Reimburs ( $ )  : 11,191.00 
Clvilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 

RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 

RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 

Info Management Account: 

MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 

MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 

HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 

HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & ~rate($/~on): 284.00 

Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile) : 0.31 
Heavy/Spec ~ehicle($/Mile): 1.65 

POV ~eimbursement($/Mile) : 0.18 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 3,763.00 

One-Time Off PCS Cost($) : 4,527.00 

One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ )  : 1,403.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITRRY CONSTRUCTION 

category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 

Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Famlly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 

- - 

(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 

(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 

Category 
- . . . . - - - 
Optional Category A 
Optlonal Category B 
Optlonal Category C 

Optlonal Category D 
Optlonal Category E 
Optlonal Category F 
Optlonal Category G 
Optlonal Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optlonal Category J 
Optlonal Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 

Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 129 Optional Category N ( ) 

RDT & E Facilities (SF) 160 optlonal category 0 ( ) 

POL Storage (BL) 12 Optlonal Category P ( ) 

Ammunition Storage (SF) 160 Optional category Q ( ) 

Medical Facilities (SF) 168 optional category R ( ) 

Environmental ( ) 0 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\cOBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

All Costs in $K 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 
AS0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 

Total 
Milcon 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

- - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

IMA 
cost 
.--- 

0 
0 

- - - - - - - - - -  
0 

Land 
Purch 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Cost Total 
Avoid Cost 
- - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 



NBT PRBSBNT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data Aa Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUkSO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

cost ( S ) 
. - - - - - - 

Adjusted Cost ( $ )  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

38,277 

171, 958 

-604, 942 

-2,606, 904 
-2, 537,133 

-2,469,229 

-2,403,143 

-2,338,825 

-2,276,229 

-2,215,308 

-2.156, 017 

-2, 098,314 

-2,042,155 

-1,987,498 
-1,934,305 

-1,882,535 

-1, 832.151 

-1,783,115 

-1,735.392 

-1,688.946 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : c:\cOBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPP 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 42 
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 4 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 2 0 0 0 
civi 1 ian Turnover 15.00% o o 6 o o 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIPE=)*+ 0 0 21 0 0 0 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 9 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 3 8  0 38 

Civilians Moving 0 o 38 0 0 0 3  8 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMBNTS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 21 0 0 0 2 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIPS) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SO8\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RBALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 

Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS)' 50.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 
- - - - -  

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

38 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 42 0 0 0 42 

Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS) + 50.00% 0 0 21  0 0 0 21 

Priority Placement# 60.00% o o 9 0 0 0 9 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 21 0 0 0 21 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

+ Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SPF 

Base: ASO, PA Rate 
- -. - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.002 
Regular Retirement* 5.002 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) 6.002 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.002 
Civilian Turnover 15.002 
civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.002 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 38 0 0 0 38 
Civilians Moving o o 38 0 o o 3 8 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additione 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.002 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SO8\NAESUASO.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : c:\cOBRA\~O~\N~~OM'.SPP 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Year 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 

Base: ASO. PA 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 

1998 
1999 

2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 

40 
0 
0 
0 

- - - - -  
4 0 

Moved In 

Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - 
100.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

MilCon 

TlmePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.001 
0.009 

0.00% 
0 00% 

. . . . . . . . . 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 

Pers Moved 

Total 

Out/Eliminated 

Percent 
- - - - - - - 
0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - 
0.00% 

ShutDn 

TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

16.67% 

16.67% 

16.67% 
16.67% 

16.67% 
16.67% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N95OM.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
.--------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

5 5 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

80 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
TO Base: ASO, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - . . - - .--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 38 

TOTAL 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 40 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAliSU. 
1996 1997 1998 
.--- - - - -  .--- 

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 3 

Students 0 0 0 

civilians o o 3 8 
TOTAL 0 0 4 0 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
. . - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 38 
0 0 0 40 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Officers 
Enlisted 

Civilians 
TOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAc Action) : 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ASO, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,924 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Prom Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 38 
TOTAL 0 0 40 0 0 0 4 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 
- - - -  

Officers 0 

Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civilians 0 

TOTAL 0 

(Into ASO, PA) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 2 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 8 0 0 0 38 

0 40 0 0 0 40 



PBRSONNBL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SO~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ------.--- 

6 3 11 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1.962 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE RBWRT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\CoBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Net change ( S K I  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

Total Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 
-1.057 -327 

0 0 

-1,057 -327 



DAWIA TUITION 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT LEVEL 1 

ACQ 101 $ 891 
LOG 101 660 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,551 X 1 employee = $ 1,551 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT LEVEL 2 

Level 1 courses above $ 1,551 
ACQ 201 1,980 
LOG 201 990 
LOG 202 660 
LOG 203 247.50 
LOG 204 13,705.50 

SUB-TOTAL $ 19,134 x 8 employees = $153,072 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT LEVEL 3 

Level 2 courses above $ 19,134 
Log 304 1.522 

SUB-TOTAL $ 20,656 X 8 employees = $165,248 

CONTRACTS LEVEL 2 

CON 201 $ 990 
CON 231 990 
CON 211 924 

SUB-TOTAL $ 2,904 x 14 employees= $ 40,656 

CONTRACTS LEVEL 3 

Level 2 courses above $ 2,904 
CON 301 327 
CON 331 990 

SUB-TOTAL $ 4,221 x 1 employee = $ 4,221 

FISCAL LEVEL 1 
ACQ 101 $ 891 
BCE 101 330 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,221 x 2 employees= $ 2,442 

FISCAJt LEVEL 2 

Level 1 courses above $ 1,221 
ACQ 201 1,980 
BFM 201 495 
BCE 204 1,485 
BCE 206 330 
BFM 204 495 

SUB-TOTAL $ 6,006 x 5 employees = $ 30,030 



PURCHASING LEVEL 3 

PUR 101 (10 days ALMC) $ 660 
PUR 201 ( 8 days ALMC) 528 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,188 x 1 employee = $ 1.188 
TOTAL= $398,408 



DAWIA TRAVEL 

All estimates are based on travel from San Diego to location of 
course. All estimates include per diem, airfare, rental car at 
$30.00 per day and a miscellaneous charge of $30.00 per trip. 

Proaram Manaaement Level 1 

ACQ 101 Ft. Belvoir, VA $2,435 
LOG 101 (2 wk. ALMC, see LOG 202) 2.046 

Sub-total $4,481 x 1 employee = $4,481 

Proaram Manaaement Level 2 

Level 1 courses above 
ACQ 201 Ft. Belvoir, VA 
LOG 201 Ft. Lee, VA 
LOG 202 Pt. Mugu, CA 
LOG 203 Arlington, VA 
LOG 204 Arlington, VA 

Sub-total $15,934 x 8 employees = 
$127,472 

Proaram Manaffement Level 3 

Level 2 courses above 
LOG 304 Arlington, VA 

Sub-total $18,472 x 8 employees = 
$147,776 

Contracts Level 2 

CON 201 Arlington, VA $ 2,978 
CON 231 Wright Patterson AFB 2,385 
CON 211 Arlington, VA 4.211 

Sub-total $ 9,574 x 14 employees = 
$134 , 036 

Contracts Level 3 

Level 2 courses above $ 9,574 
CON 301 Crystal City, VA 1,677 
CON 331 Wright Patterson AFB 2.385 

Sub-total $13,606 x 1 employee = $13,606 



Fiscal Level 1 

ACQ 101 Ft. Belvoir, VA 
BCE 101 Ft. Lee, VA 

Sub-total $ 4,983 x 2 employees = $ 9,966 

Fiscal Level 2 

Level 1 courses above 
ACQ 201 Ft. Belvoir, VA 
BFM 201 Arlington, VA 
BCE 204 Arlington, VA 
BCE 206 Arlington, VA 
BFM 204 Ft. Belvoir, VA 

Sub-total $19,771 x 5 employees = $98,855 

Purchasina Level 3 

PUR 101 (10 days ALMC, see LOG 202) $ 2,046 
PUR 201 (8 days ALMC, see LOG 202 less 2 days) l J U i  

Sub-total $ 3,812 
x 1 employee = $ 3,812 

DAWIA TRAVEL: $540,004 
DAWIA TUITION: 398,408 



TF!AVEL TO NAVAIR 

Estimate based on FY 94 actual of 93 trips to NAVAIR for a total 
of 152 days. Since travel from San Diego to NAVAIR will require 
an additional 2 travel days (vs. from Philadelphia) per trip, the 
estimate is based on 93 trips for a total of 338 days. 
Miscellaneous costs are based on $180 per trip. Estimate also 
includes cost of lost productive time. 

Per diem 338 days x $151 per day = $ 51,038.00 

Airfare 93 tickets x $296.00 = $  27,528.00 

Miscellaneous Costs $180.00 x 93 trips = $ 16,740.00 

Rental Car 338 days x $30.00/day 

Sub-Total = $ 105,446.00 

Less FY 94 actual travel costs from 
Philadelphia to NAVAIR - - 22.772.00 

Sub-Total = $ 82,674.00 

Plus lost productive time $ 33,603 .OO 
(see below for calculation) 

Total = $ 116,277.00 

Cost of Lost Productive Time 

Total NAESU Annual Labor Costs $3,772,231.00 
(Divided by 80 NAESU Employees) 

Average Annual Cost of NAESU Employee $ 47,152.89 
(Divided by FY 94 man days) 261 

Average NAESU man day rate $ 180.66 
(Lost Productive Time X 186 
based on 93 trips X 2 days each) 

Total = $ 33,603 .OO 

ENCL (7) 



Military Construction: 

The Navy scenario included an estimated cost of $718,000 for 
construction related to moving NAESU to Patuxent River, MD. When 
the San Diego scenario was chosen the Patuxent River MILCON 
estimate was utilized in the NADEP COBRA costs. Actual site 
location in San Diego did not enter into the COBRA cost 
calculation. The BRAC budget (due in MAY 95) must include 
estimated MILCON Project data fails to include the standard 150 
square foot per person. The explanation behind inclusion of less 
than the standard is "net square footageM occupied by a person 
was used, hallways, walkways and bathrooms, etc. were not 
included in developing the cost per square foot to refurbish. 
When the time comes to actually do the construction these areas 
will also be refurbished and there will be a cost associated 
therewith. We have rerun the COBRA to include the standard 
square foot per person. The NADEP MILCON identifies the creation 
of offices as part of the project. The NADEP facilities 
personnel agree that the number of offices built will affect the 
MILCON cost. The project does not identify, nor can anyone state 
how many offices were considered in the $718,000. 

The building to be refurbished under the NADEP MILCON is Building 
341, a quonset hut with corrugated tin walls and roof. It is 
currently used as a temporary storage facility. Refurbishment 
will include construction of perimeter walls, ceilings, lighting, 
installation of an HVAC system, alterations to remove/fill in 
trenches in the floor and wenches from the ceiling, along with 
construction of offices and a file storage facility. The 
original decision resulting from BRAC 91 was to locate NAESU at 
NAWC-AD, Lakehurst, NJ. The MILCON was for the renovation of a 
gymnasium, Project p-232. The original MILCON estimate was $1.2 
million. The final MILCON cost was $1.7 million. This included 
interior modification to existing permanent type brick masonry 
building. Renovations included, new suspended ceilings, wall 
insulation, lighting, carpeting, HVAC upgrade, fore protection, 
windows, doors and bathrooms. Total square footage was 19,910 at 
a unit cost of $68.31. These renovations are no where near as 
major as the ones being proposed under the NADEP MILCON for 
Building 341. It is not possible to expect the actual cost to be 
$70.00 a square foot when you compare a corrugated metal quonset 
hut with trenches in the floor to a brick masonry building with 
hardwood and concrete floors. 

In addition the NADEP MILCON identifies the storage space 
renovation at $100.00 a square foot. Why would storage space 
cost more to renovate than office space? The storage space was 
added to the scenario after San Diego was selected as the Navy's 
position. The cost per square foot for the office space was 
backed into based upon the Navy imposing a limit of $718,000 on 
the MILCON cost. The facility manager at NADEP North Island 
commented that he originally wanted to complete a DD 1391 for 
building a facility to house NAESU and NATSF. He was told to 
identify current NADEP occupied space and develop a MILCON 



project for renovation. The MILCON request was not forwarded to 
the Host, NAS North Island, the normal course for MILCON 
estimating and approval. Had NAVAIR done so, the host would have 
prepared a DD 1391 for construction of a building since excess 
capacity is not available on their station. 

We have run the COBRA including 8 ,700  square feet and 700  square 
feet of storage space. We used $85 .00  a square foot since it 
seemed that the renovation of storage space should not cost more 
than office space renovation and it is also apparent that the 
$70 .00  per foot is not realistic for the renovations required. 
The $85 .00  per square foot was provided by the engineering 
personnel at Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern 
Division. It is the current cost they are paying for 
refurbishment of a warehouse on the AS0 Compound. This warehouse 
is very similar to Building 341 in terms of its composition and 
the types of renovations being done. One difference is there 
were not trenches or wenches in the AS0 warehouse and HVAC only 
needed an upgrade. Overall it is a good apples to apples 
comparison and a more realistic estimate of the cost per square 
foot to renovate. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SO~\NAGSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
12 

6 1 

0 

0 
0 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 39 2 9 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 
Other 0 150 

TOTAL 39 179 776 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 0 0 
Movlng 0 0 

Misslo 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

8,942 
1,301 

0 

0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

TOTAL 0 0 1.424 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~OB\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\~O~\N~SOM.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 

~nfonnation Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civllian PPS 

Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Other 

HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 150,000 

Total - Other 150,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 921,175 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

..----------------------------------.-----------..---------------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
-----------------------------------------.-.---------------------------------- 

Total Net One-Time Costs 921,175 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~o~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU. PHILADELPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 
Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Total One-Time Costs 771,175 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - -  

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 

Land Sales 

One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 771.175 



ONB-TIMB COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\~OB\N~~OM.SFP 

Base: ASO, PA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Constwction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 150,000 

Total - Other 150,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 150,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 150,000 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : c:\cOBRA\~~~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

Land Purch 
O&M 

CIV SALARY 

Civ RIP 
Civ Retire 

CIV MOVING 

Per Diem 

POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 

PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 

Freight 
Vehicles 

Driving 
Unemployment 

OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 

New Hire 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 

POV Miles 

HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : c:\coBRA\~o~\NAEsuAS~.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N95OM.SFP 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 

BOS 
Unique Operat 

Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 

En1 Salary 

House Allow 
OTHER 

Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 3 9 179 776 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 

Pam Housing 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 

OTHER 

Total 
- - - - -  

Land Sales 
Environmental 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONB-TIMB 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
PAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 

CHAM PUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 

House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 

Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,424 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\coBRA\~o~\N~~oM.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 

Civ Moving 
Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIMB 

Total 

RECURRING NBT 
.---- ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CnAn PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST 39 179 -647 -2,866 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\50B\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\COBRA\508\N95OM.SFF 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - - - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 0 

Fam Housing 0 0 

Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIPS 0 0 

Civ Retire 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 

POV Miles 0 0 

Home Purch 0 0 

HHG 0 0 

Mlsc 0 0 

House Hunt 0 0 

PPS 0 0 

RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 

Freight 0 0 

Vehicles 0 0 

Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 

OTHER 
Program Plan 3 9 2 9 

Shutdown 0 o 
New Hires 0 0 

l-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 

POV Miles 0 0 

HHG 0 0 

Misc 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 

Environmental 0 0 

Info Manage 0 0 

l-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3 9 2 9 

Total 
- - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA\~O~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : c:\coBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NRBSU, PHILADELPHIA, 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 

O&M 
RPMA 0 

BOS 0 

Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 

CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Off Salary 0 

En1 Salary 0 

House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mlsslon o 
Mlsc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 3 9 29 703 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
.---- ($K)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fam Housing 
O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Moving 

OTHER 

Land Sales 
Environmental 

1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

0&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unlque Operat 

Civ Salary 

CHAM PUS 
MIL PERSONNBL 

Off Salary 

En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 1,424 2,940 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL RBPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~o~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - -  ( $ K )  - - - - -  - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

Total 
- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 

Other 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
l-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( S K )  - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C l v  Salary 
CW4PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Procurement 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 3 9 2 9 -721 -2,940 -2,940 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 7/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SOB\N95OM.SFF 

Base: ASO. PA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fam Housing 

Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIPS 
Civ Retire 

CIV MOVING 

Per Diem 

POV Miles 
Home Purch 

HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 

PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 

Packing 
Frelght 
Vehicles 
Driving 

Unemployment 

OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 

New Hires 

1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNBL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 

Misc 

OTHER 
Blim PCS 

OTHBR 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental 
Info Manage 

1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONB-TIMB 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : W A V Y  

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\50B\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: ASO, PA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAM PUS 
Caretaker 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 
OTHER 
Mission 
MiSc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 150 7 3 7 3 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
.---- ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
M ILCON 
Fam Houeing 
O&M 
l-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
l-Time Other 
TOTAL ONB-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Mist Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/9 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\~O~\NABSUMO.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: ASO, PA 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 
- - - - -  - - - - -  ($K)----- - - 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 

Fam Housing 
O&M 

Civ Retir/RIF 

civ Movlng 

Other 
MIL PERSONNBL 

Mil Moving 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

- - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
R PMA 

BOS 

Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mil Salary 

House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 

Mission 
Misc Recur 

Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 150 7 3 7 3 



Description: 
.----------- 

ALPA 

COB= PILES IN C:\COBRA\VBR5.08\ 

(As of 10:06 03/11/1995) 

File Name: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
C:\COBRA\VBR~.~~\TBSTDATA.CBR 

First MultiBase Test c:\COBRA\VERS.O~\MULTI.CBR 
This is the first ever COBRA multi-baslng scenario. 

sample Std Pctrs C:\COBRA\VER~.O~\STDPCTRS.SFF 

There are 2 COBRA data files and 1 Standard Factors flle. 



PERSONNBL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUkSO.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\~O~\N~~OM.SFF 

Personnel 

Base Change %Change 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA -90 -100% 

AS0 4 0 2 % 

SF 

Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0% 0 
0 0 % 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 

Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 -388,000 -100% 4,311 

AS0 0 0% 0 61,111 1% 1,528 

RPMABOS ( $ ) 

Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  ......- ---..-- 
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA -388,000 -100% 4.311 
AS0 61,111 1% 1,528 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA V5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\~O~\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Constructlon/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - . 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes ~n FY 1998 
ASO, PA Realignment 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
NABSU LOGICAL PROPOSAL 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  . - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA ASO, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NABSU, PHILADELPHIA. PA to ASO, PA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Clvllian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Bmployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Pacilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 

15 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Pactor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\cOBRA\~OB\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASB INFORMATION 

Name: ASO. PA 

Total Officer Employees: 61 RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/~ear) : 
Total Enlisted Bmployees: 
Total Student Bmployees: 
Total Civilian Bmployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Mov 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 

BOS Payroll  year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Actlvity Information: 

Name: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ( $ X i  : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule ( 0 )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Perc Family 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Housing ShutDown: 

Name: ASO, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+BUY/-sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
shutdown Schedule ( 2 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

150 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Perc Family Housing 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

ShutDown : 



INPUT DATA RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCRBEN SIX - BASE PBRSONNBL INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

1996 
- - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 

En1 Force Struc Change: 0 

Civ Force Struc Change: 0 

Stu Force Struc Change: 0 

off Scenario Change: 0 

Bnl Scenario Change: 0 

Civ Scenario Change: 0 

Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 

En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 0 

caretakers - Military: 0 

Caretakers - Civilian: 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN ONB - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 

Percent Bnlisted Married: 60.10% 

Enlisted Housing MilCon: 98.00% 

officer Salary($/Year) : 76, 781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 

Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 33.178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 

Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 

Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 

Civilian Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 

Civilian Barly Retire Rate: 10.00% 

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 

Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.00% 

SF File Desc: NAVY O&M , N BRAC9 5 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 
(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 

Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 

Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1.00 

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Clv Early Retlre Pay Factor: 9.00% 

Prlorlty Placement Servlce: 60.00% 

PPS Actlons Involving PCS: 50.00% 

Civllian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 

Clvlllan New Hlre Cost ($ )  : 0.00 

Nat Medlan Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 

Max Home Sale Relmburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

Max Home Purch Relmburs ( $ )  : 11,191.00 

Clvilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 

HAP Homeowner Recerving Rate: 5.00% 

RSB Home Value Rermburse Rate: 0.00% 

RSE Homeowner Recerving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 

Info Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Deslgn Rate: 9.00% 

MllCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 

Milcon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.001 
Dlscount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.002 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREBN THRBB - TRANSPORTATION 

~aterial/Assigned Person(&) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 

HHG Per Bnl Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 

HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Bxp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & crate ($/Ton) : 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile) : 

~eavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile) : 

POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 

~ v g  Mil Tour Length (Years) : 

Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 

One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $ )  : 

One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ )  : 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\SOB\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

category 

Horizontal 

Waterfront 

Air Operations 

Operational 
Administrative 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 

Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 

Communications Facil 

Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 

POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 

Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

- - - - - - 
(SY) 6 1 

(LF) 10,350 

(SF) 122 

(SF) 111 

(SF) 123 

(SF) 108 
(SF) 102 

(SF) 96 
(EA) 78,750 
(SF) 94 

(SF) 165 

(SF) 120 
(SF) 165 

(SF) 129 
(SF) 160 

(BL) 12 
(SF) 160 
(SF) 168 

( ) 0 

Category UM $ 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Optional Category A [ ) 0 

Optional Category B ( 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 

Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 

Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category H ( ) 0 

Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category K ( 0 

Optional Category L ( ) 0 
Optlonal Category M ( ) 0 

Optional Category N ( ) 0 

Optional Category 0 ( 0 

Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 

Optional Category R ( ) 0 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario Pile : c:\cOBRA\~OB\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\~OB\N~~OM.SPF 

All Costs in $K 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILRDBLPHIA 
AS0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 

Total 
MilCon 
- - - - - -  

0 

0 
---------------..--- 

0 

Land 
Purch 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
- - - - - -  

0 

cost 
Avoid 
- - - - -  

0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Total 
cost 

- - - - -  
0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 



NET PRBSBNT VALUBS RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data A8 Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADBLPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Year Cost ( S )  Adjusted Cost ( $ )  



TOTAL PBRSONNBL IMPACT RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data A8 Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RBALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement+ 10.009 

Regular Retirement+ 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover+ 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS BLIMINATBD 0 0 

Early Retirement 10.009 0 0 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 

Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 

Civs Not Moving (RIPe)++ 0 0 

Priority Placement# 60.00% o 0 

Civilians Available to Move 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 

Civilian RIP8 (the remainder) 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

38 
0 

0 
0 

0 

38 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 38 0 0 0 38 
Civilians Moving 0 0 38 0 0 0 3 8 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN BARLY RETIFlMBNTS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 21 0 0 0 2 1 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITZ PLACEMENTS# 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retiremencs, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (voluntary RIPS) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPAfX RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data Ae Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\so~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
.--- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs) * 50.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.002 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving (RIPS)* 50.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

38 
0 
0 
0 
0 

38 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 21 0 0 0 21 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retlrements. Clv~llan Turnover, and Civiliane Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.002 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA\~o~\NABsuASO.CBR 
std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFP 

Base: ASO, PA Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.002 

Regular Retirement* 5.002 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Early Retirement 10.002 

Regular Retirement 5.001 

Civilian Turnover 15.002 

civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.002 

Priority Placement# 60.00% 

Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 38 0 0 0 3 8 
Civilians Moving 0 0 38 0 0 0 3 8 

New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions !I 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES J 0 0 0 0 0 0 

+ Early Retirements, Regular Retlrements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.002 



PBRSONNBL YEARLY PBRCBNTAGBS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data Ae Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NABSUASO.CBR 

Std Pctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\SOS\N950M.SFF 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Year 
.--- 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - . - - - . - - 

66.67% 

33.33% 

0.002 

0.00% 

0.002 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Bliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 

Base: ASO, PA 

Year 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase 
- - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : N A W  
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\SOB\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\~O~\N~SOM.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMRRY FOR: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC ActLon) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .---.--.-- 

5 5 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

80 

Pl3RSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ASO, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 3 8 

TOTAL 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 40 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAESU. 
1996 1997 1998 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
-..- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3 8 
0 0 0 4 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1 9 9 8  1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  . . - - .--. - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

Off lcers 
Enllsted 
Civilians 
TOTAL 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL S U M W Y  FOR: S O ,  PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Actlon) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
.--------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

61 11 0 

PERSONNEL RgALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NABSU, PHILRDBLPHIA. 

1996 1997 

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
students 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1, 924 

PA 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

TOTAL PERSONNBL RBALJGNMBNTS (Into ASO. PA) : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 o 3 8 0 o 0 3 8 
TOTAL 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 



PERSONNBL SUMMARY RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\508\NAESUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\508\N950M.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  -----..--. 

6 3 11 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,962 



RPNA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 09:26 04/20/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU PHILADELPHIA 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\~~~\NABSUASO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\SO~\N~~OM.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BOS Change 0 0 -76 -327 -327 -327 -1,057 -327 

Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -76 -327 -327 -327 -1,057 -327 



DAWIA TUITION 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT LEVEL 1 

ACQ 101 $ 891 
LOG 101 660 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,551 X 1 employee = $ 1,551 

Level 1 courses above $ 1,551 
ACQ 201 1,980 
LOG 201 990 
LOG 202 660 
LOG 203 247.50 
LOG 204 13,705.50 

SUB-TOTAL $ 19,134 x 8 employees = $153,072 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT LEVEL 3 

Level 2 courses above $ 19,134 
Log 304 1.522 

SUB-TOTAL $ 20,656 X 8 employees = $165,248 

CON 201 $ 990 
CON 231 990 
CON 211 924 

SUB-TOTAL $ 2,904 x 14 employees= $ 40,656 

CONTRACTS LEVEL 3 

Level 2 courses above $ 2,904 
CON 301 327 
CON 331 990 

SUB-TOTAL $ 4,221 x 1 employee = $ 4,221 

FISCAL LEVEL 1 
ACQ 101 
BCE 101 330 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,221 x 2 employees= $ 2,442 

FISCAL LEVEL 2 

Level 1 courses above $ 1,221 
ACQ 201 1,980 
BFM 201 495 
BCE 204 1,485 
BCE 206 330 
BFM 204 495 

SUB-TOTAL $ 6,006 x 5 employees = $ 30,030 



PURCHASING LEVEL 3 

PUR101 (10 days ALMC) $ 660 
PUR 201 ( 8 days ALMC) 528 

SUB-TOTAL $ 1,188 x 1 employee = $ 1.188 
TOTAL= $398,408 



All estimates are based on travel from San Diego to location of 
course. All estimates include per diem, airfare, rental car at 
$30.00 per day and a miscellaneous charge of $30.00 per trip. 

Proaram Manaaement Level 1 

ACQ 101 Ft. Belvoir, VA $2,435 
LOG 101 (2 wk. ALMC, see LOG 202) 2.046 

Sub-total $4,481 x 1 employee = $4,481 

Proaram Manaaement Level 2 

Level 1 courses above 
ACQ 201 Ft. Belvoir, VA 
LOG 201 Ft. Lee, VA 
LOG 202 Pt. Mugu, CA 
LOG 203 Arlington, VA 
LOG 204 Arlington, VA 

Sub-total $15,934 x 8 employees = 
$127,472 

Level 2 courses above 
LOG 304 Arlington, VA 

Sub-total $18,472 x 8 employees = 
$147,776 

CON 201 Arlington, VA $ 2,978 
CON 231 Wright Patterson AFB 2,385 
CON 211 Arlington, VA 4.211 

Sub-total $ 9,574 x 14 employees = 
$134 , 036 

Level 2 courses above $ 9,574 
CON 301 Crystal City, VA 1,677 
CON 331 Wright Patterson AFB 2.385 

Sub-total $13,606 x 1 employee = $13,606 



~iscal Level 1 

ACQ 101 Ft. ~elvoir, VA $ 2,435 
BCE 101 Ft. Lee, VA 2,548 

Sub-total $ 4,983 x 2 employees = $ 9,966 

Fiscal Level 2 

Level 1 courses above 
ACQ 201 Ft. Belvoir, VA 
BFM 201 Arlington, VA 
BCE 204 Arlington, VA 
BCE 206 Arlington, VA 
BFM 204 Ft. Belvoir, VA 

Sub-total $19,771 x 5 employees = $98,855 

Purchasina Level 3 

PUR 101 (10 days ALMC, see LOG 202) $ 2,046 
PUR 201 (8 days ALMC, see LOG 202 less 2 days) 1.766 

Sub-total $ 3,812 
x 1 employee = $ 3,812 

TOTAL: $540,004 

GRAND TOTALS : 

DAWIA TRAVEL: $540,004 
DAWIATUITION: 398.408 



TRAVEL TO NAVAIR 

Estimate based on FY 94 actual of 93 trips to NAVAIR for a total 
of 152  days. Since travel from San Diego to NAVAIR will require 
an additional 2  travel days (vs. from Philadelphia) per trip, the 
estimate is based on 93 trips for a total of 338  days. 
Miscellaneous costs are based on $180 per trip. Estimate also 
includes cost of lost productive time. 

Per diem 338  days x $151 per day = $  51 ,038 .00  

Airfare 93 tickets x $296.00 = $  27 ,528 .00  

Miscellaneous Costs $180.00 x 93 trips = $ 16 ,740 .00  

Rental Car 338 days x $30 .00 /day  

Sub-Total = $ 105 ,446 .00  

Less FY 94  actual travel costs from 
Philadelphia to NAVAIR - - 22 ,772 .00  

Sub-Total = $ 82 ,674 .00  

Plus lost productive time 
(see below for calculation) 

Total = $ 116 ,277 .00  

Cost of Lost Productive Time 

Total NAESU Annual Labor Costs $3 ,772 ,231 .00  
(Divided by 80 NAESU Employees) 

Average Annual Cost of NAESU Employee - - 
(~ivided by FY 94 man days) 

Average NAESU man day rate 
(Lost Productive Time X 1 8 6  
based on 93 trips X 2 days each) 

Total = $ 33 ,603  . O O  

ENCL (7) 



Military Construction: 

The Navy scenario included an estimated cost of $718,000 for 
construction related to moving NAESU to Patuxent River, MD. When 
the San Diego scenario was chosen the Patuxent River MILCON 
estimate was utilized in the NADEP COBRA costs. Actual site 
location in San Diego did not enter into the COBRA cost 
calculation. The BRAC budget (due in MAY 95) must include 
estimated MILCON Project data fails to include the standard 150 
square foot per person. The explanation behind inclusion of less 
than the standard is "net square footagen occupied by a person 
was used, hallways, walkways and bathrooms, etc. were not 
included in developing the cost per square foot to refurbish. 
When the time comes to actually do the construction these areas 
will also be refurbished and there will be a cost associated 
therewith. We have rerun the COBRA to include the standard 
square foot per person. The NADEP MILCON identifies the creation 
of offices as part of the project. The NADEP facilities 
personnel agree that the number of offices built will affect the 
MILCON cost. The project does not identify, nor can anyone state 
how many offices were considered in the $718,000. 

The building to be refurbished under the NADEP MILCON is Building 
341, a quonset hut with corrugated tin walls and roof. It is 
currently used as a temporary storage facility. Refurbishment 
will include construction of perimeter walls, ceilings, lighting, 
installation of an HVAC system, alterations to remove/fill in 
trenches in the floor and wenches from the ceiling, along with 
construction of offices and a file storage facility. The 
original decision resulting from BRAC 91 was to locate NAESU at 
NAWC-AD, Lakehurst, NJ. The MILCON was for the renovation of a 
gymnasium, Project p-232. The original MILCON estimate was $1.2 
million. The final MILCON cost was $1.7 million. This included 
interior modification to existing permanent type brick masonry 
building. Renovations included, new suspended ceilings, wall 
insulation, lighting, carpeting, HVAC upgrade, fore protection, 
windows, doors and bathrooms. Total square footage was 19,910 at 
a unit cost of $68.31. These renovations are no where near as 
major as the ones being proposed under the NADEP MILCON for 
Building 341. It is not possible to expect the actual cost to be 
$70.00 a square foot when you compare a corrugated metal quonset 
hut with trenches in the floor to a brick masonry building with 
hardwood and concrete floors. 

In addition the NADEP MILCON identifies the storage space 
renovation at $100.00 a square foot. Why would storage space 
cost more to renovate than office space? The storage space was 
added to the scenario after San Diego was selected as the Navy's 
position. The cost per square foot for the office space was 
backed into based upon the Navy imposing a limit of $718,000 on 
the MILCON cost. The facility manager at NADEP North Island 
commented that he originally wanted to complete a DD 1391 for 
building a facility to house NAESU and NATSF. He was told to 
identify current NADEP occupied space and develop a MILCON 

ENCL [B] 1 



project for renovation. The MILCON request was not forwarded to 
the Host, NAS North Island, the normal course for MILCON 
estimating and approval. Had NAVAIR done so, the host would have 
prepared a DD 1391 for construction of a building since excess 
capacity is not available on their station. 

We have run the COBRA including 8 , 7 0 0  square feet and 7 0 0  square 
feet of storage space. We used $ 8 5 . 0 0  a square foot since it 
seemed that the renovation of storage space should not cost more 
than office space renovation and it is also apparent that the 
$ 7 0 . 0 0  per foot is not realistic for the renovations required. 
The $ 8 5 . 0 0  per square foot was provided by the engineering 
personnel at Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Northern 
~ivision. It is the current cost they are paying for 
refurbishment of a warehouse on the AS0 Compound. This warehouse 
is very similar to Building 341 in terms of its composition and 
the types of renovations being done. One difference is there 
were not trenches or wenches in the AS0 warehouse and HVAC only 
needed an upgrade. Overall it is a good apples to apples 
comparison and a more realistic estimate of the cost per square 
foot to renovate. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET S U I T E  1425 PI,,,, -en- t3 ' - WSC'C- 

8 s  - -1. . s -. ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,,j-,- ,- . - = - 
m . L A :  - -  .. .-. 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

May 19, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Max Baucus 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Max: 

Thank you for your letter in which you advised the Commission of an Air Force 
Directorate of Forces' study on Grand Forks Air Force Base. I have shared a copy of 
your letter with my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff. 

On May 10, the Commission voted to consider an additional thirty-five militay 
activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended for 
closure and realignment. After carefd review, the Commission decided to extend the 
scope of the Secretary's recommendation to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this &cult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 PkZSD T;.-,. ' " 'C ' ' *  7:  - - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .. - 
703-696-0504 .,- - 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 19, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Conrad Burns 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Conrad: 

Thank you for your letter in which you advised the Commission of an Air Force 
Directorate of Forces study on Grand Forks Air Force Base. I have shared a copy of your 
letter with my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff. 

On May 10, the Commission voted to consider an additional thirty-five military 
activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended for 
closure and realignment. After careful review, the Commission decided to extend the 
scope of the Secretary's recommendation to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of b c e .  

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .,? - - 

- 1" : : ' < b%ia*kJ'; 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 - " ' -  ~ S ~ O V & R /  --.- .__ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

.. . GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 19,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pat Williams 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Wfiams: 

Thank you for your letter in which you advised the Commission of an Air Force 
Directorate of Forces study on Grand Forks Air Force Base. I have shared a copy of your 
letter with my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff. 

On May 10, the Commission voted to consider an additional thirty-five military 
activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended for 
closure and realignment. After we11 review, the Commission decided to extend the 
scope of the Secre!tary's recommendation to realign Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this diEcult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



May 4, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to follow-up on a discussion you had yesterday 
with Senator Baucus concerning the next phase in the BRAC process. 

We recognize that you and the Commission are deeply committed 
to carrying this process forward in the most professional and 
objective manner possible. We know that the 'Commission and its 
staff are engaged in an intense fact-finding process that will soon 
result in some proposed revisions to the Department of Defense's 
most recent base closing recommendations. 

Moreover, as part of your fact-finding, we believe there is an 
essential piece of information that must be seriously considered 
and made a part of BRAC1s official record. Specifically, we have 
been advised that there exists a Directorate of Forces (XOFS) Study 
dated April 20, 1995 that recommends the immediate closure of Grand 
Forks Air Force Base. 

This study represents the unqualified professional judgment of 
Air Force officials that Grand Forks has long outlived its 
usefulness to our national security. The study clearly states that 
the Air Force had wanted to close Grand Forks in Fiscal Year 1994. 
However, this recommendation was not implemented because of 
concerns about the Fiscal Year 1995 BRAC process. In addition, we 
know that Major General Blume halted any action on the study in 
deference to BRAC. 

While, for procedural reasons, the Air Force has decided to 
not move unilaterally to close Grand Forks at this time, we believe 
BRAC has an obligation to seriously consider the Air Force study 
and make it a part of the official record. We also ask that you 
make this letter a part of your official record. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
page two 

Thank you for your consideration. We wish you the best of 
luck as you move forward with the many difficult decisions that lie 
ahead. 
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Port of Stockton 
General Offices: P.O. Box 2089, Stockton, CA 95201-2089 
(209) 946-0246 / FAX (209) 465-7244 1 TELEX 35-9467 

May 4, 1995 

Mr. Alan J .  Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conlmission 
1700 Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~rl indton,  VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

1 attended the BRAC Commission hearing at San Francisco on April 28, 1995, and at that 
time delivered a statement for the record in writing, supporting the request for realignment of [he 
Rough and Ready Island Naval facility in Stockton Please find herewith, an editorial published in 
the local newspaper "The Record," advocating realignment of Rough and Ready Island as  ell as 
commenting on other bases in our county. 

You will note that our con~munity is not taking a position ofUdon't close any bases ~n our 
back yard," but is looking at this as realistically as possible As you can see, there continues to be 
strong support for realignment of Rough and Ready lsland The editorial also notes that the Navy 
has announced its intention to end its mission on Rough and Ready Island In this case, i t  would 
be best for the community, as well as for the Navy, if the Pon of Stockton could take over the 
non-communications functions now, allowing for a gradual conversion to maritime and industrial 
uses, while allowing the Navy to continue its communication's mission indefinitely, if i t  so 
desired. All other Federal users on Rough and Ready Island can also continue their operations as 
needed, while allowing the Port to maximize the utilization of space and facilities that are not 
needed by the Navy or by the various other Federal agencies that utilize the facility 

This could be an exemplary way to conven a facility from military use to civilian use 
without disruption of the military nlission and with the least disri~ption to the community 

While proposing realignment of the Rough and Ready Island Naval factl~ty, w.e suppor t  
continued operation of the Defense Logistics Agency's depots, the Sharp Depot a[ 1,athrnp a n d  

the Tracy Depot 

GENERAL OFFICE: 2201 W .  WASHINGTON ST., STOCKTON, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 



Chairman Alan J Dixon 
May 4, 1995 
Page two 

The Port of Stockton, in  addition to being a deepwater sea port, is a d~stribution facility 
performing many similar functions as the Defense Logistics depots From our experience. and  
expertise in storage and distribution and from our contact with these depo!s, the); are estrcn?cly 
well operated and eficient Their accuracy rating of 99 7% is an extremely high ratlng Residcs 
that, the government investment in these facilities is very large and they continue to be in  full 
service as the Western Distribution Center serving the Pacific area We strongly support keeping 
these Defense distribution depots open .. 

Very truly yours, 

Port Director 

Enclosures 

cc: Commissioners, Stockton Port District 
San Joaquin Partnership 
Senator Patrick Johnston 
Senator Diane Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Con~ressman kchard Pornbo 



i Significant base closures and realignments . - 
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Base closures: Keep politics out 
The possibiliry that the defense . out of the decision making. 

,depots in Tracy and Lalhrop could be The case for the two area depots 
.added to the Defense Base Redign- can be made factually and the frame- 
rnent and Closure Commission's 1995 work t o p 0  so already 1s in place. 
.hit list is sobering. Last summer, Johnston fo rn~ed  a 
I   hose dfpots - ~ h a r p ~ h m y  and . blue-ribbon task force - i t  includes 
Tracy Defense as the Defense Distri- Pombo, the Private Industry Council, 
bution Region West facilities are POP- the Sari Joaquin Business Council, the 
jularly lx10~1-1- provide more than San Ioaquin Pai tnuship ,  the San 
;2,300 jobs and a half-billion dollar .. ~ ~ ~ q ~ i ~  Council of Governments and 
,infusion into San Joaquirl County's . organiz~d labor -- to pr~paie  a ractu. 
:econorny.The impact on this county ' gl defense for the depbts. . , : 

'-:would be devastating. . , ' .  . . . . - -  , .  Johnston alsolplans to meet with. .: But we also have to face reality. , . - - 2 . ~ d i ~ o r n i a s s  two sehbtors, ~i~~~~ 
: Military spending is no[ a'welfare ' 

'Feinstein and Barbara Boxer, i rnn~e -  
:program for local ecoriomies. . ' 

diately to get their support. Pornbo is 
: The Cold War is over.The military is doing the same in the House. 
:being dotvnsized. Bases in ~ o r f h e r n  

- 
cd i fo rn i a  already have been closed; Citizen involvement 
the Defense Department recom- There is room for citizen i n ~ ~ o l v e  
:mended to the closure commission in me,t. 
February h a t  those in the chart 
above also be closed. 

As long as the criteria for base clo- 
sures  are military necessity- or lack 
bf  i t  - we can have n o  quarrel. . 1 

So, painful as it may sound, I f  there 
js no military necessity for the area's 
ifepots and they don't compere favor. 
'ably with other Defense Logistics 

Agency depots. 
Sharp. they should be 

closed and con- 

use. 

I f  h e  commission, as i t  often has, 
faces alternatives - closing, say, 
shipyard A in Philadelphia or ship- 
yard B in Pascagoula - local involve- 
men tcan  be key. . . . 

The commission, as Johnston has 
obsened ,  is more likely lo recorn- 
mend retaining the facility that has 

.wide local support and closing the 
one chat doesn't. 

Community support worked to 
keep blcClellan Air Force Base in 
Sacramento open in the last go- 
round of closures. 

c-.. I - - - . .?-  r.. ..-... ......Ac ,,. 

Rough and Ready 
should be on list 
for a realignment 

The Navy's opetarions on R o u ~ h  
and ~ e a d y l s l a n d  should bc on 61c 
Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's list for realign- 
ment and eventual transfer lo the 
adjoining Port of Scockton. 

The Navy announced last year b a t  
it will end a more than 5 0 7 e a r p Z i - -  
ence on the 1,400-acre island at the 
?oubwest  corner o f  Stockon and 
close its communications station. 

That would clear the way for the 
port, the only logical user of [he chan-  
nelside properry as we obsenped last 
year. to take over the properry for job- 
creating industrial deyelopment. 
, In a letter last week to the base-clo- 
sure commission, one of our two sen- 
ators, Ba rbua  Boxer, rnadc the case 
for realignment succinctly: 

"With the support of the ciry of - .  
Stockton and counry of San loaquin, 
the Port of Stockton has ~ r o ~ o s e d  
that this Sacil- 
iry be 
realigned. 
The port 
would take 
over the rnrul- 
agement. 



of what we know, 
b ' closure based o n  
milrtary criteria isn't likely - the 
Pentagon recomrnende-d only depots 
in Ogden, Utah, a n d  Red River, Texas, 
to the  closure commission.  

Nor is it likely o n  the basis of effi- 
ciency. S h q e  a n d  Tracy have been 
considered a m o n g  the most cost- 
'eflecrive depots. 

Politics involved? 
. That leaves only o n e  reason for the 
S h a r p c  and  Tracy depots to be added 
,to the Base Realignment and Closure 
,Commission's hit list - politics. 

There are indications of what we 
can  only consider a s  improper politi- 
cal influence o n  the  cornmission 
andlor  its Staff. 

State Sen. Patrick Johnston,  D- 
Stockton, said his understanding is 
that the  Utah congressional delega- 
tion argued effectively to protect the  
Ogden base a n d  to close either the  
Tracy or  Sharpe depots.  

Staffers lot Rep. R i c h a d  Pombo, R-  
Tracy, say m u c h  the  s a m e  thing. 
' The commission thus  far has d o n e  
a con~mcr idable  job, basing its dcci- 
s i o r ~ s  on  r n i l i t q  elficierlcy, not polit- 
ical expediency. 

I t  has removed s o m e  bases lroni 
l'cntagon closure lists and  added o t h -  
ers .1 he president and  Congress can't 
pick arid choose.Thcy either accrpl  
the comniission's rcconinieridations 
3s a package or  rejecc ttierri. 

That's supposcd to take the policics 
-. .- 

San J o a q u ~ n  Coirnty needs to 
mount  that kind of defense lor thc 
Tracy and Lathrop depots.  

We'd suggest two things for 
starters: 

Sign'the letter Johnston is writing. 
T h e  letter can  be  signed by every rest- 
den t  o r  organization in the  counry 
willrng to d o  so. 
0 Direct individual entreaties to the 
commi<sion Ilere's where. 
Base Real~gnmenl and Closure 
Comm~ssron 
1700 N Moore St . No 1425 
A(11ngton. VA 22209 

Contingency plan 
We need to develop conlingrncy 

plans for civilian reuse o f t h e  n\.o 
depots  no matter  how the I ~ t e s t  skjr. 
mish turns out .  

As the  need lor military lacilities 
fur ther  decreases, more  of o u r  stvords 
will have been beaten into plow- 
s h u e s .  

S o m e  conversions a re  ob\ious - 
R o u g l ~  a i d  Ready Island to the Fort 
of Stockton a s  discussed in chc 
adjoining column, for e x ~ m l ~ l e .  

Reuse possit)ilrric.s at Sharpc  and  
Tracy are less obvious, just as  they 
were lor the Sacrarnenco Army Depot 
until S ~ c r a r n e n t o  lured computer .  
rriaker Packard Bell. 

The  sclve.the-depots task force that 
Johnston h35 created could \veil lorm 
[tie nucleus of a c o n v e r t - t l ~ e - d r p o r >  
task force. 

.. -.-.---PA- 

operatron 
and m a ~ r i t e  

I 

island while allowing the  government 
operat ions to continue.  ... 

" I f  this plan is adopced, rhe port Is 
committed to expansion of its own 
activities at Rough and  Ready Island 
01-er time. As you know, Chis region of 
California has a very high unemploy-  
ment  rate, a n d  the port's proposal 
\*.auld create badly needed jobs." 

The  realignment plan would not 
affect other  federal ager~cles that use 
Rough and  Ready Island - the U.S. 
Postal S e n i c e ,  General Services I Administration. U.S. Border Patrol 
arid Defense Dislriburion Region LVesr j 
- o r  their 500 or  so  civilian jobs. 

I t  could alfect a n  Immigrat ion arid 
Naturalization Service proposal for a 
300-bed,  minirnurn-security center  on  
the  island, and  that is riot necessarily 
bad.  

Port o f ic ia l s  say the INS  detrnrion 
center  would scare o i l  foreign 
Investors a n d  use valuable industrial 
land. 

As we said last sumnicr :  
"Port acqi~isir ion of Rough and 

Ready Island is 3 civili;ln conversion 
o l a  rn i l~ ta ry  l3cillry rhar rnakvs pl lyt i  
cal --- and  cconornic scnsr  

"The poteri t id is for a n  inland p n r l  
that \ V O L I I ~  rival the Port of OaWand 
arid niost otherL\'est Coast oceJn 
ports." 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .... . - 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN tRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 8, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of the New Mexico 
delegation's letter to the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
concerning air quality issues at Kirtland Air Force Base, as well as a copy of EPA's 
response. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations 
regarding Kirtland Air Force Base. You may be certain that the Commission will 
thoroughly review the information used by the Defense Department in making its 
recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

May 8, 1995 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE R O B L E S ,  JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE S T E E L E  

Mr. Alexander Krygsman 
Port Director 
Port of Stockton 
P.O. Box 2089 
Stockton, Caiifornia 9520 1-2089 

Dear Mr. Krygsman: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission consider realigning the hnctions of 
the Naval Communications Station on Rough and Ready Island. I also appreciate your providing 
an editorial fiom The Record on the same subject. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be published in the 
Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to reconsider a previous 
Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by the Secremy. In order to 
have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a motion to add an installation for 
consideration. A majority of the Commissioners must support such a motion for the base to be 
added for consideration. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing at 9:30 AM on May 10, 1995 in the Hart 
Senate Office Building, Room 2 16 to consider adding military bases to the Secretary of Defense's 
list of installations to be closed or realigned. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif£icult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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GARY A. CONDll  
lor* DISTRICT, C~LIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS. 
NUTRITION. AND FOREION 

AGHlCULf URE 
RANKING MINOCrl'V MEMBER 

BtIRCOMMITTEC ON 
RE80URCE CONSEHVATIO~. 
RESEARCH. AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
ECONOMIC OROWTH, NATURAL 

RE~OURCES. AND REGULATORY AFFAIHS 

Qfongrees o t  tbe QBniteb & t ~ t e %  
Bourte of %epreeentatib~e 

madbington, 205154518 

May 4, 1995 

SUOCOMMITTEE ON 
NATIONAL BECURITY. INTERNATIONAL 

AFFAIRS. AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

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

01s [HI ( .  i OFFICES. 
~ P ~ # * A L  Dul l  lnN(1 

616 WI H !  7t l . t .  S 7 e h c  1 

M ~ R C R U .  f~ nt,!do 
170R1 383-105 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Conlrnissioners : 

It has come to my attention that your Cornrnissio~l will be meeting on May 10, and 
that you may be considering the addition of the San Joaquin Distribution Depot to the list of 
bases to be closed or realigned. 

When all the facts are considered, I believe you wiIl find that the San Joaquin Ilepnt 
best fills the requirements of the Defense Logistics Agency and its vital mission o f  
distributing supplies to our military forces around the world. To close this modem 
distribution facility would be a mistake. 

I would appreciate the opportunity to meet with you to discuss this important matter. 
In addition, please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 can provide: information on the San 
Joaquin Depot, or answer any questions you may have. 

1 look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

GARY A. CONDI?' 
Member of Congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED Oh' PAPER MAOE OF RECYCLE0 FIBER9 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 r2:2: l~ yar&r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ;:,-:2 .::--- -- -.'- - I % ~ ~ ~ ~ - 2 A /  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 

May 15,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gary Condit 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Repmsemtive Condit : 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support of the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional --five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. DDJC was not among those added to the list of bases to be 
considered as a proposed change. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif5cult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Office of the President 
(708) 724-1700 extension 200 
(708) 724-1518 fax 

May 4, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
BRAC Commission 
1 700 N .  Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: MACG-48 staying at Glenview Naval Air Station with Village ownership of property 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

The Village of Glenview i s  the Local Redevelopment Authority for the soon to be closed 
Glenview Naval Air Station. For the past year and one half, the local community has been 
working diligently to generate a consensus oriented, real estate market driven redevelopment 
plan that meets the needs of both the local community and the Federal Government. This plan 
has been forwarded to the Navy for consideration as the Preferred Alternative Reuse Plan for 
completion of the Environmental Impact Statement required under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. A major component of the reuse plan was the establishment of a "federal enclave." 
This area of  the base represents land set aside for federal users, including the Marine Reserve 
Air Control Group (MACG-48). The federal enclave was established under the absolute 
condition that the Village of Glenview as the Local Redevelopment Authority for the property 
would  receive title to the property, and lease it back to the specifically identified Federal 
agencies for $1 per year, for as long as the agency needed to use the property. 

The purpose o f  this letter i s  to request your assistance and support regarding the Marine ground 
unit's remaining at the Glenview Naval Air Station. The Village of  Glenview would support a 
redirect which would allow the Marine unit to stay & if the Village would retain ownership of  
the property. The Marine Reserve MACG-48 has been accommodated in the GNAS reuse plan. 

As always, thank you for your efforts in dealing with the difficult task of reducing military 
infrastructure. If I can provide further information that would help you and the BRAC 
Commission achieve this important goal, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerelv, 

vil la& President 
Village of  Glenview 

cc Congressman John Porter 
Senator Paul Simon 
Senator Carol Mosely Braun 
Captain James C. Schultz, GNAS Commanding Officer 
Paul T. McCarthy, Village Manager 

1225 Waukegan Road @ Glenview, Illinois 60025 4 (708) 724-1700 + (708) 724-4232 TDD 
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May 4, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon 
BWC Comm~ssion 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Surtv 1 4 2 5  
Arl~ngton,  Virginia 22209 

R E  M K G - 4 8  stayrng at Cler lv~ew N a v a l  41r Sfal101> W I T ~  \ / t l I a~ ( \  c ~ \ w r i r r , i - r ~ [ >  01 i > r o l w s r l \  

Dear Senator D~xo r r :  

The Vil ldge of Glenvlew is the Local Redevelopnienr Authority for t l ~ e  soor) to k.le t lokcl(l 
Glenview Naval Air Station. For the past year and one half, the IOCAI con lmun~ty  11~1;  1-wt.n 
w o r k ~ n g  cliligently to generare a consensus oriented, real estate market drivc>rr r r t l ~ ~ v e l o ~ ~ t r r e i ~ ~  
plan that meets thc needs o f  both the local cnmrnuniry and the Federal G u v t ~ r ~ ~ l r ~ e i ~ [ .  I ~II : ,  h ) l % i ~ i  
has been forwardecl to the Navy lor consideratinn as the Preferred Alternat~ve KF'II.,C ~'I;III tr.11 
complerion of the Env~rrjnnientnl Inipacl Statement required under thy Nat~on i l l  t-riv1runrrl~111.11 
Pol~cy Act. A major component of ~ t ~ e  leuje plan was the estat.)l~,hmc~nt ot' ,i ' i t t ~ ( l ~ ~ ~ , ~ l  OII( l , i ~ . t>  " 

This area o i  tlie base represents I,lnrl set as~cle for federal users ,  1r1~111dltig r l i ~  M;>ri~lcl U ~ . ~ I ~ I \ J I ~  
Arr Control Group [ M A C L - 4 8 )  Thp iederal enclave was t'5:,1bl1;ht'ci ulicivr III!, . ~ I I ~ ~ . I I I I I ~ ~  
condit ion that the Village of C lenv~ew as  tho Lordl R e i l ~ v e l o ~ t n t ~ r ~ t  Atrthority ror lhr. r )~n iw r l \ ,  
woc~ ld  receive t ~ t l e  ri, [he ~n:,l-ierty, and ledse ~t hnck to the ~ l , t ? c ~ i ~ t ~ l l ~  ~ ( l t . ~ ~ ' ~ t ' l i ' ( j  I t'<lt,i,il 
agencies for S 1 per y ~ ~ r ,  fnr a j  long ~5 tile aL;vncy needcci to c1i.e !he ~ p i o p t ~ r t y  

The purpose ot t h ~ s  letter I S  to request your aqslstance dnd \crppor[ rc~garcl~ng [\I(. hl,ilirlr. ; : ro~ i r r~ l  
unit', rernalnlng at the C lenv~ef i  Naval  Alr Stallon The V~l lagt.  ur C;lcr iv~ei~ tvciolri c 3 1 r [ ~ ~ r o ~ t  I 

red~rect w h ~ c h  would al low the M a r ~ n e  u n ~ t  to stay c,nlv r i  rhp  Village woultl ret,~lrl o w r ~ e r c l ~ ~ ~ )  o l  
the property The M a r ~ n e  Reqerve MACG-48 h,\> \wen acconirrioddtecl 1 1 1  [ t ~ c b  O N r l  > r c h ~ l ; t 3  r ~ l~ i r r  

As alway,, thank y o u  for your etfortc In dealing w ~ r t i  tlie d t i i ~cu l t  r ~ s k  of retli~c Ink; ~ I I I ~ I I ~ I I \  

~nfrastructure l i  I ('an p r o v ~ d e  further ~ ~ i f o r ~ n d t ~ o r l  that wr,itl(l h r l p  vot.1 . ~ ~ l t l  t l ~ t s  f : l < 4 c  

COmnl~s j~on ach~eve t h ~ s  ~mportant  gval, please do not hebltdte [I)  contact nie 

Sincerely, 

V i l l a ~ e  Preciden t 

cc  Con~re s sman  lohn Pnl  t r r  
Senator Pac~l S~mon  
Senator Carol Mosely Rraun 
G p t a ~ n  lamer. C.  Schultz, GNA5 Cornmnnd~ng Oi i~cer 
Paul T. McCarthy, Village Mdnager 

1225 Waukegsn Road 4 G l ~ n v l e w ,  I l l inois 60025 4 (706) 724-1700 4 (708)  i?,4.42'3:) 'TI)I) 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 V ;. ', 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 22, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Nancy L. Firfer 
Village President 
Village of Glenview 
1225 Waukegan Road 
Glenview, Illinois 60025 

Dear President Firfer: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Marine Corps Reserve Marine Air Control 
Group - 48 (MACG-48) unit. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission stafF and it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can see 
tiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of Illinois over 
my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base 
that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the perCormance of my official duties. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you through this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAP ( R E T I  
3. LEE KLlNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN < RET) 
MG JOSUE Roeus.  JR.. USA I RET) 
WENOl LOUISE STEELE 

STATEMENT OF CHMRMAN DMON ON RECUSAL 

Wwbington, D.C. 



LADIES . O D  GENTLEMEN, I BELIEW THIS IS THE APPROPRIATE TIME 

TO MAKE -4 BRIEF STATE,MENT REGARDNG BASES ON WHICH I HAVE 

RECUSED MYSELF FROM PAUTICIPATION. 

I T WAS IMY PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERVE TEEE CTTLZENS OF 

ILLNOIS AS Ai ELECTED OFFICIAL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED IN 

STATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEMUY, >N RELATIONSHIP WITH THE PEOPLE OF 

MY H 0 h . E  STATE IS A SPECIAL OhiE OF WmCH 1.434 VERY PROC?). 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER I DO NOT WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOUD THE WORK OF THIS COMiMISSION. I WXSH TO NSURE THAT 

THERE IS NO CHANCE OF EVEN ..tY ,APPEA&UYm OF LOSS OF I M P A R W I T Y  

IN PERFORtttYCE OF M Y  0FFICLA.L DUTIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE MYSELF FROM PARTICIPATION IN 

.LW PART OF THE BASE CLOSLrRE PROCESS THAT AFFECTS .LW ILLNOIS 

CYSTALLATION, EVE3 THOUGH SUCH -4 RECUSAL IS NOT REQCXRED BY THE 

ETHICS STATUTES 'THAT GOVERY US. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STATUTES M REQUIRE RECUSAL WHEN ANY 

COMMISSIONER H M  A DIRECT FTNAiCLU, INTEREST THAT COULD BE 

AFFECTED BY A B U E  CLOSURE OR REALIGNBIELW. I FIND MYSELF IN SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVWTION- 

TROOP COMMAND. 

SO I WILL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL., AND ON AW 

OTHERS THAT -MAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR TFlE STAFF 

PRESENTATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20350-1000 

LT-0728-F 15 
BSATLH 
4 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff for comments on a 
request the commission received to consider the closure of the ELF facility in Wisconsin. 

Our analysis of the Department's communications infrastructure was detailed, 
comprehensive, and uniformly applied to all installations to ensure that any closure or 
realignment recommendation would be well informed, responsible and consistent with the 
nation's long-term national security interests. The Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
found no excess capacity in Naval Telecommunications Activities, including the ELF sites in 
Michigan and Wisconsin. The ELF sites provide an invaluable link to both our strategic and 
tactical submarines and were deemed essential to the nation's defense posture. 

As always, if I can be of any hrther assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Vice Chairman, 1 
Base Structure Evaluation ~ommijtee 

J 



- ~~- 

EXECCTIVE CORRESPONDENCE - C m G  SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

I 
DlR.rnRMATI0N SERVICES I 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Repare Reply for Ch2irman's Sigmture I Prepve Reply for Co 

' ' er's Signahur 

Prepare Re& for StafF Director's Signature ~ ~ a n D i r e c t ~  

ACTION: OPTer Comments andlor Sugestions I J m 
SubjectlRemarb: 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C.  2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

LT-0727-F 15 
BSATLH 
4 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff for comments on a 
request the commission received to consider the realignment of NAVCOMSTA Stockton. 

Our analysis of the Department's communications infrastructure was detailed, 
comprehensive, and uniformly applied to all installations to ensure that any closure or 
realignment recommendation would be well informed, responsible and consistent with the 
nation's long-term national security interests. The Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
included in its review the expected downsizing of NAVCOMMSTA Stockton which would 
result in a reduced number of personnel stationed in Stockton, but no change in the required 
facilities. The BSEC ultimately found no excess capacity in Naval Telecommunications 
Activities. 

With regard to the tenants at NAVCOMMSTA Stockton, all of the major tenants 
considered moving, but they found no excess facilities available to accommodate them. If DON 
were to move the tenants from NAVCOMMSTA Stockton, those costs plus the costs of building 
new tenant facilities at other locations would clearly outweigh any expected savings generated 
from a closure or realignment action. With a continuing need for all facilities at 
NAVCOMMSTA Stockton and no expectation of savings from a closure or realignment action, 
DON considered closure or realignment of NAVCOMMSTA Stockton was not prudent. 

As always, if I can be of any hrther assistance, please let me know. 

Vice ~hairm'an, / 
Base Structure Evaluation C 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

LT-0663-F13 
BSATIBL 
3 May 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As requested in your letter of 17 April 1995, to the Secretary of the Navy, forwarding 
correspondence from Mr. Arthur Coia, President, Laborers' International Union of North 
America, we are forwarding the attached copy of our letter sent directly to Mr. Coia. Mr. 
Coia's letter concerned the Department of the Navy funding for restoration work at Naval Air 
Station, Key West, Florida. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice Chairman, 
I 

Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
\ 

- -- -- 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT, 

WASHINGTON D C 20360-5000 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

LT-0663-F13 
BSATIBL 
3 May 1995 

Arthur A. Coia 
General President 
Laborers' International Union of North America 
905 16th Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Coia: 

This is in response to your letter of March 29, 1995, to the Chairman of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which he has forwarded to the Secretary of the 
Navy, requesting assistance in getting funding reinstated for an environmental cleanup project 
at Key West Naval Air Station. I am responding for the Secretary. 

We have investigated this issue and have determined that there may have been a 
misunderstanding in communication between your union and Bechtel. The Navy has not 
diverted funding for restoration work from Key West. The situation described in your letter 
describes a relationship between your organization and Bechtel and does not involve the 
Navy. We have been in contact with Bechtel to obtain clarification so as to be responsive to 
Chairman Dixon and you. We believe Bechtel can give you a better and fuller explanation 
and suggest you contact them directly for more information. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation Co 
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JOSEPH M. McDADE 
~ O T H  DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

DEFENSE 

INTERIOR 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2107 RAVEURN OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
AREA CODE (202) 225-3731 

FAX (202) 225-9594 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

538 SPRUCE STREET 
SUITE 514 

Congress of tbe Wniteb State$ SCRANTON, (717) 34e3834 PA 18503 

Bouee of Bepreeentatibee FAX (717) 34G8577 

HERMAN SCHNEEBELI FEDERAL BUILDING 

Waehington, D(n: 20515 240 W. THIRD STREET 
SUITE 230 

WILLIAMSPORT, PA 17701 
(717) 327-8161 

FAX (717) 327-9359 

May 4, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman ' - ' - $ . .  d ' ! ~ j Y j < f ~ ; i & j '  

Base Closure and Realignment Commission , ,L,>,,r:d , vL?d;  

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 s,. 1 . .  ..... * ":dqb5Q--7 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you and your colleagues on the Commission explore ways 
in which to reduce our defense infrastructure, I ask you to 
consider the enclosed proposal. The BRAC process presents an 
opportunity to achieve significant cost savings and increased 
military readiness through the interservicing and 
consolidation of Department of Defense Ground Communications- 
Electronics workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

This Ground Communications-Electronics proposal provides a 
glowing example of what interservicing can do for the 
Department of Defense: save millions of defense dollars; 
reduce excess depot capacity; and most importantly, maintain 
and enhance the readiness of our warfighters. 

The consolidation of Ground communications-Electronics 
workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot is a low-risk proposal. It 
has been studied numerous times with the same conclusion: 
Tobyhanna Army Depot should be the Department of Defense 
Center of Excellence for Ground Communications-Electronics. 

This proposal would help the Commission to address a key 
issue raised in the General Accounting Office analysis of the 
DoD 1995 BRAC recommendations - -  the missed cross-service 
opportunities in depot maintenance activities that would 
reduce infrastructure and excess capacity. 

As we face defense budgets which have declined by nearly 
40 percent since 1985, we must continue the mission to reduce 
costs while ensuring the readiness of our forces. This 
interservicing proposal helps us to accomplish this mission, 
providing significant cost savings and efficiencies. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
May 4, 1995 

I stand ready to provide any additional information or 
assistance you and the Commission may require. I look forward 
to the opportunity to discuss with you this proposal and other 
base closure proposals affecting Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Sincerely, - 

of Congress 

JMM: jod 



A PROPOSAL FOR DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
WORKLOAD INTERSERVICING 

GROUND COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS CONSOLIDATION 
AT TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

PRESENTED TO THE 
1995 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

U.S. REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH M. McDADE 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is the most logical and cost-effective location for 
the consolidation of the Defense Department's Ground Communications- 
~lectronics maintenance workload. 

Ground ~ommunications-~lectronics (GCE) is a major category of DOD weapon- 
systems commodities. It includes a variety of equipment such as ground 
radios, radar systems, satellite systems, battlefield automation systems, 
and intelligence-electronic warfare systems. Although all Services 
require GCE equipment, the Army is the primary developer, manager, user, 
and maintainer. 

There are many reasons to consolidate all GCE Maintenance work at 
Tobyhanna: 

(a) Tobyhanna has the lowest maintenance costs of any DOD depot, with 
rates 13%-31% lower than its competitors. Transferring all GCE work to 
Tobyhanna Army Depot would produce major cost savings for DOD. This cost 
effectiveness has been recognized and recommended by several objective 
studies commissioned by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, the Joint 
Chiefs, BRAC 93, Assistant Secretary of Defense, and the Army Materiel 
Systems Analysis Activity. 

(b) Formal competition validates Tobyhanna's cost effectiveness. 
Tobyhanna won 5 of 6 competitions with the U.S. Air Force, and has a 
comparable winning record against private sector competitors. In a 
special report, the prestigious accounting firm of Coopers and Lybrand 
deemed Tobyhanna "the most competitive depot ~tudied.~' 

(c) Tobyhannafs facilities are modern and singularly dedicated to just 
one commodity--GCE equipment. 

(d) Tobyhanna already possesses the industrial capacity to perform the 
DOD GCE Maintenance work. 

(e) Tobyhanna is ranked first in military value among all Army depots. 

(f) With over 40 years of experience in GCE, Tobyhanna possesses a 
skilled, experienced, and stable workforce to implement this 
consolidation. 

(g) GCE maintenance is highly complex and Tobyhanna is a leader in 
such sophisticated technologies as Flexible Computer Integrated 
Manufacturing, Environmental Stress Screening, and Automated Test 
Equipment. 

(h) As a result of existing interservice agreements, Tobyhanna 
already is a ''Joint Depot Maintenance Facilityft. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot would perform the DOD GCE Maintenance workload at 
the least cost and within existing capacity. By this consolidation, 
the Base Realignment and Closure commission can save millions of 
taxpayer dollars, promote interservicing, and enhance readiness. 



Introduction 

The 7 995 Base Closure and Realignment process presents an opportunity to 
achieve a significant interservicing, cost saving and readiness-enhancing action by 
consolidating Department of Defense (DOD) Ground Communications-Electronics 
workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Electronics is the common thread to all weapon systems and 
is an essential force multiplier for the future DOD warfighter. 
These systems provide the battlefield commander with the 
technological superiority to employ critical battlefield 
information to outthink, outmaneuver, and outshoot the enemy. 
Through the future "Digitization of the ~attlefield," and the 
horizontal integration of Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers and Intelligence (C4I) assets, contingency forces 
will continue to rely on ground based communications- 
electronics systems to evaluate and assess the overall battle 
scenario. Subsequently, ground based communications- 
electronics, which are used predominantly by the Army, will 
link the National Command Authority to the future "Digitized 
~attlefield.'~ This link, from the Commander to the service 
warfighter, requires communication-electronics systems of a 
highly complex and technically-advanced nature. 
Correspondingly, the life cycle sustainment of this modernized 
and integrated electronic combat capability is essential. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is the single DOD depot facility with 
the capacity and capability to preserve.and enhance the 
readiness of this high tech warrior of the future. From 
tactical radio maintenance to the integration of advanced 
ground satellite communications systems, ~obyhanna performs 
these missions at the lowest cost of all DOD maintenance 
centers. Cost, expertise and capacity are the solid 
foundations upon which this proposal stands. 

Background 

Ground Communications-Electronics (GCE), as defined by the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council and other publications, 
consist of, but are not limited to, the following: 

Ground Radio Communications Equipment and Systems 
Ground Satellite Communication and ~etwork Control 
Sys tems 
Ground Radar Systems (Air ~earch/~raffic Control, 
Surveillance, Identification Friend or Foe (IFF), 
Weather, Threat, etc. ) 
Wire Communications Systems (Voice, Digital, 
Switchboards, etc.) 
Communications Security (COMSEC) and cryptographic 
Intelligence and Electronic Warfare (Sensors, etc.) 
Navigational Aides (Global Positioning Systems, etc 
Battlefield Automation Systems 



The Army is the lead service and principal beneficiary in this development of the 
BattlefieldDigitization initiative. In this capacity, the Army will be 
developing the essential information age technologies and 
systems architectures that will be the primary drivers of 
future GCE requirements for the DOD. 

The Army is the predominant manager of GCE equbment and systems 
within the DOD. The Armyf s Communications-Electronics Command 
(CECOM), Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, is the largest Executive 
manager of GCE equipment in the DOD with management 
responsibility for approximately 80,000 items, as opposed to 
approximately 50,000 items in the Air Force. CECOM, 
Tobyhannats largest customer, is recognized as the DOD Center 
for Technical Excellence for Communications-Electronics. In 
recognition of the Army's GCE expertise, the Air Force proposes 
in BRAC 1995 to move the Photonic, Computer, Radio and 
Communication portions of the Rome Laboratory to the Army's 
Research, Development and Engineering Center in Fort Monmouth. 

The Army is the predominant user of GCE equipment and systems in the DOD. 
Between Fiscal Year (FY) 1995 and FY 1999, the Army will 
procure more GCE systems, equipment and spares than the other 
Services. This procurement is almost twice the levels of the 
Air Force. 

The Army is the predominant maintainer of GCE equipment and systems in the 
DOD. For the period FY 1995 through FY 1999, the Army will 
perform an average of 50% of the yearly 'allocated organic GCE 
maintenance workhours in the DOD. The vast majority of this 
workload is already being executed by Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

In summary, the Army is the largest user and proponent for the full spectrum of 
GCE equipment and systems. Tobyhanna is and always has been the largest DOD 
maintainer of  this equ@ment. 

Why Consolidate the GCE Workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot? 

Numerous reasons support the consolidation of the DOD GCE 
workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot. The following addresses the 
major considerations: 

1. Cost Effectiveness 

Tobyhanna is the most cost-effective depot in the DOD. Tobyhanna' s low 
cost is the result of a calculated focus on a single commodity 
- -  GCE. In addition, Tobyhanna possesses one of the lowest 
locality wage rates in the United States, a high direct-to- 
indirect labor ratio, an organizational structure with low 



overhead costs, an emphasis on technical skills and training, 
and finally, a productivity yield in excess of the DOD 
standard. In 1993, then Secretary of Defense Aspin stated in 
his report to the 1993 BRAC Commission: ' I . . .  Tobyhanna Army 
D e p o t ' s  r a t e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o w e r  t h a n  o t h e r  d e p o t s .  " 

Tobyhanna 's costs are significantly lower than other GCE organic sources of 
repair. A 1991 DOD study indicated that Tobyhanna was the most 
cost-effective facility for the interservicing of the GCE 
workload. This result was validated by the Army Audit Agency. 

Over the last four years, Tobyhanna's hourly cost to 
perform work ranges from 13% to 31% lower than other DOD 
facilities performing similar workload. considering this cost 
savings in light of workload transfers of a million workhour 
magnitude, the immediate impact would be a multi-million dollar 
savings the first year, and each year thereafter. 

The overall cost savings associated with consolidation of 
the DOD GCE workload to Tobyhanna have been addressed in 
numerous DOD analyses. 

a) Defense Depot Maintenance Cowicil (DDMC) Ground 
Communications-Electronic Study (January 1991) 

The 1991 DDMC Ground ~ommunicat ions- .Electronics  Study 
included an option to transfer the workload to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. This Study concluded this optioq offered the largest 
long- term savings of all the alternatives and "is the most reasonable 
and prudent business decision for the DO0 to make . . . " with steady state 
annual savings of over $40 million. 

b) Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study (January 1993) 

The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study, the Went 
Study, conducted for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
assessed potential savings from interservicing. As a part of 
this analysis, the Study reviewed savings which could be 
derived from consolidating all DOD GCE within the Army to fully 
utilize the "Center of Excellenceu concept. This alternative 
provided the "greatest potential for cost reductions and more flexibility to handle 
future changes. " 



c) Army BRAC 1993 Options: Ground ~ystems/Equipment 
Depots (February 1993 1 

The Army was tasked by representatives of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics to 
conduct an interservicing analysis which included the transfer 
of the Air Force GCE workload to the Army. This Study 
concluded that the DOD would realize significant annual cost 
savings through this effort. 

d )  Review of Services Base Closure ~ecommenda tions for 
Maintenance Depots by  DOD Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Production and ~ o g i s t i c s  (March 1993) 

In a March 1993 memorandum, the Director of 
Maintenance Policy, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics stated that the Air Force could save 
approximately 30% in labor costs by shifting its GCE workload 
to Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

e )  1993 BRAC S t a f f  Analysis 

In an effort to streamline depot maintenance workload 
to achieve maximum efficiencies, the 1993 BRAC Commission Staff 
recommended the review of GCE interservicing. The 1993  BRAC 
independent analysis indicated that the largest annual savings 
would be achieved by consolidating the DOD GCE maintenance 
workload at Tobyhanna Army Depot. Despite evidence of 
significant savings, the 1993 BRAC commission deferred a 
decision on the interservicing issue. 

f) U . S .  AnnyMaterial Systems A n a l y s i s ~ c t i v i t y  (AMSAA) 
Analysis o f  Joint Interservicing Me thodology 
(July 1994) 

An anaiysis of a Joint Depot ~aintenance Group - 
proposed Joint Interservicing Methodology conducted by the 
AMSAA for the GCE commodity confirmed that significant cost 
savings would result from the transfer of the Air Force GCE 
workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot. The other options did not 
achieve cost savings. In addition, the Study also showed that 
the Air Force does not possess the capacity in their principle 
GCE depot to assume the DOD GCE workload; rather, the Air Force 
would incur significant up-front costs to develop this 
capacity. 

In conclusion, the evidence i s  consistent and compelling: 

Tobyhanna is the most cost-effective ground communications and electronics 
depot in the DOD. Consolidation of the DOD GCE workload at Tobyhanna will 
provide significant long-term savings t o  the 000. 



2. Highly Competitive 

The cost effectiveness of Tobyhanna Army Depot is unequalled in the 
DOD and serves as a significant advantage in the competition process. This cost 
benefit has been validated by the results of the head-to-head 
competition with both public and private entities. In 
public-to-public competitions as mandated by the BRAC 1991 
decision, Tobyhanna won four of five competitions for the 
Sacramento Army Depot workload. These wins, all of which were 
against the Air Force, proved that Tobyhanna not only has cost 
effective rates, but also benefits from low unit costs. These 
awards were validated by audits by the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency and were reviewed by the General Accounting Office. 
This same success record was reflected in private competitions 
as well with the depot winning the award for Air Force workload 
in a competition involving the Air Force and private entities. 

Coopers and Lybrand, at the request of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, audited the Air Force and Army 
competition program, and the execution of the competitive 
awards. Coopers and Lybrand reported that "Tobyhanna surfaced as 
the most competitive depot studied. It  has a methodic approach to competition, 
easily auditable accounts and superior documentation. The Tobyhanna workforce 
was professional and knowledgeable. " 

Cost, however, is not the only factor in competitions. 
Many of the competitions were awarded to Tobyhanna based on the 
"best value" to the DOD. Tobyhanna agafn has shown that its 
focus on a single commodity is a distinct advantage in the 
competition process; it presents the "best value" to the DOD 
when management, skills, facilities, and technical capabilities 
are considered. 

Tobyhanna is the most competitive facility in the DOD - - 
an advantage not only in cost but also in "best value" to the DOD. 

3. Available Maintenance Capacity 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is the DOD depot with the existing capacity to 
execute the DOD GCE maintenance workload. Workload consolidation at 
Tobyhanna Army Depot would result in an overall reduction in 
DOD excess depot maintenance capacity by allowing the 
elimination of redundant industrial capacities within other 
Services. 

Tobyhanna's industrial facility layout is specifically 
engineered to support the GCE commodity. consolidation of the 
DOD GCE workload at Tobyhanna would take advantage of these 
specialized processes and technologies while optimizing 
efficiencies of operations. 

5 



Tobyhanna does not have to increase its capacity to 
accomplish this consolidation. Other Service options for 
consolidation of GCE workload would require a large up-front 
investment to convert similar capacity to GCE capacity, or 
to develop new capacity which does not now exist. 

Tobyhanna is the DUD depot facility with the existing capacity for the GCE 
consolidation -- a capacity that exists and is engineered specifically for GCE. 

4. Military Value 

Tobyhanna Army Depot received the highest ranking in 
military value by the Army in BRAC 1995, and would rank near, 
if not at the top, of all DOD depot facilities under a 
comparable analysis. This highest ranking is not an anomaly; 
Tobyhanna also received this highest ranking under the BRAC 
1993 analysis. 

Tobyhanna is one of the DOD's enduring installations -- providing DOD 
GCE customers with the top-ranked facility in all realms of mission execution. 

5. Workforce Considerations 

Tobyhanna Army Depot presently possesses the essential technical skills 
to perform the GCE maintenance workload for the DQD. This fact has been 
repeatedly substantiated by Joint Services Working Groups and 
by the previous BRAC Commissions. Tobyhanna A m y  Depot 
possesses the largest concentration of electronics skills in 
the DOD. The highly skilled workforce at Tobyhanna minimizes 
the typical learning curves and training costs which would 
accompany the transfer or workload to another Service. Indeed, 
the depot's expert workforce is already fulfilling the 
diversified GCE technical requirements of all Services, and 
could support the entire DOD GCE workload. This conclusion is 
supported by all prior and current joint service studies: 

a) Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) Ground 
Communication-Electronics Study (January 1991) 

This study documented Tobyhanna Army Depot's technical 
skills and capability to perform the DOD GCE maintenance 
workload. With respect to the consolidation of the GCE 
workload and Tobyhannafs skill base, that Study concluded: 

"Consolidation o f  a l l  o f  Army's GCE workload a t  TOAD w i l l  
r e s u l t  i n  a U. S .  Army Center o f  Technical Excellence for  
Communica t ions  - E l  ectroni c s .  The Army's overall l eve1 of 



e x p e r t i s e  would b e  g r e a t l y  enhanced since a l l  s k i l l s  a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  C-E  would b e  a v a i l a b l e  a t  one l o c a t i o n ,  t h u s  f a c i l i t a t i n g  
t e c h n o l o g y  s h a r i n g  and c r e a t i n g  a w i d e r  b a s e  o f  e l e c t r o n i c s  
know1 e d g e .  A1 1 o f  ' t h e  depo t  Is e n g i n e e r i n g  s k i 1  1 s would b e  
s i n g u l a r l y  devo ted  t o  C - E ,  w i t h o u t  t h e  d i l u t i o n  o f  f o c u s  
inherent i n  mu1 t i  - c ~ m m o d i  t y  s c e n a r i o s .  

In addition, the Study noted: 

"Tobyhanna a l s o  h a s  i t s  own i n - h o u s e  T e c h n i c a l  T r a i n i n g  
School  (Toby  Tech)  w i  th s e v e n  f u l l  - t i m e  i n s t r u c t o r s  p r o v i d i n g  
i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  s o l d e r i n g ,  b a s i c  math ,  s p e c i a l i z e d  t e s t  
e q u i p m e n t ,  d i g i  t a l  e l e c t r o n i c s ,  l i n e a r  and d i g i  tal i n t e g r a t e d  
c i r c u i t s ,  t o  name a f ew .  Tobyhanna h a s  i t s  own i n - h o u s e  4 - y e a r  
A p p r e n t i c e  Program i n  e l e c t r o n i c s  and m e t a l  t r a d e s .  . . T h i s  was 
the f i r s t  Department o f  Labor approved E l e c t r o n i c s -  A p p r e n t i c e  
Program wi thin DOD. " 

b) 1991 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Hearings 

At the June 28, 1991 BRAC Commission hearing, the 
BRAC Commission Research and Analysis Staff presented findings 
related to the skill levels of DOD depots. The BRAC Staff 
concluded that Tobyhanna's work force possesses a higher skill 
level than that of other DOD facilities. The Commission's 
Staff Director stated that, based on his visits to Tobyhanna 
and other facilities, Tobyhanna had the skill base and 
available work force required to perform any high technology 
work in the GCE area. 

Tobyhanna has continued to evolve as the leader in the 
maintenance and fabrication of communications-electronics 
equipment and systems. Tobyhanna's superb level of expertise 
is a combination of employment resources (12 area colleges, 
universities and technical schools in the area), in-house 
technical training programs, including an electronics 
apprentice program, and on-the-job training. 

Tobyhanna has the required skill base to fully meet 
the demands of GCE interservicing. The depot's resident skill 
base can assume the interservicing workload with minimal 
disruption and costs to the DOD. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot has a large, stable dedicated workforce with a 
skill level in GCE commodity that is the highest in the 000. 

6 .  Tobyhanna is a Unique DOD Facility 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is the only DO0 depot facility dedicated to, and 
with the primary mission of, electronics support. A1 1 faci 1 it ies , training, 



skills, equipment, and capacity are focused on the 
communications-electronics commodity. Tobyhanna Army Depot 
is the DODrs "Center of Technical Excellence" in GCE. This 
focus on a single commodity is advantageous in reducing costs, 
matching resources to workload, and providing an unequalled 
response to the unique needs of the DOD customer. 

Tobyhanna has many new and unique facilities such as 
the Environmental Stress Screening (ESS) Laboratory, the 
Ground Satellite Communications Repair Facility, and the 
Communications Security Complex. All of these facilities are 
dedicated to the support of the DOD GCE commodity. Consistent, 
long-term modernization has made Tobyhanna a "state-of-the-artu 
facility with over $ 1 0 0  million invested in the past ten years. 

Tobyhanna hosts the following mission capabilities in 
its modern industrial complex: 

oo Tobyhanna performs repair, overhaul, modification, 
conversion, test and new systems maintenance planning 
for the total spectrum of DOD GCE systems. 

oo Tobyhanna is the largest organic GCE systems integrator 
and prototyping facility in the DOD. 

oo Tobyhanna is the Center for Technical Excellence for the 
Defense Satellite Communications System and Network. 

oo Tobyhanna is the Army's Center fdr ~echnical Excellence 
for CO:4SEC mission support. 

oo Tobyhanna is home to the largest production ESS 
Laboratory in the DOD. 

oo Tobyhanna is a leader in the development, maintenance 
and Life Cycle Support of Automatic Test Equipment (ATE) 
and their associated Test Program Sets (TPSs). 

oo Tobyhanna is home to the Army's sole GCE High Tech 
Reserve Training Facility. 

Tobyhanna is the only DO0 depot dedicated to GCE -- a unique facility with 
superior capabilities and a recognized "Center of Excellence in Electronics. " 

7. Responsiveness to Military Requirements 

Tobyhanna Army Depot is highly responsive to other Services' GCE 
maintenance and fabrication requkements. The depot is the DOD source of 
repair for the Servicest ground-based strategic and tactical 
satellite communication systems. Tobyhanna is currently 



performing communications and electronics maintenance for all 
four military services, the National Aeronautic and Space 
Administration, and other agencies. nInterservicing" examples 
include satellite terminals for the Air Force and Navy, 
guidance monitoring systems on the Trident submarine for the 
Navy, and the Precision Location and Reporting System for the 
Marine Corps. 

Tobyhanna has a long history of providing responsive 
logistical and technical support to the DOD, and is the Armv's 
primary Logistics Power ~rojection Platform for the GCE 

L 

Commodity. Tobyhanna has deployed highly trained personnel in 
support of all the recent conflicts including Operations Desert 
Storm and Provide Comfort. Tobyhanna performed over 30,000 
workdays of worldwide technical support during FY 1994 for DOD 
tactical and strategic GCE systems. Tobyhanna has-also 
established a global maintenance presence through its Forward 
Repair Activities (FRAs) . These activities provide the 
materiel developer, manager and field user with the most cost- 
effective and responsive field maintenance and technical 
assistance possible. Tobyhannafs FRAs are now located in 
Panama, Germany, Fort Hood, Texas, and future sites include 
Korea, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and Fort Lewis, Washington. 

Tobyhanna is already, for all intents, a "joint depot maintenance facility" for the 
DO0 -- providing unsurpassed response, no matter who the customer, no matter what 
the service, regardless of where in the world the need exists, and under whatever 
conditions prevail. 

Conclusion 

Virtually every effort to analyze the interservicing of DOD1s 
ground communications and electronics depot maintenance workload 
have resulted in one conclusion: 

T h e  Tobyhanna Army D e p o t  can execute the DOD GCE w o r k l o a d ,  
a t  the least cost t o  the taxpayer while increasing the readiness 
of the DOD w a r f i g h t e r s .  

There is no factual reason why the DOD GCE depot maintenance 
workload should not be transferred to Tobyhanna Army Depot. In 
questioning the factors which determine the DOD facility that 
should perform this workload, the answers are the same - 

Existing capacity to perform work? ONLY AT TOBYHANNA 

Lowest cost to assume new workload? TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

Lowest cost to perform new workload? TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 



Greatest savings to the taxpayer? TOBY'rIANNA ARMY DEPOT 

Greatest utilization of depot capacity? TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

Least risk of mission impairment? TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

Supported by DOD analyses? TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

Proven through real-world competition? TOBYHANNA M?JlY DEPOT 

Fundamentaily, this proposal is not a startling new initiative 
which requires lengthy analysis. Potential interservicing of the 
Department's GCE is "a field which has been well plowedu with 
consistent results. 

This is not a high-risk proposal; indeed, the biggest risk is 
that absent immediate action, a major opportunity to pioneer 
interservicing, save millions of taxpayer dollars and enhance 
readiness will be lost. 

Recommendation 

Consolidate, through interservicing, the DOD Ground 
Communications and Electronics depot maintenance workload at 
Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

The best "business decisionn for the DOD and BRAC, in terms 
of cost reduction, capacity utilization and readiness, is to take 
this action, and to seize this unique and historic opportunity. 
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The Honorable Joseph M. McDade 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McDade: 

Thank you for forwarding your proposal to consolidate Ground Communications- 
Electronics work at Tobyhanna Army Depot. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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JOHN TANNER 
STH DISTRICT 

TENNESSEE 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515-4208 

May 2, 1995 

COMMITTEES: 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

SCIENCE 

Mr. Jeff Mulliner -, . . ~ 

Senior Analyst 
' / Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Jeff : 

It was a pleasilre meetj-ng you in Mill ington I.ast Thursday, and 
I hope you had a successful visit. 

If there is ever anything we can help you with in the future, 
please do not hesitate to let us know. 

1127 LONGWORTH BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

(202) 2254714 

POST OFFICE BOX 629 
203 WEST CHURCH STREET 

UNION CITY, TN 38261 
(901 ) 885-7070 

2836 COLEMAN ROAD 
MEMPHIS, TN 38128 

(901 ) 382-3220 
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May 3, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing you concerning the inclusion of the Savanna Army 
Depot Activity on the Department of Defense's (DODs) base closure 
and realignment list. We believe that this recommendation is 
flawed because it would: result in the loss of important and hard 
to replicate capabilities present at Savanna; increase costs 
above what the Army has estimated to close the base and move its 
functions; and reduce national ammunition storage capability 
below what is sufficient to meet military needs. 

We believe that there are a number of capabilities present at 
Savanna that are important to the ammunition storage mission and 
would be extremely difficult to replace. For example, the 
installation's operations are among the most efficient in the 
Army. During Operation Desert Storm, Savanna had the highest 
outloading rate of any Ammunition depot. In addition, it is one 
of the few depots with adequate rail-service to shipping centers. 
These are national assets that would be hard to replace in times 
of a nation-wide mobilization. 

We also believe that the estimated costs to close Savanna and 
relocate the United States Army Defense Ammunition Center and 
School (USADACS) are too low. The DOD report stated that it 
would cost $38 million to implement its recommendations 
concerning the installation. The Savanna Army Depot Realignment 
Task Force estimates that the total cost of closing the facility 
and moving the school could be as much as $88 million. Much of 
this cost is in the fcrm of the additional military construction 
that will have to take place at the McAlester Army Ammunition 
Plant to complete the transfer. 

Even more importantly, we question whether DOD's decision to 
close a number of ammunition storage facilities has taken into 
account the actual storage needs of our military. The Army's 
1993 Wholesale Ammunition Stockpile Program study indicated that 
even with eleven depots, as much as six million square feet of 
outside storage will be needed to accommodate our nation's 
ammunition stockpile in the future. This could indicate that the 
entire Ammunition study is flawed. We urge you to carefully 
examine this data to see if the Army's plan to enact a tier 
system for ammunition depots provides enough depot space to meet 
projected ammunition storage needs. 



In conclusion, we believe that our ammunition storage depots are 
a national asset that may well be needed in the future to meet 
mobilization needs. We urge you to reverse DOD's decision to 
close the Savanna Army Depot Activity or consider other means, 
such as operating it as a Government Owned/Contractor Operated 
(GOCO) facility, in order to preserve this important resource. 

Please feel free to contact us if we can provide any additional 
information or assistance. Thank you for your assistance with 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

zlLd4LL TOM HARKIN 

U.S. Senate 

CHARLES E. GRASSLEY L~T u% U.S. Senate - LANE EVANS 

Member of Congress Member of Congress 

rn 

DONALD A. MANZULLO 
Member of Congress /krer of congress 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Paul Simon 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Paul: 

Thank you for your letters regarding the Savanna Army Depot and the Marine 
Corps Reserve Marine Air Control Group - 48 (MACG-48) unit. I have passed these 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staffand they will be careMy 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can 
see fkom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
aflF&g any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Savanna Army Depot and 
the MACG-unit 48 will be l l ly  and objectively evaluated by the Commission in the 
coming weeks. If you or others korn the community wish to submit additional 
information or meet with our staff: we will be more than happy to accommodate you. 
Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel free to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Carol Moseley-Braun 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Carol: 

Thank you for your letters regarding the Savanna Army Depot and the Marine 
Corps Reserve Marine Air Control Group - 48 (MACG-48) unit. I have passed these 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission stafF and they will be caremy 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself &om participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
afF&ing any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments mounding the Savanna Army Depot and 
the MACG-unit 48 will be M y  and objectively evaluated by the Commission in the 
coming weeks. If you or others fiom the community wish to submit additional 
information or meet with our we will be more than happy to accommodate you. 
Please call David Lyles, our staE director, if you have any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel flee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17,1995 

The Honorable Tom Harkin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 0 

Dear Tom: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Savanna Army Depot. I have passed it 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be carefidly 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself tiom participation. As you can 
see from this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
affecting any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP will be M y  and 
objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. If you or others fiom the 
community wish to submit additional information or meet with our staff, we will be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel fiee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chuck: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Savanna Army Depot. I have passed it 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be caremy 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
affecting any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP will be M y  and 
objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. If you or others &om the 
community wish to submit additional infodon or meet with our staff: we wilI be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel flee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 -- 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLfNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Jim Nussle 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Nussle: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Savanna Army Depot. I have passed it 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission &and it will be carefidly 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can 
see from this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
aff&g any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP will be l l ly and 
objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. If you or others fiom the 
community wish to submit additional information or meet with our staff: we will be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel fiee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Jim Leach 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Leach: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Savanna Army Depot. I have passed it 
dong to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be caremy 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself &om participation. As you can 
see fiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
affkcting any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP will be my and 
objectively evaluated by the Commission in the corning weeks. If you or others eom the 
community wish to submit additional information or meet with our s t a g  we will be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel fiee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Donald A M d l o  
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Mando:  

Thank you for your letter regarding the Savanna Army Depot. I have passed it 
along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff and it will be carefblly 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can 
see f?om this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of 
Illinois over my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision 
affkthg any Illinois base that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP will be l l ly  and 
objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. If you or others fiom the 
community wish to submit additional information or meet with our a we will be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have 
any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel fiee to call upon me when 
you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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BRET SCHUNDLER 
MAYOR 

ClTY OF 

JERSEY CITY 
ClTY HALL 

JERSEY CITY, NJ 07302 
(201) 547-5200 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon Mr. Paul J. Dempsey 
Chairman Director of Economic Adjustment 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission Office of Economic Security 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 Department of Defense 
Arlington, Va. 22209 The Pentagon, Room 400 AND 

Washington, DC 20301-3010 

Re: U.S. Army Reserve Center 
Caven Point, Jersey City, NJ -*:e:a3.r , **-* I+- 4:,-+ ry. .. -:*!XI,? 

4 ,  1 e-+ - -. ~-SO~QS-LO 
Dear Gentlemen: 

We have been informed that the Caven Point Army Reserve Center appears on the 
BRAC 95 Base Realignment and Closing List submitted. by the Secretary of Defense to your 
commission. 

This base is a small and largely unused facility, at which very few military personnel 
are stationed. Once a port facility, it no longer possesses maritime access. The majority of 
the main building of about 45,000 sq. ft. is leased by the City for use by our Police 
Department, which also conducts training exercises on the grounds. More than half of the 
base consists of land vacant except for isolated abandoned structures. The operation of this 
particular base does not represent any significant positive economic benefit to the area. 

The base is situated within the Caven Point Redevelopment Area of Jersey City, 
between industrial land (now in short supply) to the west of the site and residential land east 
of the site facing the New York Bay. In a city facing economic distress and sorely in need 
of revitalization, this land is ideally situated to provide the types of housing and economic 
development most in need. In addition, a vital waterfront access road - State Route 185 
has been planned (with the agreement of the Army) for an alignment which would bisect 
the base. 

For these reasons, the City and the State have sought for a number of years to 
acquire the vacant, eastern half of the base under a proposed land exchange agreement. 
In 1988 congress passed PI-100-202,.approving the sale of 35 acres of surplus land at the 
base to the City of Jersey City. Toward that end, the City has invested substantial sums in 



. . .  
April 27, 1995 
Mssrs. Dixon and Dempsey 
Page 2 

environmental clean-up of city-owned land involved in the proposed "swap", and in studies 
and other efforts toward the desired acquisition of the land. Closure of the entire base 
would allow the City to experience the benefits of these investments by creating a more 
cohesive and unified improvement area. 

We remain prepared to actively participate in the acquisition and redevelopment of 
the land which would unite and transform a major area of the Jersey City waterfront. We 
respectfully request any assistance or direction you may offer in expediting our ability to 
express interest in acquisition of the Army Base after closure. 

I Mayor, City of Jersey City 

cc: Honorable Bill Bradley 
Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
Honorable Donald Payne 
Honorable Robert Tomcelli 
Honorable Robert Menendez 
Colonel Samuel A McNabb, Department of the Anny 
Michael Cook, Chief of Staff 
Chris Briggs, Mayoral Aide 
Robert Lombard, Business Administrator 
Elizabeth Jeffery, Director, Division of Economic Development 
Keith Rodgers, Project Manager 
Ervin L. Haynes, Director, Department of Housing & Economic Development 
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The Honorable Bret Schundler 
Mayor 
City Hall 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07302 

Dear Mayor Schundler: 

Thank you for your letter of April 27, 1995 regarding the City of Jersey City's interest 
in acquiring and redeveloping land at the Caven Point Army Reserve Center. I appreciate hearing 
&om you on this issue. 

As you may know, the Department of Defense has delegated to each of its military 
departments the responsiiility to transfer properties on closing military installations. Therefore, I 
have taken the liberty of forwarding a copy of your letter to Mr. Gary Paterson, Army Chief of 
the Realignment and Closure OflFice for Real Estate. Additionally, I have requested that Mr. 
Paterson respond to you directly on this matter. 

Should you need additional assistance in the hture, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pLe-;. ; :s ,; ;,-;s T d G  Z- - '  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 12,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Gary Paterson 
Chief: Office for Realignment and Closure 
(Real Estate) 
Department of the Army 
20 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Attention: CER-C, Room 4 13 3 
Washington, D.C. 203 14-1 000 

Dear Mr. Paterson: 

Enclosed is the copy of a letter which I received fiom the Honorable Bret Schundler, 
Mayor of Jersey City, New Jersey requesting assistance in acquiring and redeveloping land at the 
Caven Point Army Reserve Center, New Jersey. 

Please review this issue and respond directly to Mayor Schundler, and send a copy of your 
response to me. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sicer ely , 

Enclosure 



BRET SCHUNDLER 
MAYOR 

JERSEY CITY 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
- . . - . - - - - . 

Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va 22209 

Re: U.S. Army Reserve Center 
Caven Point, Jersey City, NJ 

CITY HALL 
JERSEY CITY, NJ 07302 

(201) 547-5200 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Paul J. Dempsey 
Director of Economic Adjustment 
Office of Economic Security 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 400 AND 
Washington, DC 20301-3010 

Dear Gentlemen: 

We have been informed that the Caven Point Army Reserve Center appears on the 
BRAC 95 Base Reali,onment and Closing List submitted.by the Secretary of Defense to your 
commission. 

! 
This base is a small and largely unused facility, at which very few military personnel 

are stationed. Once a port facility, it no longer possesses maritime access. The majority of 
the main building of about 45,000 sq. ft. is leased by the City for use by our Police 
Department, which dso conducts training exercises on the grounds. More than half of the 
base consists of land vacant except for isolated abandoned structures.- The operation of this 

I particular base does not represent any significant positive economic benefit to the area 

I The base is situated within the Caven Point Redevelopment Area of Jersey City, 

I 
between industrial land (now in short supply) to the west of the site and residential land east 
of the site facing the New York Bay. In a city facing economic distress and sorely in need 

I 
of revitalization, this land is ideally situated to provide the types of housing and economic 
development most in need. In addition, a vital watedront access road - State Route 185 
has been planned (with the agreement of the Army) for an alignment which would bisect 
the base. 

I For these reasons, the City and the State have sought for a number of years to 
acquire the vacant, eastern half of the base under a proposed land exchange agreement. 
In 1988 congress passed Pl-100-202,-approving the sale of 35 acres of surplus land at the 
base to the City of Jersey City. Toward that end, the City has invested substantial sums in 

I 
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environmental clean-up of city-owned land involved in the proposed "swapn, and in studies 
and other efforts toward the desired acquisition of the land. Closure of the entire base 
would allow the City to experience the benefits of these investments by creating a more 
cohesive and unified improvement area. 

We remain prepared to actively participate in the acquisition and redevelopment of 
the land which would unite and transform a major area of the Jersey City waterfront. We 
respectfully request any assistance or direction you may offer in expediting our ability to 
express interest in acquisition of the Army Base after closure. 

{*&& Mayor, City of Jersey City 

cc: Honorable Bill Bradley 
Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
Honorable Donald Payne 
Honorable Robert Torricelli 
Honorable Robert Menendez 

- .--.- Colonel Samuel A McNabb, Department of the Army 
-Michael Cook, Chief of Staff 
Chris Briggs, Mayoral Aide 
Robert Lombard, Business Administrator 
Elizabeth Jeffery, Director, Division of Ecor~onic Development 
Keith Rodgers, Project Manager 
Ervin L Haynes, Director, Department of Housing & Economic Development 
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I trust this information is helpful. 

Sincerely, 

Gary B. Paterson 
Chief, Base Realignment and 

Closure Office 
Directorate of Real Estate 

CF : 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
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May 2 5 ,  1995 

Base Realignment and 
Closure Off ice 

Honorable Bret Schundler 
Mayor 
City of Jersey City 
City Hall 
Jersey City, New Jersey 07302 

Dear Mayor Schundler: 

I was asked by Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman of the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, to respond to your letter of 
April 27, 1995, concerning the Caven Point Army Reserve Center. 
This letter serves as acknowledgement of the City's interest in 
the acquisition and redevelopment of the land comprising the 
Reserve Center. 

The Reserve Center is recommended for closure provided the 
recommendation to realign Fort Hamilton, New York is approved. 
If the Base Closure Commission recommends to the President the 
closure of the Reserve Center and the President makes the same 
recommendation to the Congress, the Army will be in a position to 
discuss the future use of the Reserve Center property with the 
City. The President's recommendations to the Congress are 
expected to be made in July of this year. 

Although the decision to close the Reserve Center is not 
final and the details of the relocation of Army Reserve units are 
not complete, the Army is willing to discuss the process by which 
land is made surplus and the role the City would have in the 
redevelopment planning process. You may contact Mr. David 
Leonard, Chief, Management and disposal Branch, Real Estate 
Division, ATTN: CENAN-RE-M, U.S. Army Engineer District, New 
York, Jacob K. Javits Federal Building, New York, NY 10278-0900. 
Mr. Leonard's telephone number is 212-264-0134. 
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Chairman Dixon 
BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London Detachment 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Members of the BRAC Commission: 

As City Manager of New London, Connecticut, I urge the BRAC 
Commission to stop the 1991 decision and to reconsider the 1995 
recommendation to relocate the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New 
London Detachment to Newport, Rhode Island. The primary 
justification for reversing the 1991 decision is the poor quality of 
information presented to the 1991 BRAC Commission. The Subase 
Realignment Coalition in Southeaster Connecticut has documented the 
specifics regarding these inaccuracies and discrepancies. After 
reviewing this information, we believe the BRAC Commission should 
conclude that the process in 1991 underestimated the cost of this 
relocation and overstated the savings. 

The 1991 realignment decision estimated the costs to be $59.5 
million. We now know that cost has nearly doubled. Recurring 
savings were also overestimated, and significant cost savings such as 
the City of New London providing fire and EMS services, were not 
included in the calculations. One-time costs, such as planning and 
management, building rehabilitation, and the housing assistance plan, 
have been grossly underestimated. 

Knowing that the 1991 BRAC decision was made based on highly 
inaccurate information and misleading analysis, we respectfully urge 
that the 1995 BRAC  omm mission correct what clearly was a poor 
decision and favorably consider the alternative, which is to maintain 
the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London Detachment, at its 
present location. 

Thank you for considering our views. We ask that this statement 
become a part of the official record of the 1995 BRAC process. 

Sincerely, 

City Manager 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Richard M. Brown 
City Manager, City of New London 
Municipal Building 
New London, Connecticut 06320 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Thank you for your letters to the Commission regarding the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations on the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London Detachment and 
the redirect of the Nuclear Power School to Charleston, South Carolina. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. As you may know, 
officials fiom Connecticut provided testimony before the Commission on May 5 in New 
York City on these recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have 
provided, as well as the testimony provided to the Commission on May 5, will be 
considered in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to respond to the letter sent to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment (BRAC) Commission by Brigadier General James E. Shane, Director of 
Management in the office of the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, dated April 14, 1995. We 
also would like to propose that the Commission add certain bases to the list of facilities 
to be considered for closure during your May 10 hearing. 

As you know, our March 29 letter and the St. Louis community's April 12 
testimony requested that the BRAC Commission reject the Defense Department's 
recommendation to close the Army's Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). Both 
our letter and the testimony described how the Army: 

(1) failed to comply with the base closure law's requirement that all closure 
recommendations be based on the final selection criteria; 

(2) failed to comply with the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy; 

(3) overestimated the cost savings to the government, which are much lower than 
represented; and, 

(4) failed to consider more cost-effective alternatives. 

In our letter, we substantiated these findings with evidence from the Army's own 
Management Control Plan, which established the methodology for analyzing facilities in 
the 1995 base closure process, and from the Army's own documentation on ATCOM. 

The Army's April 14 letter asserts that our findings are incorrect, and provides a 
description of the Army's base closure process and analysis of ATCOM (see Attachment 
A). While this letter attempts to address the issues raised in our own letter, it fails to 



substantiate any of its own assertions. In fact, the Army's letter is not supported by any 
documentation provided to the Commission and in some cases contradicts Army 
documents describing its analysis and findings on ATCOM. We would like to take this 
opportunity to identify the deficiencies in the Army's position and to recommend that 
the Commission consider more cost-effective alternatives than the closure of ATCOM. 

CLAIM THAT ATCOM CLOSURE WAS BASED ON MILITARY VALUE 
CRITERIA 

In our March 29 letter to you, we noted that the base closure law requires that 
the Defense Department make recommendations to close or realign installations, 
including leased facilities, "on the basis of the force structure plan and the final criteria." 
We explained that the Army violated this law in recommending ATCOM for closure 
because it failed to base this decision on the final criteria which measure military value. 
In so doing, the Army did not merely deviate substantially from the four military value 
criteria, it deviated entirely from them. 

The Army's letter concurs with our view that the base closure law required 
uniform application of the military value criteria in selecting installations and leased 
facilities for closure. However, the letter disagrees with our assertion that the Army 
failed to evaluate ATCOM and other leased facilities on the basis of the four military 
value criteria. The letter asserts that "although ... facilities within the leasing category 
were not ranked pursuant to an Installation Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this category." The letter also contends 
that "[Military Value Assessments] for each facility within the [leased facility] category 
were arrived at through uniform application of each of the four Military Value Criteria," 

These claims are contradicted by the guidelines the Army used to prepare its 1995 
base closure recommendations and by documentation presented by the Army to justify its 
decision to close ATCOM. 

The Army's Management Control Plan established the analytical framework it 
used during the 1995 base closure and realignment selection process. This document 
directed that leased facilities were to be included in the Army's evaluation process only 
after all other installations had been evaluated based on the four military value criteria, 
had received Military Value Assessments, and had been ranked relative to other 
installations in the same category. Specifically, it states that during the Army's 
Installation Assessment phase, "each category of installations is compared using a set of 
attributes ...," and that "each attribute is linked to one of the four DOD selection criteria 
that measure Military Value." The Management Control Plan then explains that data 
from the Installation Assessments and other inputs were to be "used to develop the 
Military Value Assessment," in which "banding of installations into enduring, high 
military value, and lower military value is achieved ...." The Management Control Plan 
explicitly directed that only later in the process, at the Category Scenario Development 



phase, were leased facilities to be considered. It states that for this phase, 

Inputs include the previous information [from the Military Value Assessments and 
other sources] plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and 
environmental inputs are considered and the product of initial affordable 
candidates is presented. 

The illustrative charts accompanying this text clearly indicate that leased facilities 
were to be excluded from any analysis based on the military value criteria -- whether in 
the Installation Assessment phase or the Military Value Assessment phase (See 
Attachment B). This was a fundamental point made in our March 29 letter, which was 
not, as the Army's letter suggests, based on a misunderstanding of the Army's Installation 
Assessment or its Military Value Assessment. Rather, we demonstrated that the 
Management Control Plan directed the Army to exclude leased facilities from all 
preparation phases that involved an evaluation based on the military value criteria -- 
which is required by law for all installations, including leases. 

The documentation presented by the Army to justify its decision to close ATCOM 
reflects an adherence to the Management Control Plan's guidelines, in that there is no 
evidence of leased facilities having been evaluated based on the four military value 
criteria. This is clearly substantiated by the Army's Basing Study office's December 20 
briefing to Secretary West for closure and realignment decisions. The documentation 
provided to the Commission indicates that in this briefing, the data presented for each 
candidate installation included a summary of its Military Value Assessment. (See 
Attachment C) In contrast, the data presented for each candidate leased facility did not 
contain any summary of a Military Value Assessment. We firmly believe that the reason 
for this omission was that the Army complied fully with the guidelines of its Management 
Control Plan and did not evaluate leased facilities based on the military value criteria. 
Consequently, the Secretary of the Army's recommendation to close ATCOM was not 
based on the military value criteria and therefore did not comply with the requirements 
of the base closure law. 

The Army's failure to consider leased facilities based on the military value criteria 
is also demonstrated in Volume I11 of its report to the BRAC Commission. In this 
report, the Army summarized the results of its Military Value Assessment for each 
category of bases except one -- leased facilities. If, as the Army's letter asserts, the Army 
had conducted a Military Value Assessment of leased facilities, why did it not include 
the result of this assessment in its report to the BRAC Commission as it did for every 
other category of bases? Again, we believe the reason for this omission to be that the 
Army did not evaluate leased facilities based on the military value criteria. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) agrees with this conclusion. In its April 
14 report to the BRAC Commission, the GAO stated that 



Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular process for 
installations in assessing military value when recommending ... leased 
facilities for closure .... In considering leased facilities, the Army relied on its 
stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases but did not assess the 
facilities separately as it did for other installations. (Emphasis added) 

Contrary to the guidelines summarized above and the documentation provided to 
the Commission, the Army's letter claims that, for each of the four military value 
criteria, the Army considered both quantitative and qualitative attributes of ATCOM. 
Despite this claim, the Army has provided no documentation that indicates any 
consideration based on the military value criteria. In addition, the Army's letter 
describes attributes it claims were used to evaluate leased facilities for which it appears 
no data was ever collected. These attributes include the following: 

Percent permanent facilities 
Average age of facilities 
Buildable acres 
Unused space or building 
Ability of information systems to accommodate expansions 
Proximity to or possession of an airport 

We have found no evidence to suggest that these attributes were used to evaluate 
leased facilities, and no evidence of a Military Value Assessment of ATCOM based on 
attributes associated with any military value criteria. It is noteworthy, however, that 
many of the attributes listed above were used by the Army to evaluate bases in its 
Commodity Installations category -- the category in which ATCOM was evaluated during 
the 1993 base closure and realignment process. 

In summary, we believe that in recommending ATCOM for closure, the Army 
complied with its Management Control Plan and failed to make its decision based on the 
four military value criteria -- a clear violation of the base closure law. We have shown 
that the Army's own documentation supports this position. In contrast, the Army's letter 
suggests that it took actions regarding leased facilities which in effect violated the 
Management Control Plan and allegedly included an evaluation based on the military 
value criteria. The Army has not provided any documentation to support this position, 
and the documentation it has provided to the Commission contradicts it. In the end, the 
facts demonstrate that the Army deviated substantially from the first four selection 
criteria by failing to consider them at all in recommending ATCOM for closure. 

CLAIMS REGARDING THE ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY AND COST 
SAVINGS 

f 

The Army's letter contends that it complied fully with its Stationing Strategy in 
formulating the decision to close ATCOM. In particular, it states that by closing 



ATCOM, the Army will increase efficiency, reduce overhead, minimize the use of leased 
space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate activities. It also argues that the Army 
would save nearly $50 million annually as a result of ATCOM's closure. 

We believe that the closure of ATCOM would not accomplish the goals of the 
Army's Stationing Strategy in a cost-effective manner. First of all, as our March 29 
letter demonstrated, the transfer of ATCOM's functions to the intended receiving bases 
will increase the Army's overhead costs from $7.6 million to $11.1 million annually -- an 
outcome that is contrary to the goals of the Stationing Strategy. Secondly, the Army 
itself acknowledges that the cost to transfer ATCOM's functions will exceed $145 
million (we estimate these costs to exceed $184 million), while the savings will amount to 
only $7 million annually after the true personnel impact is taken into account. These 
substantial costs and low savings will produce an extremely poor return on investment for 
the Army. 

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO ATCOM'S CLOSURE 

In light of the costs noted above, the Army should have given serious 
consideration to alternatives to ATCOM's closure. First and foremost, the Army should 
have at least examined ATCOM's own plans to reduce personnel and increase efficiency 
as a way to accomplish the goals of its Stationing Strategy. Over the next five years, 
ATCOM plans to reduce personnel by approximately 445 positions in order to meet the 
Army's own budget projections. These reductions will require one-time administrative 
costs of only $6 million and result in a savings of $20 million annually, with an 
immediate return on investment. Moreover, they will increase efficiency, reduce 
overhead, permit a reduction in the amount of space leased from the General Services 
Administration (thus eliminating unneeded capacity), and streamline activities -- 
accomplishing all of the goals of the Army's Stationing Strategy. 

The Army's letter asserts that it did consider at least one alternative to the 
closure of ATCOM -- the relocation of the Space and Strategic Defense Command 
(SSDC) from a leased facility in Huntsville, Alabama, to Redstone Arsenal. According 
to the Army's letter, this alternative was rejected because the Army found it to be (1) 
more costly than the closure of ATCOM, and (2) less consistent with the Stationing 
Strategy because it "would not increase efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any 
functional synergies." 

These statements regarding SSDC are contradicted by the Army's own data. 
First, the documentation presented by the Army to the Commission indicates that the 
relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal would cost much less than the closure of 
ATCOM -- $21 million vs. $146 million in one-time costs, and $2 million vs. $12 million 
in recurring costs. We have found that the one-time costs to relocate SSDC are even 
less than the $21 million claimed by the Army, which assumed that a new facility would 
have to be constructed at Redstone Arsenal to accommodate SSDC personnel. In fact, 



both the Army Materiel Command and the office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Installation Management have stated that Redstone currently possesses space to 
accommodate approximately 1,500 personnel. Your staff has confirmed this fact and has 
determined that minimal renovation would be required to accomplish the relocation of 
the 950 employed by SSDC. Based on your staff's renovation estimates, we have 
calculated that the actual one-time costs required to relocate SSDC to Redstone Arsenal 
would be approximately $1 million -- not $21 million as claimed by the Army. Using this 
data, the relocation of SSDC would generate an immediate return on investment, annual 
savings of at least $1.3 million, and a 20-year net present value of up to $23 million. 
This is a much more cost-effective prospect than the closure of ATCOM. 

Secondly, the relocation of SSDC to Redstone Arsenal is entirely consistent with 
the Army's Stationing Strategy. The Army's COBRA report for SSDC demonstrates 
that relocation would increase efficiency and reduce overhead by eliminating $3.8 million 
in lease costs and generating only $2.5 million in additional overhead costs at Redstone 
Arsenal -- a net savings of $1.3 million annually. In addition, the documentation 
presented by the Army Basing Study office to the Undersecretary of the Army on 
October 11, 1994, states that the relocation of SSDC would result in "synergy with major 
[Program Managers] and Missile Command at Redstone" (see Attachment D). 
Consequently, by the Army's own data and assertions to its leadership demonstrate that 
the relocation of SSDC would fulfill the goals of its Stationing Strategy to reduce 
overhead and leased space, eliminate excess capacity and co-locate activities. 

While not acknowledged by the Army, its consideration of the possible closure of 
the Natick Research, Development & Engineering Center (RDEC) in Massachusetts also 
had relevance vis-a-vis the proposed closure of ATCOM. This facility is the site of the 
U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command, and is intended by the Army to receive soldier 
systems functions from ATCOM should it close. The Army's own data indicates that 
the closure of Natick RDEC would require fewer one-time costs than those required for 
the closure of ATCOM, would generate $27 million in savings annually, and would 
produce a 20-year net present value of $185 million. Despite these savings -- which are 
considerably greater than those that would accrue from the closure of ATCOM -- the 
Army chose to keep this facility open. It also appears to be willing to transfer ATCOM 
personnel to Natick RDEC despite the Army COBRA report's determination that such 
a move would increase annual overhead costs by $1.6 million, or an extraordinary $8,120 
per person. Given such costs, it does not appear that the decision to retain Natick 
RDEC and transfer ATCOM functions to it are in the best interests of the Army or the 
taxpayer. 

In light of the above, we do not believe that the Army's April 14 letter to the 
Commission provides any justification for the closure of ATCOM. The Army's letter 
not only lacks any documentation to substantiate its claims, but is contradicted by 



documentation the Army has already presented to the Commission. The Army's 
documentation substantiates our conclusions that it failed to comply with the base 
closure law's requirement that all recommendations be based on the final selection 
criteria, failed to meet the objectives of its own Stationing Strategy, overestimated the 
cost savings to the government, and failed to give serious and accurate consideration to 
more cost-effective alternatives. Consequently, we would like to reiterate our request 
that the Commission reject the Army's recommendation that ATCOM be closed. 

In order to evaluate fairly and adequately the Army's recommendation to close 
ATCOM and our belief that it should remain open, we request that the Commission add 
SSDC and Natick RDEC to the list of installations to be considered for closure during 
your May 10 hearing. We believe that only by adding these facilities will the 
Commission be able to examine all of the issues raised by the Army's recommendation, 
including viable alternatives. 

We appreciate your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. Bond Richard A. Gephardt ' 
United States Senator Member of congress 

William Clay 
United States Senator Member of Congress 

~ e d b e r  of Congress Member of Congress 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE QF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

April 1 4 ,  1995  

The Honorable ~ l a n  J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. i 4 2 5  
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the 
attached letter from the Missouri Congressional 
Delegation (the "MCD Letter"), which suggests that the 
Secretary of Defense improperly recommended to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission the 
closure of Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM). I w ~ u l d  
like to respond on behalf of the Army, and I appreciate 
this opportunity to present the Army's views on the 
several issues that the MCD Letter raises, and to 
explain why these issues should not lead the 1995 
Commission to reject the ATCOM recommendation. 

Because we believe that many of these issues stem 
from a misunderstanding of the way in which the Army's 
closure and realignment recommendations were 
formulated, we feel it is useful to provide a brief 
'description of the Army's Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process before turning to the particular issue& 
raised by the MCD Letter. 

I 'PHE ARMY'S BRAS: PROCESS A m  ITS STATIDNXNG 
STRAT= 

As you are aware, the BRAC process is designed to 
facilitate objective, fair, and open decisions with 
respect to necessary reductions in military 
infrastructure. Accordingly, each recommended closure 
or realignment is arrived at through uniform 
application of the eight, published Department of 
Defense (DoD) Selection Criteria. Through evenhanded 
application of these Selection Criter~a within 
categories, the military value of each particular 
facility or installation is assessed separately, after 
which the effects associated with any potential closure 
or realignment--including the costs to the military, 
and the implications for affected local communities and 
the environment--are determined. 



Although the BRAC law establishes a process by 
which closure and realignment recommendations are to be 
made, it does not provide any specific objectives with 
respect to the type, number, and magnitude of the 
necessary reductions. Accordingly, before the Army 
could begin its BRAC process, it had to articulate its 
generalized, strategic and operational basing 
requirements. The Army elected to do this in a 
comprehensive planning document: the Army Stationing 
Strategy. 

The Army's Stationing Strategy does not outline 
specific stationing decisions, nor does it recommend 
the closure or realignment of any particular 
installations or facilities. Indeed, the Army elected, 
wholly apart from any BRAC legal requirement to do so, 
to develop this Stationing Strategy because of its 
independent planning utility. Thus, the Army's 
Stationing Strategy provides an operational foundation 
upon which BRAC planning and analysis can proceed. It 
is both antecedent to the BRAC process, insofar as it 
establishes the parameters within which BRAC 
decisionmaking takes place, and it is integral to the 
process, insofar as an assessment of the military value 
of any particular Army installation or facility must be 
determined with reference to the objectives set forth 
in its Stationing Strategy. 

BA ghe BRAC Proces 

After developing its Stationing Strategy, the Army 
began its formal BRAC process with a comprehensiva 
revlaw and inventory of all of its installations. To 
facilitate fair comparisons, and consistent with 
Department of Defense policy, the Army assigned each 
installation or facility to one o f  14 categories, each 
of which contained installations or facilities with 
similar characteristics. Pursuant to a 1993 BRAC 
Commission recommendation, and consistent with DoD 
policy guidance, the Army established a separate, 
Leased Facilities Category ("LFC") within which leased 
facilities could be compared to one another. 1 

l a ,  Defense B u  Closure and Realiggment 
Cmrnissi~: 1~993 Report to - & ,  1 July 1993, 
p. 2-3  he he Commission suggests DoD direct the 
services to include a separate category for leased 

(continued..,) 



( 7 )  Mi li t d r y  Value Assessments 

The A r m y  then applied the Military Value Criteria 
("MvC)--i.e., the first four of the published DoD 
Selection Criteria--to each installation or facility 
within a category.' Like all the published criteria, 
the MVC were applied uniformly within each category so 
that, consistent with BRAC law, all installations or 
f3cilities would be considered equally, and the 
military value of each such installation or facility 
would be assessed separately. Uniform application of 
the MVC within each category yielded a Military Value 
Assessment ("MvA") for each particular installation or 
facility within that category. This MVA was a 
combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments of the worth of a particular installation 
or facility. 

In most instances, the quantitative component of 
the MVA was developed according to the Army's BRAC 95 
Installation Assessment Program (IAP), a decision pad 

'(...continued) 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a bottom- 
up review of all leased space."). DoDts palicy 
guidance subsequently left to each of the services the 
decision as to whether to create a separate category 
for the review of leased facilities. Although the 
other military departments chose not to create a 
separate LFC, the Army nonetheless concurred with the 
1993 Commission and believed that a separate LFC would 
yield better analysis of leased facilities. 

I 

%onsistent with DoD policy guidance and 
applicable legal requirements, only those activities 
that were performed in leased space and which share a 
common mission, have permanently authorized personnel, 
have a separate support structure, and cost more than 
$200K annually were considered in the LFC. As directed 
by DoDts policy guidance, "[clivilian personnel 
authorizations of organizations in leased space, which 
are part of an organization [that is either located] on 
a nearby military installation or . . . [is located] 
within the same metropolitan statistical area, shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel 
authorizations of that installation." See, "1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three," 29 December 1994, pp, 1-2. 
Accordingly, these adjunct leases were assessed as part 
of their host installations. 



computer model that was designed to a s s i s t  in the 
comparison of installations according to a common set 
of weighted attributes, each of which related to one of 
the MVC. Thus, certified data were collected for each 
of these attributes. This data was then entered i n t o  
the IAP, which in turn produced an Installation 
Assessment--i.a., a quantitative ranking of 
installations within a particular category. 

With respect to tne Lk'C, nowever, tho  TAP was fiot 
employed, because its list of weighted attributes was 
designed to assist in the comparison of particular 
installations, rather than in the comparison of 
particular (leased) f a c l l i  t ias . '  In other words, 
installations and leased facilities are fundamentally 
different, and thus they cannot be evaluated according 
to the same list of attributes. For example, comparing 
leased facilities based on things such as each leased 
facility's aviation maintenance facilities, ranges, 
hard surface staging areas, and other such attributes 
incorporated in the XAP model would not have been 
instructive as to the relative merit of each such 
facility: no leased facilities possess these 
attributes, and thus all would have received equally 
low scores in these areas. 

Accordingly, an Installation Assessment was not 
prepared for facilities within the LFC, and, perhaps in 
this limited respect, the Army's BRAC process for 
leased facilities might be said to have differed 
slightly from its process for other types of 
installations. In lieu of an Installation Assessment, 
however, the Army did, as described more fully below, 
undertake a quantitative assessment of each leased 
facility according to consideration of empirical 
attributes that were more directly relevant to 
comparisons of leased facilities. 

Once these quantitative assessments were 
completed--either through the IAP or, in the LFC, 
through consideration of other relevant empirical 
attributes--the qualitative portion .of the MVA was 
undertaken. These qualitative assessments sought to 
ascertain the consistency of the quantitative 
assessments with the objectives outlined in the ~ r r n y ' s  
Stationing Strategy. Thus, the Stationing Strategy 

]~roups of leases in the same headquarters and 
same geographical area were deemed a single facility 
for the purposes of the Military Value Assessment. 



served as a qualitative template against which the 
quantitative assessments could be measured and revised 
accordingly. 

Therefore, as with other categories, the MVA for 
each leased facility within the LFC was determined 
separately. Each such MVA was a combination of both 
quantitative assessments, which were arrived st through 
comparisons of relevant empirical data, and qualitative 
assessments, which were provided by tne Armyls 
Stationing Strategy. Although the Army determined 
separately the Military Value of each leased facility 
without reference to an Installation Assessment, the 
MVA of each leased facility was nonetheless composed of 
a similar quantitative assessment tempered by the 
qualitative guidance provided by the Stationing 
Strategy- In no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to 
the qualitative guidance provided by the Army1s 
Stationing Strategy. 

( 2 )  Identificatfon of Study Candidates 

After completing the aforementioned quantitative 
and qualitative assessments, each installation or 
facility within a category received a Military Value 
Assessment relative to other installations of 
facilities within that category. In turn, those 
installations or facilities that were deemed to possess 
relatively low military value within the categor; were 
designated as candidates for further study for possible 
closure or realignment. With respect to the LFC, all 
facilities within the category were deemed to be of 
relatively low military value, especially with respect 
to MVC two and four, and thus all facilities were 
designated as candidates for further study. 

(3) Development of Alternatives and 
Appl ica t l o n  of DoD Selectf on C r f  teria 
Four through E i g h t  

Once the Study Candidates were identified for each 
category, the Army developed between one and s i x  
specific base closure and realignment alternatives for 
each such candidate. These alternatives were derived 
from force structure decisions, the Stationing 
Strategy, previous BRAC reviews, Major Army Command 
recommendations, staff proposals, and Joint Cross- 
Service Group alternatives. Each of these competing 
alternatives was then assessed and refined according to 
affordability, economic and environmental analyses. 



More particularly, the fifth DQD Selectior~ 
Criterion--"[t]he extent and timing of potential cost 
savings, including the number of years, beginning with 
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, 
for the savings to exceed the costso--was applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within a category 
through use of The Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model, DoDts model for resource analysis and 
measurement of the affordability of each potential 
closure or realignment. Thus once reievant data was 
plugged in for each of the alternatives, the COBRA 
analysis indicated the likely costs and savings 
associated with each potential closure or realignment. 

The sixth and seventh DoD Selection Criteria-- 
"[tlhe economic impact on communities(,]" and "[tlhe 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities1 infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel[,]" respectively--were applied 
uniformly to all study candidates within s category 
through use of DoDts standard model for the calculation 
of economic impacts. Thus, once relevant data for each 
of the alternatives was plugged in, this model 
indicated the likely economic and infrastructure 
impacts associated with the potential closure or 
realignment. 

Finally, the eighth DoD Selection criteria--"[tlhe 
environmental impactt'--was applied uniformly to all 
study candidates tithin a category by an Environmental 
Review Committee, which collected and analyzed 
Environmental Baseline Summaries and produced an 
initial assessment for each installation or facility. 
Subsequent analysis then refined these assessments, and 
they were factored into analysis of each of the 
alternatives. 

TZ, ,=ARMY DID, ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ONE THROUGH 
FOUR* ASSESS MILITARY VALUE IN THE FORMULATION OF 
ITS ATCOM RECOMMENDATW, 

The charge that the Army failed to assess military 
value in the formulation of its ATCOM recommendation is 
without foundation. MVAs were fundamental to all of 
the Army's BRAC analysis--including its analysis of 
leased facilities at ATCOM and elsewhere. Although, 
for the reasons identified above, facilities within the 
leasing category were not ranked pursuant to an 
I n s t a l l a  tion Assessment, a Military Value Assessment 
was nonetheless prepared for each facility within this 



The quantitative component ~f these MVAs took the 
form of assessments of lease costs, space, features, 
and other common attributes of leased facilities. The 
qualitative component of these MVAs consisted of 
evaluating the utility of each facility in light of 
both the Stationing Strategy's general operational 
objectives--i.e., "lellimfnate excess capacity[,] . . . 
Imlinimize use of leased spacei,j . . . iandj 
[clallocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support 
is availableH--and its more particular operational 
objectives with respect to commodity-oriented commands 
such as ATCOM--i.e., achieve "Ce]fficiency . . . 
through collocation and integration of research, 
engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reducell overhead[,]" 

Just as with other categories of installations, 
MVAs for each facility within the LFC category were 
arrived at through uniform application of each of the 
four Military Value Criteria. With respect to the 
ATCOM leases, each of the four criteria was applied to 
arrive at a MVA for the facility. 

'ft appears that in part, the MCD Letter may have 
mistaken an "~nstallation ~ssessment" for a "Military 
Value ~ssessment", and the MCD therefore concluded that 
since the former was not prepared for facilities within 
the leasing category, no Military Value Assessments 
were undertaken for facilities within the category, As 
noted above, the two are not the same. An Installation 
Assessment is merely a discretionary, quantitative 
ranking of installations within a category according to 
a decision pad computer model. It may form the 
quantitative component of a Military Value Assessment, 
but it alone does not comprise the Military Value 
Assessment. Conversely, a Military Value Assessment in 
a mandatory determination, consisting of both 
quantitative and qualitative measures of the worth of 
each installation or facility within a category,  Thus 
a Military Value Assessment may depend in part upon an 
Installation Assessmento-if such an assessment is 
appropriate for facilities or installations within a 
particular category--but it need not be based upon such 
an Installation Assessment, 



A. ~~plication o.f the First Criterion: "current - 
and f u t u - r e  mission .- and t h q  
LWact anoperatianal readiness of D o D X  

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMrs current and future mission 
requirements and their impact on the operational 
readiness of the armed forces. Quantitatively, it 
cznzidere? the attributes of leased facilities that 
bore on such requirements and readiness, such as the 
size of the facilities according to their type, the 
population housed, the costs of the lease, and the 
penalties to terminate the lease. Qualitatively, the 
Army assessed existing ATCOM leased facilities in light 
of the aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of the Stationing Strategy, 

8. A - t - i tarion* 
"availabilitv a n d ~ ~ n d i k i o n  of land and, 
facilitiee at hnth  the existinu and ~otentiaA 

The Army considered, in both quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the availability and condition of 
land and facilities at A~COM'S existing leased sites 
and at potential receiving sites such as Redstone 
Arsenal, Corpus Christi Army Depot, Rock Island 
Arsenal, Abetdeen Proving Ground, Detroit Arsenal, Fort 
Monmouth, and Natick Research, Development, Engineering 
Center. Quantitatively, it considered the  attributes 
of leased facilities that bore on such matters, 
collecting information on such things as the percent of 
permanent facilitates at an existing leased site and 
potential receiving sites, the average age of 
facilities at each locationr and the features and size 
of such facilities accordingly to their type. As part 
of this analysis, the Army used its corporate facility 
data base to determine whether facilities ware 
available at potential receiving locations, and, if so, 
whether they required renovation to accommodate a 
relocating function. If  facilities were not available, 
then the data base was ulsed to determine what 
facilities would have to be constructed to accommodate 
such relocations. Qualitatively, the Army once again 
assessed its quantitative analysis in light o f  the 
aforementioned general and more particularized 
objectives of its Stationing Strategy. 



c4 &~lication qf the Third Criterion: "ability 
h acmmmodate .conkinaencv, mszbilization. an4 
.future reauirements at hoth existina and 
eatentical receiving locations. I I 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, ATCOMt,s ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at 
both its present location and at other potential 
locations. Quantitatively, the Army considered the 
attributes of leased facilities and potentiai receiviriq 
locations that bore on such abilities, examining things 
such as buildable acres or unused space or buildings, 
the ability of information systems at both locations to 
accommodate expansions, the sitest proximity to or 
possession of an airport, Qualitatively, the Army 
again reviewed its quantitative findings in light of 
the general and more particularized objectives set 
forth in its stationing strategy. 

L &plfcaticm of th@ Fourth Cr-rion: "cos& 
and m a n ~ w r  i m ~  l&- 14 

The Army considered, both in quantitative and 
qualitative terms, the mhnpower and cost implications 
of retaining ATCOM at its existing leased sites or 
relocating functions to several other installations. 
Quantitatively, it considered the attributes that bore 
on such manpower and cost factors, collecting data on 
things such as the square footage reqb rements at 
existing and potential receiving sites, the costs per 
square foot of existing leased space and space 
elsewhere, the manpower-to-square-footage requirements 
of ATCOM at its existing and potential receiving 
locations. Qualitativel'y, and as with the other 
criteria, the Army assaqsed its quantitative 
assessments with reference to the general and more 
particularized objectives outlined in its Stationing 
Strategy, 

U T ,  THE ARMY aMPLI-Tfi ITS STATIONING STRATEGY LN 
TH EFDRMULATION OF ,ITS ATCOM RECOMMENRATXON. 

The charge that the Army has not complied with its 
Stationing Strategy in tihe formulation of its ATCOM 
recommendation is incortect, As explained above, the 
Army's Stationing Strategy is a planning document that 
provides guidance to it$ managers with respect to 
futura operational requirements. This operational 
blueprint does, as noted above, encourage increased 
efficiency and reductions in overhead. It also, 
however, encourages the Army to minimize the use of 



leased space, eliminate excess capacity, and collocate 
activities where functioqal synergy can be achieved and 

' facility support is available. 

The ATCOM recommendation complies fully with all 
of the Army's StationingStrategyts objectives and 
guidance. This recommendation increases efficiency 
through collocation, int+gratio~, or relocation of 
discrete research, engineering, acquisition, and 
logistics functions at several installations. In turn, 
the synergies ~chieued t h t ~ ~ q h  m c h  collocations, 
integrations, and relocations assist in reducing 
overhead costs--in large part because once they are 
relocated, fewer personnel are required to accomplish 
the same functions. Moreover, the ATCOM recommendation 
is fully consist with thb Stationing Strategy's other 
objectives insofar as itminimizes the use of leased 
space, eliminates excess capacity at receiving 
locations, and, as noted above, achieves a number of 
functional synergies, 

& T H E A  RMY RID NO T OVERSTATE THE SAVINGS XT WO U W) 
EXPECT 11~) REALIZE FRQEI THE CLOSURE OF A T ~ M .  

The a 
savings it 
is without 

llegation that; the Army has overstated the 
expects to re:alize from the closure of ATCOM 
merit. The krmy would save nearly $50 

million annually as a rdsult of the synergies, 
efficiencies, and conso&idations it expects to realize 
from -'la closure of ATCOM. 

Contrary to the suggestion in the MCD Letter, the 
DoD COBRA model does nok consider, or take credit for, 
any savings that might result from any previously 
plaaned personnel reductions or reductions thet are 
otherwise independent ol? the BRAC process; only those 
savings associated with'personnel reductions generated 
by a proposed closure of realignment are considered. 
Moreover, the DoD COBRA model is designed to assess 
only the potential savings that DoD likely would 
realize from the closure or realignment of any 
particular installation or facility. Whether the 
Federal Government would also likely save money as a 
result of any particular closure or realignment is a 
broader question that the current process was simply 
not designed to address. Nonetheless, we note that if 
the Army vacates GSA lehsed space, then GSA could make 
such space available to another Federal agency, or it 
could dispose of the prbperty entirely--either of which 
could result in savings to the Federal Government. 



Finally, the Army did conclude in its 1993  BRAC 
analysis that the relocation of ATCOM to a single 
installation would be tool expensive.  However, the 1995 
recommendation, by relocating functions to several 
installations, avoids man9 of the significant 
construction costs, that,'in large part, were 
responsible for the high eosts associated with 
relocation in 1993. ~ndeed, i f  the Army had considered 
disestablishing ATCOM andirelocating its functions to 
several installations during its 1993 BRAC process, 
then it likely would have forwarded such a 
-_a -  ..ommendation t~ ths 190) Cummioeior~. 

L IGtJF_BBMYCONSIDERED ALL PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES 
IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE 
ATCOM . I 

The suggestion t h a t  the Army f a i l e d  to consider 
more cost-effective alter~atives to the closure of 
ATCOM is inaccurate. As explained above, BRAC analysis 
necessarily considers feaqible, competing alternatives, 
and the recommended closuqe of ATCOM was the best of 
these alternatives. The rmy did consider alternatives 
to the ATCOM recommendati 2 n, such as relocating 
Headquarters, Strategic Space and Defense Command 
("SSDC") from a leased faeility to Redstone Arsenal. 
However, the COBRA analysis performed for this 
alternative indicated t h a t  it would cost more and save 
less. Moreover, this alternative was less consistent 
w i t h  t h e  Army's Stationin Strategy, since relocation 
of SSDC to Redstone Arsen ! 1 would not increase 
efficiency, reduce overhead, or create any functional 
synergies. I 

& *  CONCLUSIONS 
I 

In summary, we do not believe that  any of the 
issues raised by the MCD better can withstand close 
scrutiny. Through uniform application of the Military 
Value Criteria within each category, the Army developed 
a separate Military Value Assessment for each 
installation and facility--including those in the 
Leased Facility Categ0ry.i The ATCOM recommendation is 
fully consistent with thelstationing Strategy's 
guidance, and the Army di@ not overstate or improperly 
calculate the savings that would be realized from the 
recommended closure of ATCOM. Lastly, the Army's BRAC 
process ensured that all eracticable and feasible 
alternatives were considered. 



Thank you again for Allowing us to address these 
issues. We hope t h a t  t h i b  l e t t e r  will assist the 
Commission in understanding the Army's BRAC processes 
in general, and its recommendation respecting ATCOM in 
particular. 1 

s E. Shane, Jr. 
adier General, US A r m y  

I 
of Management 

Attachment 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 .> 
703-696-0504 

May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Richard A Gephardt 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Army's proposal to disestablish the Aviation 
Troop Command (ATCOM). I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission staff and it will be carefidly considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which 1 have recused myselffiom participation. As you can see 
Erom this statement, I will not participate in the consideration of the ATCOM proposal because 
the Commission's General Counsel has determined that I have a direct fhancial interest that 
would be affected by the closure or realignment of ATCOM. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the proposal to disestablish ATCOM 
will be M y  and objectively evaluated by the Commission staff in the coming weeks. If you or 
others tiom the community wish to submit additional data or meet with our statf, we will be more 
than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have any 
questions. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thuty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the Space and Strategic Command, in 
Huntsville, Alabama, at that hearing as  a base to be considered as a proposed change. The 
Commission did not iden* the Natick Research, Development and Engineering Center as a base 
to be considered as a proposed change. 



Thank you for expressing your concerns and always feel fiee to call upon me when you 
believe I can be of assistance. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Your friend, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMiSSiON 
1 7 0 0  NO- MOORE S l ' R C m  SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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A E R O S P A C E  

AlliedSignal Inc. 
AlliedSignal Engines 
550 Main Street 
Stratford, CT 06497-7593 

3 May, 1995 

LTC Robert M. Miller Jr. 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Colonel Miller: 

The purpose of this letter is to pose questions to the BRAC which require clarification by 
the Army. The same questions will be forwarded to the Army by our Congressional 
Delegation, and we will ensure that you receive a copy of the Army response. 

Our questions will require that the Army clarifl its concept for operating in the fbture 
without SAEP to ensure that the COBRA inputs correspond with that concept. 

Our belief is that the Army has neglected major costs associated with closing SAEP and 
major costs associated with providing SAEP's essential military value following closure. 
When these costs are properly included, the $80 million net present value savings over 20 
years will become a significant net present value to the Army/ U. S. Government. 

Our questions are categorized as follows: 

I .  Concept for Closing SAEP 
II. Cost Input for Closing SAEP 
III. Savings Associated with Closing SAEP 
N. Military Value 

I. Concept for Closing SAEP 

AlliedSignal has contracts with the Army which must be hlfilled at SAEP extending 
through June '97, yet the Army input to COBRA assumes savings from closure at the rate 
of $5.8 million per year beginning on 1 July '97. 

a.) What is the Army concept for disposing of SAEP which is consistent with 
these two facts? 

b.) What entity will be the recipient of the facility? 



c.) What will be the h r e  use of the facility? 

d.) How will the Army address the EPA's standards for Base Closure? 

e.) How will the $422 million liability (as estimated by the Corps of Engineers) for 
environmental cleanup be resolved: will that liability remain with the govern- 
ment or will it be transferred to the new owner of the facility? 

17. Cost I m t  of Closed SAEP 

The Army projected a non-recurring cost of $2 million to close SAEP. 

a.) What will be accomplished with the $2 million? 

b.) Why did the Army exclude the non-recurring cost of relocating 150 DLA 
personnel now housed in SAEP and the recurring cost to provide a 
replacement rental facility? 

c.) In '97 there will be approximately 410 government owned machines at SAEP; 
what will be the destination for these machines? 

d.) Why did the Army exclude non-recurring costs to deactivate, relocate, and 
r e q u w  both the machines and their associated processes? 

e.) Why has the Army ignored the November '94 Corps of Engineers Report 
(Woodward and Clyde) which states that $17.5 million will be required for 
environmental stabilization in order to close the site? 

E) Has the Army contacted the Connecticut DEP to determine if the Woodward 
and Clyde estimate would satisfjl state environmental regulations for closure? 
If not, that must be done for accurate cost input to COBRA. 

g.) Why did the Army elect to exclude in its COBRA input the loss of $2 million 
annual revenue now received fiom AlliedSignal Engines for commercial use of 
government facilities and equipment? 

h.) Assuming that the Army acknowledges that it is very unlikely that SAEP 
ownership could transfer on 1 July '97, what is the Army estimate for annual 
cost to meet Connecticut Fire and Safety Codes for the period between 1 July 
'97 and SAEP disposal? 

i.) The Army has acknowledged repeatedly that it will require recuperator pair 
plates for as long as the AGTl SO0 is in service. Why has the Army not 
included costs to relocate the capability to manufacture pair plates? 

1) What is the Army estimate to acquire the TDP for the improved 
recuperator design fiom AUiedSignal? 



2) What is the Army estimate to acquire AS designed and owned 
machinery required for pair plate manufacturing? 

3) What is the Army estimate to relocate all essential machines for pair 
plate manufacturing? 

III Savinps Associafed with Closinp SAEP 

The Army projected a savings of $5.8 million annually by closing SAEP. Since this $5.8 
million over 20 years is the sole contribution to the $80 million 20 vear net  resent value 
savinas, the validity of that number is very sigdicant. 

a,) Approximately $0.1 million annually was associated with two personnel with 
job titles reflecting BlaclcHawk responsibilities. How are these two personnel 
related to SAEP closing? (BlackHawk is not powered by a SAEP engine). 

b.) Nearly $0.8 million annually was designated for environmental cost avoidance. 
How was this estimate derived? 

c.) About $4.9 million annually was associated with avoidance of RPMA costs. 
How was this estimate derived? 

d.) Did b.) and c.) estimates above consider the effects of the SAEP Downsizing 
project which is hlly fbnded (including $6.0 million released by the U. S. 
Army) and will be completed in late '95? Following Downsizing, RPMA is 
estimated to be $1.7 million annually. This adjustment alone eliminates $3.2 
million of annual savings fiom the COBRA input. 

N; Milit- Value 

SAEP provides essential military capabilities which are not available from any other 
source: Engine and Spares production, Engine overhaul, Product Engineering, and Field 
Technical Support. No cost for relocatinglrecreating any of these capabilities is included 
in the Army input. Any reasonable costs added to the Army input to protect these 
capabilities will change the $80 million net present value savings over 20 years into a 
substantial cost! 

a.) Engine and Spares Production: 

1) Of 410 government owned machines at SAEP, only 98 are unique to 
AGT 1500 production, 16 are unique to aviation products, and 296 are 
used on both AGT1500 and aviation engines. In addition, 233 
AUiedSignal owned machines are similarly distributed to complete the 
manufacturing capabilities. Even in the recuperator cell -- an 
exclusively military manufacturing cell -- 20 of 72 machines are 
AlliedSignal owned. In view of this situation, please clarifL the sources 



for Army gas turbine engine production following SAEP closure. 
Obviously, the note on the Army COBRA input which suggests 
sending AGT machines to ANAD and aviation machines to CCAD is 
not valid. 

2) How will the government manufacture recuperator pair plates, forty- 
five T55 parts and thirteen TF40 parts for which SAEP is the sole ESA 
source? What non-recurring cost does the Army estimate it will take to 
create those sources? 

3) How does the Army intend to satisfl contingency engine and spare 
parts requirements? The Army narrative fiom The Army Basing Study, 
December '94, BRAC '95 Alternative Documentation Set states "In 
the case of national emergency that would deplete stock, the depots 
could reconfigure to assemble new engines fiom parts provided by the 
manufacturer until mothballed facilities become operational." This 
statement is inconsistent with COBRA input, because no costs are 
included for mothballed facilities. Where are these mothballed facilities 
if SAEP is closed? What is the source of the workforce to meet 
contingency needs? Is "engine production" consistent with the depot 
mission as prescribed by law? 

b.) Engine Overhaul: 

1) SAEP is currently the sole source for overhaul of the T55-L-714 engine 
which powers the Chinook helicopters of the SOF at Ft. Campbell, 
Kentucky. Assuming that CCAD will undertake that mission, what is 
the Army estimate of the cost to certify CCAD for T55-L-714 over- 
haul? 

c.) Product Engineering: 

1) What will be the government (Army, Navy and Coast Guard) source of 
Engineering expertise to resolve Service Revealed Difficulties (SRD's) 
with the 20,000+ engines which were manufactured at SAEP and 
remain in service? An example of an SRD is the recuperator durability 
issue which arose fiom the Abrams weight increase and was resolved 
by a product improvement developed by SAEP Engineering. 

2) What is the Army estimate of the cost to establish this source of 
Product Engineering expertise? 

3) SRD investigations require sophisticated testing capabilities to recreate 
field conditions causing component failures; what is the Army estimate 
for the cost to relocate or recreate these capabilities? 



4) The program manager for the Improved Cargo Helicopter ( 1 0  
currently plans to upgrade the Chinook with T55-L-7 14 engines. 480 
Chinooks would receive new -714 engines and 720 Chinooks would 
get engines upgraded from -712 configuration with upgrade kits. How 
will the Army satisfj. this requirement following SAEP closure? 

5) The U.S. Navy is currently hnding a program to improve the LCAC 
with an engine providing 23% more power than the TF40B. This 
power will be obtained through upgrade kits. How will the Navy 
satis@ this requirement following SAEP closure? 

6) The Abrams fleet is planned to operate beyond 2025 supported 
exclusivelv by overhauled engines which are averaging only 1400 shp 
following overhaul (vs 1500 shp when new). With Abrams weight 
being increased to 70 tons and the addition of an NBC protection 
system, vehicle performance has been degraded by 30%. This 
degradation is exacerbated by the 1400 shp overhauled engines . 
Clearly, upgrade kits can be designed to bring overhauled engines to 
beyond the original 1500 shp. What is the Army's cost-effective plan 
to insure Abrams supremacy over the next 30 years? In the event that 
the cost-effective solution includes engine growth kits, what will be the 
source of the design and manufacture for the upgrade kits? 

d.) Field Technical Support: 

1) What is the Army concept for providing Technical Support to the field 
for SAEP manufactured engines following SAEP closure? What cost 
does the Army estimate will be required to recreate the existing field 
support network provided by SAEP? 

2) If the Army intends to provide Field Technical Support fiom existing 
depot resources, what will be the cost to upgrade the capability to 
satis@ future requirements similar to Desert Storm fiom these 
resources? 

If clarification on any of the questions is required, please contact Dick Pocock, 
Allidsignal Engines (203) 3 85-3 5 1 1. Again, we will forward any correspondence 
received from the Army through our Congressional Delegation and would similarly 
request access to any information provided to the BRAC in response to these questions. 

With regards, 

AlliedSignal Engines A 

Site Manager 6" -Mahay 
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NEWPORT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
45 VALLEY ROAD 

NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 02842 
(401) k47-1600 

May 1, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Newport County Chamber of Commerce working in partnership with the Rhode Island 
Department of Economic Development, City of Newport and Towns of Portsmouth and 
Middletown, Rhode Island, have formed the Newport County BRAC-95 Community Support 
Committee. 

We support the Department of Defense recommendations to close both the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center Division, Newport (NUWCDIVNPT) activity in New London, CT, and the Naval 
Research Laboratory Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRLKJSRD) Orlando, FL, and 
relocate essential technical functions to the Newport site of NUWCDIVNPT. These BRAC-95 
recommendations are consistent with the Navy's stated desire to geographically consolidate full 
spectrum laboratories in a manner that simultaneously increases military value, decreases 
infrastructure and reduces operating cost. 

NUWC Newport enjoys a deserved reputation as a unique national asset. As you know, the Navy 
Base Structures Analysis Team (BSAT) ranked the Newport site of NUWCDIVNPT in the top 
five percent of all Navy Technical Centers (#3 of 64) in terms of military value. This significant 
military value is a direct result of the world class workforce, unmatched network of state of the 
art technical facilities and unique geographic assets that are available at Newport, and has been 
implicitly recognized in BRAC-91 and BRAC-93 decisions to consolidate submarine and undersea 
warfare functions at NUWC. 

Jarnestown, Little Compton, Middletown, Newport, Portsmouth, Tiverton 



Chairman Dixon 
Page Two 

Collocation of New London and Orlando technical programs and resources with those at 
Newport is also cost effective. The cost-benefit analysis conducted by the Navy BSAT identifies 
the low one-time costs, quick return on investment and high net present value that make the 
BRAC-95 proposals an attractive national investment. Moreover, NUWCDIVNPT management 
has shown themselves to be excellent stewards of the taxpayer's money, and are currently 
projected to complete implementation of the BRAC-91 New London realignment almost $8 
million under original Navy cost estimates. 

Finally, we believe that the proposed consolidation can be accomplished with minimal impact to 
the personnel whose scientific and management expertise form the heart of NUWC New London 
and NRL./USRD7s technical capabilities. Newport is relatively close to New London, a situation 
that will permit many NUWC New London employees to commute form their current residence, 
Those in New London and Orlando that choose to relocate will find a vibrant community with a 
rich Navy heritage, affordable housing and an unmatched quality of life. 

We look forward to meeting with you to fkrther discuss the many benefits of the DoD 
recommended actions. We urge your continued support in these matters, and hope that you will 
not hesitate to contact us with any questions at the Newport County Chamber of Commerce at 
(401) 847-1600. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  F.; ;: 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  <!-*..?1 -=.%.\., . . - . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

Mr. Roger D. Grady 
Chairman 
Newport County Chamber of Commerce 
45 Valley Road 
Newport, Rhode lsland 02842 

Dear Mr. Grady: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to 
close the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC), New London, Connecticut and the Naval 
Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, Florida, and relocate 
necessary functions to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode Island. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 wiil be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALBUQUERQUE 
C W * * B P .  o r  

COMMERCE 

May 1, 1995  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore St. Ste. 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209  

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

On behalf of the Greater Albuquerque Chamber of Commerce we 

wish to reiterate our position and concern regarding the possible 

realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. We stand united in our 

support of Kirtland AFB and are convinced that the factual 

processes that determine BRAC recommendations will support the 

retention of Kirtland AFB as we now know it. 

We applaud the efforts and achievements of our Federal 

Government in so far as it has moved toward effectively reducing 

expenditures and outlays. As conscious citizens we recognize and 

accept the necessary sacrifices which are consequently associated 

with this end; however, we are resolutely convinced that the 

Department of Defense's analyses and conclusions showing the 

proposed realignment of Kirtland AFB resulting in cost reductions 

are misguided and factually unsound. 

The facts are: 1) The realignment will cost the Federal 

Government more in terms of both initial and ongoing costs than is 

currently projected by the DOD, 2 )  Military efficiency will be 

decreased, and 3) National security will be compromised due to 

P.O. Box 25 100 
Albuquerque, h X  87125 
(505) 764-3700 
FAX 764-3714 



inadequate logistical measures which fail to properly address the 

critical issues of nuclear safeguards, storage and management. 

Based on these facts, the DOD decision to realign Kirtland AFB 

should be reversed. 

Those of us in the private sector have seen significant, local 

productivity improvements in recent years, and suggest that our 

Federal Government take advantage of the productive workers and 

community infrastructure which currently exists and continues to 

develop within the Greater Albuquerque area. 

We implore you to revisit the Department of Defense's 

recommendation to realign Kirtland AFB. The potentially staid 

consequences of a Kirtland realignment expose national interests, 

in terms of both fiscal cost and security, to unnecessary 

concessions. 

Sincerely, 

Donald E. Kawal 
Chairman 

cc: A1 Cornella 
Rebecca Cox 
46n. J.B. Davis, USAF (RET) 
S .  Lee King 
RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (RET) 
MG Josue Robles, Jr . , USA (RET) 
Wendi Louise Steele 

Terri L. Cole, CCE 
President 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

Mr. Donald E. Kawal 
Chairman 
Greater Albuquerque Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 25100 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 125 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
M G  JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Kawal: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AID: cmc 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

Ms. Terri L. Cole 
President 
Greater Albuquerque Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 25100 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 125 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 f I-.,: . .. 2 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - .  . 
.2,4... i .. *.  L I 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J.  6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Joe Sullivan 
Sullivan & Associates 
4825 Agree Court 
Sacramento, California 95842 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding McClellan Air Force Base, California. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on McCIellan Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challen&g process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Sullivan & Associates 
April 29, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J Dixon, Chairman 
-" ! - I .  

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission . J " %  z 4  1 :< (;dz$;j$$' 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 - . . :ZL- .-:b" , ; .#- 950~ -  \- 16 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Reference: Possible Closure, McClellan AFB, Sacramento, California 

Dear Commissioner Dixon, 

As a retired McClellan AFB Deputy Director and former Army 
Materiel Command Supervisor, I know the military impacts that 
could result from closure of logistics support bases. Based on 
this, I believe the Air Force correctly recommended downsizing, 
rather than closure, of its Logistics Centers. 

Notwithstanding the potential euonomic devastation to Northern 
California by closure of McClellan, I realize the Commission's 
decision will be based more on military need than economic impact. 

Former McClellan Commander Lt. Genera1 Trevor Hammond uorrectly 
stated that McClellan has "unique high-tech capabilities". In the 
Air Force Logistics Command only McClellan, of the five Logistics 
Centers, has the technical capability to buy, support and repair 
all Command, Control and Communication (CCC) Equipment used by the 
Air Force. The base is the only one equipped to handle and service 
radio, radar, control computers, telephone, facsimile, fiber 
optic, power generating sets and related electrical equipment. 
Whereas other bases handle aircraft and missiles, as does 
McClellan, only McClellan handles the CCC equipment. Add also that. 
McClellan is alone in management of the myriad of electrical 
components making up National Stock Groups 59 and 60, acting as 
the electrical hardware store of the Services. Further, McClellan 
has the only Technical Service Support Center capable of re- 
engineering and replacing antique electrical circuit and computer 
control boards, no longer manufactured, with highspeed integrated 
circuitry. 

In addition, McClellan has the best hydraulic repair capability in 
the Air Force, and stands alone in the capability to inspect 
axcraft structures using neutron radiographic techniques. 

Foremost in consideration, before alosure of any maintenanae 
fa ail it.^, should be an analysis of its capability in support of 
possible interservice consolidations. Although Serviue Commanders 
are reluctant to lose total control of their maintenance, repair 
and parts supply capability, consolidations are cost effective and 
can be accomplished without reducing the mission capability of any 
Serviae in favor of another. 

Precedence exists for interservice maintenance and supply 
consolidations. An example, involving McClellan directly, is the 
DoD Project Manager, Mobile Electric Power (PM-MEP) located at Ft. 
Belvoir, Virginia. The PM-MEP was an outgrowth of severe supply 
and maintenance support problems involving $3.3 billion worth of 

L 4825 Agree Court Sacramento, CA 95842 (916) 331-8922 



electric power generation used by all Services during the Viet Nam 
era. In 1967 the DoD Joint Logistias Commanders consolidated 
maintenance, supply, and procurement of all mobile electric power 
generation sets under a DoD PM-MEP. The Army manages all Service's 
generator sets from 0.5 to 60 kilowatt, the Air Force the 100 
through 500 Kilowatt sets and all airaraft start carts, and the 
Navy the 750 kilowatt sets. The work resulted in reduction of over 
2000 different makes and models of generator sets and their spare 
parts, used by all Services, to 43 sets with substantial parts 
interchangeability. Cost savings of many millions of dollars 
accrued. And the work, and savings still go on. 

McClellan also manages logistic support of the Defense 
Meteorological Satellite Program and other related classified 
programs for all services. Once again, the economies of Service 
coordinated programs was demonstrated, and the high tech 
capability of McClellan' s people made the programs successful. 

Although the recommendation is to downsize logistic centers there 
is actually a possibility to expand workload at each. 

McClellan can increase aapacity with work from other Government 
and State Agencies (Coast Guard, FAA), and the private sector. 
There is precedence at the base. FAA radar equipment is purchased, 
repaired, and modified, at McClellan. McClellan provides logistic 
support for electricral generation, radar, power conversion and 
communications Real Installed Property Equipment at Air Force 
installations world wide. It has technical responsibility for the 
communication and control facilities in Cheyenne Mountain, 
Colorado, the most important advance warning system against overt 
attacks in the world. These are not normal functions of any 
logistic aenter. They are unique to MoClellan. Also, I'm sure the 
use of the neutron radiographic aircraft inspection facility could 
be expanded to check private and small commercial aircraft for 
corrosion and other defects. 

Please consider carefully the potential military facilities and 
skill loss that would result from McClellan's closure. And also 
please recognize that interservice consolidations and increased 
cooperation with private enterprise aan inareaae aapaoity, making 
McClellan far more viable than at present. 

Respectfully, -+p* 
Jo Sullivan, Retired 

Former Deputy Director Former Prinaipal Assistant 
Directorate of Competition Advoaacy Combat Service Support Branch 
McClellan AFB, CA U,S. Army Advanced Material 

Concepts Agency 
Former Chief Washington, D. C. 
Configuration Management and 
Quality Control Division 

DoD Project Manager- Mobile Electric Power 
Ft . Belvoir, VA 
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LARRY COMBEST 
19TH DISTRICT, TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

Congress of tl)e Nniteb States 

May 5, 1995 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to ask you to support the addition of one or more 
Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) bases during the May 
10th hearing. 

While I understand and even agree with a reluctance to add any 
base for consideration, I believe that it is a necessity with 
regard to UPT bases for a number of a reasons. 

First, and most importantly, the Commission should decide to 
review Air Force UPT bases because there is documented evidence 
of substantial errors in the Department of Defense (DoD)/Air 
Force analysis. These were not minor errors in unimportant 
areas. They were in areas declared to be vitally important by 
the Air Force (i.e., airspace, training routes and other key 
measures of merit). The Air Force and the DoD have admitted 
errors in these areas. However, they have side-stepped or 
ignored other errors and maintain that the errors do not alter 
the outcome. The facts, however, indicate that correcting the 
errors does make a difference; it changes which base is closed. 

Second, the General Accounting Office (GAO) review of DoD 
mentioned specifically Air Force UPT as an area worthy of further 
review by the Commission. If the Commission does not challenge 
the DoD recommendation on Air Force UPT where the errors are 
glaring and numerous, then the Commission will not have provided 
the review GAO requested or met its statutory responsibility. 

A third important reason to add Air Force UPT bases is that the 
cost and effectiveness of the bases were never considered. While 
Reese Air Force Base (AFB) has the lowest cost-per-flying-hour 
and the second lowest cost-per-student-graduate, it appears this 
critical issue was never a component of the Air Force/DoD 
analysis. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
May 5, 1995 
Page 2 

In light of the problems described above and in view of the 
concerns expressed by the GAO and members of the BRAC staff, I 
urge you to make sure that Air Force UPT bases are added and 
reviewed further by the Commission. 

This is a most important issue which deserves the full scrutiny 
of the BRAC commission. 

incerely , 

R 4  
LC/ lec 

Larry Co est '3 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX -. 

GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 11,1995 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Larry Combest 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Combest: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission add one or more Air Force 
Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) bases to the Secretary of Defense's list of facilities to be 
considered for closure or realignment. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commissioners voted to add three Air Force UPT bases for further 
consideration during the Commission's May 10 public hearing: Vance AFB, Columbus AFB, 
and Laughlin AFB. The Commission staff is finalizing a schedule to facilitate a visit to these 
bases in the coming weeks and a regional hearing to receive input fiom the affected 
communities. Find deliberations on the Air Force UPT bases recommended for closure or 
realignment, including Reese AFB, will begin on June 22. 

I look forward to continuing to work with you during this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you believe we can be of 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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Base Re.alignr~wnr and Closurc Cunin~ission 

Dear Chairman Djxon: 

1 ;In1 sturu~cd to hear that DLA does not ltnow which ot tllcir d(:pors arc- nios.;c 
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May 15,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert F. Bennett 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Bennett: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission regarding the issue of depot 
efficiency as it is defined by the Defense Logistics Agency. I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Commission transmitted a copy of your letter to the DLA and asked for its 
comments. The DLA claims that it considers depot efficiency to be very important and 
that it knows how efficiently each of its depots is operating. The Commission is carefully 
reviewing the methodology and information used by the DLA in making its 
recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have provided will be 
considered by the Commission during our review and analysis of the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations regarding Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflticult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cw 
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The Hotrorablc Alan 1. Disor~ 
C.?ljairman 
Defense Base Closure & Rzaligruuent Conunission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1-125 
Arl~t~gton.  Va. 32209 

Dear Chsirman Dison 

?'h~s Icttcr h o p s  to find you and the otllcr r~rcrtrkrs ot the Conrrnir~1011 field~rrg a grt:at \ o I ~ i r r ~ ~ ~  of ~ ~ r r c \ ~ y > l l j ~ ~ i ~ ~  
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Needless to sav. two years ago changed all that. I am  pleased to u y  tlla~ the c.n(lrt. Sacrltmcnto :ired rrc>[x,rl~]t~l 1,) 

the call then as U?.ey are now. Far Illore than s~rnply sa~ i l ig  "tlus istr't far ,"  local. statc di r:cd.dt.ral le:+dt:rs, I,M,L ;tn 
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Simply, I! k c m e  neczssar! lo u l h c  \ \ lu t  thc Pcnagon d ~ d  111 offcring up M~C'lell.in ,111d edui . i t (  c hz 
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Wc 3 4  ~ O U  and all the nlrn~txis  of tile C'urnrrus~~on to u~lderstand [113[ nt' too fl;rce tl~t'rc 15 t,\ccs!,s C , I ~ . I L  I [ \  1 1 1  111, 
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C'nsey u . President 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 
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May 12,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Casey Judd 
President 
International Association of Fire Fighters 
P.O. Box 1441 
North Highlands, California 95660- 144 1 

Dear Mr. Judd: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding McClellan Air Force Base, California. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 informati~n 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of McClellan 
Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to reiterate our request made at the Commission's 
hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F. E. 
Warren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list. Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman I11 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

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

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFB is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of millions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 
bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. Air Force 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

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

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called for a 
force structure of 450/500 Minuteman 111s. We can retain 450 
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost or disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decide to retain 500 Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be closed by redesignating Warren's 50 MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman I11 silos, transferring 
Malmstrom's Minuteman I11 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman launch facilities there. 
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When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 
determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $1 billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Grand Forks. We 
further understand that closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your consideration. 

U.S. Senator 
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May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Byron Dorgan 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Byron: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider adding Malmstrom 
and F.E. Warren Air Force Bases to the Secretary of Defense's list of installations to be 
closed or realigned. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty- 
five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases 
recommended for closure and realignment. After carefhl review, the Commission decided 
not to add F.E. Warren Air Force Base to the Secretary's list or to extend the scope of the 
Secretary's recommendation to realign Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17,1995 

The Honorable Kent Conrad 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Kent: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider adding Malmstrom 
and F.E. Warren Air Force Bases to the Secretary of Defense's list of installations to be 
closed or realigned. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty- 
five rnilitaq activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases 
recommended for closure and realignment. After careful review, the Commission decided 
not to add F.E. Warren Air Force Base to the Secretary's list or to extend the scope of the 
Secretary's recommendation to realign Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 17,1995 

The Honorable Earl Pomeroy 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Pomeroy: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider adding Malmstrom 
and F.E. Warren Air Force Bases to the Secretary of Defense's list of installations to be 
closed or realigned. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty- 
five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases 
recommended for closure and realignment. After carefbl review, the Commission decided 
not to add F.E. Warren Air Force Base to the Secretary's list or to extend the cope of the 
Secretary's recommendation to realign Malmstrom AFB. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 8,1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

On May 1, 1995, the Commission conducted a base visit to Stratford Army Engine Plant. 
During the visit, Commissioners Cornella and Kling received briefings fiom ATCOM, TACOM 
and Allied Signal. In addition, Allied Signal provided a tour of the facility. 

Several issues developed fiom the visit. Your comments on these issues will be very 
beneficial to the Commission in reviewing the DOD recommendation. 

Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not at the 
plant, while there are 150 DLA/DCMAO/DCAA personnel as tenants at the facility. How 
does this effect the COBRA? 

An environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental did 
the study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $17.5 million for environmental 
stabilization upon closure. Whether or not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs 
requires verification. 

The COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or constructing facilities at 
the gaining installations. During the visit, several pieces of government equipment were seen 
that may require movement to a new location. One example is the stamping machine for 
recuperator plate production. Please verify whether any equipment movement or facility 
construction is necessary. If so, please provide cost estimates. 

The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenario for closure of the facility. In other 
documents and the DOD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. This 
needs verification. Is the Army intent to mothball or dispose of the facility? 

How did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings stated in COBRA? 



Please provide your cornments/responses no later than 28 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&Q?-  Edward A. Brown I11 

Army Team Leader 



. -. -. . - 
ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 7, 1995 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response is being provided to your request 950508-5, dated May 8, 1995, and 
responds to questions from the Commission visit to the Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Harnner, (703) 693-0077. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
h O L ,  GS 

Director, TABS 

Attachment 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT 
Questions from Commission Visit May 1, 1995 

Reference Number 950508-5 

Q. Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not a t  
the plant, while there are 150 DLA/DCMAO/DCAA personnel as tenants a t  the facility. 
How does this effect the COBRA? 

The Army analysis, during the BRAC process, used the Army Stationing and Installation Plan 
(ASIP) for personnel accountability based upon authorizations. All commands were aware of the 
use of the ASIP and are required to submit individual commandactivity changes and updates at 
specified times. The TABS office used the ASIP dated 16 May 1994 as its basis for personnel 
authorizations. That document reports the authorization of one commissioned officer and one 
warrant officer as well as 2,130 contractors. There are no other entries on the document. A new 
ASIP was published 18 November 1994 and not only are the numbers above still consistent, an 
additional three enlisted personnel have been added. The "reported" 150 DLA/DCMAO/DCAA 
personnel are not identified. 

These discrepancies have been reported to the responsible command and, to date, no 
authorization for the 150 personnel has been located. There is a possibility that the decision to 
locate these personnel from leased facilities within the Stratford area to the plant was a "local" 
decision of which the Army leadership was not informed about during the transfer. The Army 
receives no compensation from DLA/DCMAO/DCAA for the reported personnel being present. 

Therefore, the Army COBRA model reflects only authorized personnel. Without a valid 
authorization document, the responsibilities for the 150 personnel belong to their parent 
command. 

Q. An environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental 
did the study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $17.5 million for environmental 
stabilization upon closure. Whether or  not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs 
requires verification. 

Environmental clean-up costs are not a consideration during the BRAC process and were not 
included in any analysis. 

Q. The COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or  constructing facilities 
a t  gaining installations. During the visit, several pieces of government equipment were seen 
that may require movement to a new location. One example is the stamping machine for 
recuperator plate production. Please verify whether any equipment movement or  facility 
construction is necessary. If so, please provide cost estimates. 

At the present time, there is no requirement for construction at another location. Prior to the 
actual closing date of Stratford, the Army is providing approximately $47 million to increase 
production of spares for the recuperator. The Army has no requirement for additional engines 



with an excess of approximately 10,000 on-hand and a rebuild facility at Anniston Army Depot. 
The Army is presently preparing its implementation plans, which will include Stratford, that will 
identifjl any requirements not identified during the initial analysis/recommendation. 

Q. The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenario for closure of the facility. In 
other documents and the DoD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. 
This needs verification. Is the Army intent to mothball or dispose of the facility? 

The Army recommendation is to close Stratford Army Engine Plant with the facility being 
disposed of during the reutilization process. The facility will not be mothballed. Earlier 
documents that reference mothballing are from options that the Army initially considered as the 
analysis was being prepared. 

Q. How did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings stated in COBRA? 

The savings are associated with reductions in military personnel savings and base operating 
expenses that include utilities, care and preservation, etc. The Army estimates these savings to be 
$5.8 million broken out as $4.9 million in Real Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) costs, $ 
.14 million in Military personnel and Housing Allowances, and $ .76 million in Misc Recur. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 8,1995 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

On May 1, 1995, the Commission conducted a base visit to Stratford Army Engine Plant. 
During the visit, Commissioners Cornella and Kling received briefings from ATCOM, TACOM 
and Allied Signal. In addition, Allied Signal provided a tour of the facility. 

Several issues developed from the visit. Your comments on these issues will be very 
beneficial to the Commission in reviewing the DOD recommendation. 

Government personnel numbers are not accurate. The two Army personnel are not at the 
plant, while there are 150 DLAIDCMAOIDCAA personnel as tenants at the facility. How 
does this effect the COBRA? 

An environmental study was completed in NOV 94. Woodward-Clyde Environmental did 
the study for the Corps of Engineers. Results include $1 7.5 million for environmental 
stabilization upon closure. Whether or not this counts as compliance or clean-up costs 
requires verification. 

The COBRA does not indicate any costs for moving equipment or constructing facilities at 
the gaining installations. During the visit, several pieces of government equipment were seen 
that may require movement to a new location. One example is the stamping machine for 
recuperator plate production. Please verify whether any equipment movement or facility 
construction is necessary. If so, please provide cost estimates. 

The recommendation and the COBRA support a scenario for closure of the facility. In other 
documents and the DOD justification there are references to a mothballed facility. This 
needs verification. Is the Army intent to mothball or dispose of the facility? 

How did the Army compute $5.7 million in savings stated in COBRA? 



Please provide your comments/responses no later than 28 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

( Edward A. ~ r o h  I11 
Army Team Leader 





CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN 
ILUNOIS 

$%ritrb $firfee 3 u n u t e  
WASHINGTON, DC 3051h-1303 

Senator A l a n  ~ i x o n  
% P C  Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
suite 1425 
A r l i n g ~ o n ,  Virginia 22209 

May 5 ,  1 9 q 5  

Dear Senator D i x o n  

We are writing to ask you to review the RR~AC--I).? nll irig [ . h a t .  
requires t.he Mal-ine Colrps Reserve Marine Air Cont r 6 l  G~-(.)I.I[.!-~ ir 1.1r1i t 
currently based at G 1 e n v i . e ~  Naval Ail- St at i o n  to r.i.?loc;lt i: ti? Ll;.~m N<:i.:k, 
V i r g i n i a .  

I 

The Glenview NAS w i  11 cl us? t11is St.ptt+l~~L~c-.~ U I I  I l i t >  t t , , : i  ) ~ l i ~ i i ~ ' l , ( ! ,  t i r !:, 
of BRAC 1993, which also r equ i r e s  the MACG-38 ur l i t .  I . i >  rllclvc i * ~ )  i j , 2 r ~ ~ ~  i\ic:~:k 
V i r g i n i a .  This move 1s p r o l e c t e ?  t;l, cost $22 r n . ~ . l  1 I c>rl, with $:L[.~ 
million needed t o  b u i l d  zntil-sly new iacllitles. 

We are recommending instead that MACG-49 be movcd i n t ~  t h c  
Federa7 E n c l a v e  that the Village of Glenview is c r e a t i n g  as  pa^-t at 
t h p i r  approved reuse p l a n  for- t h e  G l e n v i e w  NAS. T h e  ptlrpr3;:!-: o f  t.t?{: 
~ n c l a v e  is t o  c rea re  a si ng1  e area t o  locate r n i  I i t ;I r . y  t r ? r ~ ; t r ~ !  !:: > ~ : I ! T I : I T I C ! , ;  

T h i ~  f e d e r a l  enclave d i d  not exist: dt l r i r?y  t.he bKAc': < l i  r t , , \ j ~ i c i ,  0 1 \ 1 1  i t  r; 
development dramatically changes t -he  var i a h l  r s  t that t 1 1 ~  M,-I r i r ~ c - ?  ! r  1 ) ; .  
took in t .o  arcclunt during that: earlier base c l n n  i nri r .aurld . r ~ , l ~  i f.: 
Federal Enclave was crea ted  with t h e  urider-ct;ir~di.rlg 1t1;ii tili; ~ i . > i . , l i  

Redevelopment A u t h o r  i t - y ,  the Vi 1 lage ot i ; lenvlcw, wi;ul,:i kbc: I.:.!.:: ::,,:I,:: 
l andowner  and s u b s e ~ e r i t l  y 1 east: L t ~ .  k ) , j c : i i  I.(.! t . i ) t - :  , . l p y . , r  ~ . ,~, , ( - :ci  1 ( ~ ~ ! ~ ~  c ,, \ . .  , ,  . . ,  

f o r  S1 . 0 0  per yea r ,  f o r  a s  1 a n y  as t..Pic:r.e i r.; ; I  r ~ c ' c , c i .  

The value of m a i n t a i n i . n g  MACG 3 8  a t  ( ; l e n v i i . > w  is  ;:.ic\i.ir. r.~,-!-..:i~,),,;j 

the unit to t h e  Federal.  E n c l a v e  will sdv? r h e  taXpi i \ rPr . .q  a1 r~ic.,st. ~l 1 ,.:f 
t h e  $22 million cost of the move to Darn N e c k ,  d s  c t 1 r r . e  r l r  P , l o  

construct i on  r e q u i r ~ m t ? n t s  t n  move the url-i t t l o w r ~  i 11c- ro.-1(3 I c-, I i . 1 ~  

Federal Enclave . Moreover, t h e  Chicago metr.upo1 .i t-r-lrl ;:i r , e u  cl '::-A 1-1 y fl.-i:: 

a tremendous demoql-aphic edge on  V i r g i n i a  i n  main ta i~ i i rzq  t h c  tut1.1-r-t_. 

I-eadir~esu of this u n i t ,  w h i c h  is cornbat - expel:icnsi:d ,~nci : i t .  ,I 1-1.1 rlh 
state of readiness. Movirly t hi3 ull i t to D a m  Nc!c:k, V i I 1.1 i 1 1  i < i ,  

t he re fo re ,  both i n c r e a s e s  the cost3 to t h e  taxpsyc~ :_r , 311d  ~ J i r ~ l i  1 1  i : i t i c3 : l  
the readiness of the Marine C o r p s .  F l n a l l . y ,  t h e r e  is wi t l r - l s p r - e : d ~ l  
suppor t  i n  the G l e r ~ v i e w  corn~~~unit y iox ~-t:dir~;:( , t  i r l q  1 I I ~ . !  MA(:!.; 4 8  I.:I, i i I I !  

t h e  Federal Enclave. 

This w i n - w i n  proposal can  only become a r . c : a l i t y  if. Lc:l.:r~(..,rn~c. 
Development Conveyance (EDC) is granted to G l e n v i  c w .  ' 1 3 1 ~ c  [ j t . : p , ~  r t. r r i , : r : :  

of Defense and the taxpayers both stand to benefit. 



Page 2 

We are attaching a l e t t e r  i n  suppor t  o f  t h ~ u  y.edir,:ct 
rccornrnendation fram Mayor Nancy L .  F i r f e r ,  V i l l a g c  President  ot 
Glenview and  Chalrman ot t h e  Glenview NAS L ~ c a l  licdcvc:l~:pmt-.~iI 
Authority. 

We urge you to review t h e  BRAC-93 decision and recommrni-! t h a t  
MACG-48 be redirected to t h e  Federal Enclavt? in ( ; l t a n v ~ + w  d x  t c f < I ~ I  

Economic Development Conveyance .  



U,yica of the ?'Ycs. .~ I ' ,  . a * .  

(-/Gg) -/:!,,I 'r/oti <~7:l.,l::>,,!,.: ,:! #. 

i';OH) 7 2 4 -  121'6 I U . ~  

56naior A I ~ I I  Di$utl 
t3M Cornrn~ss~ori 
1700 W .  lvioor e SPrect 
Suia 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, V ~ r g ~ n i a  22209 

Dear Senator Cixon: 

The Village oi Glenview i s  I n E  Locai Redevelowinent ri~(.J>orliy {or the soon t c ~  h!' I ' ; [ : :  t ! : I  

Glenview l i i i~v; l l  Air S.iation, For the past yeat ~ r ; i l  ;?.:if,  fI:s local rcir!rr~~~rir\/ has ,?ecr$ 
wor!:ing diligenriy to generare a consensu; orientecl, :eat rlstaie rnarkci cJr lv~n ,P~~PLPI:,I;I;;c;'~ 
plan that meel5 .il\e neeor. oi boiii i h e  lo ia i  cornrr;unit)l and il;e Federal C,~ \~~ . - l ? i l i i ?~ l t  [ I ! ! \  1 . ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ,  

has b e ~ n  fonvarded Lo :lie N a v y  rc7i. cr j i~siderat~o~) as the Preferred Alterri;~tiv? R t ' i ~ ~ e  Piclit .ul 
compler i~n oi t h ~  Environmental liripacr Statement requireii under the rjat~onal EIIL~~C)I\~;~C:I,,:Z' 
Policy Act. A inajor compor;cn: of the reuse plan 1.~35 the ~;tabiisnnlecl: of a " f p d ~ r ~ l l  2 r1 i i h v r  
This 3ie.a o i  ill; base ri;.p~csents land jGi  2:li;~ ict. izde:al ;.sars, i~~cluc l~rrg [he Mdr\;ii: i!.t:;;'t,.,f, 

Air Cor~tro l  Lrcup ( l \ i ( A ~ Z - f ! 8 ) .  l h p  f ~ r i e r , ? ;  r , l c l & v c -  b 1 2 ~  ? ~ r z b l l ~ h ~ ( j  onrlt'l. ! t ~ ( *  . ? I ; ~ ' I ~ ! ~ I : .  
cbnoi:iofi illat t l : ~  v i i i ~ g e  0; &lc~.~vlpi..i a j  r7e L O C ~ ~  [ < C ~ ? : ~ < I ~ ~ C C I C \ > ~  .i,uii-lc!c,,> I~.,I. 111,. i 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 ~  8 <  

w ~ u l ~ ]  1.e~2iife cirle (u ; l ie prop?l.Iy, 3nr-f i e ; c c , ~  r (  bark. tci itte .;i,r<iii<.~li; icl<:~:l?r:ttr.ii 1 . l r i r . l  ! 

agencies f ~ r  $ I ~ 2 r  !,e;r, 'fir as l o n g  3s [I13 A ~ F ~ I ( ' ; I  I I C I P ( I J P C ~  r i )  LISE i t l ~  P.oat"rt\i 

,AS alvcays, il;ai~k : / f i ~  tor your ei;d(is i l l  dealiris with  TI-^,: c l i l i ~ c c j ~  [ask o f  i e d ~ ~ < i ~ , j ;  i i l i I ; l 3 ~ ~  
in4tac~ructur; l f  1 can provide fu r ihe r  in;o:nlat~on t n ~ l  woulct help yoij 2nd TI;:, 61:. .L 
CDrfinii.;sion ~;l;ieve tills irnportani gaai, pieal;~ do not  ht?sl(lte to coli[ncl roe 

Sincerely, 
1 ?q, b,l*;/, t. ~ " . ~ . ~ , l & ~  

CC fnngrPssPll2h Jirl!ll ? \ j R ~ i  
Senator Pitul 51r:bo1> 
Senato~ Carol hosely Uraun 
C~l>;aic jarrles C. Schulrz, GrJr\S Co~;"~,-nand;ng Oiiici: 
Paul 7 ivicG~rrhv, V i l l ~ g e  g a n a g ~ r  

1595 V7suSre~ml Bond ; Cli~*iew. I l ~ h o : ~  60026 i70Sj  '73: ~ i l O G  , ('IGf,) ?:'.$.r;:i:is 'i ill.. 



-. 0 5 / 0 5 / 8 5  FRI 07333 F.$X 708 7 2 4  1516 bZm.4GER ' S OkTY CE 

Ofice of the Presidenr 
(708) 724-1703 exteasit:i L ~ J U  

(708) 724-1618 fo: 

May 4, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixcn 
B K  Commission 
1700 Id. Moore Srreet 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: hridG-48 staying ar Glenvizw I\laval Air Sration wirh Village ownership of property 

Dear Sei-rator Dixon: 

The Village of Glenview is r h ~  Local Rede\/elopment Aurl~or i iy  br the soon to be clcs~cl 
Glenview Naval Air 5t;tion. For rhe past year and oile hrll, rhe local comrnunify has Dezti 
working diligenrly to generare a consensus oriented, real estate market driven redeuelop~iiieni 
plan that meets rhe needs of bot-i~ thi? local cot-nmunity and  tie Federal Government. This ploi. 
has been forwarded to the Navy  f o r  consideration as the Preferred AlternaPive Reiise Plan fsr 
completion of rhe Environmental In~pacr Statement required under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. A inajor carnponenr of the reuse plan was the establishn~ent of a "federal enclave " 
This area of the base rsprcsenrs land sat aside for federal irsers, including the Marine Reserve 
Air Control Group (MACG-46). The federal enclave was established under the abso lu r~  
condirion that the Village of Glel-ivieiv as rhe Local R~ditvelopment Authoriry for rhe property 
would receive title ro rhe property, and lease it back to the specifically identified Federcll 
agencies for. $1 per year, for as long as rhe agency needed ro use the property. 

The purpose of chis iett~r is ro isquest: your assistance and siipport regarding the Marine gio~r,:: 
unit's remaitling at the Glenview Naval Air Station. The ViI1ag.e of Glenview would support a 
redirect which would allow rhe htiarine urlir ro stay & if the Village would retain ownership c i  
the proporry. The Marine  Reszrve hihCG-40 has been accornn-todared in rhe GNAS reuse plat; 

As always, thank you for your efforts rn dealing wirh rhe difi itulr ssk of reducing rnilirzry 
infrasrruciurc. if I can provide furrher inhrn?ai.ion thar would help you and the 8Rp.C 
Cbmn~ission achieve this imporianr goal, please do not hesirzte to contact me. 

Sincerelv. 

~i llag'e Presidant 
Village of Glenvicw 

cc Congressroan John Porter 
Senator Paul Simon 
Senztor Carol Mosely Braun 
Captain lamer C. Schultz, GNAS Commanding Officer 
Paul .T. McCarthy, Village Manager 
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ILLINOIS 
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1303 
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Senator Alan Dixon 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

May 5, 1995 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We are writing to ask you to review the BRAC-93 ruling that 
requires the Marine Corps Reserve Marine Air Control Group-48 unit 
currently based at Glenview Naval Air Station to relocate to Dam Neck, 
Virginia. 

The Glenview NAS will close this September on the recommendation 
of BRAC 1993, which also requires the MACG-48 unit to move to Dam Neck 
Virginia. This move is projected to cost $22 million, with $15 
million needed to build entirely new facilities. 

We are recommending instead that MACG-48 be moved into the 
Federal Enclave that the Village of Glenview is creating as part of 
their approved reuse plan for the Glenview NAS. The purpose of the 
enclave is to create a single area to locate military tenant commands. 
This federal enclave did not exist during the BRAC-93 round, and its 
development dramatically changes the variables that the Marine Corps 
took into account during that earlier base closing round. This 
Federal Enclave was created with the understanding that the Local 
Redevelopment Authority, the Village of Glenview, would be the sole 
landowner and subsequently lease it back to the approved federal users 
for $1.00 per year, for as long as there is a need. 

The value of maintaining MACG-48 at Glenview is clear. Moving 
the unit to the Federal Enclave will save the taxpayers almost all of 
the $22 million cost or the move to Dam Neck, as there are no 
construction requirements to move the unit down the road to the 
Federal Enclave. Moreover, the Chicago metropolitan area clearly has 
a tremendous demographic edge on Virginia in maintaining the future 
readiness of this unit, which is combat-experienced and at a high 
state of readiness. Moving this unit to Dam Neck, Virginia, 
therefore, both increases the costs to the taxpayers and diminishes 
the readiness of the Marine Corps. Finally, there is widespread 
support in the Glenview community for redirecting the MACG-48 unit to 
the Federal Enclave. 

This win-win proposal can only become a reality if an Economic 
Development Conveyance (EDC) is granted to Glenview. The Department 
of Defense and the taxpayers both stand to benefit. 
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We are attaching a letter in support of this redirect 
recommendation from Mayor Nancy L. Firfer, Village President of 
Glenview and Chairman of the Glenview NAS Local Redevelopment 
Authority. 

We urge you to review the BRAC-93 decision and recommend that 
MACG-48 be redirected to the Federal Enclave in Glenview as part of an 
Economic Development Conveyance. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 f!?::y 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .&--a ;. -. , - - .- , , .; ': C. . . ... -.i 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 18, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Edward Porter 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Marine Corps Reserve Marine Air Control 
Group - 48 (MACG-48) unit. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission staff and it will be carellly considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can see 
from this statement, because of the special relationship 1 enjoyed with the citizens of Illinois over 
my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base 
that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

I look forward to working with you through this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of sen&?.  

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R n  MOORE STRL- SUITZ 142s 

ARUNGTOU. VA 22209 

703496-0304 
U W  J. OIXOW. CWAIRMIM 

COMMISSIONCRS: 
A L  C O R N L U  
RLBLC=*r COX 
GON i. 8. DAVIS. USAC ! R C 3  
S. L I Z  KUNG 
-0M 3LNJAMIN p. WOWTOYA. USN R m  
UG iOSUC T O O U S .  2R.. USA R C 1  
'ULNOI LOUISC 3-r- 
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OFFICE OF THE C&URhUV COMMISSION MEMBERS 
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TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I I 

i 1 Repare Reply for Coumkbner's S i  

Repare Reply for Staff Director's S i  I RepareDirectRapaw 

ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestiom Fn 

SubjecVRemarkr: 

/ 

Due Date: 



Department of the Navy 
Base Structure Analysis Team 

Facsimile Transmission 
Cover Sheet 

Date: Sat 6 May # Pages (incl cover): 7 

Message; 

L 

Alex, 

C - - . - - ----- 
From: CAPT Bob Moeller 

INDUSTRIAL BASE TEAM LEADER 
Office: (703) 681 -0456 / 0452 
Fax: (703) 756-2 174 

-. --- - 

To: Name: Alex Yellin 
Orgnz: BCRC Staff 
Office: 
Fax: 696-0550 

1 
- - -  - -- .-- -I 

Attached is the remainder of the data tha t  you previolisly requested for. the 
record that  we had to obtain through a certified data cal l  The or-iginal w i l l  be 
delivered Monday, b u t  I wanted t o  gel you a copy as soon as possible. 

As soon as RADM Taylor can check his schedule. I will coordinate a iiieeiing wil.11 
your staff, the Admiral. and us to  discuss the drydock a t  Long Beach. 

Thanks for your flexibility in scheduling today's brier. 1 hope i t  was ir~lormativc. 

Bob Moeller 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  
- . - 7 . c -  -.? ' " 7  Cf=e:-."., - " -  - 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-OGGG-F13 
R SATIJC 
06 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Axlington. VA 22209 

Attn: Mr. Alex Yellin 
Review and Analysis - Navy Team 

Re: Provision of Data by the Department of the Navy 

Dear Chainnan Dixon: 

This completes the provision of data responding to the 29 March 1995 reqncst from h4r. 
Alex Yellin of your staff concerning ship maintenance. Ln accordance with Section 2103(c)(5) 
of the Defense Base Closure and Reali,pment Act, I certify that the information described in the 
attachment is accurate and complete to the best of rny knowledge arid k t i c f .  

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. 

Sincerely, 
A 

Vice ~ h a j r m & .  
Base Strucnue Evaluation Cornrnirtec 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEN'I' COMMTSSION QLES'I'l(:)WS 
CONCERMNC; SHlP W V r E N M C E  

Q1: " Please provide the following information to the Rase Closure .and l<c:-llignrncnt 
Commission: Drydock loading schedules for each of the stupyards and the SKF. " 

A l ;  A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain cemfied data LO n:spond to ttris 
request. The graph on the attached pages (labeled enclosure (1))  displays the dryclock loading 
scheduled for each of the naval shipyards. 

Q2: " Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission: Projected refueling schedules for SSN-688s. " 

A2: A Supplernencal Dau  Call $73 was issued to obtain certified data rcj respond tn this 
request. The table below summarizes that response. 

Completion - 

- - 

Please note that this represents this is the only final schedule decision made  by the Sccrcrar)r of 
the Navy to date on future SSN 688 refuelings. 

Q3: " Please provide the followins information co the Base Closurc and Reali,y~rnenr 
Cornn~ission: Projected decommissionin$ schedule for SSN 688s. " 

A3: A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to c>bt.%ri certified data to respontl 1.0 I ~ J S  

request. The response received includes classified information no[ reproduced hcre. I hc: r;~hlc: 
below reflects a declassified version of that response. 

Please note that these represent the only final schedule decisions made by the Sccrcwy o f  rhr. 
Navy to dare on SSN 658 decornrnissionings. 

Hull + 
FY 1996- 1 

FY 1997-1 

FY 1997-2 

7 

Corn ple uon 

01 Feb 97 

01 Oct 97 

01 Apr 98 Pearl kinrbor 
- - -  -. 

FY 

1996 

1997 

1997 

Stm date 

01 Feb 96 

01. Oct 96 

01 Apr 97 -- 



DEFET\iSE BCRC QLESTIONS COXCERSWCI SHIP ,VAIX?XNANCE. conrinucd 

QX;I: " 
Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Keaiignment 

Commission: Number of Direct Labor Man Hours and Days in a Dirca Labor Man \ 'ex. 
" 

I 

A l l :  A ~ u ~ ~ l e m e n t a l  Data C d  #73 was issued ro obtain certified dilta to respond u, dus 
request. The wblc below is a compilation of the replies received. 

Di~vii3: Direct Labor him Gays i j i i v i i i :  ijuecr iaoor ;vim iiours i)i)iivi'i': iimcr i i u v r  I \ IU  '1.cu.s 

- 

I - 
- 

Activity Conversion Rationale 
Factor 

- -- -- -- - 

NAVSEA for: 8 hrs per day X 251 workda>.s per year 
N S D  Long Beach 
NSYD Norfolk 

Please note these conversion factors are to be used only with this acti1:ity group, the r1.1vnl 
shipyards. 

NSYD Pearl. Harbor 
NSYJl Portsmouth 
NSYD Puget Sound 

412: " How did NAVSEA determine private sector stupyard rates, and how won. these 
certified? " 

A12: A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. NAVSEA 07 I. provided the published private sector rates (NAVSEA ltx ser 07 1 3 1 C/ 167 
of 26 May 1994). Those rates were calcuiated as a weighted average rate for the East Cow[ and 
the West Coast. Private sector rat& for nuclear work were based on rm averase nte of Electric 
Boat (developed by S U P S H I P  Groton) and Newpon News Shipbuilding (devclopd by SUPSHII' 
Newport News). since these are the only nuclear-capable private shipyards 

The rates were obtained from existing material in use by NAVSEA. NAVCOMPT and 
other activities witkin the Department; they were not developed for the specific purposc 01' 
responding to the Scenario Development Data Calls. In each case. the rates were certified as part 
of the total Data CaU response, through the specified chair1 of c o r n a n d .  This certifi~~tion 
process was in accordance with the procedures specified by the Sec rc tq  of thc Navy in 
enclosure (2) to SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 ("Department of the Navy Policy 
and Procedures for Certification of BRAC-95 Information "). 

25 1 
DLMD / DLIMY 

365 days per yr minus 104 SaUSun per yr 
minus 10 holidays per yr 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

LT-0666-F13 
B SATIJC 
06 May 1995 

Attn: Mr. Alex Yellin 
Review and Analysis - Navy Team 

Re: Provision of Data by the Department of the Navy 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This completes the provision of data responding to the 29 March 1995 request from Mr. 
Alex Yellin of your staff concerning ship maintenance. In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, I certify that the information described in the 
attachment is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment Base Structure Evaluation Committee 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING SHIP MAINTENANCE 

Ql: 
" Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission: Drydock loading schedules for each of the shipyards and the SRF. " 

A l :  A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. The graph on the attached pages (labeled enclosure (1)) displays the drydock loading 
scheduled for each of the naval shipyards. 

Q2: 
" Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission: Projected refueling schedules for SSN-688s. " 

A2: A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. The table below summarizes that response. 

Please note that this represents this is the only final schedule decision made by the Secretary of 
the Navy to date on future SSN 688 refuelings. 

Hull # 

SSN 700 

Q3: 
" Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Realignment 

Comn~ission: Projected decommissioning schedule for SSN 688s. " 

A3: A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. The response received includes classified information not reproduced here. The table 
below reflects a declassified version of that response. 

FY 

1996 

Please note that these represent the only final schedule decisions made by the Secretary of the 
Navy to date on SSN 688 decommissionings. 

Start date 

02 Oct 95 

Hull # 

FY 1996-1 

FY 1997-1 

FY 1997-2 

Completion 

01 Jun 97 

FY 

1996 

1997 

1997 

Start date 

01 Feb 96 

01 Oct 96 

01 Apr 97 

NSYD 

Portsmouth 

Completion 

01 Feb 97 

01 Oct 97 

01 Apr 98 

NSYD 

Portsmouth 

Portsmouth 

Pearl Harbor 



DEFENSE BCRC QUESTIONS CONCERNING SHIP MAINTENANCE, continued 

Q11: " Please provide the following information to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission: Number of Direct Labor Man Hours and Days in a Direct Labor Man Year. " 

Al l :  A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. The table below is a compilation of the replies received. 

DLMD: Direct Labor Man Days DLMH: Direct Labor Man Hours DLMY: Direct Labor Man Years 

NAVSEA for: 8 hrs per day X 25 1 workdays per year 
NSYD Long Beach 
NSYD Norfolk 

Activity 

Please note these conversion factors are to be used only with this activity group, the naval 
shipyards. 

Conversion 
Factor 

NSYD Pearl Harbor 
NSYD Portsmouth 
NSYD Puget Sound 

Q12: " How did NAVSEA determine private sector shipyard rates, and how were these 
certified? " 

Rationale 

A12: A Supplemental Data Call #73 was issued to obtain certified data to respond to this 
request. NAVSEA 071 provided the published private sector rates (NAVSEA ltr ser 0713 1Cl167 
of 26 May 1994). Those rates were calculated as a weighted average rate for the East Coast and 
the West Coast. Private sector rates for nuclear work were based on an average rate of Electric 
Boat (developed by SUPSHIP Groton) and Newport News Shipbuilding (developed by SUPSHIP 
Newport News), since these are the only nuclear-capable private shipyards. 

The rates were obtained from existing material in use by NAVSEA, NAVCOMPT and 
other activities within the Department; they were not developed for the specific purpose of 
responding to the Scenario Development Data Calls. In each case, the rates were certified as part 
of the total Data Call response, through the specified chain of command. This certification 
process was in accordance with the procedures specified by the Secretary of the Navy in 
enclosure (2) to SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993 ("Department of the Navy Policy 
and Procedures for Certification of BRAC-95 Information"). 

25 1 
DLMD I DLMY 

365 days per yr minus 104 SatJSun per yr 
minus 10 holidays per yr 
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From: CAPT Elbb Moeller T o -  Jim Owoley Dale 5/8/95 Time 09 51 20 Cover Page 1 

Department of the Navy 
Base Structure Analysis Team 

To: Jim Owsley 

I 

Date : 5/8/95 l ~ i m e  : 9:50:36 1  or Information Call: 9,703-681 -0456 I 

From : CAPT Bob Moeller 

Fax Number : 696-0550 Company : DON BSAT 

I 

I 

- 
Subject : Wordperfect - [f:\moeller\wp\nadeppol - 
unmodified] 

, 
I w i ~ s  p i n g  t111.ougl1 some old p;lpcr.s ;inti cirnlc ;rcr.os\ this br-ictine p;rper t11;tt I I i i ~ t l  t o  put t 1 1 2 c b t l r c . 1  t o  t)r.ic.fsorl~(. 
. \dmi~.i~ls about i j  ~ c i ~ r .   go. It is ;I gootl o\cr.\ i c~r  ;111tl rllil! br o t ' w n ~ c  help i l l  t)r.ic.fi~~c t l ~ ( s  ( I , I I I I I I ~ \ \ ~ I ~ I I ( $ I . \ .  1 ,1111 

a c ~ ~ d b ~ p  it for. J our. il~fi)r.rrli~tio~~ i111cl irsc il'clc.\i~.c.tl. 

I 

Fax Number : 9,703-756-2174 

.\notlicr issue concer.lling thc .\..\l)I<l's tl~;rt I ril;l! I I O ~  h;l\ c. c.l;~t)cbr.;ttc~tl (~11011211 i\ tit(. filc.1 f 1 1 ; 1 f  i 1 1 . c .  i t 1  r l ~ c .  t t t i t l t l l t .  

o f ' t rans i t ioni~~p h;~lSof'our prociuction lillrs (;lbout 30,000) il l  col~lpIi;r~lce \\.it11 Ill<.\( ' 93. ( ' I O S I I I . ~ ~  o l ' ; l r t  ; ~ t l t l i t i o r l ; t l  

N..\DEI' \vould cilltsc ch;tos i~ntl st1 bstirnti;~ll! iricr.c;tse our. I ) C ~ ; I I . ~ I I I C I I ~ ' S  l11<.\( ' c . o \ t \  to t I.! ;111t1 (.II;III:(* c.( 111 I.\( .  i l l  

mid-stl.r;~m. I:lcct 1-rialisess \ \ o d d  i,c sipnilici~~~tl! clcgr-;nlrcl ;IS the p ~ . o p ~ i l ~ ~ r l ~ t ( ~ t l  t r . ; ~ r r \ i t i t b ~ t  pc.l.io<l "(1 ( , \ ~ ~ , I I ~ ( I I  
t ) ~ .  the cli;~ngc. 

, 
I f there  is an) \yay I r;ln be of';~ssist;rncc, ple;rsc clon't hcsiti~tc to c;lll. I \ \ i l l  bc 4ittilrg orr ;I \;I\! I ' r . o~~to t io~~  
selection hoard st;l~-ting toniol't'on t l i~.ot~gh I;~.itli~!. h t ~ t  cirri hc t.c;lcllcd b! plionc. \I! of'ficc. \ \ i l l  I I ; I \  (. t l1 i4  I I I I I I I ~ ) ~ , I .  

:IS so011 ;IS I cirri get it. 



From: CAPT Bob Moeller  To-  J I ~  Owrley 

/ 

-- - 

Dale 5/6/95 T ~ m e  09 51 20 

N A V A I ,  AVIA'I 'ION l > l : 1 ' (  ) ' I '  1'( 11 .ICY 

Iioutincly opcrnling at grc;~t tlistanics li.orn logislie.; sc~l>l)o~.l silts iri11>o\c\ ~ ~ r ~ i c l ~ ~ i  ~ . e t l ~ ~ i l . c ~ l ~ c r i ~ \  
on tlcl)lo!.ctl na\,al fhrccs. Storage sl,aic 1i)r. sp;~r.c.; or~l>o;~r.tl .;hip i \  ion.;tr.:lir~ctI \ ( I  .I 1;11.gc \1>.11.c\ I J I I ) ~  l i~ic 
and rnnssi\:c airlift arc not pr~;~ctic;~I ;~ I t c r~~a t i \  cs 1'01. supporlir~g .;l~ip.; ; I (  \c:r. . \ lso. ltic \c\.cle ~ O I . I O \ I \  L, . I I I { I  
elcctromagnc~ii ~nal.itimc cn\.ir.onrncnt. coul~lctl \ \ i t h  lllc ph\<i i .~l  i l c ~ i ~ , r r ~ t l ~  a r ~ i l  io~ i i l> l i \ . i~!  oI ~ . I I . I . ~ C I  

launch ;~ncI rccover~.  pl ;~ie  uriit~uc str~csscs or1 II.I\ ; I I  ; I \  1,1tro11. ( ' o ~ ~ s c c ~ u c r ~ ~ l \ .  111c \ . I \  \ \ 1111cc I < \  el 
(organization;~l. intcnnetli;~tc. ant1 clcl)ot) ~n;~ir~tcr~,rnic  str.ui~ul.c I S  \qu:rl.cl\ I O i ~ ~ c i l  or1 c l c \ ~ l i ) l ) ~ r ~ g  
prc\,cnti\:e maintenance stratcgics \\ h i i h  perlnit the or'g;~ni/atior~al a r ~ t l  intcr.r~~ctli;~tc Ic\ el.; to io1i11~Ictc the 
vast rna.jorit~, ol'requirccl rn:~inter~;~r~cc or~I>o;~r.tl ship thcr~cI>!. ~nir~iriii/rr~g 1.ctu1.11 of ; I I I .LI . ; I~I  ; ~ r ~ i l  < i~l i i~>i)~ic~1I\  
to n tlepor. 
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Regional 3laintenanr;cC'onccl)t(l<\I(')inpitaIi;lcorl th iu  i n t c g ~ . a t i o r ~ . ~ o r r ~ l ~ i r ~ i r l ~  111;111\ \ ~ I I I I ~ , I I . I ~ I . I I I I ~ L I I , I I I ~ C  
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cornerstones of this concept. 'I'hc 1 < \ 1 ( '  I . L ' ~ L I C C S  the infi.ast~.uctur.c ~.c( l~~i~.ccl  to \u1>1)01.1 . I \  i .~tior~. \ ~ I I . ~ . I L c ,  
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Reserve Officers Association of the United States 
The Professsional Assaxdim Rqimsenting All Ofim 

May 2, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I write to you today on behalf of the more than 100,000 members of the Reserve 
Officers Association, an organization founded in 1922 and chartered in 1950 by the 
Congress "to support a military policy for the United States that will provide adequate 
National Security and to promote the development and execution thereof." The purpose 
of my letter is to remind the Commission 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 critical elements of the Total Force. 

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 civilians 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 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, costs, environmental issues, the economic impact on 
surrounding communities, and other issues. This Association is concerned that there has 
been an Active component bias, and that the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve 
components are not sufficiently understood or given the weight of consideration that 
they deserve. 

Army * Navy Air Force * Marine Corps * Coast Guard * Pdlk  Health Service * NOR4 

One Constitution Avenue, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002-56S5 * Telephone: (202) 479-2200 



Emphasis is being placed upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing the use of 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. We 
applaud sharing the use of facilities wherever practical, but we caution that there are 
real limitations to the shared use of facilities by Reservists. 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 existing site. 

There may be a conception that the ongoing drawdown of Active forces will free . 
facilities for use by the Reserve components. While Reservists may make use of a 
limited number of Active component facilities, 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 will not meet the needs of the Reserve components in most instances. 
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. 

There is also a perception that some of the data collection done by the services 
to support their recommendations is flawed. This, it is alledged, is particularly true of 
the data collected by the Air Force. 

We hope that the Commission will 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. 

Exec'Gtive Director 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 11,1995 

Major General Roger W. Sandler, AUS (Ret.) 
Executive Director, Reserve Officers Association 
One Constitution Ave, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002-5655 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Sandler: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your concern about the 
impact certain base closure and realignment actions on Reserve components. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is sensitive to demographics when it comes 
to analyzing Reserve activities. You may be certain tha the Commission will thoroughly 
review the information used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. 
The information you have provided will be helpll to the Commission and will be utilized 
in our review and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding 
Reserve activities. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pjsze fz;2i ;3 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R n )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 

May 15,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. L. R Lawrence, Jr. 
President, Bob Lawrence & Associates 
424 North Washington Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 223 14 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission expressing your concern about the 
water supply at the Naval Air Warfke Center (NAWC), China Lake. I appreciate your 
bringing the "Indian Wells Valley Ground Water Project" study to the attention of the 
Commission I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of any base closure or realignment proposal 
affecting NAWC, China Lake. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me concerning NAWC, China Lake in the future. 

Sincerely, 
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Ridgecrest-In yokern-China Lake, California 

May 24, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Attn: Mr. Lester C. Farrington 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Farrington, 

In a letter to the Commission dated May 5, 1995, Bob 
Lawrence & Associates communicated their concerns regarding 
the availability of adequate water in the Indian Wells 
Valley. The City of Ridgecrest and the Indian Wells Valley 
Water District responded to these concerns in letters to the 
Commission dated May 19, 1995, copies of which are included 
as enclosures (1) and (2) to this letter. 

As supporting documentation I am forwarding herein: 

a. Volumes I and I1 of the Indian Wells Valley 
Groundwater Project Report of December 1993, 

b. Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of 
Ridgecrest General Plan 1991-2010, and 

c. a separate copy of Section 11, Chapter 16 of the 
EIR entitled "Water Supply." 

IWV 2000 fully concurs with and strongly supports the 
positions and plans described in enclosures (1) and (2). We 
hope the remainder of the documentation will be helpful to 
you in understanding the issue. If I may be of further 
assistance do not hesitate to contact me at 619-371-2722. 

Sincerely, 

d c k  P. ~onnell 
Executive Director 

P. O. BOX 2000, Rldgecrest, callfornla 93556 
875 North Downs Street, Sulte D 

(619) 371 -BRAC (371 -2722) 
Fax: 619-371 -2724 



OFFICE OF DEFENSE CONVERSION 

Ir 
Commerce Department 
1600 Arch Street, 13th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 215-686-3643 215-686-2669(f) 

Terry Gillen, Director 

May 5, 1995  

TO : Terry Gillen 

FROM : Channing Lukefahr .w 
SUBJECT: Realignment of NSWC-Annapolis to NSWC-Philadelphia 

As we discussed, Annapolis appears to have led the BRAC 
Commission to believe that the proposed realignment to NSWC- 
Philadelphia could negatively impact the Navy's ability to 
meet certain requirements. Specifically, the Commission 
raised questions at the May 4 regional hearing about: 
possible delays in the Non-CFC testing program and the 
extent to which facilities "to be abandonedu with the 
realignment exist elsewhere. 

My research indicates that these concerns are 
unfounded. The facts gathered to date on the Non-CFC 

Philadelphia program and the facilities under consideration are outlined 
City below. 
Planning 
Commission 
1515 Market Street I will continue to research these issue and will 
17th Floor provide further information to you as soon as possible. 
Philadelphia,PA Please let m e  know if you have any questions. Thanks. 
19102 

Philadelphia 
Industrial 
Development 
Corporation 
2600 Centre 
Square West 
1500 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-2126 
215-496-8020 
215-977-9618(f) 

Private Industry 
Council 
Three Parkway 
Suite 501 
Philadelphia, PA 
19102-1375 
215-963-2100 
215-567-7171 (f)  

City of Philadelphia 



NON-CFC PROGRAM 

Issue : Annapolis claims that the proposed realignment 
will delay the Non-CFC testing program and that any delay 
would cause the U.S. Navy to be in non-compliance with 
environmental laws. 

1. Non-CFC R&D and Testins is Conducted by NSWC- - 
Philadelphia and Annapolis 

The NSWC-Annapolis and Philadelphia Non-CFC programs 
are both part of the same effort that requires the U.S. to 
eliminate CFCrs from the environment. Fluids used in all 
air conditioning and refrigeration equipment (including on 
U.S. Navy vessels) produce a significant amount of CFCs. 
Eliminating CFC production requires modification to existing 
equipment while maintaining adequate cooling capability. 
U.S. manufacturers have already designed and modified their 
equipment to comply with Non-CFC laws. The Navy is required 
to follow suit: in fact, U.S. companies have been providing 
modifications to Navy air conditioning and refrigeration 
units to both Annapolis and Philadelphia. 

Neither Annapolis nor Philadelphia are involved in 
basic R&D, but instead are redesigning commercial units to 
be incorporated into Navy vessels. Both the Annapolis and 
Philadelphia test sites have been supporting the same 
conversion effort. Technical personnel at the two sites, 
those that have experience in Naval air conditioning and 
refrigeration, are about equal in number and experience. 
Both sites have parity in terms of technical capability. 

For example, when the Non-CFC program was initiated, 
NSWC-Philadelphia was tasked with designing and installing a 
non-CFC reciprocating compressor. NSWC-Annapolis was tasked 
with designing a centrifugal compressor (which will also be 
introduced into the fleet by NSWC-Philadelphia). 

NSWC-Philadelphia has completed development of the 
reciprocating compressor, and fleet installation has begun. 
This non-CFC-producing compressor is already operating 
effectively on several U.S. Navy ships. NSWC-Annapolis, 
meanwhile, has not yet completed design of the centrifugal 
compressor. 

2. Full Life-Cycle Development and Support Facilities are - 
Resident at NSWC-Philadelphia 

The proposed configuration of Annapolisf Non-CFC 
facilities at NSWC-Philadelphia maximizes the benefits of 
interconnectivity. With the realignment, all follow-on Non- 
CFC work would be conducted in NSWC-P's Building 633. In 
sharp contrast, these facilities currently in Annapolis are 
spread throughout at least two buildings. Building 633 can 
more than accommodate Annapolis Non-CFC facilities, and 



ensure that these facilities can be optimally integrated 
with NSWC-Philadelphia's facilities. 

It is important to not that many of the Annapolis Non- 
CFC facilities are duplicated in Philadelphia, and do not 
need to be moved. Furthermore, given the portable nature of 
the Annapolis facilities, the realignment will not delay the 
program. Based on empirical evidence gained from previous 
movement of Non-CFC equipment, installation is routine, 
requires minimal labor and floor space, and will require 
only 3-4 weeks to completely consolidate the Annapolis 
facilities necessary to continue the Non-CFC program. 

111. Realiqnment Will Improve and Expedite the Non-CFC 
Proqram 

A significant amount of the Non-CFC operational testing 
to be conducted by Annapolis should be completed prior to 
implementation of the BRAC '95 recommendations. 
Furthermore, given NSWC-Philadelphia's Research & 
Development, Test & Evaluation, and implementation 
responsibilities related to the Non-CFC program, the highly 
portable nature of Annapolis' facilities, as well as NSWC- 
PIS integration plan, there will be no adverse impact on the 
program schedule. 

Additionally, concurrent program development in 
Philadelphia, which will allow for fleet lllessons-learnedll 
to be incorporated into the program, will provide the fleet 
with a more capable system and will ensure that the Navy's 
compliance with Non-CFC laws is obtained ahead of schedule. 
Former Secretary of the Navy Lehman detailed the advantages 
to the fleet by consolidating lifecycle development and 
support for systems (such as Non-CFC work) in one location. 



DEEP OCEAN MACHINERY & VEHICLE PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY 
AND 

SUBMARINE FLUID DYNAMICS FACILITY 

Issue #2: The DoD recommendation would close two facilities 
currently resident an NSWC-Annapolis. Annapolis alleges 
that this capability "does not exist anywhere else in the 
free world" and abandoning the facilities would require llat- 
sean testing, which would risk the lives of U.S. servicemen. 

I. - "At-Sean Testinq Will Not Increase With Realisnment 

The suggestion by Annapolis that Secretary of Defense 
Perry and Secretary of the Navy Dalton would risk sailorsi 
lives with "at-seaw testing to gain the savings from the 
proposed realignment is simply ludicrous. 

Annapolis has previously evaluated the impact on 
programs if the deep ocean facility were not available. 
Annapolis noted that "alternate means of testing, such as 
lowering equipment into the oceanu would be used. While the 
cost of this approach may be slightly higher than the status 
quo, Annapolis has admitted that reasonable alternatives to 
their facilities exist; increased "at-seau testing will not 
be required. More importantly, as will be detailed below, 
the value of the Annapolis facilities has been surpassed by 
newer facilities and technological advances. 

I would, in fact, suggest that more safe and capable 
products will be introduced into the fleet by realigning 
Annapolis to Philadelphia since full lifecycle support for 
systems formerly tested at this facility will be conducted 
in one location. 

II. Deep Ocean Simulation Ca~ability Exists Elsewhere 

There are many other pressure vessels available for 
simulating the ocean environment for testing underwater 
machinery. These pressure vessels reside at other Navy labs 
and universities, and could accommodate the overwhelming 
majority of the pressure testing requirements obtained from 
the Annapolis facility. A sample of other test sites 
available include: NSWC-Carderock Division in Bethesda, MD, 
the Naval Facilities Engineering Devices Center at Port 
Hueneme, CA and ~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ a h l g r e n  Division, Coastal Systems 
Station at Panama City, FL. 

The facility at Port Hueneme, for example, has a Deep 
Ocean Simulation Laboratory which contains 12 high-pressure 
vessels capable of simulating the ocean environment under 
controlled conditions. The NSWC-Dahlgren facility in Panama 
City has a state-of-the-art Experimental Diving Unit Ocean 
Simulation Facility. This is a unique hyperbaric research 
facility for developing, testing and certifying manned 
diving and working systems. 



In reality, the former military value of the Annapolis 
test site (which is 24-years old) has been superceeded by 
technological advances. Testing formerly done at this site 
can now be done more cheaply and effectively by newer and 
more advanced facilities. In fact, it has been over 12 
years since a manned vehicle was tested at the Annapolis 
facility. 

According to the Annapolis response to the Navy's data 
call, in the last five years only a very few U.S. Navy- 
sponsored systems tests have been conducted at the facility 
which "could not have been conducted elsewhere." The 
majority of the tests were conducted for U.S. and foreign 
companies. Given DoD's imperative to reduce infrastructure, 
subsidizing AT&T and Great Britain's testing requirements 
hardly seems to justify keeping the facility open. 

Furthermore, there are a number of ocean simulation 
tests which cannot be conducted at the Annapolis site, 
because the systems' size exceeds the dimensions of the 
Annapolis facility. Empirically, these systems are not 
tested at sea, but rather, the systems are broken into 
smaller components so that they can be accommodated into 
available deep ocean simulation sites. This means that any 
current and future tests can be accomplished at other 
existing sites by breaking down the components and/or with 
the assistance of computer-aided design. Computer-aided 
design, a number of experts suggest, can in fact more 
accurately simulate Ifat seaw variables than the Annapolis 
facility. 

111. Submarine Fluid Dynamics Capability Exists at NSWC-P 

The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Facility at Annapolis has 
the capability to perform full-scale flow evaluations of 
shipboard operating conditions of air, water and hydraulic 
systems and components without interface from supporting 
machinery such as pumps and compressors. This facility has 
two main capabilities: water flow and air flow testing. 

NSWC-Philadelphia currently has the facilities and 
expertise to perform over 95% of the air system testing 
currently performed at Annapolis. The Philadelphia 
facilities, in fact, have over two and one-half times the 
compressor capabilities of Annapolis. This arrangement has 
proven to be advantageous for performance testing. 

Annapolis cites the problems encountered by the U.S.S. 
Thresher in the 1960's as "proofI1 that a water flow test 
site is still required. In reality, the Navy has determined 
that there is little or no risk from abandoning this 
capability, and that the Annapolis facility has long since 
served the purpose of its original installation in support 
of submarine deballasting systems following the loss of the 
U.S.S. Thresher. 
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(61 7) 727 -3600 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
GOVERNOR 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCI 
LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR 

May 3, 1995 
The Honorable Joe Robles, Jr. 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear General Robles: 

On behalf of Governor Weld and the citizens of Massachusetts, I want to thank you for 
visiting Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. 

As you are now aware, we have serious reservations concerning the Navy's failure to 
document their decision and their neglect of NAS South Weymouth's superior military value, 
particularly the region's demographic richness. Although the Commander of the Atlantic Fleet 
may indeed have operational reasons for preserving NAS Brunswick, the Navy failed to consider 
other scenarios that would have reduced excess capacity without weakening the quality of its 
Reserve Air Stations. Therefore, attached you will find an analysis done by knowledgeable 
members of the South Weymouth community that lists several scenarios for reducing excess 
capacity at NAS Brunswick without closing NAS South Weymouth. We strongly believe that 
the Navy's recommendation to close NAS South Weymouth and to disperse its Reserve units 
deviates markedly from the base closure selection criteria by diminishing the readiness of the 
Reserves, weakening the ability of the Navy to mobilize in the New England region, ignoring 
future manpower requirements of the Naval Reserve, and reassigning units to substandard or 
non-existent facilities when superior facilities exist at NAS South Weymouth. 

I know your task is a difficult one. We appreciate all your efforts to strengthen our 
nation's security. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

@@&- Argeo Paul Cellucci 

Lieutenant Governor 



ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR NAS BRUNSWICK 

TO: 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FROM: Committee to Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth 

The Navy has proposed that NAS South Weyrnouth be closed and its aviation assets be 
relocated to NAS Bmnswick in order to help address the excess capacity situation at the 
latter base. This memorahdurn discusses several alternatives to that proposal, all of 
which would allow South Weymouth to remain open, with its squadrons remaining at 
South Weymouth. 

Relocation of VO-2 to NAS Br- 

Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron Two (VQ-2) is employed in the electronic 
monitoring role. It 1 ttilizes the EP3E aircraft, the same airframe as the P-3Cs stationed 
at Brunswick but having a different interior. The squadron is based at NS Rota, Spain, 
but operates throughout the Atlantic area. 

The Navy recently relocated this squadron's Pacific counterpart (VQ-1) from NAS 
Agana in Guam back to the mainland U.S., specifically to NAS Whidbey Island in the 
State of Washington.. The squadron now deploys detachments throughout the Pacific 
where and when needed, as appropriate. The Navy apparently believes that, due to the 
reduced threat level, it is no longer necessary to permanently base this squadron 
overseas. 

We would suggest that a similar strategy could be employed in the Atlantic theater of 
operations. That is, VQ-2 could be relocated from Rota, Spain to Brunswick, Maine, 
with this squadron, in turn, sending aircraft detachments to various locations when 
needed. Meanwhile, the bulk of the squadron would remain at Brunswiclc* Such a 
strategy would save the Navy money by reducing the need to maintain family housing 
overseas, while improving morale of squadron personnel. It is also very likely that 
airaaft maintenance efficiencies and cost savings would result by maintaining these 
aircraft at Brunswick, since Brunswick has d l  of the capabilities for such maintenance 
already in hand. 

If this pattern of operation can be successfully implemented in the Pacific by VQ-I, it 
would seem logical that it can be duplicated in the Atlantic. 

Relocation of an Active Dutv VP Sauadron to NAS Brunswick 

Active-duty P-3C squadrons are presently homeported at Brunswick, Maine; 
Jacksonville, Florida; Whidbey Island, Washington; and Kaneohe, Hawaii. It may make 
sense to relocate a P-3C squadron from one of the latter three bases to Brunswick, with a 
squadron from Jacksonville perhaps being the most likely candidate. 

Alternative Scenarios for NAS Brunswick Page 1 of 3 



The Navy originally planned to close Brunswick and move its P-3s to Jacksonville. 
However, these plans changed when the proposal was made to send NAS Cecil Field's 
S-3s to Jacksonville rather than to Oceana, Virginia. Moving S-3s to NAS Jacksonville 
will result in that base being home to P-3s and S-3s in addition to H-3/H-60 anti- 
submarine helicopters. The combination of turboprops, jets, and helicopters will result 
in crowded conditions at NAS Jacksonville, both in the air and on the ground. In fact, a 
new hangar to accommodate the needs of VP-30, the Navy's P-3 training squadron, is 
presently under construction at Jacksonville. 

Given the situation described above, the logic and potential efficiencies of moving a P-3 
Squadron to Brunswick from Jacksonville in order to relieve the aowded conditions at 
the latter base should be investigated. 

ReIocation of VR-46 to NAS B r u n s e  

At least one scenario studied by the Navy with regard to the possible closure of NAS 
Atlanta resu1:ed in the proposal by the Navy to move squadror VR-46 and its C-9B 
aircraft from Atlanta to NAS Brunswick- Should Atlanta be closed and South 
Weymouth be kept open, new homes would have to be found for all of Atlanta's 
aircraft. Certainly, South Weymouth would like to obtain as many of those aircraft as 
possible. However, if the Navy is adamant that the Brunswick area can support 
Reserve operations with its demographics, relocate the C-9 squadron to Brunswick and 
the remaining Atlanta aircraft to South Weymouth. 

Of the squadrnns presently at or proposed to be located at Atlanta (C-9s, AH-1 /UH-Is, 
FA-18~1, the C-9 squadron is likely to be the smallest in terms of required personnel and 
would, thus, have the greatest chance for success at Brunswick. Brunswick claims in its 
data call that it can locate a C-9 squadron in one of its hangars for only $100,000. 
Brunswick also has 8,000-foot runways which the Navy prefers for this type of aircraft. 

South Weyrnouth, on the other hand, would be used to house the FA-18shd the 
AH-l/UH-1s. South Weymouth is a perfect location for these aircraft, given its strong 
demographics, nearby over-theacean training areas, available target range at Nomans 
Island, etc. 

Relocation of Atlanta's squadrons to South Weyrnouth and Brunswick would allow 
Atlanta to be closed, thus saving the Navy between $200 and 300 million, while keeping 
open a Reserve base (South Weyrnouth) with significantly higher military value than 
Atlanta and with significantly better demographics than Atlanta. The issue of 
Brunswick excess capacity would also be addressed through the transfer of VR-46. 

Reali~rn NAS Brunswick to NAF Brunswick 

This scenario would involve the realignment of Naval Air Station Brunswick to Naval 
Air Facility Brunswick, similar to proposals currently being considered by BRAC95 for 
NAS Key West and NAS Corpus Christie. 
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Under this scenario, the airfield and assodated facilities would be retained for training 
purposes, access to nearby ranges, airspace, etc. Its strategic location would be 
preserved, with the base's facilities available for use, as required. All or most of the 
existing aircraft at the base would be relocated elsewhere. 

While the savings associated with this scenario can not be estimated at this time, they 
could be expected to be considerable. 

These scenarios represent only a sample of those which could potentially be developed 
and are meant to be representative of a range of possible options. Others, of course, are 
possible and should be developed by the Navy for evaluation, with the goal being to 
both keep South Weymouth open while maintaining the strategic presence of 
Brunswick. 

Alternative Scenarios for NAS Brunswick Page 3 of 3 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D .C.  20350-1000 

LT-0706-F 14 
BSATLH 
5 May 1995 

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

1700 North Moore Street, 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff for information 
regarding the data used by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) and Base 
Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) in their review of the Reserve Air Station category of 
activities. 

Our evaluation of demographics for the reserve air stations began with the 
Demographics Section of the Reserve Military Value Matrix. Using the aggregated unit 
participation figures for 1993 as a surrogate measure of demographics, we were able to 
determine that all reserve air stations had sufficient demographic resources to adequately 
man their reserve programs. 

In the configuration analysis stage of our process, which looked at specific 
scenarios, we had to look at recruiting demographics and how each scenario impacted the 
Reserves' ability to man its aviation and ground units. Field activities were required to 
highlight any issues or deficiencies in recruiting demographics for each of the scenarios 
in the scenario data call responses. We also consulted with representatives from 
MARRESFOR and COMNAVAIRESFOR to ensure no demographic issues would 
prevent successfL1 implementation of a scenario. At no time did we compare the 
demographics of the losing air station with the gaining air station. There was not a 
relative measure of recruiting demographics, but rather, a yeslno assessment of whether 
or not the gaining air station could man the existing unit(s) andlor units being transferred 
to the gaining activity. 

The results of the configuration analysis showed that both Atlanta and Brunswick 
had sufficient recruiting demographics. Only two cases, both involving the movement of 
Marine Corps Reservists to MCAS New River, North Carolina and Mayport, Florida, 
were found to be affected by insufficient recruiting demographics. The Naval Reserve 
had also forwarded a request for a redirect away from MCAS Beaufort, prior to the 



BRAC-95 recommendation to redirect FIA-18 aircraft to NAS Atlanta, based on having 
learned in the BRAC-93 round that there were insufficient recruiting demographics to 
support a reserve squadron at Beaufort. In all other scenarios the recruiting demographics 
were sufficient. 

As always, if I can be of any hrther assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, ,j 

Base Structure Evaluation ommittee t 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-07 14-F14 
BSAT/TG 
4 May 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The response to questions asked by Mr. Alex Yellin of your staff, on April 22, 1995, 
concerning the Department of the Navy's recommendations to close the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Crane Division Detachment (NSWC), Louisville, Kentucky, and the Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Aircraft Division (NAWC), Indianapolis, Indiana, is attached. In accordance with 
Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, I certify the 
information provided to you in this transmittal is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

I trust the information provided satisfactorily addresses your concerns. As always, if I 
can be of any further assistance, please let me know. &,,& 

C. P. NE AKOS 
Vice ~ha i~&an,  
Base Structure Evaluation C 

Attachment 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

General Comments. 

This attachment contains our comments on a document provided to your staff by an 
NSWC Louisville employee group which discusses the closure of NSWC Louisville. The 
first point to be made is that the $240.4 Million in "excluded costs" identified in the 
employees' document does not match the final certified cost data for the Department of the 
Navy's recommended closure scenario. The final Scenario Development Data Call response 
for the alternative selected by the Department of the Navy can be found in Scenario Folder 3- 
20-0161-0282. This is the scenario that consolidates ships' systems (guns) depot and general 
industrial workload at NSY Norfolk, transfers part of the gun plating workload to the 
Watervliet Arsenal in New York, relocates system integration engineering to NSWC Port 
Hueneme, and relocates the remainder of the engineering workload and Close-in-Weapons 
System (CIWS) depot maintenance functions to NSWC Crane. 

As a starting point for this discussion, it is important to understand that the 
methodology and assumptions used in our return on investment (COBRA) calculations are 
derived from OSD Policy, standard costing practices/policies and BSEC decisions. The 
development of a standardized approach to conducting COBRA analyses was crucial in 
ensuring all scenarios accurately reflected a consistent and reasonable estimate of 
costs/savings associated with a closure/realignment action. All scenario development data call 
responses were reviewed to ensure that costs and savings estimates were reasonable, 
appropriate, developed in a consistent manner, and did not overlap automatic COBRA 
calculations. 

Next, it is important to understand that COBRA algorithms are designed to look at 
changes in costs to the Department of Defense, not to identify shifts in funding which result 
from such things as: (1) the transfer of responsibility for a function, product or mission from 
one DON activity to another, (2) transfers from one appropriation to another, or, (3) transfers 
from one fiscal year to another. This is the case, since funding transfers do not result in a net 
increase in costs to the government. 

It is also important to understand that we have consistently taken a very conservative 
approach in estimating net savings associated with closure actions. In this scenario, for 
example, we are moving work for Depot Maintenance turnaround pools to other activities that 
work on the same or similar systems. Consequently, we begin shutting down induction of 
work at the closing installation as soon as possible, that is, we do not continue to do 
inductions at the closing activity until the activity is completely closed. As a result workload 
at the closing activity begins to drop off rapidly. On the other hand, our estimates of savings 
show a delayed elimination of positions/billets at the closing site, in order to ensure that we 
have adequately taken care of all potential shutdown issues. By showing continued salary 
costs long after the cessation of productive work, we have taken a very conservative approach 
in estimating savings associated with the closure action. In addition, given the available 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

capacity in our industrial system, in most cases we could have assumed that receiving 
activities could absorb transferring workload without creation of additional positions. 
However, to ensure that are estimates of savings were conservative, we have not taken credit 
for eliminated positions at closing activities if we are creating additional positions at gaining 
bases. 

Finally, as noted in a 10 April 1995 memo to your staff, the Department of the Navy 
Inspector General has reviewed the costs excluded from the final NSWC Louisville COBRA 
analysis and concurred that these costs were legitimately excluded from being identified as 
closure-related costs. 

Specific Comments on Costs Excluded from the NSWC Louisville COBRA Analysis. 

So that you are provided a complete explanation of the methodology used by the DON 
to ensure that our return on investment analyses were conducted in a consistent and accurate 
manner, we are providing specific comments on each of the issues raised in the document 
provided to your staff. As mentioned above, however, our responses show, where applicable, 
the correct value of any costs/savings excluded from the final DON scenario (3-20-0161- 
0282) and the rationale for this exclusion. 

Ql. Eight Civilian positions not transferred to NSWC Dahlgren. No cost stated; 
Disposition of Personnel - This is Science and Technology (S&T) workload on Gun Weapon 
System functions that are not currently being conducted by NSWC Dahlgren. The 
Commanding Officer of NSWC Dahlgren certified the need for the transition of these 8 
personnel and the Commanding Officer of NSWC, Louisville certified the existence of the 
workload. How can the BSEC make the determination that the 8 people are not needed when 
the Losing and Gaining Activities agree that they are needed? The relocation cost of these 8 
personnel should be put back into the COBRA model analysis. 

Al. Workload associated with these 8 S&T positions duplicates the substantial S&T 
workload already performed at Dahlgren (780 workyears), and should be absorbed by the 
existing Dahlgren workforce. Consequently, these 8 positions are identified as eliminated, not 
moved in our COBRA analysis. 

Q2. DismantldInspect Supply Equipment - $0.364 M. The reason given by the BSEC for 
excluding these costs is "general work performed by govt employees". In the absence of 
closure this work would not have to be performed and these costs would not be incurred. 
Given that closure occurs, then the personnel would not be productive on direct work during 
the "dismantle/inspect" of this equipment. This cannot be direct charged to a customer, and is 
an added cost which must be included in the BRAC-95 budget. The $0.364 M should be 
reinserted into the COBRA model analysis as a 1 time unique cost. 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

A2. These costs are included in the final DON COBRA analysis for Louisville (see COBRA 
file P:\COBRA\BCRC\LOU28Z.CBR, screen 5 for NSWC Louisville). As a general 
explanation of the inclusion/exclusion of moving costs identified in Scenario Development 
Data Call responses, the following is provided. COBRA algorithms already include an 
estimate of packing and shipping costs associated with the movement of equipment. In 
addition to being subject to conjecture, estimates of equipment relocation costs in excess of 
the standard packing and shipping costs automatically calculated by COBRA will not be 
included as one-time unique costs when these tasks are performed by government personnel. 
Costs to do periodic maintenance breakdown, recalibration, recertification, etc., are already 
built into the costs of doing business at an industrial activity, and as such, are not one-time 
unique costs. In addition, if necessary, any additional efforts by government employees are 
shown by the continued identification of salary costs for these employees as they perform 
these functions, rather than as one-time unique costs. Once these tasks are complete, then 
salary savings will begin to accrue for positions no longer needed. Appropriate travel costs 
associated with certification training and costs associated with contracting for the packaging, 
handling andlor shipping of unique, specialized equipment will be included in COBRA 
estimates since they are not included elsewhere in COBRA calculations. The $0.364 M in 
unique moving costs associated with this supply equipment was identified in the Scenario 
Development Data Call response as being a unique moving cost associated with work to be 
performed by the original manufacturer of the equipment and therefore was included. 

Q3. Maintenance of Buildings/Structures/Grounds - $0.954 M. BSEC states "Allowance 
in COBRA covers". This allowance is unknown. 

A3. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $0.636 M, not $0.954 
M (see page 2-49 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
Changes in base operating support costs are automatically calculated by COBRA algorithms. 
BOS savings are taken only as personnel leave the facility andor facilities are shut down. 

44. UtilitiesIMaintenance - $2.25 M. BSEC states "Allowance in COBRA covers", This 
allowance is unknown. 

A4. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $1.5 M, not $2.25 M 
(see page 2-49 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
Changes in base operating support costs are automatically calculated by COBRA algorithms. 
BOS savings are taken only as personnel leave the facility andor facilities are shut down. 

Q5. Refuse, telephone, janitorial - $0.201 M. BSEC states "Allowance in COBRA covers", 
This allowance is unknown. 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

AS. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $0.134 M, not $0.201 
M (see page 2-49 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
Changes in base operating support costs are automatically calculated by COBRA algorithms. 
BOS savings are taken only as personnel leave the facility andlor facilities are shut down. 

Q6. Environmental Cost of Closure - $6.669 M. BSEC states "Allowance in COBRA 
covers". This allowance is unknown. 

A6. Environmental costs at closing activities are excluded from COBRA analyses, per OSD 
Policy Memo 3. DoD has a legal requirement for environmental restoration regardless of 
whether a closure/realignment action takes place. Original notation should have read 
"Environmental Clean Up Cost", not "Allowance in COBRA covers." 

Q7. Prepare MK45 and MK75 functional engineering models for Port Hueneme - $3.0 
M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "Overhauling not a closure 
cost". These functional engineering models are currently available at NSWC Louisville and 
are used for engineering development and testing. These models are also used for fleet and 
Intermediate Maintenance Activity training (approximately four courses per year). If the 
engineering functions move to NSWC Port Hueneme these models would have to be 
disassembled, overhauled and reestablished at the NSWC Port Hueneme site or these 
functions would be lost. The $3.0 M should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis as 
a 1 time unique cost. 

A7. Rationale for Exclusion: These costs were to overhaul additional models for use by Port 
Hueneme, not the cost to ship existing models. Because the final DON decision is to ship 
existing Louisville models to Port Hueneme, there is no need to overhaul additional models 
for Port Hueneme's use. 

Q8. CIWS Advanced Overhaul in preparation for closure - $48.6 M. The reason given 
by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "Overhauling not a closure cost". This item is a 
"build ahead" of CIWS systems and components to maintain fleet readiness and support while 
the CIWS depot overhaul line at NSWC Louisville is being tom down and being reestablished 
at NSWC Crane (estimated at 12 months). If this effort is not funded, fleet readiness 
(CASREPS) could not be supported, SPCC sparefrepair parts could not be supported and any 
fleet emergencies could not be supported since the depot line would be inoperable during 
transition. This cost would only be incurred if the CIWS depot line was shut down due to 
closure and these costs should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis as a one time 
unique cost. 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

AS. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $32.0 M, not $48.6 M 
(see page 2-49 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
Decisions to compress production cycles in advance of a relocation are not anticipated to 
result in a net increase in the cost to the government to obtain the item. In reality, 
compressed production cycles may result in lowered costs per unit. As noted in the "General 
Comments" section of this response, It is important to remember that COBRA algorithms are 
designed to look at changes in costs to the Department of Defense, not to identify shifts in 
funding sources within the Department of the Navy. The question raised by the employees 
group relates only to cost accounting and resource allocation issues, since, regardless of which 
year(s) the overhaul work is done, the Department will still pay to have the same total level 
of overhaul work done. 

Q9. Orientation of new CIWS personnel to accomplish advanced overhaul workload - 
$4.5 M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "on-the-job training 
cost". Existing CIWS personnel are fully trained and are executing the overhaul of CIWS 
systems and components. This cost was included as a BRAC cost due to relocation of the 
CIWS depot to NSWC Crane or any other gaining activity. Since many personnel would not 
move with the function (NSY Norfolk does not want all NSWC Louisville employees; NSWC 
Crane will take most personnel but it is estimated that many will not relocate). The $4.5 M 
should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis since this retraining will be required as 
a "cost of closure", especially since the 12 month transition time will require considerably 
more retraining. 

A9. Rationale for Exclusion: As discussed in question 8 above, decisions to compress 
production cycles in advance of a relocation are not anticipated to result in a net increase in 
the cost to the government to obtain the item. These costs reflect proposed training costs for 
workers associated with CIWS overhaul at Louisville, not training costs at receiving sites. 
Estimates on the need to hire and train additional temporary personnel to perform this 
advanced overhaul work is both speculative and difficult to accurately quantify at this time. 
Furthermore, in general, training costs are an on-going requirement, built into current costs of 
operation at an activity, and are therefore not one-time unique costs. 

Q10. Depot Transition Costs - $45.37 M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding 
these costs is "Productivity loss 1 disruption cost". This cost increase is based on maintaining 
non-CIWS mission critical depot workload capability at NSWC Louisville, while establishing 
the depot workload capability at NSY Norfolk to maintain/sustain fleet readiness. This cost 
increase is due to loss in operational efficiencies during the transitional period. See the 
following table for estimated manyears productivity loss for each of the fiscal years during 
transition. 
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DON Comments on Costs Excluded from NSWC Louisville Closure Scenario 

(text of question also included a table, breaking out $45 M, which is not shown here) 

A10. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $36.87 M, not $45.37 
M (see page 2-50 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
"Learning curve" problems are minimized in this scenario both by moving Louisville 
employees already performing this work and by relocating to an activity already performing 
similar work. This is an implementation issue, since transition costs can be avoided by not 
allowing the implementation period to stretch out unnecessarily. In this scenario, we intend 
to aggressively schedule advanced overhaul of CIWS, shut down production and then start 
full production at the new site. This type of aggressive schedule will eliminate inefficiencies. 
In general, temporary disruption costs during the transition period are both speculative and 
difficult to accurately quantify. In addition, temporary productivity lags at the closing base 
are expected to be more than offset by long term savings resulting from fuller utilization of 
existing overhead, economies of scale, etc., at receiving sites. 

Q l l .  Equipment teardown/recalibration - $13.2 M. The reason given by the BSEC for 
excluding these costs is "Disassembly of equipmenutest stations including cataloging and 
inventory". In the absence of closure this work would not have to be performed and these 
costs would not be incurred. Given that closure occurs, then the personnel would not be 
productive on direct workload during the teardownlrecalibration of this equipment. This cost 
would be incurred by the technicianslspecialists at NSWC Louisville to ensure the minimum 
lapse in mission support to the depot functions. It is anticipated that the NSWC Louisville 
technicianslspecialists would travel to the gaining activity to accomplish this work. This 
cannot be direct charged to a customer, and is an added cost which must be included in the 
BRAC-95 budget. The $13.2 M should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis as a 1 
time moving cost. 

A l l .  Rationale for Exclusion: COBRA algorithms already include an estimate of packing 
and shipping costs associated with the movement of equipment. In addition to being subject 
to conjecture, estimates of equipment relocation costs, in excess of these standard packing and 
shipping costs automatically calculated by COBRA will not be included as one-time unique 
costs when these tasks are performed by government personnel. Costs to do periodic 
maintenance breakdown, recalibration, recertification, etc., are already built into the costs of 
doing business at an industrial activity, and as such, are not one-time unique costs. Finally, 
in this scenario, costs for any additional work required is reflected in the continued 
identification of salary costs for these employees at Louisville as they perform these 
functions. Louisville positions are eliminated as follows: 0 jobs in 1996, 46 jobs in 1997, 66 
jobs in 1998, 125 in 1999 and 204 jobs in 2000 (COBRA algorithms only take half year 
savings in the year of elimination; full year savings are not taken until the year after 
elimination). This elimination of jobs over an extended period after production stops results 
in a very conservative estimate of savings and allows for more than enough salary costs to 
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cover any actual expenses. Of the $13.2 M identified, $12.63 M was excluded. The 
remaining $0.57 M was included on Screen 5 for Louisville (Unique Moving Costs) since 
these costs reflect unique moving costs assumed to be performed by contractor. 

Q12. Production Support ADP equipment teardownlrecalibration - $0.24 M. The reason 
given by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "Disassembly of equipmentltest stations 
including cataloging and inventory". The ADP production support equipment that must go 
with the depot facility is the Material Resources Planning (MRP) system. Since the closure 
scenario's theory maintains the same flow of work once the depot capability has been 
reestablished, NSWC Louisville's MRP system will be required to track "piece part" work 
through the new facility's work stations. This is a cost which must be included in the 
COBRA model analysis since this computer system must accompany the workload. The 
$0.24 M should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis as a 1 time moving cost. 

A12. This cost was included as a unique moving cost associated with work assumed to be 
performed by contractor. See answers to questions 2 and 11 above for general discussion on 
moving costs. 

Q13. 30 Billets covered by BRAC-91. No cost stated - BSEC states "BRAC 91". These 
billets were covered in the BRAC 91 process. 

A13. As noted, these billets are reduced as a result of a BRAC-91 action, therefore savings 
associated with these billets are not shown in our BRAC-95 analysis. 

414. Increased costs due to stabilized rate - $29.12 M. The reason given by the BSEC 
for excluding these costs is "Inconsistent with NAVSEA certified data". The shipyard 
stabilized manday rates have traditionally exceeded the NSWC Louisville stabilized rates. A 
copy of the NAVSEASYSCOM, SEA 07F letter of 14 Oct 1994 was obtained and the lowest 
"general rate" for NSY Norfolk was used as the "net mission cost" differential for NSY 
Norfolk to accomplish the workload cunrently being performed by NSWC, Louisville. The 
SEA 07 "Booker model" was also discussed during the scenario data call submission process. 
Although unverified, the "Booker model" may be the reason used to exclude these "net 
mission costs". Comments on the "Booker model" process are as follows: 

BRAC scenarios can include recurring savings andlor recurring costs derived from a 
comparison of rates between gaining and losing activities. The following observations have 
been made: 

Rate comparisons must be made using official "Published" rates. 
Rates to use for "apples to apples" comparison are the rates charged to the 
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(DoD) customers. NSWC, Louisville's rates are the stabilized rate and the 
NSY Norfolk Basic Program (manday) rates. 
NAVSEA 07F appears to be using a "computer model" which calculates new 
Shipyard rates based on increased workload received through the Scenarios. 
NAVSEA 07F appears to be calculating rates for NSWC Louisville. 
NSWC Louisville included the official published FY 97 rates in their 
comparison of the rates in the Scenarios. For NSWC, Louisville the Crane 
Division composite stabilized rate was used from the BFMB Budget Submit to 
NAVSEA. The NSY Norfolk rate used was the lower of two rates most 
recently published by NAVSEA letter 5310 Ser 07FJ122 of 14 Oct 94. FY 97 
rates were used since the work transfer effectively starts in FY 97. FY 97 rates 
were also assumed for FY 97-01 as rates for FY 98 and beyond will not be 
published until future budget years. 
The following recap of official published FY 97 rates is as follows: 

NSWC Louisville Average Stabilized Rate: $57.17/DLH 

NSY Norfolk Basic Program Rates: Repairs: $63 1.84 1 8 = $78.98/DLH 
Alterations: $648.88 / 8 = $8 1.1 11DLH 

NSWC Louisville calculated the additional cost to be the number of direct hours (1,750 hours 
per workyear) being transferred to NSY Norfolk multiplied by the difference in the NSWC 
Louisville rate and the lower of the two NSY Norfolk rates. 

$78.98-$57.17=$21.81 (NSY Norfolk rate is$21.81/hr above NSWC Louisville's) 
$/hr hrs WKYRS 

FY97 $21.81 x 1,750 x 32 = $1,221 K 
FY98 $21.81 x 1,750 x 166 = $6,336 K 
FY99 $21.81 x 1,750 x 405 = $15,458 K 
FYOO $21.81 x 1,750 x 763 = $29,122 K 
FYOl $21.81 x 1,750 x 763 = $29,122 K 

$29 M in 01 and every year thereafter 

The BSAT question set suggested that the NSY Norfolk rate should be expected to be lower 
given the increased workload directed to NSY Norfolk, possibly to the extent that NSY 
Norfolk rates will result in a cost savings. Past history does not support this premise. 

A shipyard generated projected rate for NSY Norfolk after receiving scenario workload claims 
the NSY Norfolk rate will reduce in real terms by 25%. This is unsubstantiated. History is a 
much superior indicator of an NSY Norfolk rate given a specified direct workload. A better 
review of the NSY Norfolk rate would be to refer back to a recent year where the total 
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employees are approximately equal to the number of total employees (including increased 
scenario workload) in 2001. Then inflate that years' manday rate by 3% per year through 
2001. This rate may be more representative of the likely NSY Norfolk rate for 2001. 

A14. No such costs are identified in the final certified scenario data call submission. 
However, even if this cost estimate had been identified, it would not have been included in 
the COBRA analysis. When workload is transferred between two different activities (e.g., 
from one technical center to another technical center, from a technical center to a shipyard, 
from one Military Department to another, etc.) then an estimate of changes in costs associated 
with workload transfers has not been included in return on investment analyses. While these 
consolidations will, in all likelihood, result in long term savings at the receiving activity 
through fuller utilization of existing overhead, economies of scale, etc., differences in 
organization, costing methodologies, etc., make it difficult to accurately estimate these savings 
in advance of actual implementation. (It should be noted, however, that inclusion of these 
savings would only serve to improve the return on investment of the Department's 
recommendations). 

Q15. Certification of production processes and personnel - $12.5 M. The reason given 
by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "Depot certifications". In the absence of closure 
this work would not have to be performed and these costs would not be incurred. Given that 
closure occurs, then the personnel would not be productive on direct work during the 
"certification of production processes and personnel" for the newly established depot product 
lines. This cannot be direct charged to a customer, and is an added cost which must be 
included in the BRAC-95 budget. $12.5 M one time unique costs should be reinserted into 
the COBRA model analysis as a one time unique cost. 

A15. Rationale for Exclusion: Costs to do periodic maintenance breakdown, recalibration, 
recertification, etc., are already built into the costs of doing business at an industrial activity, 
and as such, are not one-time unique costs. Again, COBRA algorithms deal with changes in 
costs to DoD, not changes in funding source within the Department. 

Q16. Special Support Functions - $45 M. The reasons given by the BSEC for excluding 
these costs is "Cost of procurement and duplication of facilities". The workload that is being 
transferred from NSWC Louisville to NSWC Crane and NSY Norfolk can not be 
accomplished without having the special support functions (i.e. X-ray facilities, speciaYunique 
utility support requirements, special pits and foundations, gantry furnace, create new NC 
programs, replacement of special tooling and fixtures required for use at NSY Norfolk) 
available to perform the necessary industrial support tasks involved in overhauling the CIWS 
and Gun Weapon Systems workload. Given the closure scenario there would be no 
"duplication" of facilities. The special support functions must be available to accomplish the 
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industrial support workload. The $45 M should be reinserted into the COBRA model 
analysis. 

A16. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $37 M, not $45 M 
(see page 3-2R of Scenario Development Data Call response). This cost is included in our 
COBRA analysis (see Screen 5 for NSY Norfolk). 

Q17. TRS Development - $18 M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding these costs 
is "Salaried employees. Not additional cost". The justification for this cost is that it would 
not be borne by any party (i.e. government or contractor) unless the work specified in the 
scenario were to move to NSWC Crane and NSY Norfolk or any other gaining activity, The 
cost for TRS development in BRAC 93 was certified as $82 M. The explanation below 
provides the justification for $82 M as the appropriate cost for TRSIIndustrial Process 
documentation for BRAC 95, A higher echelon change to NSWC Louisville's scenario data 
calls reduced the $82 M down to $18 M with no justification. The $18 M (or $82 M) should 
be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis. A further explanation is provided as follows: 
There are 84 engineerlplaner positions associated with movement of the depot. They will be 
coming from NSWC Louisville. However, these are not the positions that will be tasked to 
develop Technical Repair Standards. Development of TRS's is a function that will have to be 
performed by the In-Service Engineering Agent for the overhaul of Naval Gun Weapon 
Systems that are being transferred. 

Since the transfer of the workload of an entire operation has never been attempted, the cost of 
provided documentation to ensure adequate Industrial Process Documentation Control must be 
estimated. Process documentation is a function of the site and is not directly transferable. 
These estimated costs reflect development, validation and certification of industrial procedures 
to define scope of work for overhaul and repair. Costs were derived by identifying system 
assemblies and components for which Technical Repair Standards do not already exist. An 
estimate of the average cost to prepare & Technical Repair Standard was obtained through 
sampling of the development costs of existing Technical Repair Standards. 

The development of TRS documentation for all costing mission required workload is 
$124,441,000 (see table below). NSWC Louisville has over 4,100 active methods. 
Mobilization, FMS, and non-current Industrial Process Documentation have been shown in the 
table below but not included in the cost estimate. Since NSWC Louisville has current 
Industrial Process Documentation to use as "source data" for the development of TRS's, the 
total cost requirement was reduced by 35% (the initial production planner actions) resulting in 
an estimated total cost of $81,235,000 spread over 4 years. 

Industrial Process Documentation (IPD). NSWC Louisville utilizes TRS's and customized 
industrial process documentation (methods) to plan, operate and control all depot functions. 
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A typical method for assembly andor component processing has anywhere from 10 to 100 
individual procedures. To keep estimates to develop this documentation at an absolute 
minimum, an average of 10 procedures per method was used in the calculation. These 
procedures require approximately 50 hours each to develop. 

(text of question also includes breakout of systems to be covered, which is not shown here) 

A17. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $12.78 M, not $18 M 
(see page 3-2R of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: We 
are currently operating under a waiver which does not require preparation of TRSs for the 
affected equipment. If this waiver is eliminated then the cost to prepare TRSs will be the 
same regardless of whether it is done at Louisville or Norfolk and therefore would not be 
considered a base closure-related cost. By both moving existing personnel performing these 
tasks and relocating to an activity where work is done on the same equipment, this closure 
action does not, in and of itself, require additional TRSs. The BRAC-93 Comrnission- 
requested scenario involving NSWC Louisville was an entirely different closure action than 
that being recommended by the Department of Defense in BRAC-95. Cost estimates for the 
BRAC-93 scenario reflected documentation requirements and uncertainties associated with a 
Commission-proposed transfer of this work to the private sector, and is not comparable to the 
Department's BRAC-95 recommendation. 

Q18. CIWS UpgradelOverhaul - $0.9 M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding 
these costs is "Overhauling not a closure cost". Concur, this cost was deleted due to a change 
in the scenario data call. 

A18. As noted, no such costs at NSY Norfolk are identified in the final certified scenario 
data call submission. 

Q19. CIWS Certification test facilitieslprogram - $0.75 M. The reason given by the 
BSEC for excluding these costs is "Depot certifications". Concur, this cost was deleted due 
to a change in the scenario data call. 

A19. As noted, no such costs at NSY Norfolk are identified in the final scenario data call 
submission. 

Q20. Retraining - $7.9 M. The reason given by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "On 
the job training cost". NSY Norfolk is accepting only a portion of the "trained personnel" 
from NSWC Louisville and will utilize existing / newly hired personnel to accomplish the 
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majority of the workload transitioning to NSY Norfolk. The program sponsor can not provide 
the funds to accomplish the training since this is "non-direct production workload". These 
costs are due to closure and $7.9 M should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis. 

A20. Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $7.6 M, not $7.9 M 
(see page 3-2R of the Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale for Exclusion: 
Additional training requirements are minimized in this scenario by both moving personnel 
currently performing these tasks and by relocating to an activity already performing similar 
work. In addition, on an annual basis, activities recruit, put into apprentice programs and 
train employees. These types of costs are an on-going requirement, built into current costs of 
operation, and are therefore not one-time unique costs. 

Q21. Misc. Recurring Costs - $0.96 M (cost differential at NSWC Dahlgren). The reason 
given by the BSEC for excluding these costs is "No People/No Cost". In #1 above, the 
rationale is provided for including the transfer of 8 civilian positions to NSWC Dahlgren. 
This transfer of function and personnel has been certified by both Commanding Officers. The 
$0.96 M "recurring cost" should be reinserted into the COBRA model analysis due to the 
higher stabilized rate of NSWC Dahlgren as compared to NSWC Louisville's rate. 

A21: Cost shown in final Scenario Development Data Call response is $0.096 M, not $0.96 
M (see enclosure (3)-D, page 3-3 of Scenario Development Data Call response). Rationale 
for Exclusion: Workload associated with these 8 Science and Technology (S&T) positions 
duplicates the substantial S&T workload already performed at Dahlgren (780 workyears), and 
can be absorbed by the existing Dahlgren workforce. These positions are identified as 
eliminated, not moved. Even if a continuing workload requirement had been identified, these 
costs would not have been included. When workload is transferred between two different 
activities (e.g., from one technical center to another technical center, from a technical center 
to a shipyard, from one Military Department to another, etc.) then an estimate of changes in 
costs associated with workload transfers has not been included in return on investment 
analyses. While these consolidations will, in all likelihood, result in long term savings at the 
receiving activity through fuller utilization of existing overhead, economies of scale, etc., 
differences in organization, costing methodologies, etc., make it difficult to accurately 
estimate these savings in advance of actual implementation. (It should be noted, however, 
that inclusion of these savings would only serve to improve the return on investment of the 
Department's recommendations). 

Additional Response. Although not specifically addressed in the document provided to your 
staff, there are two other cost items, similar in nature to the elements discussed above, which 
were excluded from our COBRA analysis. 
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a. RecertificatiodPD at NSWC Crane - $ 8.89 M. Rationale for Exclusion: Costs 
to do periodic maintenance breakdown, recalibration, recertification, etc., are already built into 
the costs of doing business at an industrial activity, and as such are not one-time unique costs. 
Costs to prepare IPDs will be the same regardless of whether this work is done at Louisville 
or Crane. By both moving existing personnel performing these tasks and relocating to an 
activity where work is done on the same equipment, this closure action does not, in and of 
itself, require additional IPDs. 

b. Equipment set-uphew programs at NSWC Crane - $ 1.45 M. Rationale for 
Exclusion: COBRA algorithms already include an estimate of packing and shipping costs 
associated with the movement of equipment. In addition to being subject to conjecture, 
estimates of equipment relocation costs, in excess of these standard packing and shipping 
costs automatically calculated by COBRA will not be included as one-time unique costs when 
these tasks are performed by government personnel. Costs to do periodic maintenance 
breakdown, recalibration, recertification, etc., are already built into the costs of doing business 
at an industrial activity, and as such are not one-time unique costs. 
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Transfer of Plating Workload from NSWC Louisville to Watervliet Arsenal 

Ql.  The NSWC Louisville recommendation transfers plating workload to Watervliet Arsenal. 
Please provide us with the certified data received from the Army and the analysis that was 
used to determine that Watervliet has the capacity and capability to perform this workload. 

Al. Attachment 3 is a copy of the certified data from the Army regarding the capacity and 
capability of Watervliet Arsenal to perform some gun plating work for the Department of the 
Navy. 

Q2. In addition, during our visit to Louisville, it was explained to us that the gun barrel 
depot and manufacturing processes typically require multiple trips for each barrel between the 
machining operation and the plating shop. Did your cost analysis allocate costs for additional 
transportation between Norfolk and Watervliet? 

A2. The COBRA analysis for the closure of NSWC Louisville includes $98,000 per year in 
additional transportation costs between Norfolk and Watervliet (see Screen 5, Miscellaneous 
Recurring Costs, for NSY Norfolk and page 3-4R of enclosure (3) to the final certified 
scenario development data call response). 
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DON Comments on NAWC Indianapolis Closure Scenario 

The following comments are provided in response to the issues raised by the NAWC 
Indianapolis Task Force. In addition to the specific comments provided below, the "General 
Comments" found on pages 1 and 2 of Attachment 1 provide additional information on the 
methodology used in our Return on Investment analyses. 

Q1. Total tonnage of equipment to be moved was reduced from 3963 tons to 2671 tons 
entered in the final scenario, based on an unknown BSAT assumption, not reported in the 
BSAT meeting files and with no explanation or discussion with the sending or receiving sites. 
The estimates used in our recalculations use the 3479 ton total, from an earlier BSAT run. 

Al .  The BSECBSAT reviewed movement of equipment estimates provided in Scenario 
Development Data Call responses to ascertain that only essential equipment not available at 
receiving sites was transferred. Savings associated with re-use and costs associated with the 
disposal of excess equipment are not included in COBRA analyses, since the expected 
residual value of excessed equipment will at least offset any disposal costs. In the case of 
NAWC Indianapolis, equipment was not relocated to receiving sites when adequate 
facilitieslequipment were already available at receiving sites, e.g., video teleconferencing 
equipment, Reliability Burn In Testing Lab equipment, Environmental Test Facility 
equipment, etc. By conducting this analysis, we reduced tonnage required to be transferred 
from 3,479 tons to 2,671 tons. 

Q2. The source of the MILCON avoidance of $1 1.2 million is no longer valid. At this time, 
NAWCADI has no budget approved (i.e., programmed) MILCON. Therefore MILCON 
Avoided should be entered as zero. 

A2. Final certified Data Call 64 (Military Construction Cost Avoidances) response for 
NAWC Indianapolis identifies MILCON Project 028, Chemical Production Facility, 
$1 1,180,000, as a programmed FY 1997 MILCON project (see attachment 5). This cost 
avoidance was included in our final COBRA analysis (see COBRA File 
P:\COBRA\BCRCWAWCI2D.CBR). 

Q3. The Navy inappropriately denied one-time unique costs submitted in the data calls. 
First, as a DBOF, all revenue comes from customers. Therefore, the Navy assumption that 
government employees cost are zero is simply invalid. Since closure costs cannot be passed 
on to customers in indirect charges, a direct budget allocation will be required. Secondly, the 
one-time unique moving costs submitted by NAWCADI in the data call only included special 
moving costs (e.g., rewiring and recalibration of hardware in a RDT&E laboratory at the 
gaining site), The unique costs identified were over and above the pack/unpack and 
transporting of tonnage that are estimated within the COBRA model. Our estimates reinstate 
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these costs. 

A3. As an introduction, it is important to remember that COBRA algorithms are designed to 
look at chan~es in costs to the Department of Defense, not to identify shifts in funding which 
result from the transfer of responsibility for a function, product or mission from one DON 
activity to another or from one appropriation to another, since these transfers will not result in 
a net increase in costs to the government. In addition, all scenario development data call 
responses were reviewed to ensure that costs and savings estimates were reasonable, 
appropriate, developed in a consistent manner, and did not overlap automatic COBRA 
calculations. Specific responses for each excluded unique cost are provided below. 

Q3.a. The following specific one-time unique costs were excluded from the NAWC 
Indianapolis scenario: 

Q3.a.(l) Disruption Loss - $20.22 M. 

A3.a.(l). "Learning curve" problems are minimized in this scenario both by moving 
Indianapolis employees already performing this work and by relocating to activities already 
performing similar work. This is an implementation issue, since transition costs can be 
avoided by not allowing the implementation period to stretch out unnecessarily. In general, 
temporary disruption costs during the transition period are both speculative and difficult to 
accurately quantify. In addition, temporary productivity lags at the closing base are expected 
to be more than offset by long term savings resulting from fuller utilization of existing 
overhead, economies of scale, etc., at receiving sites. 

Q3.a.(2) Equipment Replacement Costs - $8.627 M. 

A3.a.(2). This cost is to buy duplicative EP-3BS-3 software and engineering integration 
support equipment to set up a redundant system during the transition period. The Department 
of the Navy has other experience in moving software support and integration functions 
without having to establish a duplicative system and without incurring significant 
delays/disruptions, e.g., A-6 transfer from Dahlgren to China Lake, etc. This is an 
implementation issue, however, purchase of redundant equipment for a short transition period 
would not be in the best interest of either the Department or the taxpayer. 

Q3.a.(3) Excess Equipment - $5.524 M. 

A3.a.(3). Savings associated with re-use and costs associated with the disposal of excess 
equipment are not included in COBRA analyses, since the residual value of excessed 
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equipment will at least offset any disposal costs. 

Q3.a.(4) Shutdown Costs - $0.152 M. 

A3.a.(4). Shutdown costs are calculated automatically by COBRA algorithms for the 
shutdown of installation facilities. Consequently, shutdown costs identified in Scenario 
Development Data Call responses will not be added to COBRA algorithms. The NAWC 
Indianapolis COBRA analysis includes $1.3 M in shutdown costs. 

Q3.a.(5) MILCON Collateral Equipment - $5.672 M. 

A3.a.(5). COBRA algorithms automatically calculate the cost of moving existing 
administrative equipment (desks, chairs, etc.). Consequently, since COBRA algorithms 
automatically calculate moving costs for existing equipment, the additional inclusion of costs 
to buy replacement equipment would be a duplication of costs, and as such, would not be 
included in the COBRA analysis. Decisions on whether to move existing equipment or buy 
new equipment are an implementation issue. 

Q3.a.(6) RCRA Closure - $1.4 M. 

A3.a.(6). Environmental costs at closing activities are excluded from COBRA analyses, per 
OSD Policy Memo 3. DoD has a legal requirement for environmental restoration regardless 
of whether a closure/realignment action takes place. 

Q3.b. $38.564 M in unique moving costs for calibration, assembly, disassembly, 
etc. 

A3.b. COBRA algorithms already include an estimate of packing and shipping costs 
associated with the movement of equipment. In addition to being subject to conjecture, 
estimates of equipment relocation costs, in excess of these standard packing and shipping 
costs automatically calculated by COBRA will not be included as one-time unique costs when 
these tasks are performed by government personnel. Costs to do periodic maintenance 
breakdown, recalibration, recertification, etc., are already built into the costs of doing business 
at an industrial activity, and as such, are not one-time unique costs. Finally, in this scenario, 
costs for any additional work required is reflected in the continued identification of salary 
costs for employees at Indianapolis as they perform these functions. Relocations to Pax River 
are completed in FY 1999, and the vast majority of movements to NSWC Crane are also 
completed by the end of FY 1999, however, 185 jobs at Indianapolis are not eliminated until 
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FY 1999 and another 248 jobs are not identified as eliminated until FY 2000 (it should be 
noted that COBRA algorithms only take half year savings in the year of elimination; full year 
savings are not taken until the year after elimination). Retention of these jobs until the end of 
the closure action results in a conservative estimate of savings and allows for more than 
enough continuing salary costs to cover any actual expenses. 

Q4. The Navy unjustifiably denied unique disruption estimates provided by NAWCADI in 
the data calls. These costs are real, and were calculated using, data based on recent costs of 
reorganization at NAWCADI, and are probably underestimates. These are included in our re- 
estimate of actual cost of closure. 

A4. See response to item 3.a.(l) above. As noted in that response, temporary productivity 
lags at the closing base are expected to be more than offset by long term savings resulting 
from fuller utilization of existing overhead, economies of scale, etc., at receiving sites. 

Q5. MILCON Costs. The Navy inappropriately reduced MILCON costs at all three 
receiving sites. Crane's was arbitrarily reduced in two ways. 

Q5.a. First, administrative square footage per employee [at Crane] was cut from 150 
sq. ft. to 11 0 sq. ft. (NAVFAC P-80 standards for MILCON planning is the source for the 
150 sq. ft./employee factor. Source for the lower factor is unknown.). The lower value is not 
an acceptable planning factor for the skilllgrade level of the staff that would be moving. 

A5.a. During deliberations on 13 December 1994, the BSEC directed that administrative 
space construction at NSWC Crane be limited to a requirement based on 110 sf per person. 
As shown on page 610-4 of the NAVFAC P-80, the open office administrative space 
allowance for supervisors is 110 sf per person, and 90 sf per person for non-supervisory 
professional and administrative personnel. 

Q5.b. Second, the administrative space required at Crane is to be new construction. 
COBRA standard factors state that new administrative construction should be estimated at 
$123/sq. ft. (not loaded with MILCON planning factors). The BSAT, however, used a value 
of $80/sq. ft. (fully loaded). 

A5.b. Based on certified data obtained by the BSAT in response to a request for clarification 
on this scenario, a cost of $80 per square foot was identified as the appropriate rate to use in 
calculating administrative space requirements at NSWC Crane (see Attachment 6). 
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Q5.c. MLCON costs for renovation used at Pax River and China Lake are far below 
the values directed to be used by the BSAT. In BSAT deliberation RP-0495-F, BSATION, 
13 DEC 1994, a decision was made to calculate the costs of renovation of good condition 
receiving space at China Lake by using a factor of 40% of new construction costs, rather than 
the standard 75% COBRA rate. The actual values input into the scenario were approx. 
$10/sq. ft., a fraction of the appropriate value. Similar low costs were input for renovation at 
Pax River. Since this space is also relatively good, we also used the 40% rate for the move 
to Pax River in our recalculation of the COBRA model. 

A5.c. Our final COBRA analysis for NAWC Indianapolis reflects those construction costs at 
China Lake and Pax River that were identified in the final certified data call response. As a 
point of reference, during initial deliberations on the closure of NAWC Indianapolis, the 
BSEC noted that the default rehabilitation rate in COBRA was 75%, the maximum allowable 
rate at which rehabilitation is done in lieu of new construction. This rate reflects a worst case 
cost for rehabilitation and is not an appropriate rate for use in scenarios that, for example, 
modify existing office space. The BSEC also noted that rehabilitation costs vary from site to 
site due to the condition and configuration of existing facilities. For example, other certified 
scenario development data call responses identified a rehabilitation rate for the conversion of 
existing office space of 40%. However, this entire discussion became a moot point once the 
final certified data, which included a rehabilitation cost estimate at China Lake and Pax River, 
was received. 

Q6. The Navy also inappropriately excluded the costs of new hires from the analysis. The 
Navy assumes that the cost of hiring necessary personnel to fill billets is zero. The Indy 
closure scenario COBRA run produces a total of 531 billets that will need to be filled at the 
assumed $0 rate. This is unrealistic. These billets cannot be filled by synergism at the 
gaining bases (The only reasonably valid basis for is zero/low cost hire rate is that there are 
existing excess workers at the receiving site, with exactly the right skills.), as those were 
already accounted for in the estimates of the number of billets to transfer. We assumed a 
new hire cost of $5,000. 

A6. The hiring of new employees is a normal cost of operation at all DON activities. It is 
assumed that the hiring of any additional employees as a result of this closure action will be 
handled by existing personnel office staffs at receiving sites, and consequently does not 
reflect an increased cost to the government over time. Just as all personnel do not 
simultaneously leave the closing activity, workload is shifted to receiving sites over time. 
Consequently, any new employees will be hired over time and not overwhelm the existing 
personnel office resources at receiving sites. 
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Q7. The major mistake in estimating recurring costs/savings was the way in which the BSAT 
decided to handle contracting out of existing work. They began with the not unreasonable 
assumption that the fully loaded cost of doing the work internally is roughly equal to the total 
cost of contracting out. The problem, however, is that the Navy COBRA model does not 
reflect this assumption. The approach was based on recognizing the number of positions (e.g. 
workyears) that would be contracted out. But, the model falsely counts a salary as the 
overhead-loaded rate for work performed. Example: An engineer receiving a salary of $40-50 
Wyr, would have a loaded rate of some $125 Wyr. at NAWCADI, The COBRA model 
recognizes that $40-50 Wyr, salary would not be saved, but falsely accounts for the balance 
($75-85 Wyr.) as a recurring savings when it should be offset by an equal cost. The BSAT 
further misrepresented NAWCADI's contracted out cost by incorrectly reducing the 
workyears to be contracted out, without consultation with the site or discussion in the public 
record. The certified data call was 779 WY; the BSAT input to the closure scenario COBRA 
run was 601 WY. 

A7. When work is projected to be transferred to the private sector, the presumption is made 
that this transfer will only take place if private sector performance proves to be less costly 
than government performance. To reflect the continuing requirement to perform this 
workload, no salary savings are shown for work shifted to the private sector. While no 
savings are shown, COBRA algorithms do calculate RIF costs for these eliminated in-house 
jobs. Contrary to the statement made above, no savings associated with this workload shift 
were identified in the COBRA analysis. Since no savings were taken, there is no need to 
show an offset of recurring costs. Based on certified data obtained by the BSAT in response 
to a request for clarification on this scenario, 601 workyears was identified as correct number 
of workyears to be identified as shifted to the private sector (see Attachment 7). 

QS. Although we recognize the importance of consistent factors for comparison among 
bases, the standard Navy DBOF wage rate so overstates the NAWCADI average civilian 
salary that it creates a serious overestimate of recurring savings due to eliminated positions, 
In data call 65, NAWCADI reported a FT 1996 average salary projection of $46,786. The 
COBRA Navy DBOF rate is $54,694, With a difference of $7,908/head, even a small 
reduction in force creates a large annual savings (approximately $3.4 Mlyr. In direct wages, 
some $4.6 Mfyr. with non-wage labor costs (benefits) included), We used the site specific 
projected salary for our adjusted COBRA runs. 

AS. Since COBRA analyses are used to examine changes in costs to the Department of 
Defense resulting from closure/realignment actions, the appropriate rate to be used in 
calculating personnel savings is the Military Department's average budgeted personnel cost. 
This is the approach used by all Military Departments for conducting COBRA analyses. The 
"salary rate" identified in Data Call 65 is used as part of our Economic Impact analysis data 
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collection and only reflects cash payments to employee, not total costs to the government, 
e.g., it excludes such things as employer retirement contributions, etc. 

(The next set of questions is a primarily a repeat of the questions shown on the previous 
five pages. In those cases where the question is an identical repeat of a previous question, 
the reader is referred back to the original answer.) 

Q9. Tonnage transferred to Crane 

FY 98 FY 99 Total 
Indy submit 1237 2037 3274 
BSAT 1237 1434 2671 (80% of original) 

No explanation has been found for the decrease made by BSAT. 

A9. See answer to question 1 on page 1. 

Q10. Static Base Data (COBRA input screen 4) - Differs from the BSAT COBRA analysis 
done for Indy Scenario 027, 028, or the IndyINOSL combine run. No explanation is available 
for the differences. 

A10. There is a minor typographical error in the VHA rate at Indianapolis in the final, stand- 
alone NAWC Indianapolis COBRA run. This "typo" is inconsequential; reducing the 
$39,248,000 in annual savings associated with this action by only $8,000. In addition, this 
reduction in savings is more than offset by the $24,000 in recurring travel savings which the 
NAWC Indianapolis Task Force correctly notes is not included in our current COBRA 
analysis (see response to question 14, below). 

Q11. One Time Unique Costs. 

Ql1.a. Disruption Loss - Indy submitted a total of $20,200 K for disruption. BSAT 
eliminated all disruption cost. The explanation for eliminating the cost found in the BSAT 
minutes was because the work will be "performed by government employees". This is not a 
logical rationale since NAWCADI is a DBOF. 

A1l.a. See answer to question 3.a.(l) on page 2. Temporary productivity lags at the closing 
base are expected to be more than offset by long term savings resulting from fuller utilization 
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of existing overhead, economies of scale, etc., at receiving sites. It is also important to 
remember that COBRA algorithms are designed to look at changes in costs to the Department 
of Defense, not to identify shifts in funding which result from the transfer of responsibility 
for a function, product or mission from one DON activity to another or from one 
appropriation to another, since these transfers will not result in a net increase in costs to the 
government. 

Ql1.b. Equipment Replacement Cost - a Indy submitted $8,627 K for equipment 
replacement (e,g. EP-3 lab). BSAT eliminated all costs, No explanation was found. 

Al1.b. See answer to question 3.a.(2) on page 2. 

Q1l.c. Excess Equipment - Indy submitted an estimate of $5,524 k to excess all 
equipment not scheduled for transfer, BSAT eliminated all costs because work would be 
"performed by government employees," Again, this logic is incorrect for a DBOF. 

A1l.c. See answer to question 3.a.(3) on pages 2 and 3. The fact that NAWC Indianapolis is 
a DBOF activity is irrelevant. 

Ql1.d. Shutdown Cost - Indy submitted $ 152 K for shutdown costs (i. e, to 
winterize the facility, These costs were estimated by Indy to be over-and-above the COBRA 
calculated "mothball" costs, BSAT eliminated all costs. 

Al1.d. See answer to question 3,a.(4) on page 3. Standard factor used in COBRA shutdown 
algorithm is based on historical experience and is adequate to cover shutdown costs. 

Ql1.e. MILCON Collateral Equipment - Indy submitted $5.672 K for MILCON 
Collateral. Dollar values were agreed upon by the gaining sites. Estimates were based on a 
NAVFAC standard (6% of construction cost). BSAT eliminated all costs. 

Al1.e. See answer to question 3.a.(5) on page 3. 

Ql1.f. RCRA closure - HQ submitted this cost, BSAT eliminated it, with no 
explanation found. 

Al1.f. See answer to question 3.a.(6) on page 3. 
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Ql1.g. NAVFAC Cost - Indy did not submit this cost, BSAT included this cost in its 
final run, The value is an estimate from the BSAT and NAVFAC. 

Al1.g. As noted, this cost is included in our COBRA analysis. 

Q12. 1 Time Unique Moving Costs - Indy submitted $38,564 K as a one time unique 
moving cost. This is the estimated cost over-and-above the packlunpack and shipping costs 
calculated by the COBRA model. A major component of this cost is calibration of laboratory 
equipment at the gaining site. BSAT eliminated all costs. 

A12. See answer to question 3.b. on pages 3 and 4. 

Q13. Net Mission Costs - Indy submitted $434 Klyear after FY 2000 as a recurring mission 
cost. These costs are an estimate of the increase in program travel cost since the Indy 
employees would have to travel from Crane to Indy airport. Cost included POV and extra per 
diem costs. It also included travel cost to attend to business at the EMPF. BSAT eliminated 
all cost except for POV travel to and from the Indy airport ($144 Klyear after FY 2000), No 
explanation found. 

A13. Travel to the Electronics Manufacturing and Productivity Facility (EMPF), which is 
located in downtown Indianapolis is not considered Navy-essential. Consequently, this $25 K 
per year cost was excluded from the COBRA analysis. NSWC Crane is located 
approximately an hour away from the Indianapolis airport. POV costs for travel to the airport 
were considered a legitimate travel cost and were included in the analysis. Allowing 
employees to spend the night at the Indianapolis airport (which as noted is only an hour away 
from Crane) prior to embarking on travel is not considered a legitimate travel expense. 
Consequently, this $265 K cost was excluded from the COBRA analysis. 

414. Net Mission Savings - Indy submitted $24 K per year starting in FY 1999 as a savings 
in travel cost since some of our employees would be transferied to Pax and therefore not 
incur a travel cost to continue their current program efforts. 

A14. Concur. This recurring savings was inadvertently excluded from the final COBRA run. 
Inclusion of this recurring savings would increase both steady-state annual savings and the 20 
Year NPV of savings for this closure action. 
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Q15. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs - Indy submitted an annual contracting cost associated 
with the work identified to be programmed out to industry. Cost was estimated at the same 
cost as Indy's - no cost differential. BSAT converted this contracting value into an input 
called "positions eliminated no salary savings". This methodology did not accurately reflect 
the contracting cost to perform the work in the private sector, COBRA assumes a workyear 
costs the same as the average salary, This is not true for Indy (engineering prop year $125 K, 
manufacturing workyear $88 K, average civilian salary used in COBRA $54 K). BSAT also 
eliminated the COTR cost associated with the identified contracts ($1,701 Wyear). 

A15. See answer to question 7 on page 6. When work is projected to be transferred to the 
private sector, the presumption is made that this transfer will only take place if private sector 
performance proves to be less costly than government performance (to include contract 
administration). Consequently, in the COBRA analysis, no change in the cost to the 
government to obtain this work is identified (nor are any savings taken). 

Q16. MILCON at Crane - Indy submitted a requirement of 149,121 sq. ft. of administrative 
space at Crane. Crane agreed to the space requirement and that it would be NEW 
construction, with cost to be calculated by the COBRA model (approx. $201/sq. ft.), Space 
requirements were based on the NAVFAC planning standard of 150 sq. ft. per person. BSAT 
arbitrarily reduced this NAVFAC requirement to 110,000 sq. ft. and input a cost of $8.8 M 
(approx. $80 sq. ft. or 40 % of the COBRA value). The 40% of the COBRA value was a 
direction of the BSAT for rehabilitation of relatively good condition space. The 
administrative requirements at Crane would NEW construction and should be at 100% of the 
COBRA value. 

A16. See answers to 5.a. and 5.b. on page 4. 

Q17. MILCON at China Lake - Indy submitted requirements for administrative, 
maintenance. and RDT&E space. China Lake provided costs to rehabilitate existing space to 
meet our requirements. China Lake estimated the cost at approximately $10-$15/sq. ft. 
These values are 0.4-4% of the COBRA new construction costs. BSAT directed that the 
rehabilitation costs be valued at 40% of the new construction costs ($66-$105/sq. ft.). BSAT 
directed costs (40% values) were not used in the final analysis of the Indy closure sc.028D. 
Indy's identified SClF space requirements and China Lake's cost for the SClFs were 
unaltered. 

A17. See answer to question 5.c. on page 5. 
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Q18. MILCON at Pax - Indy submitted requirements for administrative and RDT&E space, 
Pax provided costs to rehabilitate existing space to meet our requirements. Pax estimated the 
cost at approx. $8.50/sq. ft. BSAT directed that the rehabilitation costs be values at 40% of 
the new construction costs ($80-$105/sq. ft.), BSAT directed costs (40% values) were not 
used in the final analysis of the Indy closure sc.028D. Pax identified network and wiring costs 
were unaltered. 

A18. See answer to question 5.c. on page 5. 

Q19. Average Civilian Salary - COBRA Navy DBOF BRAC 95 standard factors file has 
the average civilian salary at $54,694. Indy's average salary as given in BRAC data call 65 
is $46,786. This large delta in average salary cost converts to an unrealistic personnel 
savings in the BSAT COBRA analysis. 

A19. See answer to question 8 on pages 6 and 7. 
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DATA CALL 64 

CONSTRUCTION COST AVOIDANCES 
Table 1: Military Construction (MILCON) Projects (Excluding Family Housing 
Construction Projects) . - 

Installation Name: INDIANAPOLIS IN NAWCACDN 

Unit Identification Code (UIC): 

Major 

Project 
FY 

1 9 9 7  

(Rrvrred 9 Dec 94) 

A P P ~  

MCON 

Project 
Cost Avoid 

($000) 

11,180 

11,180 

11,180 

(Page 103) 

Claimant: 

Project 
No. 

028 

(* - Cost 
- 

NAVAIR 

Description 

CHEMICAL PROC FAC 

Sub-Total - 1997 

Grand Total 

Avouhce u less than project programmed MIOWII) 





BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO4 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-0281028A and -028AlB 

1. For these two scenario submissions, please submit SF break-out for 
MILCON requirements reported in table 3-B. Need explanation for these 
three scenarios independently. Please provide details similar to those 
provided on page 7 of clarification sent on 28 NOV which pertained to 
NSWC Louisville. 

SCENARIO -028 

In scenario -028, there are facility requirements only at Crane. 
NAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv remirements communicated to Crane 
included : 

a. 222,498 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 91,314 sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for prototyping of 
electronics 

c. 58,937 sq. ft of "RDT&En space for scientific/lab space. 
d. 12,150 sq. ft. of 'other" for SCIF 

To accommodate these requirements, Crane's certified response indicated: 

a. New construction of 207,185 sq. ft @ $80/sq. ft. and use 
of 15,313 sq. ft. of available space for 'administrative" 
requirements primarily for engineering offices. 

b. Rehab 54,600 sq. ft. and use 36,714 sq. ft. of available space 
for maintenance" space for prototyping. 

c. 58,937 sq. ft. of available space for 'RDT&Em. 
d. New construction of 5,000 sq. ft. @ $325/sq. ft. ($1,625K) and 

use of 7,150 sq. ft. of available space for SCIF requirements. 

SCENARIO -028A 

In scenario -028A, there are facility requirements at Crane, Pax River, 
and China Lake. 
NAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv reauirements communicated to Crane 
included : 

a. 192,305 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 85,182 sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for prototyping of 
electronics 

c. 53,548 sq. ft of "RDT&ER space for scientific/lab space. 
d. 2,362 sq. ft. of 'other" for SCIF 

To accommodate these requirements, Crane's certified response indicated: 

a. New construction of 166,101 sq. ft @ $80/sq. ft. and use of 
26,204 sq. ft. of available space for 'administrative" 
requirements primarily for engineering offices. 

b. Rehab 54,600 sq. ft. and use 30,582 sq. ft. of available space 
for "maintenance" for prototyping. 

c. 53,548 sq. ft. of available space for "RDT&EW. 
d. New construction of 5,000 sq. ft. ($1,625K) for SCIF 
requirements. Note: Crane's response should have been 2,362 
sq. it. ($767,520). 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO4 
Scenario Data  Call  3-20-0161-0281028A a n d  -028AlB 

NAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv reuuirements communicated to Pax River 
included : 

a. 38,850 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 1,280 sq. ft. of "RDT&E" space for V-22 lab. (Indianapolis' 
request should have been for 2,560 sq. ft. This error was 
discovered in preparing the response for the 28A/B scenario.) 

c. 8,214 sq. ft. of "other" space for VQ SSA Facility SCIF (5,500 
sq. ft.) and EP-3/ES-3 Integrated Test SCIF (2,714 sq. ft.) 

To accommodate these requirements, Pax River's certified response 
indicated: 

a. New construction of 38,850 sq. ft @ $80/sq. ft for 
"administrative" requirements, primarily engineering offices. 

b. 1,280 sq. ft. of new construction for "RDT&EV space for V-22 
lab support. (The Pax response should have been for 2,560 sq. 
ft. of new construction.) 

c. New construction of 8,214 sq. ft. of "other" space for VQ SSA 
Facility (5,500 sq. ft. ) and EP-3/ES-3 Integrated Test (2,714 
sq. it.) SCIF @ $325 = $1,788K & $882K respectively. (The Pax 
response should have included $375K for LAN Network & Premises 
wiring. ) 

d. New construction of 6,956 sq. ft. for POV parking. 

NAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv reuuirements communicated to China Lake 
included : 

a. 15,000 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 14,166 sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for prototyping of 
electronics 

c. 5,389 sq. ft of "RDT&EM space for scientific/lab space. 
d. 1,574 sq. ft. of "other" for SCIF 

To accommodate these requirements, China Lakes' certified response 
indicated: 

a. Rehab 15,000 sq. ft. @ $lO/sq. ft. of "administrative" space 
primarily for engineering offices. 

b. Rehab 14,166 sq. it. @ $lO/sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for 
prototyping 

c. Rehab 5,389 sq. ft @ $lO/sq. ft. of "RDT&E" space for 
scientific/lab space. 

d. Use available space for the 1,574 sq. ft. SCIF in the 'other" 
category. 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO4 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-0281028A and -028AlB 

SCENARIO -028A/B 

In scenario -028A/B, there are facility requirements at Crane, Pax River 
and China Lake. 
NAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv reauirements communicated to Crane 
included : 

a. 175,955 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 85,182 sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for prototyping of 
electronics 

c. 53,548 sq. ft of "RDTLE" space for scientific/lab space. 
d. 2,362 sq. ft. of "other" for SCIF 

To accommodate these requirements, Crane's certified response indicated: 

a. New construction of 149,121 sq. ft @ $80/sq. ft. and use of 
26,834 sq. ft. of available space for "administrativew 
requirements, primarily for engineering offices. 

b. Rehab 54,600 sq. ft. and use 30,582 sq. ft. of available 
space for "maintenance" space for prototyping. 

c. Use 53,548 sq. ft. of available space for "RDT&EM. 
d. New construction of 2,362 sq. ft. ($767,520) for SCIF 

requirements. 

YAWC Indiana~olis' facilitv reauirements communicated to Pax River 
included : 

a. 61,243 sq. ft. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. Note: The request should have been 
60,600 sq. ft. 

b. 2,560 sq. ft. of "RDT&E" space for V-22 lab. 
c. 8,214 sq. ft. of "other" space for VQ SSA Facility SCIF (5,500 

sq. ft.) and EP-3/ES-3 Integrated Test SCIF (2,714 sq. ft.) 

To accommodate these requirements, Pax River's certified response 
indicated: 

a. New construction of 60,150 sq. ft @ $80/sq. ft. of space for 
"administrative" requirements primarily for engineering 
off ices. 
Note: The response from Pax River should have been 60,600 sq. 
ft. (404 people @ 150 sq. ft./person). 

b. New construction of 1,280 sq. ft. of "RDT&En space for V-22 
lab support. (The Pax response should have been for 2,560 sq. 
ft. of new construction.) 

c. New construction of 8,214 sq. ft. of 'other" space for VQ SSA 
Facility (5,500 sq. ft.) SCIF @$1,788K and EP-3/ES-3 
Integrated Test (2,714 sq. ft.) SCIF @ $882K and LAN Network & 
Premises wiring @ $375K. 

d. New construction of 11,083 sq. ft. for POV parking. 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO4 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-0281028A and -028AlB 

NAWC Indianawolis' facilitv recmirements communicated to China Lake 
included ; 

a. 15,000 sq. it. of "administrative" space, primarily for 
engineering offices. 

b. 14,166 sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for prototyping of 
electronics 

c. 5,389 sq. ft of "RDT&En space for scientific/lab space. 
d. 1,574 sq. it. of "other" for SCIF 

To accommodate these requirements, China Lakes' certified response 
indicated: 

a. Rehab 15,000 sq. it. @ $lO/sq. it. of "administrative" space 
primarily for engineering offices. 

b. Rehab 14,166 sq. it. @ $lO/sq. ft. of "maintenance" space for 
prototyping 

c. Rehab 5,389 sq. ft @ $lO/sq. it. of "RDT&EM space for 
scientific/lab space. 

d. Use available space for the 1,574 sq. ft. SCIF 



BSAT QUESTION CONTROL #SO4 
INDIANAPOLIS 
3-20-161-028A and AJB 

BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the Department of the Navy, 
uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed 
certification that states "I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has reviewed the 
information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is 
relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating informaiton for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information . Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as necessary. You are 
directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, 
the commander of the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of 
Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

W. E. Newman. RADM. USN 
NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Commander 

Title 

Naval Air Warfare Center 
Activity 
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3-20- 161-028A and AIB 
I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of myknowledge and 
belief. - 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and comp owledge and belief. 
MAJOR CLAIMANT 

W. C. Bowes, VADM. USN 
NAME (please type or print) 

Commander 
Title 

Signature 

LD-TY- 
Date 

Naval Air Svstems Command 
Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
DEPUTY CHEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 
a a A. EARNER 77 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title % Date 





BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

1. Table 1-C, Have all elements of the mission been realigned/relocated, or 
have some elements of the mission been eliminated? Please specify any 
eliminated elements. 

All the mission elements have been realigned, significantly 
reduced and relocated. While none of the mission functions have 
been eliminated, NAWC Indianapolis' ability to conduct 
manufacturing operations has been virtually eliminated and only 
prototyping capability remains. The table illustrates the 
reductions taken in the mission areas identified in table 1-C. The 
system integration/WSSA function represents approximately 10% 
of NAWC Indianapolis' workload and was retained as currently 
constituted. The weapons system design function transitioned to 
China Lake represents approximately 5% of NAWC Indianapolis' 
workload. 

Mission Area Reduction 

* Weapon Systems Design is a subelement of the system 
desigdacquisition mission. 

Mission Areas Identified in 
Table 1-C 

Prototyping/Manufacturing 
System Design/Acquisition 

(Weapon System Design)* 
System Integration/WSSA 
G&A (General Support 
Resources) 

2. Please cross reference equipment being transferred/excessed with 
equipment listed in Data Cal l  5, Tab B and provide a detailed copy of that list. 

The following table is an accounting of the 8727 total tons of 
equipment and inventory presently under the cognizance of 
NAWC Indianapolis. The rows correlate with the 
facilitiedequipment listed in Data Call 5, Tab B. Note that the Data 
Call 5, Tab B listing includes only technical laboratories and 
facilities and does not include items such as warehousing 
requirements, administration equipment, etc. Additional rows 
have been placed at the bottom of the table to accommodate this 
balance. The columns illustrate the expected disposition of tons of 
equipment and inventory for each of the four scenarios. 

Scenario 

(See next page for Table) 

027 
-64% 
-19% 

- 
-0- 

-73% 

028 
-64% 
-25% 

- 
-0- 

-73% 

028A 
-64% 
-26% 
-20% 
-0- 

-77% 

028A/B 
-64% 
-2 6% 
-20% 
-0- 

-77% 



QUES 2 TABLE 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

3. Please review any/all references to productivity loss, disruption, re- 
establishment of lost expertise etc... 

Productlvitv Losses 
. . - As directed by the BSEC on 1 December 94, all 

information on productivity loss costs and the costs of 
reestablishing lost expertise should be deleted from all 
Indianapolis scenarios. 

Disru~tion Costs - NAWC Indianapolis has engineering, logistics, 
material acquisition and manufacturing functions integrated with 
high technology laboratories and equipment required for mission 
support as part of its concurrent engineering process. These 
facilities will have to be disassembled and relocated. The impact to 
customer's workload will increase as movement of people and 
equipment begins. Completion of work-in-process will become 
increasingly inefficient at the closing facility due to the 
disruption of direct work caused by shortage of material, 
equipment and laboratory facilities. Based on acual costs from the 
realignment and closure of NAWC's Warminster and Trenton sites, 
disruption costs are expected to equate to 3% of Direct Labor Hours 
(DLH) in FY 98, 15% of DLH in FY 99, and 3% of DLH in FY 2000. 

Dollar Value of Disruption Cost: 

Support Data: 

a. Other one time costs 

Losing Base: NAWCAD Indianapolis 

Shutdown Costs - The cost to shutdown the facility completely is 
estimated to be $152K. This would include shutting off all utilities 
to the Center, draining all water, steam and gas lines, purging air 
and other process gas lines, greasing mechanical parts, securing 
vents, draining and securing the boilerdsteam plant/cooling 
tower/ chiller plant, etc. The algorithm is 25 workers x 80 hours x 
$50/hr + 15% profit + 15% overhead + 15% contingency. 

MILCON Collateral Eaui~ment Cost - MILCON collateral equipment 
cost has historically been 6% of the MILCON cost. This figure was 
supplied by SOUTHDIVNAVFACENGCOM. See a discussion of this 
issue in our response to question 3 of BSAT request for 
clarification dated 2 7 November. 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

ipment Re~lacement Cost; - This issue was addressed in our 
response to BSAT request for clarification S02, question 10. 

4. One time unique moving costs: Please provide specific types of equipment 
and tonnage along with an explanation justifying these unique moving costs. 

Please refer to question 2 of this response for an explanation of 
the disposition of equipment/inventory tonnage for each 
scenario. One time unique move costs include disconnection of 
utilities and interconnecting cabling, disassembly of some 
equipment, preparation for shipping, testing for presence of 
hazardous materials, reassembly of equipment, reconnection of 
utilities and cabling, calibration of much of the equipment after 
reassembly/reconnection, as well as unique costs associated with 
one-of-a-kind equipment. Also included is replication of the 
equipment used in direct Fleet support of the EP-3/ES-3 
operational Flight software programs and in support of various 
avionics integration hardware in-the-loop real time testing. See 
our response to Question 10 of your Request for Clarification #SO2 
for additional discussion of the need for replication of this 
equipment. 

The one time unique moving costs do not include costs related to 
packaging, shipping, unpacking or costs already covered by other 
COBRA model calculations. 

Specific types of equipment being transferred include computers, 
computer work stations, mission avionics, 0-level maintenance test 
benches, commercial test equipment and environmental test 
equipment related to systems design, system integration and 
software support workload. In order to support the prototyping/ 
manufacturing workload which is transferred, a portion of the 
existing equipment used in electronic assembly and test and 
supporting operations is relocated. This includes commercial test 
and trouble-shooting equipment, a limited number of 
environmental test chambers (temperature, humidity, altitude, 
etc.), shock and vibration test equipment, burn-in ovens, wire 
wrap equipment, SRA test equipment and sophisticated 
subassembly functional test equipment. All sponsor owned 
program assets are transferred. 

All equipment used in printed wiring board fabrication, plating, 
welding, heat treat, sheet metal fabrication, heavy machining and 
cable/harness assembly is excessed in all four scenarios. 

The following table is a breakdown of the one-time unique moving 
cost included in each of the scenarios. The rows correlate with 
the facilities/ equipment listed in Data Call 5, table B. 

(See next page for Table) 



MOVING COSTS 
-- 

FACILITIES 
-- 
Advanced Electronics Facility 
ALQ-A70 Lab 
ASKARS 
AUI Lab 
AvionicslElectronics Development 

I~entrifuge - Acceleration Testing 

Class 10,000 Clean Room Facili 
DSMAC Lab 
Electronic Assembly Facili 
EM! Lab 
EMPF Bldg., Equipment ' 
Environmental Test Facili 
EP-3lES-3 ClLOP & ITF 

Failure Analysis Facili 
Flexible lntegrated Machinina - 
System 
Int rated Avionics Lab 
&zing/Night Vision Lab 
Materials Lab 

Microwave Integrated Circuit Lab 
Mobile Communication Lab " 
Mobile Navigation Lab ** 
Plating Facility 

Printed Wring Board Fabrication 

Rapid Acq. of Mfg. Parts (RAMP) 
ReliabilitylBum-in Testing Lab 
~ e c .  Compartmented Info 

r ~ l ~ )  
Sheetmetal & Manufacturing 
Facilities 
TACAIR Pod Lab 
Test E ui ment Desi n Lab 

- Stays in Indianapolis 
' - Drives to new location 

QUES 4 TABLE 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

5. Travelcostsas theyrelate to theEMPF: 027-utilizesPOV,028,028a,028a/b 
utilizes air transportations. Please justify. 

All scenarios utilize a POV expense. Scenarios 028, 028A, and 
028A/B utilize POV and per diem expenses. None of the scenarios 
have expenses included for "air transportation". 

In scenarios 028, 028A, and 028A/B the travel costs submitted are a 
combination of two different expenses that would occur if NAWC 
Indianapolis were to relocate to NSWC Crane. They are: 

1. POV expenses incurred for travel to the EMPF 
2. POV and per diem expenses incurred as part of mission 

travel requirements. 

Part one of the travel cost shown is POV costs for NAWC 
Indianapolis employees that continue to do business with the EMPF 
located in downtown Indianapolis. However, the mileage from the 
gaining base to the EMPF facility (120 miles from EMPF to NSWC 
Louisville, 90 miles from EMPF to NSWC Crane) is slightly 
different. This cost is calculated in a similar manner for 
scenarios 027, 028, 028A and 028A/B. There are no "air 
transportation" costs associated with travel to the EMPF. See our 
response to Request for Clarification, control #SO2 for scenarios 
027/028, question 12, for further discussion on EMPF. 

Part two of the travel costs shown in scenarios 028, 028A, and 
028A/B were related to NAWC Indianapolis employees requirement 
to continue their mission related travel (e.g. flying to a 
contractor's facility or DOD facilities). Such travel typically 
originates from a major airport. NSWC Crane does not have a 
major airport, therefore the Indianapolis International Airport 
would continue to be used. This would mean for every mission 
related trip a POV cost for getting to the Indianapolis Airport 
would occur and this would increase mission costs. In addition, 
the added time to travel to the Indianapolis Airport (approximately 
2 hours of driving time each way from Crane) would increase the 
employee's per diem exnenses for each trip. One day trips now 
taken by NAWC Indianapolis personnel would require a layover 
either in Indianapolis or at the location of the business activity 
when NAWC Indianapolis people are moved to Crane. 

Additional mission related travel costs (POV and per diem) were 
not included in scenario 027 because it was assumed the NAWC 
Indianapolis employees could utilize the Louisville Airport in the 
same manner they use the Indianapolis Airport. Therefore, there 
would be no relative POV or per diem cost increases experienced 
for mission travel in scenario 027. 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

6. Information as it relates to Table 2C and 2F.-Miscellaneous recurring cost. 
The costs for contractors appears to be high, replacing 800+ billets of various 
technical and support functions with the equivalent of 1200+ technical 
contractors. Please explain the discrepancy. Also various previous 
submissions have identified approximately 3 1 5 civilian support billets with 5 2 0 
technical billets with Louisville and 601 billets with Crane; however, in the 
explanation supporting the high costs for contractors listed in 2F, 779 of the 
billets are listed as technical. Please clarify/justlfv. 

In addressing the number of technical contractor billets, the 
$53,654K of contracting costs (identified in Table 2-F) does 
translate to over 1200 technical contractor billets because the 
contractor will charge more than $45K per work year ($53,654K 
t-1200) to cover overhead and profit. Instead, the contractor costs 
are based upon purchasing 340 direct manufacturing work years 
and 18 1 direct engineering work years for a total of 5 2 1 work 
years from a contractor. The contractor's cost was assumed not to 
exceed the government's cost by using NAWC Indy's rate of 
$49.3O/hr for prototyping/manufacturing and $7 1.4l/hr for 
engineering. These costs are a reasonable estimate of the cost that 
a medium sized contractor would charge. For the 521 work years, 
the calculations show: 

340 wyrs x 1750 hrs/year x $49.30/hr = $29,333,500 
181 wyrs x 1750 hrs/year x $71.41/hr = $22,619,117 

521 total 
Contract administration = $ 1.701.000 

$53,653,617 

In summary. these contractor costs are based uDon ~urckasing 52 1 
direct work vears from the contractor (NOT 1200) at the same cost 
Irates) as the povernment's (NAWC I n d ~ )  cost (rates). See example 
included at the end of text. 

In addressing the 315 support billets and the 520 technical billets 
at Louisville and the 601 billets at Crane, the 315 represents the 
number of general support billets eliminated. The 5 20/601 billets 
do include force structure eliminations. In analyzing the 520 
and 601, the numbers represent only a portion of the total 
government employees eliminated as illustrated in the table below. 
The table presents both the eliminated positions & the force 
structure changes identified in the original baseline data in table 
2-D of the scenarios. For example, the last column of the following 
table shows the total government employees eliminated in each 
scenario. 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

Table 2-D 
Line B 
Force 

Scenario Structure 
Reductions 

02 8 -242 
028A -242 

028A/B -242 
027 -242 

Table 2-D 
Line F Total Gov't 

Eliminated Employees 
Positions Eliminated 

The 779 represents the technical billets portion of the total 
government employees eliminated (as shown in last column of the 
previous table) that will be covered by 521 technical contractor 
billets. The difference between 779 and 52 1 is the productive 
indirect (see note below). 

For example, the specific calculations for scenario 027 are: 

Contractor performance costs includes the number of contracted 
workyears that are necessary to execute direct workload that was 
performed by eliminated employees. The contractor costs for 
manufacturing services was estimated at $29,334K. Contractor 
costs for engine- systems desipn. acquisition and WSSA 
s u ~ ~ o r t  are estimated at $22,619K. Factors for calculations 
include: 

a. Only direct work years of executable work done by 
eliminated personnel would be contracted. 

b. 1750 hrs per work year 

c. Contractor burdened costs were assumed not to exceed the 
government's cost; therefore, NAWC Indianapolis' current rates of 
$49.30/hr for manufacturing and $7 1.41/hr for engineering type 
functions were used. These costs are a reasonable estimate of the 
costs that a medium size contractor would charge the government. 

Calculations for Manufacturing Contracting 

566 manufacturing positions eliminated, of which 60% (see note 
below) are direct and equates to 340 direct workyears that require 
contracting. 

340 wyrs X 1750 hrs/years X $49.30/hr = $29,333,500 

Calculations for Engineering Systems Design, Acquisition, and 
WSSA Contracting 



BSAT Request for Clarification: Control #: SO23 
Scenario Data Call 3-20-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 

2 13 engineering sys tems support positions eliminated of which 
85% (see note below) are direct and equates to 181 direct 
workyears that require contracting. 

181 wyrs X 1750 hrs/year X $71.41/hr = $22,619,117 

The contractor costs for the other scenarios were based on an 
identical analysis. 

Note: The remaining percentage is productive indirect which 
includes support (not G&A) to direct work such as machine 
programmers, parts expediters, program planning/tracking, 
quality assurance specialists, etc. These functions are included in 
the contractor's burden rate. 



3-10-0161-027/028/028A/028A/B 
Cont ro l  # :  SO23 

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the Department of the Navy, 
uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed 
certification that states "I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief." 

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has reviewed the 
information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is 
relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity generating informaiton for the BRAC-95 process must certify that 
information . Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as necessary. You are 
directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, 
the commander of the activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of 
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this 
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be retained by each level in the Chain of 
Command for audit purposes. 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

AclTWTY COMMANDER 
7 

W. E. Newman. RADM. USN 
NAME (Please type or print) 

Commander 

Title 

Naval Air Warfare Center 
Activity 



* ' .. 
3 - 1 0 - 0 1 6 1 - 0 2 7 / 0 2 8 / 0 2 8 ~ / 0 2 8 ~ / ~  
Control #:  SO23 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of myknowledge and 
belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL(if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL(if applicable) 

NAME (Please type or print) Signature 

Title Date 

Activity 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
MAJOR CLAIMANT LEVEL 

J.A. LOCKARD, VADM USN 

c. E- 
NAME (please type or print) 

COMMANDER 

Title 
NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

--,I n , y  
-A - 

Activity 

Date 

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS) 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF [INSTALLATIONS & LOGISTICS) 
'. = N. A. EARNER ,o 

NAME (Please type or print) 

Title 

Signature / I 

Date I 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 8, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET; 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA I RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission received the attached 
correspondence fkom Allied Signal Corporation. It presents a series of questions in reference to 
the recommendation to close Stratford Army Engine Plant. Request you provide 
comments/responses to these questions as they are the community position. 

Allied Signal states that they have sent this letter through their Congressional delegation 
to you. If you have received this letter as Congressional inquiry and have or plan to respond, 
please provide a copy as a response to the Commission. If you have not received a letter from 
the Connecticut delegation on Allied Signals request, please provide us with comments and 
answers to Allied Signals questions. 

Please provide your cornments/responses no later than 28 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely , 

' Edward A. ~r;wn 111 
Army Team Leader 



.UlredS~gnal Inc. 
AlltcdStgn~l llng~nes 
5 5 0  himn hrrccr 
Stratford. CT 06497-'59_1 

3 May, 1995 

LTC Robert M. Miller Jr. 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 
Reali-went Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Colonel Miller: 

The purpose of this letter is to pose questions to the BRAC which require clarification by 
the Army. The same questions wiU be forwarded to the Army by our Congressional 
Delegation, and we will ensure that you receive a copy of the Anny response. 

Our questions will require that the Army cl* its concept for operating in the fbture 
without S S P  to ensure that the COBRA inputs correspond with that concept. 

Our ~el ief is  that the Army has neglected major costs associated with closing SAEP and 
major costs associated with providing SAEP's essential miiitary vdue following closure. 
Wnen these costs are properly included, the $80 rniliion net present value savings over 2G 
yezs  udi become a si-enificant net present vaiue cos; to the -4rmq.i U. S. Governmenr;. 

ux questions a i e  categorized as foUows: 

7 
L. Conceptjbr Closing SAE? 
IL Cost I n p f  -for Closing 
III. Savings Associated with Closing SREP -- 
;. r . lviilxta~ I;biue 

I: Concept for Closinn S A P  

AlIiedSignai has contracts with the Army which must be fblfiIled at SAEP extending 
through June '97, yet the -4rmy input to COBRA assumes savings from closure at the rate 
of $5.8 million per year begming on 1 Juiy '97. 

a.) What is the Army concept for disposing of SAEP which is consistent with 
these two facts? 

b.) %%at entiq will be the recipient of the facility? 



c.) What will be the hture use of the facility? 

d.) How will the Army address the EPA's standards for Base Closure? 

e.) How will the $422 million liability (as estimated by the Corps of Engmeers) for 
environmental cleanup be resolved: will that liability remain with the govern- 
ment or will it be transferred to the new owner of the facility? 

11 Cost I n ~ u t  of Closed SAEP 

The Army projected a non-recurring cost of $2 million to close SAEP 

a.) What will be accomplished with the $2 milion? 

b.) Why did the Army exclude the non-recurring cost of relocating 150 DLA 
personnel now housed in SAEP and the recum'ng cost to provide a 
replacement rental facility? 

c.) In '97 there will be approximately 410 government owned machines at SAEP; 
what will be the destination for these machines? 

d.) Why did the Army exclude non-recurring costs to deactivate, relocate, and 
requalify both the machines and their associated processes? 

e.) Why has the Army ignored the November '94 Corps of En-eineers Report 
(Woodward and Clyde) which states that $17.5 million will be required for 
environrnentd stabiiization in order to close the site? 

f )  Has the A m y  contacted the Connecticut DEP to determine if the '&'OG~WL;C 
and Ciyde estimate would satisfy state environrnentd regularions for ciosureF 
If not, that must be done for accurate cost input to COB- 

e.) Why did the Army elect to e2clude in its COBRA input the loss of S2 miilior, - 
annual revenue now received from AlliedSipal Engines for commercial use or 
government facilities and equipment? - 

h.) Assuming that the Army acknowledges that it is verv unlkeiv that SAEP 
ownership could transfer on 1 July '97, what is the Army estimate for annual 
cost to meet Connecticut Fire and Safety Codes for the period between 1 July 
'97 and SAEP disposal? 

i.) The Army has acknowledged repeatedlv that it will require recuperator pair 
plates for as long as the AGTl SO0 is in service. Why has the Army not 
included costs to relocate the capability to manufacture pair plates? 

I )  What is the Army estimate to acquire the TDP for the improved 
recuperator design from rUliedSipd? 



2) What is the Army estimate to acquire AS designed and owned 
machinery required for pair plate manufacturing? 

3) What is the Army estimate to relocate all essential machines for pair 
plate manufacturing? 

111 Savinas Associated with CIosinp SAEP 

The Army projected a savings of $5.8 million annually by closing SAEP. Since this $5.8 
million over 20 years is the sole contribution to the $80 million 20 year net ~resent value 
saving, the validity of that number is very significant. 

a.) Approximately $0.1 million annually was associated with two personnel with 
job titles reflecting BlackHawk responsibilities. How are these two personnel 
related to SAEP closing? (BlackHawk is not powered by a SAEP engine). 

b.) Nearly $0.8 million annually was designated for environmental cost avoidance. 
How was this estimate derived? 

c.) About $4.9 million annually was associated with avoidance of RPMA costs. 
How was this estimate derived? 

d.) Did b.) and c.) estimates above consider the effects of the SASP Downsizing 
project which is hliy fbnded (including $6.0 mihon released by ~ l e  US.  
Army) and will be compieted in late '95? Foliowing Downsking, RPM.4 is 
estimated to be $1.7 rniilion annually. This ad-iusrment aione e i ina tes  $3.2 
maion of annual savings fiom the COBRA iiguz. 

SAEP provides essential military capabilities which are not avaiiable from anv other 
source: En-eine and Spares production, En_@ne overhaul, Product Engineering, and Field 
Technical Support. No cost for reiocating/recreatin_eg any of these e~pabiiities is included 
in the Army input. Any reasonable costs added to the hnq '  input to protecr these 
capabilities will change the $80 million net present vaiue savings over 20 years into a 
substzmtial cos; i 

a.) Engine and Spares Production: 

1) Of 410 government owned machines at SAEP, only 98 are unique to 
AGT1500 production, 16 are unique to aviation products, and 296 are 
used on both AGT1500 and aviation en-gines. In addition, 233 
AllieaSi_rmai owned machines are similarly distributed to complete the 
manufacruring capabilities. Even in the recuperator cell -- an 
exciusiveiy military manufacturing cell -- 20 of 72 machines are 
_UiedSipal owned. In view of this situation, please cla.r@ the sources 



for Army gas turbine engine production foilowing SAEP closure. 
Obviously, the note on the Army COBRA input which suggests 
sending AGT machines to ANAD and aviation machines to CCAD is 
not valid. 

2) How will the government manufacture recuperator pair plates, forty- 
five T55 parts and thirteen TF40 parts for which SAEP is the sole ESA 
source? What non-recurring cost does the Anny estimate it will take to 
create those sources? 

3) How does the Army intend to satisfy contingency engine and spare 
parts requirements? The Anny narrative from The Army Basing Study, 
December '94, BRAC '95 Alternative Documentation Set states "In 
the case of national emergency that would deplete stock, the depots 
could reconfigure to assemble new engines from parts provided by the 
manufacturer until mothballed hcilities become operational." This 
statement is inconsistent with COBRA input, because no costs are 
included for mothballed facilities. Where are these mothballed facilities 
if SAEP is closed? What is the source of the workforce to meet 
contingency needs? Is "engine production" consistent with the depot 
mission as  prescribed by law? 

b.) En_eine Overhaul: 

1) SAEP is currently the sole source far overhaul of the T55-L-714 en-eine 
which powers the Chmook helicopters of the SOF at Ft. Campbell, 
Kenrdcb. -4ssurning thas CCAD wiil masmice that mission, what is 
the ,Amy estimate of the cosr to c e r i  CC4D far T55-L-714 over- 
n = 7 7 ? ' '  
*LC...*. 

2 )  What will be the _eovernment (Army, Navy and Coast Guard) source of 
Engineering eqertise to resolve Senrice Revealed DBiculties (SRD's) 
with the 20,000- engines which were manufactured at SAEP and 
remain in seese?  An example of an SRD is the recuperator durability 
issue which arose from the Abrams weig!!t increase and wzs resolved 
by a product improvement developed by SAEP Engineering. 

2) What is the Anny estimate of the cost to establish this source of 
Product Engineering expertise? 

3 j SRD investigations require sophisticated testing capabilities to recreate 
field conditions causing component failures; what is the Army estimate 
for the cost to relocate or recreate these capabilities? 



4) The program manager for the Improved Cargo Helicopter (ICIF) 
currently plans to upgrade the Chinook with TSS-L-714 engines. 480 
Chinooks would receive new -714 engines and 720 Chinooks would 
get engines upgraded from -712 configuration with upgrade kits. How 
will the Army satis@ this requirement following SAEP closure? 

5) The U.S. Navy is currently funding a program to improve the LCAC 
with an engine providing 23% more power than the TF40B. This 
power will be obtained through upgrade kits. How will the Navy 
satisfy this requirement following SAEP closure? 

6) The Abrams fleet is planned to operate beyond 2025 supported 
exclusiveiv by overhauled engines which are averaging only 1400 shp 
following overhaul (vs 1500 shp when new). With Abrams weight 
being increased to 70 tons and the addition of an NBC protection 
system, vehicle performance has been degraded by 30%. This 
degradation is exacerbated by the 1400 shp overhauied engines . 
Clearly, upgrade kits can be designed to bring overhauled engines to 
beyond the original 1500 shp. What is the Army's cost-effective plan 
to insure Abrarns supremacy over the next 30 years? In the event that 
the cost-effective solution includes engine growth kits, what will be the 
source of the design and manufacture for the upgrade kits? 

d.) Field Technical Support: 

1) What is the Army concept for providing Technical Support to the field 
for S AEP nanufanured en-@nes following S-AEP closure? What cost 
does tne -4my esrirnate will be required to recreate the existing field 
srrpporc nerwork provided by SAEP? 

2 )  If the Army intends to provide Field Technical Support from existing 
depot resources, what will be the cost to upgrade the capability to 
satisfy future requirements similar to Desert Storm &om these 
resources? 

U'cWcation on any of the questions is required, please contact Dick Pococl; 
AlliedSigal En-cines (203) 3 8 5-3 5 1 1. Again, we will forward any correspondence 
received fiom the Army through our Congressional Delegation and would similarly 
request access to any infomation provided to the BRAC in response to these questions. 

With regards, 

Allidsignal Engines 
fl 

Site Manager t- 



Document Separator 



Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North More Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

. . -. -. . - 
ATTENTION OF 

June 7, 1995 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response is being provided to your request 950508-15, dated May 8, 1995, and 
responds to questions from AlliedSignal Engines reference the Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Hamner, (703) 693-0077 

%CHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, TABS 

Attachment 

Printed on @ ,led R p  



STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT 
Questions fiom 

ALLIED SIGNAL AEROSPACE 

I .  Concept for Closing SAEP 

AlliedSignal has contracts with the Army which must be fulfilled a t  SAEP extending 
through June '97, yet the Army input to COBRA assumes savings from closure a t  the rate 
of $5.8 million per year beginning on 1 July '97. 

Q. What is the Army concept for disposing of SAEP which is consistent with these two 
facts? 

The Army will not close Stratford prior to the completion of its existing contracts. At that time, 
savings will begin to accrue and the plant facility will be available for GSA to dispose of during 
the facility reutilization process. 

Q. What entity will be the recipient of the facility? 

The facility will be turned over to the General Service Administration for disposal of during the 
facility reutilization process. 

Q. What will be the future use of the facility? 

Future use of the facility will be based upon the ultimate recipient during the disposaVreutilization 
process. 

Q. How will the Army address the EPA's standards for Base Closure? 

The Army will comply with the existing EPA requirements. 

Q. How will the $422 million liability (as estimated by the Corps of Engineers) for 
environmental clean-up be resolved: will that liability remain with the government o r  will 
it be transferred to the new owner of the facility? 

Estimated environmental clean-up costs are not recognized as being valid. Environmental clean- 
up will be determined during the disposition process based upon the final reutilization~disposition 
of the particular facility involved. The government has a responsibility associated with 
environmental clean-up. 



II. Cost Input of Closed SAEP 

The Army projected a non-recurring cost of $2 million to close SAEP. 

Q. What will be accomplished with the $2 million? 

The $2 million dollars is broken down into shutdown costs ($2.04 million) and military personnel 
costs, addressed in earlier questions, ($0.01 million). 

Q. Why did the Army exclude the non-recurring cost of relocating 150 DLA personnel now 
housed in SAEP and the recurring cost to provide a replacement rental facility? 

The Army has no authorization for the reported 150 personnel from DLA that are located at 
SAEP. The responsible command for SAEP has not included their authorization in the most 
recent Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) or earlier versions. It appears that there was 
some form of local agreement between the DLA and contractor that was not approved by Army 
leadership and the responsibility for all costs associated with relocating the reported DLA 
personnel to another location belongs to the owning command - DLA. 

Q. In '97 there will be approximately 410 government owned machines a t  SAEP; what will 
be the destination for these machines? 

Disposition of the government owned machines will be determined based upon government needs, 
condition, the implementation plan, and facility reutilization. 

Q. Why did the Army exclude non-recurring costs to deactivate, relocate, and requalify 
both the machines and their associated process? 

The Army has not determined that there is a requirement to deactivate, relocate, or requalifl the 
machines and their associated process. During the implementation planning process, if a specific 
need is determined, the need will be addressed at that time. 

Q. Why has the Army ignored the November '94 Corps of Engineers Report (Woodward 
and Clyde) which states that $17.5 million will be required for environmental stabilization 
in order to close the site? 

The AlliedSignal questions makes an invalid assumption. The Army has not ignored the report. 
In accordance with DoD policy, environmental clean-up costs are not included in the analysis. 



Q. Has the Army contacted the Connecticut DEP to determine if the Woodward and Clyde 
estimate would satisfy state environmental regulations for closure? If not, that must be 
done for accurate cost input to COBRA. 

Reference answer above. 

Q. Why did the Army elect to exclude in its COBRA input the loss of $2 million annual 
revenue now received from AlliedSignal Engines for commercial use of government 
facilities and equipment? 

The money received does not affect the decision process as it is not a steady state figure. 
However, the fact that AlliedSignal is able to turn a profit that has a potential for paying $2 
million in usage fees, would offer encouragement to the prospect of commercial success during a 
facility reutilization process. Additionally, the figure was not reported in certified data nor can it 
be validated as a legitimate BRAC cost. 

Q. Assuming that the Army acknowledges that it is very unlikely that SAEP ownership 
could transfer on 1 July '97, what is the Army estimate for annual costs to meet 
Connecticut Fire and Safety Codes for the period between 1 July '97 and SAEP disposal? 

This is an issue that is addressed during implementation planning. The facility ownership will 
transfer within the government as part of the reutilization/disposal process to GSA. 

Q. The Army has acknowledged repeatedly that it will require recuperator pair plates for 
as long as the AGT 1500 is in service. Why has the Army not included costs to relocate the 
capability to manufacture pair plates? 

The Army has supported fbnding in excess of $47 million to provide additional spares to meet 
critical needs over the next few years by having increased production prior to closure. The actual 
need has not been determined and as the requirements decline and quality improves, the 
anticipated requirement may in fact be smaller. 

Q. What is the Army estimate to acquire the TDP for the improved recuperator 
design from AlliedSignal? 

Costs associated with acquiring the TDP would originate from the implementation plan 
and cannot be addressed at this time. 

Q. What is the Army estimate to acquire AS designed and owned machinery 
required for pair plate manufacturing? 

Cost associated with acquiring any AS designed equipment would originate from the 
implementation plan which will determine the exact schedule and requirements for closing 
SAEP. 



Q. What is the Army estimate to relocate all essential machines for pair plate 
manufacturing? 

A specific requirement or need to relocate pair plate machinary has not been established. 
The implementation plan will provide the requirement for such if it is deemed necessary 
and costing will be determined based upon the disposition/utilization of the existing 
facilities. 

III. Savings Associated with Closing SAEP 

The Army projected a savings of $5.8 million annually by closing SAEP. Since this $5.8 
million over 20 years is the sole contribution to the $80 million 20 year net present value 
savings, the validity of that number is very significant. 

Q. Approximately $0.1 million annually was associated with two personnel with job titles 
reflecting Black Hawk responsibilities. How are these two personnel related to SAEP 
closing? (Black Hawk is not powered by a SAEP engine). 

The savings associated with the two military personnel mentioned are based upon the official, 
command supplied, data contained in the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASP). The 
ASIP used in the initial analysis identified only one position as "Black Hawk", UIC W27P22. The 
second military position was identified with UIC W 1 Q8 16, ELEUSA-DCASR. The latest ASIP 
recognizes both positions again and compounds the problem by adding three enlisted personnel to 
UIC W1Q8 16. All personnel data is provided by the responsible command. 

Q. Nearly $0.8 million annually was designated for environmental cost avoidance. How 
was this estimate derived? 

In accordance with DoD Policy Guidance Memo 3, the Army captured environmental compliance 
costs at closing installations which could be considered a recurring savings after the installation 
has closed. 

Q. About $4.9 million annually was associated with avoidance of RPMA costs. How was 
this estimate derived? 

The estimate was derived from certified data that was provided from the command headquarters 
and entered into the COBRA model. 



Q. Did b.) and c.) estimates above consider the effects of the SAEP Downsizing project 
which is fully funded (including $6.0 million released by the U.S. Army) and will be 
completed in late "95? Following Downsizing, RPMA is estimated to be $1.7 million 
annually. This adjustment alone eliminates $3.2 million of annual savings from the 
COBRA input. 

The data used in the COBRA analysis was the data provided by the command as certified and true 
data. 

ZV: Military Value 

SAEP provides essential military capabilities which are not available from any other 
source: Engine and Spares production, Engine overhaul, Product Engineering, and Field 
Technical Support. No cost for relocatinglrecreating any of these capabilities is included in 
the Army input. Any reasonable costs added to the Army input to protect these 
capabilities will change the $80 million net present value savings over 20 years into a 
substantial cost. 

Engine and Spares Production 

Q. Of 410 government owned machines at  SAEP, only 98 are unique to AGT 1500 
production, 16 are unique to aviation products, and 296 are used on both AGT 1500 and 
aviation engines. In addition, 233 AlliedSignal owned machines are similarly distributed to 
complete the manufacturing capabilities. Even in the recuperator cell -- an exclusively 
military manufacturing cell -- 20 of 72 machines are AlliedSignal owned. In view of this 
situation, please clarify the sources for Army gas turbine engine production following 
SAEP closure. Obviously, the note on the Army COBRA input which suggests sending 
AGT machines to ANAD and aviation machines to CCAD is not valid. 

The Army has an excess of turbine engines and has not established a fbnded requirement for 
additional assets after the current contract is completed. A requirement for spare parts has been 
addressed in earlier questions within this document. The reference to sending machines to either 
ANAD and CCAD was a consideration for enhancing the depots capability to rebuild engines. 
However, no machines were identified for movement and the concept was no longer considered. 

Q. How will the government manufacture recuperator pair plates, forty-five T55 parts and 
thirteen TF40 parts for which SAEP is the sole ESA source? What non-recurring cost does 
the Army estimate it will take to create those sources? 

Recuperator pair plate production has been addressed in earlier responses. Before additional 
repair parts are purchased, there must be a requirement. There are none identified in Army 
programs. 



Q. How does the Army intend to satisfy contingency engine and spare parts requirements? 
The Army narrative from The Army Basing Study, December '94, BRAC '95 Alternative 
Documentation Set states "In the case of a national emergency that would deplete stocks, 
the depots could reconfigure to assemble new engines from parts provided by the 
manufacturer until mothballed facilities become operational." This statement is 
inconsistent with COBRA input, because no costs are included for mothballed facilities. 
Where are these mothballed facilities if SAEP is closed? What is the source of the 
workforce to meet contingency needs? Is "engine production" consistent with the depot 
mission as prescribed by law? 

The Army will use existing excess stocks to meet a contingency that requires a build-up. Such an 
emergency that exceeds the National Military Strategy's requirement of planning to fight two 
MRC's nearly simultaneously. In the case of a "national emergency", we anticipate fill 
mobilization for a long term conflict that would allow the industrial base to come to a wartime 
posture. There is no requirement for mothballing SAEP. DoD would rely on its inventory of 
existing facilities, and commercial facilities that are already. The workforce required would come 
from inside DoD and American industry. The assembly of engines from existing components is 
not considered to be "engine production" and is basically done now at the Anniston Army depot 
in the engine rebuild facility. 

Engine Overhaul 

Q. SAEP is currently the sole source for overhaul of the T55-L-714 engine which powers 
the Chinook helicopters of the SOF at  Ft. Campbell, Kentucky. Assuming that CCAD will 
undertake that mission, what is the Army estimate of the costs to certify CCAD for T55-L- 
714 over-haul? 

As specific requirements are identifiedhalidated in the future, the Army will determine whether 
rebuild would best be accomplished by the government or commercial sources on contract. 

Product Engineering 

Q. What will be the government (Army, Navy and Coast Guard) source of Engineering 
expertise to resolve Service Revealed Difficulties (SRD's) with the 20,000+ engines which 
were manufactured a t  SAEP and remain in service? An example of an SRD is the 
recuperator durability issue which arose from the Abrams weight increase and was 
resolved by a product improvement developed by SAEP Engineering. 

The AlliedSignal question is valid, especially as pointed out in their example when the Army 
fielded the MIA1 with its weight change from the earlier models. As is usual, depending upon 
whether the problem is a fault in manufacturing, a product design problem, or a product 
enhancement issue, the services would have to be acquired from where available expertise exist. 
We expect it will require some form of contract for part or all of the fix. 



Q. What is the Army estimate of the cost to establish this source of Product Engineering 
expertise? 

The cost to establish a source of Product Engineering expertise depends on several factors 
starting with the product and then the problem. Regardless, this is not a BRAC requirement. 

Q. SRD investigations require sophisticated testing capabilities to recreate field conditions 
causing component failures; what is the Army estimate for the cost to relocate or  recreate 
these capabilities? 

Again, the basic answer above applies. There is no Army requirement. 

Q. The program manager for the Improved Cargo Helicopter (ICH) currently plans to 
upgrade the Chinook with T55-E714 engines. 480 Chinooks would receive new -714 
engines and 720 Chinooks would get engines upgraded from -712 configuration with 
upgrade kits. How will the Army satisfy this requirement following SAEP closure? 

This question must be addressed by the specific Project Manager. It is not a BRAC issue. 

Q. The U.S. Navy is currently funding a program to improve the LCAC with an  engine 
providing 23% more power than the TF40B. This power will be obtained through upgrade 
kits. How will the Navy satisfy this requirement following SAEP closure? 

The U.S. Navy is aware of the Army recommendation and has voiced no concern. This question 
requires a Navy response. 

Q. The Abrams fleet is planned to operate beyond 2025 supported exclusively by 
overhauled engines which are averaging only 1400 shp following overhaul (vs 1500 shp 
when new). With Abrams weight being increased to 70 tons and the addition of an NBC 
protection system, vehicle performance has been degraded by 30%. This degradation is 
exacerbated by the 1400 shp overhauled engines. Clearly, upgrade kits can be designed to 
bring overhauled engines to beyond the original 1500 shp. What is the Army's cost- 
effective plan to ensure Abrams supremacy over the next 30 years? In the event that the 
cost-effective solution includes engine growth kits, what will be the source of the design and 
manufacture for the upgrade kits? 

Although valid questions are raised, they are not BRAC issues. This question requires answers 
from the Project Manager of the MlAlfMlA2 Abrams Tank. 



Fielded Technical Support 

Q. What is the Army concept for providing Technical Support to the field for SAEP 
manufactured engines following SAEP closure? What cost does the Army estimate will be 
required to recreate the existing field support network provided by SAEP? 

There is no Army requirement for this technical support. The logistics community, from our 
commodity commands and depots, has technical experts in the field as well as teams available 
from the depots. 

Q. If the Army intends to provide Field Technical Support from existing depot resources, 
what will be the cost to upgrade the capability to satisfy future requirements similar to 
Desert Storm from these resources? 

It is a matter of record, and pride, that there was extensive representation from the Army 
maintenance depots present with combat forces during Desert Storm. Many of these personnel 
deployed to units involved as they prepared to deploy for combat. The government personnel 
were enhanced with the presence of contractor personnel throughout the buildup and conflict. 

The answer to the above question applies to this question as well. 
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Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission received the attached 
correspondence fiom Allied Signal Corporation. It presents a series of questions in reference to 
the recommendation to close Stratford Army Engine Plant. Request you provide 
comments/responses to these questions as they are the community position. 

Allied Signal states that they have sent this letter through their Congressional delegation 
to you. If you have received this letter as Congressional inquiry and have or plan to respond, 
please provide a copy as a response to the Commission. If you have not received a letter fiom 
the Connecticut delegation on Allied Signals request, please provide us with comments and 
answers to Allied Signals questions. 

Please provide your comments/responses no later than 28 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

* 
Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r b w n  111 
Army Team Leader 
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LTC Robert M. Miller Jr. 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realisnrnent Co~nmission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Colonel Miller: 

The purpose of this letter is to pose questions to the BRAC which require clarification by 
the Army. The same questions will be forwarded to the Army by our Congressional 
Delegation, and we will ensure that you receive a copy of the Army response. 

Our questions will require that the Army clarifjr its concept for operating in the hture 
without SAEP to ensure that the COBRA inputs correspond with that concept. 

Our belief is that the Army has neglected major costs associated with closing SAEP and 
mzjor costs associated with providing SAEP's essential military value following closure. 
W'nen these costs are properly included, the $80 million net present value savings over 20 
vezrs wili become a si-enificult net present value to the Army1 U. S. Government. 

T -. COI~CE~Z-~OT Closing SALE; 
1 .  Cost Input-for CIosing Sf' 
1 .  Sm'ings Associated with Closing SkEIj 
-- - 7 -  . 

I - ,  . :ibii.~;lz,y, t a. ;,L- 

-4liiedSi-ma1 has contracts with the . h y  wnich must be hlfilleci at S-4EP e x ~ e n d k  
thou-eh June ' 97 ,  ye: the input to  COBEt4 assumes sa\in_cs from closure a: the rate 
of $5.S rniliion per year besinning on 1 Juls '97. 

2.) M%at is the Army concept for disposing of SAEP which is consistent with 
thesz two facts? 

. . 
b.) Una;  enii~y wi!l bc rhc rec!ner?t of the facili~y7 



c.) What will be the fbture use of the facility? 

d.) How will the . h y  address the EPA's standards for Base Closure? 

e.) How will the $422 million liability (as estimated by the Corps of Enqineers) .- for 
environmental cleanup be resolved: will that liability remain with the govern- 
mcnt or will it be transferred to the new ommer of the facility? 

11. Cost Input of  Closed X4EP 

The Army projected a non-recurring cost of $2 million to close SAEP 

a.) What will be accomplished with the $2 million? 

b.) U'hy did the Army exclude the non-recurring cost of relocatins 15Q DLA 
personnel now housed in SAEP and the recumng cost to provide a 
replacement rental facility? 

c.) In '97 there will be approximately 410 government owned machines at SAEP; 
what will be the destination for these machines? 

d.) Why did the Army exclude non-recurring costs to deactivate, relocate, and 
r e q u w  both the machines and their associated processes? 

e.) Why has the Army i-gnored the November '94 Corps of Engneers Report 
(Woodward and Clyde) which states that f 17.5 million will be required for 
environmentzl stabilization in order to close the site? 

f.) Has the A m y  contacted the Connecticut DEP to determine Z the W700ci=zri 
and Clyde esrimate would satisfy state environrnentd regulations for ciosure? 
Knot, that musc be done for accurate cost input to COBRA. 

'c.) - Why did the h y  elect to eicIude in its COBRA input the loss of $2 millior. 
annuaI revenue now received from AlliedSi_rmzl En-gines for commercial use of 
rovernment faciiities and equipment7 - 

h.) Assuming that the . h y  aclmowieapes tnar i: is v e x  unlikel\r that S-4EP 
ownership could transfer on 1 July '97, what is the -4rmy estimate for annr;d 
cost to meet Connecticut Fire and Sdety Codes for the period between 1 Jui:. 
'97 and SAEP disposal? 

i.) The Army  has acknowled_red re~eatedlv that it will require recuperator pair 
plates for as long as the AGT1500 is in senice. U'hy has the Army not 
included costs to relocate the czpability to manufacture pair plates? 

1 ) What is the A m y  estimate to acquire the TDP for the improved 
recuperalor design from .;UiiedSi_cnzl? 



2) What is the Army estimate to acquire AS designed and owned 
machinery required for pair plate manufacturing? 

3) \ .ha t  is the Army estimate to relocate all essential machines for pair 
plate manufacturing? 

I/I. ,Car?in~.~ Associated with Closing SAEP . 
The Army projected a savings of S5.S million annually by closing SAEP. Since this $5.8 
miUion over 20 years is the sole contribution to the $SO miliion 20 year net Dresent value 
savings, the validity of that number is very significant. 

a.) Approximately $0.1 million annually was associated with two personnel with 
job titles reflecting BlackHawk responsibilities. How are these two personnel 
related to SAEP closing? (BlacliHawk is not powered by a SAEP engine). 

b.) Nearly $0.8 million annually was designated for environmental cost avoidance. 
How was this estimate derived? 

c.) About $4.9 million annually was associated with avoidance of RPMA costs. 
How was this estimate derived? 

d.) Did b.) and c.) estimates above consider the eEects of the SAEP Downsizing 
project which is fully funded (including $6.0 million released by the U.S. 
h y )  and will be completed in late '95? Following Downsizing, RPMA is 
estimated to be $1.7 million annually. This adjustment alone eliminates $3.2 
million of annual savines from the COBW, input. 

S-4.P provides essential milit-, capabilities which x e  nor ~vziiable from anv other 

source? En-@ne and Spares production, Engine overhaul, Product Engineering, and Field 
Tec;ulicd Support. No cost for relocadnglrecreati~_c of these czpabiiities is inc!uceC. 
in the Army inpit. Any reasonabi:: cosis adciecl to the .am!. inpiii lo pia;xr  r i ~ : ~ ~  
capabilities will change the $80 rniliion net present vaiue sa~ings over 20 vexs in10 z 
substat id cost l 

a.) Eneine - and Spares Production: 

1) Of4 10 _covement owned machines at SAEP, on]\- 98 are unique to 
.4GT1500 production, 16 are unique to zviation products, m d  296 are 
used on both -4GT1500 and aviation engines. In addition 233 
-4liiedSigd owned machines are simiiari>- distributed to compiete ike  
manufacturing capabiiities. Even in the recuperator cell -- an 
exciusiveiy military manufacturing cell -- 20 of72 machines are 
.4lliedSi_cnzi ovmcd. In vielv of this situation, please clanij. the saurce: 



for Amy gas turbine engine production following SAEP closure. 
Obviously, the note on the Army COBRA input which suggests 
sending AGT machines to ANAD and aviation machines to CCAD is 
not vdid. 

2) How will the government manufacture recuperator pair plates, forty- 
five T55 parts and thirteen TF40 parts for which S E P  is the sole ESA 
source? What non-recurring cost does the Army estimate it will take to 
create those sources? 

3) How does the Army intend to satisfy continzency engine and spare 
parts requirements? The Army narrative from The Army Basing Stud),. 
December '94, BRAC '95 Alternative Documentation Set states "In 
the case of national emergency that would deplete stock, the depots 
could reconfi_gure to assemble new engines from parts provided by the 
manufacturer until mothballed facilities become operational." This 
statement is inconsistent with COBRA input, because no costs are 
included for mothballed facilities. Where are these mothballed facilities 
if SAEP is closed? What is the source of the workforce to meet 
contingency needs? Is "engine production" consistent with the depot 
mission as prescribed by law? 

b.) En@e Overhaul: 

1) SAEP is currently the sole source for overhaul of the T55-L-714 en_eine 
which powers the Chinook helicopters of the SOF at Ft. Campbell, 
Kentucky. Assuming that CCAD will undertake that mission, what is 
the h y  es*Limate ofthe cos: to cerdj- CCAD for T55-L-714 over- 
hzd? 

c. j Product Engineering: 

p 1) What will be the government (Army, Nzw and Coast Guard) source of 
Engineering expertise to resolve Service Revealed Difficulties (SRD's' 
with the 20.00k en-&es which were manufaaurea at S S P  and 
remain in service? An example of an SRD is the recuperator durabilic. 
issue which arose from the Abrams weight increzse md wzs resolves 
by a product improvement developed by S-4EP Engineering. 

3) What is the Army estimate of the cost to establish this source of 
Product Engineering expertise? 

3;; SRD investigations require sophisticated testing capabilities to recrezre 
field conditions causing component failures; what is the Army esrimate 
for the cost to relocate or recreate these capabilities? 



4) The program manager for the Improved Cargo Helicopter (ICH) 
currently plans to upgrade the Chinook with T5 5-L-7 14 engines. 480 
Chinooks would receive new -714 engines and 720 Chinooks would 
cet engines upgraded fiom -712 configuration with upgrade kits. How 
L 

hill the Army satisfy this requirement following SAEP closure? 

5) The U.S. Navy is currently hnding a program to inlprove the LCAC 
with an engine providing 23% more power than the TF40B. This 
power will be obtained thr~ugh~upprade kits. How will the Navy 
satisfjr this requirement following SAEP closure? 

6) The Abrams fleet is planned to operate beyond 2025 supported 
exclusively by overhauled engines which are averaging only 1300 shp 
following overhaul (vs 1500 shp when new). With -4brarns weight 
being increased to 70 tons and the addition of an NBC protection 
system, vehicle performance has been degraded by 30%. This 
degradation is exacerbated by the 1400 shp overhauled engines . 
Clearly, upgrade kits can be designed to bring overhauled engines to 
beyond the original 1500 shp. What is the Army's cost-effective plan 
to insure Abrams supremacy over the next 30 years? In the event that 
the cost-effective solution includes engine growth kits, what will be the 
source of the design and manufacture for the upgrade kits? 

d.) Field Technical Support: 

1) What is the Army concept for providing Technical Support to the field 
for SAEP manufactured en-gines following S-4EP closure? What cost 
does the ,&my estimate will be required to recreate the &sting field 
suppoit - - network provided by SAEP? 

2) If the Army  intends to provide Field Technical Support from existing 
depot resources, what will be the cost to upgrade the capability to 
satisij. hture requirements similar to Desert Storm from these 
resources? 

!f clarification on any of the questions is required, please contact Dick PococZ; 
-4iiiedSignzl Engincs (203) 3 85-35 1 1. Again, we will forward any correspondence 
received from the Army through our Congressional Delegation and would similarly 
request access to any information provided to the BRAC in response to these questions. 

With regards, 

AlIiedSignal Engines 

p; Mike ~ c i h i y  
Site Manager 
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May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed with this letter are copies of the proposal we formally 
presented to your Commission yesterday in Baltimore. We had intended 
to present each member of the Commission with their own copy of the 
proposal and presentation slides but, due to mis-communication between 
City of Philadelphia representatives and us, we were not permitted to 
deliver these copies to your Commission personally. 

One of your staff members requested and was given a complete set 
of our proposal, slides, and COBRA data after the hearing, however we 
wanted each Commissioner to have their own copy as we did with our NATSF 
proposal during the 1993 hearings. We regret any inconvenience that may 
have been caused by this delay but trust you will understand it was 
beyond our control. 

We are available at the convenience of you and your staff to answer 
any questions relative to the enclosed proPo+?. 

p%8~wA 
GLENN H. WEDER 
3032 Robbins Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19149 
(215)  535-2462 

L/13 ~ l d ~ a t e  Road 
parlton, NJ 08053 
k609)  983-1525 



May 4, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We the undersigned, acting as private citizens wish to thank 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commission for affording us this 
opportunity to address you concerning the Department of Defense 
recommendation to close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
(NATSF). We feel that it makes more sense from the standpoint of 
military value and cost effectiveness to keep NATSF in Philadel- 
phia and is a waste of taxpayer money to close this facility and 
consolidate it's functions at North Island in San Diego, Cali- 
fornia. We feel the savings identified in the recommendation are 
illusory and that not only is there no clear and compelling 
justification for this action but that a more convincing case can 
be made for retaining this activity right where it is, in Phila- 
delphia. 

Enclosure (1) provides our analysis of the advantages and 
disadvantages of moving NATSF to North Island. The enclosure also 
includes a proposal designed to streamline management of techni- 
cal documentation throughout the Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIRSYSCOM) and its field activities. While more limited in 
scope than the proposal submitted on behalf of some of the NATSF 
employees during BRAC 93, we feel it can still provide consider- 
able cost savings to the Department of the Navy. In addition, we 
feel the proposal increases military value and maximizes the 
synergistic benefits arising from the present collocation of the 
Aviation Supply Office, Naval ~ i r  Engineering Support Unit, and 
NATSF on the same base. 

The scope of this proposal does go farther, however, to 
include the Competency Aligned Organization (CAO) model created 
by VADM William C. Bowes, Commander of the Naval Air Systems 
Command. CAO is an insightful creation, designed to streamline 
program support while increasing the professional training of the 
personnel within each functional area. This innovative approach 
is unique in its attempt to concentrate on using the technical 
skills and knowledge resident in each functional area to advance 
the professional expertise of each member performing that func- 
tion of program support. It is therefore deserving of inclusion 
in a proposal that is designed to increase military efficiency 
and effectiveness while reducing expenditures and demands on 
resources. 



May 4, 1995 

We thank you, your fellow commissioners, and your staff for 
the opportunity to make this proposal. We trust you will find the 
ideas contained in it worthy of your consideration. 
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Glenn H. Weder 
3032 Robbins Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19149 
(215) 535-2462 

Frank C. ~ai'mone 
23 Elmgate Road 
Marlton, NJ 08053 
(609) 983-1525 
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We would like to take this opportunity to propose to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission an alternative to 
that recommended by the Department of Defense (DoD) in regards to 
the Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF). The NATSF 
employee alternative proposal to the Commission during the 1993 
hearings for the formation of a Defense Technical Documentation 
Agency was well received but, due to charter restrictions, you 
were unable to formally take action on it. The alternative being 
proposed for your consideration at this time, while more modest 
in that it only deals with the Department of the Navy, has been 
formulated to incorporate lessons learned from BRAC 93 and 
continue the efforts to streamline DoD costs, while improving 
military effectiveness. 

Review of the minutes of the Base Structure Evaluation Com- 
mittee (BSEC), established by the Secretary of the Navy, indi- 
cates that the primary motivation for closing NATSF and consoli- 
dating necessary functions, personnel, and equipment with the 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) North Island was @@to enhance re- 
source utilization1@ at the NADEP. The BSEC formally recognized 
that NATSF could remain at its present location on the Naval 
Aviation Supply Office (ASO) compound but that some savings in 
personnel would occur with a consolidation at NADEP North Island. 
Totally overlooked in this review was the present synergy at the 
AS0 compound among NATSF, ASO, the Defense Printing Service (DPS) 
Philadelphia office, and the Navy International Logistics Control 
Office (NAVILCO). Also overlooked is the imminent relocation, by 
July 1995, of the Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit (NAESU) 
to the AS0 compound, which should increase the benefits of close 
proximity working relationships among these interdependent 
organizations even further. 

The DoD Justification for the recommendation to your Commis- 
sion has also created some misconceptions about NATSF being a 
technical center, what services are provided, and who are the 
primary customers. In the traditional sense of the term, NATSF 
is not a technical center with scientists, engineers, and re- 
searchers. NATSF is a management office, controlling technical 
data, technical manuals and engineering drawings, for the Naval 
Air Systems Command (NAVAIRSYSCOM). Services provided include 
management of technical repositories, automated customer distri- 
bution files, Quality Assurance (QA), Integrated Logistics Sup- 
port (ILS) to headquarters program offices, and formulation of 
technical documentation policies and procedures used throughout 
the Naval Aviation community. The synergy achieved by colloca- 
tion with an in-service maintenance facility, NADEP North Island, 
is negligible when compared with that lost between NATSF and AS0 
alone. From a direct customer standpoint, NADEP North Island is 
supported with less than 5% of NATSF resources versus over 40% 
for ASO. Additionally, headquarters program managers, presently 
supported in Arlington, Virginia with a planned relocation to 
Patuxent River, Maryland, are easily reached by automobile or 
train for same day meetings with no overnight stays. Such trips 
would require considerably more in the way of personnel time and 
travel expenses if the point of origin was San Diego rather than 



Philadelphia. Finally, the Justification states that the consol- 
idation "enables the elimination of the NATSF detachment already 
at North Island." In reality, the functions performed at the 
NATSF detachment are not those performed by the Philadelphia 
personnel and could not be eliminated in a consolidation. 

consolidation of NATSF at NADEP North Island is not the 
answer, from either the standpoint of synergistic benefits or 
overall cost savings. consolidation of NATSF, NAESU, and techni- 
cal data personnel from other NAVAIRSYSCOM field activities with 
AS0 would enhance overall military effectiveness, maximize 
current support levels, and provide greater savings to DoD. 
Discussions with working level personnel from NAESU, ASO, and 
NAVAIRSYSCOM have all indicated support for such an initiative. 
Furthermore, precedents already exist for the transfer of NAVAIR- 
SYSCOM functional responsibilities to AS0 due to the key role 
played by AS0 in supporting the Naval Aviation community. Such 
an alternative for functional transfer could also be easily 
incorporated into the current DoD recommendations. Several of 
the NAVAIRSYSCOM field activities with technical data personnel, 
notably the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Divisions in 
Indianapolis and Lakehurst, are listed for closure. Addition- 
ally, NADEPs Alameda, Norfolk, and Pensacola, approved for 
closure by the 1993 Commission, are already relocating their 
technical data personnel to other sites. By simply redirecting 
the receiving site for these approved and recommended technical 
data transfers to Philadelphia, the Commission could begin 
formation of the centrally managed technical data competency 
envisioned by the alternative NATSF proposal in 1993. 

As cited in the 1993 NATSF employee recommendation, the 
Commission should be aware that thorough and complete technical 
documentation is required to support each DoD weapon system. 
Whether one unit or several thousand units are procured, the same 
basic technical manuals and engineering drawings are required to 
operate, maintain, and repair the systems. While this is not the 
case with most other logistic elements, it is true with technical 
documentation. In the case of other logistic elements, the num- 
bers of units supported is critical in that, for example, smaller 
procurements require fewer training instructors, maintenance per- 
sonnel, and spare parts for supply replenishment. In technical 
documentation, the cost of developing and formatting the data is 
the main cost driver. The difference between making 100 copies 
and 1,000 copies of this data is negligible. By centrally manag- 
ing all technical data for the entire Naval Aviation community, a 
more efficient, less labor intensive operation will be formed. 
Coupled with the present NATSF leadership in the introduction of 
digital technology to the area of technical documentation manage- 
ment, the resulting synergy could truly realize the common goal 
of "doing more with lesst1 through increased efficiency and lower 
operational costs. 

In the area of the NAVAIRSYSCOM Competency Aligned Organiza- 
tion (CAO) model, the synergies are increased even further within 
the Logistics (3.0) Competency. By combining NAESU (3.2), NATSF 



(3.3), and AS0 (3.5), three of the present Level 2 leaders would 
be collocated under one command. The ultimate goal of CAO is a 
seamless Naval Aviation Team with each functional area dedicated 
to providing trained, competent professionals to the Program 
Executive Office program leaders. By further consolidating all 
3.3, Level 3 technical documentation personnel from the various 
field activities into such an organization, the formation of this 
seamless organization could be accelerated. 

NAVAIRSYSCOM has previously begun such a consolidation inde- 
pendently, by consolidating Supply Support and Preservation and 
Packaging functions from the Arlington headquarters with those 
already existing at ASO. Thus, the relocation of NAVAIRSYSCOM 
functions, to a centralized command at AS0 in Philadelphia, has 
already been recognized as beneficial to the efficient operation 
of the Department of the Navy and has become an example of co- 
operation among the Systems Commands of the Navy. 

NATSF is, as was recognized by the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission in 1993, a unique DoD organization. It pro- 
vides centralized management and repository capability for all 
technical documentation relating to Naval Aviation. No other 
organization within the Department of Defense or any of its com- 
ponent Services or commands provides this centralized management 
of technical documentation. In discussions with working level 
technical documentation counterparts in other Services and within 
the aerospace community, NATSF is viewed as the reason it is so 
easy to resolve technical documentation issues. Within the Naval 
Aviation community, one command, NATSF, has the authority and 
expertise to handle all issues during the entire life cycle of 
any program. The employee proposal of 1993 to establish a 
Defense Logistics Agency command to provide this centralized 
management support on a uniform basis throughout DoD has yet to 
find a high-level sponsor. Queries by the employee group to both 
Legislative and Executive Branches have resulted in all responses 
commending the innovative concept but ending with a statement 
that implementation would be "too hard\difficultw to accomplish. 
Unfortunately, this seems to be due to the general lack of under- 
standing of the importance of technical documentation in front- 
line military operations. It is also a failure to understand 
that procurement of required technical documentation during the 
initial production phase of a weapon system can result in sub- 
stantial savings when procuring spare/repair parts for opera- 
tional support. 

Despite lip service to the contrary, program managers and 
their superiors are not judged on their ability to manage and 
control long-term program life cycle costs, but rather on short 
term, fiscal year, performance. Thus, a decision to save a 
million dollars by not procuring detailed engineering drawings at 
the beginning of a program can result in additional tens or hun- 
dreds of millions of taxpayer money being spent unnecessarily for 
spare parts over the next twenty-thirty years of service life. 
The current manager gets praised for ncontrollingfi documentation 
costs, while future program managers suffer with an under-funded 



program due to exorbitant spare parts costs. These managers are 
not totally to blame, however, since Congress has repeatedly dis- 
approved attempts to fully fund a program's logistics support 
requirements by decreasing the number of hardware units (air- 
craft, engines, missiles) being procured. Some program managers 
are beginning to see the necessity of addressing life cycle costs 
in these times of limited procurements and extended service oper- 
ation time. Hopefully, Congressional Appropriations Committees 
will soon begin to see that program support cannot be deferred 
forever and that centralized management of commodities such as 
technical documentation can save millions of dollars by eliminat- 
ing redundant civilian and military billets, increasing overall 
management efficiency, and improving contractor competition on 
spare parts procurements. 



MILITARY VALUE 

1. THE CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPACT 
ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE'S 
TOTAL FORCE. 

The DoD recommendation to close NATSF would result in de- 
creases to operational readiness of the DoD total force. Support 
of program managers at NAVAIRSYSCOM would suffer through NATSF 
inability to attend program meetings on short notice since, in- 
stead of being two hours away by automobile or train, airline 
travel requiring advance notice and an additional day or two of 
travel time would be necessary. The impact of non-attendance 
would be lack of detailed support in the technical documentation 
area, with a concomitant loss in overall program effectiveness. 
In FY 94 over 600 trips were made from NATSF Philadelphia to 
NAVAIRSYSCOM in Arlington. NAVAIRSYSCOM program managers have 
advised NATSF data managers of their concern that programs would 
suffer from a NATSF move to North Island. 

The impact on AS0 operations would also be negative. En- 
gineering drawings are a critical part of the AS0 spares replen- 
ishment mission since the average procurement requires over 2,000 
drawings. At present, the 100 megabyte communications transmis- 
sion line in use allows 180 AS0 work stations to simultaneously 
review the NATSF engineering drawing repository for currentness 
and availability of drawings. This is done prior to identifying 
the specific drawings required for bid sets and the number of 
copies required. The alternative from North Island would require 
establishment of a similar capability cross-country communica- 
tions line to permit the present simultaneous work station 
review. Although the DoD scenario does not reflect any costs 
associated with such a link, it would be required to even begin 
addressing the current NATSF-AS0 mission requirements. The re- 
quired drawings are presently delivered to AS0 within minutes of 
the completion of duplication, whereas from North Island, ship- 
ment would be about a week by regular mail or, at a much greater 
cost, shipped via overnight delivery. 

An additional problem in the delivery of engineering draw- 
ings is preparation of duplicates for use in bid sets. califor- 
nia environmental laws would require preparation of the silver 
halide emulsion drawings by an out-of-state contractor, thereby 
further increasing costs and slowing AS0 procurement awards. 
Currently, Pennsylvania law permits these duplicates to be pre- 
pared by NATSF locally. AS0 managers have expressed concern that 
a NATSF move to North Island would unacceptably increase AS0 pro- 
curement costs while decreasing procurement timeliness and their 
ability to support the fleet. Perhaps the greatest concern is 
the estimated six months down-time for NATSF drawing operations 
anticipated by a move to North Island. With a total of 8,067,000 
drawings delivered in FY 94, there is no way this level of sup- 
port could be maintained in a move year. 
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Also impacting negatively would be a decreased level of 
support for the AS0 initiated ~ogistics Engineering Change Pro- 
posals (LECPs) and the preparation of approximately 250 Technical 
Manual Contract Requirements (TMCRs) required to support spares 
replenishment procurements. LECPs require NATSF managers to 
staff technical manual cost and delivery information to properly 
assess the total program impact of the proposed changes. The 
TMCRs are required to be included in a large number of spares 
procurements where manufacturers, part numbers, or components 
presently in the supply system may be superseded due to stock re- 
plenishment actions. Those changes need to be reflected in up- 
dated technical manuals for fleet operation and maintenance 
personnel. While total support would continue, the present level 
of support would suffer due to lack of close proximity and the 
need to mail requests and finished products, whereas at present 
they are only a few minutes walk away. Attachment A is a copy of 
an AS0 study assessing the impact of a NATSF consolidation with 
NADEP North Island. 

Other activities on the AS0 compound would also be affected 
by a NATSF move. The local DPS office maintains the automated 
Technical Manual Print on Demand System (TMPODS) electronic data 
base of NAVAIRSYSCOM manuals. TMPODS is used to supplement the 
regular distribution and stock replenishment systems and to pro- 
vide technical manuals on computer disks for Fleet libraries. 
Due to the critical interface requirements necessitating close 
proximity, this electronic data base and associated hardware 
would have to be moved to the current DPS office in San Diego or 
suffer severe degradation of capability. Of related impact to 
DoD total forces is the interface between NATSF and NAVILCO in 
terms of supporting foreign governments procuring Naval Aviation 
weapons systems. Technical manual and engineering drawing sup- 
port, both active files and archives, are provided on 82 foreign 
military sales cases to 33 countries worldwide. The main impact 
of a NATSF move to North Island would be loss of the current 
efficiencies developed by collocation on the same base. Deter- 
ioration of the present working relationships would increase 
response times and require more time to resolve problem areas. 
In terms of military value, consolidating NATSF at North Island 
would decrease the NATSF ability to support these foreign custom- 
ers with the same level of support they have come to expect. 

consolidation of NATSF, NAESU, and the NAVAIRSYSCOM techni- 
cal data personnel at AS0 would provide substantial increases in 
military value. ASO, through its Supply Support and Preservation 
and Packaging responsibilities, is presently a member of the 
NAVAIRSYSCOM ILS community. Combining NATSF and NAESU with AS0 
would result in NAVAIRSYSCOM program managers having three ILS 
team members at the same activity, thereby being able to better 
coordinate overall program support and decrease travel costs by 
sharing an automobile on trips to headquarters. The present AS0 
technical manual library could be abolished since NATSF has a 
master library which is maintained in a current status at all 
times and is presently visited over 600 times per year by AS0 
personnel. The current use of the NATSF data base of 48.7 
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million active and archived engineering drawings, as well as the 
Work Unit Code data base and Maintenance Plan files, by AS0 would 
continue undiminished by restricted access capability or loss of 
experienced personnel. Another benefit of a NATSF consolidation 
with AS0 would be improved management of technical manual stock, 
presently an AS0 responsibility. By operating within the same 
command, problem areas could be resolved more expeditiously and 
overall availability to meet Fleet demand increased. 

consolidation of NATSF in AS0 with NAESU would produce 
increased military value through the development of new syner- 
gies. The in-service engineering support provided by NAESU 
throughout the Fleet could be used to open additional communica- 
tions channels with operations and maintenance personnel. This 
would highlight Fleet technical documentation concerns and 
disseminate plans for NATSF introduction of new technology and 
data presentation media. Existing processes, already in place, 
would be augmented. The development of proximate working rela- 
tionships between NATSF technical data managers and NAESU engin- 
eering personnel would open avenues of communications and an 
exchange of information which could only serve to improve overall 
Fleet operational readiness. Collocation of NATSF and NAESU 
detachments has already provided evidence of such a benefit on a 
limited basis that a merging of the parent commands could only 
serve to expand. Additionally, through consolidation with ASO, 
these newly enhanced communications exchanges could be used to 
provide improved status on spare parts/supply availability 
between AS0 Inventory Managers and Fleet maintenance personnel. 

Consolidation of NAVAIRSYSCOM technical data personnel with 
those of NATSF at AS0 would further enhance military value. 
Fleet personnel frequently need to question managers regarding 
technical information. At present, calls are often transferred 
between bases in an attempt to locate the responsible manager. 
For personnel stationed outside the continental United States, 
this frequently involves calls after midnight, while equipment 
awaits required repair. By collocating all technical documenta- 
tion support at a single site, ASO, communications, hence mili- 
tary value, can be increased by providing a single answer point 
for these questions. Another benefit of this centralized manage- 
ment concept is the elimination of conflicting policies and 
procedures, duplicate efforts by separate groups, and lack of a 
coordinated approach which frequently results in wasted or con- 
flicting actions. Program managers would have a single command 
to deal with and could rely on coordinated, standardized support, 
thereby making technical data an easier ILS element to manage. 
Additionally personnel from these diversely located activities 
frequently must travel to NAVAIRSYSCOM in Arlington to attend 
meetings with program managers. By relocating them to AS0 in 
Philadelphia, additional recurring savings could be achieved in 
travel expenses. 

By integrating other technical data personnel with the 
trained, experienced central managers currently at NATSF, the new 
workforce could be quickly integrated with no loss of documenta- 
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tion support to the Navy. While NATSF managers deal with docu- 
mentation throughout the entire life cycle of the supported 
hardware, from concept exploration through retirement from the 
inventory, the data personnel from other activities only deal 
with documentation during the in-service, out-of-production 
phase. By training these other personnel in total life cycle 
management, the capability to handle the total technical documen- 
tation needs of the entire Navy, or of DoD wide if the Commission 
so recommends under the authority granted in Section 2911(2) of 
Public Law 101-510 as amended by Public Law 103-464 (10 U.S.C. 
2687), could be enhanced while achieving a reduction in person- 
nel. 

Finally, consolidation with AS0 would avoid a needless stop- 
page in the drawing area to pack, transport, and unpack drawings 
and train new personnel in repository operation. We are not as 
optimistic about either the number of individuals or the experi- 
ence levels of those who would be willing to relocate. While the 
DoD COBRA model suggests 112 moves, we feel 20 would be more 
realistic. From that level of decimation, it could be years be- 
fore a recovery to full operation, if ever. In the technical 
manual area, there would be a similar continuity break in updat- 
ing distribution lists, replenishing warehouse stock, providing 
Technical Directive support for Fleet introduction of hardware 
engineering modifications, generati.on of TMCRfs for spares 
replenishment, and on required LECP staffing support. To furnish 
one example, Fleet squadrons being supported with a new aircraft 
model would require a new set of technical manuals to support 
their new aircraft. If that need was identified while NATSF was 
relocating, or before service was restored, delivery of required 
manuals would be jeopardized, seriously impacting operation and 
maintenance actions and possibly rendering the aircraft inopera- 
ble until the required manuals could be made available. 

The Naval Aviation Fleet-NATSF interface is complex. Fleet 
personnel provide expert technical inputs on manual content, 
accuracy, and completeness as well as furnishing skilled person- 
nel for verifications and adequacy reviews. NATSF managers 
ensure that required manuals are procured and delivered for 
training and Fleet use when scheduled, valid Fleet comments are 
incorporated in a timely manner, Fleet librarians receive the 
training and assistance required to properly support active duty 
and reserve operational and maintenance personnel, and that each 
unit receives the technical manuals it needs as soon as they 
become available. Relocation of NATSF to North Island would 
severely jeopardize this synergy. 

Enclosed as Attachment B are copies of letters, the origi- 
nals of which were directed to your Commission. They were not, 
to our knowledge, solicited by anyone at NATSF and are, to our 
knowledge, not, technically, directly applicable to any of the 
eight basic evaluation factors. They address the other side of 
DoD readiness, the contractors producing the spare\repair parts 
required to operate military weapon systems. As the letters 
point out, competition is the key to controlling spare parts 
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costs and the engineering drawings are the key to competition. 
Thus, as these letters point out, separating A S 0  and NATSF would 
result in slower processing of procurement packages, increased 
costs for spare\repair parts, and an overall decrease in opera- 
tional readiness of the DoD total force. 
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MILITARY VALUE 

2. THE AVAILABILITY AND CONDITIONS OF LAND, FACILITIES, AND 
ASSOCIATED AIRSPACE AT BOTH EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
LOCATIONS. 

The DoD recommendation to consolidate NATSF at NADEP North 
Island would probably provide sufficient land and facilities to 
accommodate the move. Facilities are supposedly adequate for the 
workforce to be transferred and no refurbishment, other than 
construction of a computer room for the Joint Engineering Data 
Management Information Control System (JEDMICS) drawing reposi- 
tory, establishment of a local area computer network, and instal- 
lation of a T-l line communications link between NATSF computer 
facilities and those of Naval Air Station (NAS) North Island has 
been planned. Creation of a high speed computer communications 
link between the NATSF JEDMICS repository and AS0 Philadelphia 
was not addressed. Using the planned line between NAS North 
Island and AS0 is considered totally inadequate since the present 
level of service could not be provided due to severely restricted 
capacity. Relocation of the DPS TMPODS data base was not ad- 
dressed since, although it would be necessary to perform present 
mission services, it is not resident at NATSF and was apparently 
overlooked by the Navy. Airspace is available at NAS North 
Island but is not required to support the NATSF mission. 

The alternative proposal could be easily accommodated on the 
AS0 compound since NATSF is currently a tenant activity and NAESU 
will become a tenant in June/July 1995. Transfer of the other 
NAVAIRSYSCOM technical data personnel, anticipated to number 
approximately 135, could be easily accommodated with existing 
land and facilities. If the Commission accepts the recommenda- 
tion to disestablish the Defense Industrial Supply Center, the 
loss of approximately 1,800 positions on the compound will easily 
allow influx of these 135 positions. Even without the disestab- 
lishment, there would be sufficient facilities available. If the 
disestablishment is approved, the alternative proposal would be 
beneficial since it would utilize what might otherwise be consid- 
ered excess facilities. The facilities being vacated are govern- 
ment owned business office spaces, of the type that would be 
required by those relocating to Philadelphia. The existing 100 
megabyte communications link is in place and operating and has 
the capacity to handle another 100 AS0 workstations if required. 
The present DPS office is operating the TMPODS and has experience 
in developing and expanding the current system, working with 
NATSF personnel to enhance capabilities. The closest military 
airspace is located at NAS willow Grove, approximately 15 miles 
from the present location, but airspace is not required to 
perform the NATSF mission. 

Attachment C brings the integrity of the Navy and DoD BRAC 
process into question as well as raising serious questions as to 
the level of intelligence attributed to the Commission and it's 
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Document Separator 



DOD RECOMMENDATION OVERSIGHTS 

ONE-TIME COSTS 

JEDMICS ADP CONSTRUCTION AT NORTH ISLAND 

JEDMICS HARDWARE PURCHASE FOR AS0 

100 MEGABYTE HIGH-SPEED COMMUNICATIONS 
LINKS AT NORTH ISLAND AND AS0 

ANNUAL RECURRING COSTS 

100 MEGABYTE HIGH-SPEED COMMUNICATIONS 
LINKS AT (NORTH ISLAND AND ASO) 

NORTH ISLAND AND AS0 LINK MAINTENANCE 

AS0 JEDMICS SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS 

NORTH ISLAND-PATUXENT RIVER TRAVEL 

CONTRACTING OUT OF DRAWING DUPLICATES 

EXISTING SYNERGIES WITH ASO, NAVILCO AND DPS 

RELOCATION SITES AT NORTH ISLAND NEVER IDENTIFIED FOR 
NATSF & NAESU 



ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION 

CONSOLIDATE NATSF, NAESU, AND NAVAIRSYSCOM FIELD ACTIVITY 
TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION PERSONNEL AT AS0 

CONSTRUCTION OR HARDWARE/EQUIPMENT REQUIRED 

EXTENSIVE PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS: 
250 NAVAIRSYSCOM FIELD ACTIVITIES (DUPLICATIVE FUNCTIONS) 
50 NATSF (DUPLICATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES) 

INCREASE 

NAESU (DUPLICATIVE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES j 

SYNERGY AMONG ASO, NATSF , AND NAESU 

CONTINUE CONSOLIDATION OF NAVAIRSYSCOM LOGISTICS FUNCTIONS 
AT AS0 



IMPACT 5-Y 

CATEGORY DoD S\NATSF DOD'S\NATSF ALTERNATIVE 
PROPOSAL PROPOSAL PROPOSAL PROPOSAL 

THE TRUE COST 

1-TIME COST 

PERSONNEL 
REDUCTIONS 

RETURN ON 
INVESTMENT 

ANNUAL 
IMPACT 

MILCON 

SYNERGIES 

3 YEARS 

$ 2,183K 
SAVINGS 

OVERLOOKED 

IGNORED 

NEVER 

$ 450K 
COST 

REDUCED 

1 YEAR 

$ 17,822K 
SAVINGS 

NONE REQUIRED 

ENHANCED 



staff by DoD. On January 2 and 3, 1995, CDR Burd, RADM Tinston, 
and VADM Bowes certified BRAC-95 scenario data which indicated 
NADEP North Island had adequate space for a NATSF and NAESU 
relocation. No MILCON costs were cited for NATSF and only minor 
rehabilitation figures were provided for NAESU. However, as of 
January 6, 1995, NADEP North Island personnel were unaware of any 
suitable site for the relocations and so advised CDR Burd. 
Despite the notification, and the fact that the original scenario 
was built on nonexistent data, on February 14, 1995, Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations (Logistics) W. A. Earner provided the final 
data certifications required for recommendation of the closure 
and relocation of these activities by the Secretary of Defense to 
your Commission. As the Attachment further indicates, as late as 
April 6, 1995, the NADEP was still attempting to locate any 
facilities that could accommodate the relocating activities. We 
believe that this Attachment, in and of itself, provides suffi- 
cient justification for disapproval of the relocations of NATSF 
and NAESU to NADEP North Island. 

We hold the capabilities, intelligence, and integrity of 
your Commission and staff in the highest regard having been 
through this process in 1993. If you feel the need to further 
investigate the certifications made by the Navy and DoD regarding 
NATSF and NAESU, we would like to offer a few questions which 
could serve as a starting point for your queries. 

(1) Why did DoD submit the NATSF and NAESU recommendations 
if sufficient facilities had not been identified? 

(2) How were costs and savings calculated without the 
identification of specific buildings? 

(3) Are certifications routinely made regarding data which 
is known to be false or nonexistent? 

(4) Why was this information not disclosed to Commissioner 
Cornella when he visited NATSF on April 7, 1995 and received 
command briefings from NATSF and NAESU? 

(5) How is the Navy planning to explain the additional 
relocation costs if the DoD recommendation on NATSF and NAESU is 
approved? 

(6) Why were NATSF and NAESU recommended for relocation to 
NADEP North Island when the NAVAIRSYSCOM EOB Study recommended 
consolidation of these two activities on the AS0 compound? 
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MILITARY VALUE 

3. THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, MOBILIZATION, AND 
FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUIREMENTS AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND 
POTENTIAL RECEIVING SITES. 

The DoD proposal to consolidate NATSF and NADEP North Island 
would decrease the present ability to accommodate contingency and 
mobilization. The logistics of supporting military demand for 
technical manuals, with the stock 2800 miles away at ASO, would 
be too great to ensure the ability presently available. The pre- 
sent Supply Material Availability (SMA) for NATSF is 95%, while 
that for the Naval Sea Systems Command managed out of Point 
Hueneme, California is 85%. The SMA is used to measure the a- 
vailability of technical manuals for release to satisfy Fleet 
requests. It is estimated that there would be a significant drop 
to about 60% during and immediately after a NATSF move, with an 
anticipated return to the 80% - 85% range in about three years. 
Additionally, the ability to provide engineering drawings on an 
expedited basis to accommodate rapid deployment/mobilization 
would be decreased. This would be due to the anticipated lack of 
AS0 computer access to the drawing repository and the increased 
time required to deliver the required drawings to AS0 for spares 
replenishment procurements. The ability to accommodate future 
total force requirements, even assuming the continued downsizing 
of the Naval Aviation Fleet, would be diminished by a consolida- 
tion to North Island. 

The alternative proposal to consolidate NATSF with AS0 would 
increase the ability to accommodate contingency and mobilization. 
As cited in the BRAC 93 NATSF employee recommendation, 1,846 A-4 
Aircraft technical manuals were shipped to Saudi Arabia to sup- 
port the Kuwati Air Force within seven days from request during 
Operation Desert Shield. By consolidating with AS0 and having 
direct access t o  stock by technical manual managers under one 
command, this record could even be improved. Obviously, having a 
single command structure will only improve the ability to re- 
search, identify, and provide required engineering drawings due 
to a single, unified chain of command. With 46,190 active 
technical manual items and 29,500,000 active drawings, maintain- 
ing an efficient operation is critical. While a move to North 
Island will result in a large portion of the experienced work- 
force being lost and a necessary halt in all support to the Naval 
Aviation community, remaining in Philadelphia will ensure an 
uninterrupted flow of this critical data by the current work- 
force. It will also ensure that the current project to computer- 
ize the engineering drawings into JEDMICS for future digital 
recovery will continue unabated, thereby further enhancing the 
NATSF ability to react to urgent contingency and mobilization 
requirements. 

Archival capability is also important since, as the present 
aircraft in use become inoperable due to increasing service life, 
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ttmothballedll aircraft will increasingly be reactivated for active 
and reserve duty. The NATSF archives of drawings and manuals, 
already in demand for Navy, Marine, and FMS support, will become 
even more important. This would be due to the prohibitive costs 
associated with reverse engineering and the inability of the 
original equipment manufacturers to provide the Navy with the re- 
quired documentation. The ability to accommodate future total 
force requirements would be enhanced at the existing location, 
assuming the continued downsizing of the Naval Aviation Fleet. 
NATSF ability to respond even more expeditiously will be enhanced 
through a slight decrease in anticipated demand and the continued 
automation of the technical documentation files. 

Currently, the Joint Computer-Aided Acquisition Logistics 
Support (JCALS) and Joint Engineering Data Management Information 
Control System (JEDMICS) programs as well as the development of 
Interactive Electronic Technical Manuals (IETMS) are all being 
actively planned and implemented by NATSF within the Naval 
Aviation community. NATSF is scheduled to be an initial test/e- 
valuation site for JCALS, is currently implementing JEDMICS, and 
has assumed a leadership role in IETM development. No other 
single DoD activity has played such a role in all these areas and 
worked with such a diverse population to manage all technical 
documentation issues in a logical, coherent way. The synergistic 
relationship of ASO-NATSF-DPS provides an environment unique in 
DoD for support of the JCALS program: no where else in DoD are 
all functionalities addressed at one site. In addition, the 
JCALS support contractor, CSC Inc., is headquartered in Marlton, 
New Jersey, a twenty minute automobile ride from the AS0 com- 
pound. 

The present NATSF workforce provides this expertise, but it 
is unlikely that, if relocated to North Island, NATSF could pro- 
vide the same expertise due to the unwillingness of most civil- 
ians to move almost 2800 miles away from friends and family. 
This expertise was developed by experienced managers through in- 
teraction with other Services, contractors, and Navy activities 
over the course of time and is not something which can be re- 
placed with formal training classes. Once this expertise is lost 
it may never be regained and, even if it were, the decline in the 
present ability to accommodate contingency and mobilization, 
while it is trying to be rebuilt, more than outweighs any value 
gained by a move to North Island. 
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MILITARY VALUE 

4. THE COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS. 

The DoD proposal to consolidate NATSF at NADEP North Island 
estimates the one-time cost to implement this recommendation at 
$5.660 million.  his figure is severely understated in several 
areas. The BRAC-95 Scenario Development Data Call certifications 
identify the same $330K one-time unique costs for a proposed move 
to St. Indigoes at Patuxent River, Maryland (prepared earlier) as 
are cited for the recommended move to NADEP North Island (pre- 
pared later). While the $20K cost identified for construction of 
a JEDMICS computer room would have been adequate using the "ex- 
isting ADP lab space located at St. Indigoesvv, the cost of con- 
verting NADEP North Island "administrative office space1@ to 
JEDMICS use was not addressed. This cost is conservatively est- 
imated at $3.0 million to accommodate the system being relocated. 
This system would require air conditioning, humidifying and de- 
humidifying equipment, raised reinforced floor for cabling and 
fire suppressants, air circulators, uninterruptable power supply, 
and additional wiring required for cross connections at the time 
of reinstallation. 

The $50K cost for Local Area Network (LAN) cabling, while 
adequate for St. Indigoes, would have to be increased to $200K at 
NADEP North Island. Telephone line activation costs of $10K 
appear reasonable for the North Island site however NATSF would 
require use of military "DSNU lines there just as it does in 
Philadelphia. Personnel at North Island have complained for 
years about the limited number and poor quality of the DSN ser- 
vice at their base. There is no evidence that sufficient expan- 
sion is planned which would indicate a likelihood of additional 
dependence on commercial service and a concomitant increase in 
telephone usage costs. No additional costs are being added to 
this assessment of the overall cost impact of a NATSF consolida- 
tion at NADEP North Island since it is unclear if the DoD recom- 
mendation recognized the requirement for DSN capability. The 
Commission may wish to investigate this area further during its 
review. The $250K cost of a T-1 communications link between 
NATSF LAN and JEDMICS and NAS North Island with access to the 
wide area network at the NAVAIRSYSCOM headquarters is considered 
realistic. Apparently overlooked, in the one-time cost esti- 
mates, was the establishment of a 100 megabyte high speed trans- 
mission line connecting the NATSF JEDMICS with ASO. The exact 
installation costs depend on the existing facilities at NADEP 
North Island but are estimated at $250K for North Island and 
$250K at AS0 with an additional cost of $211K for a limited 
JEDMICS suite at ASO. 

Similar oversights also appear evident in the calculation of 
the recurring costs and savings within the DoD recommendation. 
~ecurring mission costs were cited as $0. Overlooked in this as- 
sessment were the additional annual costs associated with San 
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Diego to Patuxent ~iver travel, over and above that between 
Philadelphia and Patuxent River, which are estimated at $400K. 
Also overlooked was the cost of contracting out the duplication 
of engineering drawings for AS0 bid sets and other customers 
which is estimated at $759K. Additionally, the operating cost of 
the high speed transmission line between NATSF and AS0 is 
estimated by AT&T at $100K per month or $1.2 million annually. 
At ASO, $20K would be needed for JEDMICS equipment maintenance, 
$5K for engineering drawing package mailing, and three manyears 
of support for equipment operation at $65K per manyear for an 
annual AS0 cost of $220K. Finally, an additional $25K would also 
be required at both AS0 and North Island sites for routine 
maintenance annually on the high speed communications line. 

In terms of manpower implications, the DoD proposal is also 
faulty in overstating the number of civilian billets which can be 
reduced. While a reduction of 50 NATSF billets would have been 
realistic with a NATSF move to St. Indigoes, the same cannot be 
said for the NADEP North Island scenario. The difference is due 
to the NAVAIRSYSCOM headquarters procurement support that would 
have been available at Patuxent River. Procurement authority has 
never been a function of NADEP North Island so eight of the elim- 
inated positions would have to be reinstated to permit the pre- 
sent NATSF mission to remain fully supported. This adjustment of 
personnel would result in a 16% reduction in recurring personnel 
savings as well as impact the one-time move costs. 

The alternative proposal to consolidate NATSF, NAESU, and 
the NAVAIRSYSCOM technical data personnel at AS0 involves no such 
massive outlay of funds. The cost implications are minimal since 
all equipment is already in place and only 135 positions out of 
the 385 non- NATSF technical data personnel identified in Attach- 
ment D would need to be moved. Since AS0 has procurement person- 
nel as part of their mission, the 50 billet reduction in NATSF 
personnel proposed by DoD could still be accommodated in a con- 
solidation with ASO. This consolidation would also still provide 
for the 32 billet reduction of NAESU administrative personnel 
recommended by DoD. It should also be noted that many of the 
NAVAIRSYSCOM technical data personnel are located in commands 
previously approved or currently recommended for closure. By 
redirecting their relocation to Philadelphia, rather than relo- 
cating them twice, additional cost savings could be achieved. 
Also, since some of the funding for these moves has already been 
approved, the cost impact of this proposed consolidation is re- 
duced even further. Thus, although 135 personnel would need to 
be consolidated with NATSF and NAESU at ASO, a total overall 
reduction of 332 billets could be achieved. 

MILITARY VALUE 4-2 



RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

5. THE EXTENT AND TIMING OF POTENTIAL COSTS AND SAVINGS, IN- 
CLUDING THE NUMBER OF YEARS, BEGINNING WITH THE DATE OF 
COMPLETION OF CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAVINGS TO 
EXCEED THE COSTS. 

The true cost of the DoD recommendation, as identified in 
detail earlier in this narrative under criteria 1 through 4, 
reveals that the total one-time cost of the consolidation would 
be in excess of $9.246 million. This is even without consider- 
ation of the cost impact of reducing the number of personnel cuts 
from 50 to 42 to retain required procurement personnel. Using 
the figures provided earlier, the DoD annual cost savings of $2.2 
million would become not a savings at all but an additional cost 
of $450K. Thus, now that this recommendation has been thoroughly 
analyzed, and all relevant factors considered, it has become 
clear that the DoD recommendation not only makes little sense 
from the standpoint of military value, it also makes no sense 
from a cost standpoint. 

The alternative proposal to consolidate NATSF and NAESU with 
AS0 involves no physical moves, leaving intact the existing 
beneficial synergies both within the AS0 compound and within the 
Naval Aviation community. The only cost impact of such a consol- 
idation would be the elimination of 82 personnel, thereby provid- 
ing an immediate return on investment in the first year. By 
considering the relocation of the NAVAIRSYSCOM field activity 
technical data personnel from the eleven commands identified in 
Attachment D to Philadelphia, the Commission would be able to 
eliminate 250 additional positions. Thus, despite the costs as- 
sociated with moving 135 personnel to Philadelphia, the personnel 
savings from the reduced positions would still result in a return 
on investment in the first year. In terms of timing, if the Com- 
mission endorses the larger proposal, NAVAIRSYSCOM field activity 
technical data personnel from around the country could be accom- 
modated immediately. As some of these personnel are already mov- 
ing as part of earlier BRAC decisions, they could be absorbed im- 
mediately with the balance being incorporated incrementally 
through FY 98, the planned implementation timeframe recommended 
by DoD. 

Perhaps the biggest mystery in the DoD recommendation re- 
garding NATSF and NAESU is the lack of any mention of a NAVAIR- 
SYSCOM study from 29 May 1992. This study, informally referred 
to as the I1EOB Studyf1 after the four NAVAIRSYSCOM field activi- 
ties which are directly funded by headquarters rather than their 
customers, concluded that cost savings and operational synergies 
could be achieved by combining NATSF and NAESU on the AS0 com- 
pound. Such a consolidation could have produced immediate admin- 
istrative billet reduction savings with minimal or no costs. ~t 
any rate, the alternative proposal for NATSF consolidation with 
NAESU and the NAVAIRSYSCOM field activity technical data person- 
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nel at AS0 combines the original conclusions of the EOB Study and 
expands it to achieve the greatest possible savings with the 
smallest level of disruption. 
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IMPACTS 

6. THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the DoD recommendation could 
result in a maximum potential reduction of 715 jobs (227 direct 
jobs and 488 indirect jobs) in the Philadelphia Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of the economic 
area employment. 

Consolidation of NATSF, NAESU, and the other NAVAIRSYSCOM 
technical documentation personnel with AS0 would provide the same 
direct billet reductions proposed by the DoD recommendation of 50 
at NATSF and 32 at NAESU but, when coupled with an estimated in- 
flux of 135 jobs, would result in a net increase of 53 jobs. The 
net result of these changes would be less than 0.1 percent of the 
economic area employment in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statis- 
tical Area. 

7 .  THE ABILITY OF BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
COMMUNITIES' INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS, AND 
PERSONNEL. 

There is no known community infrastructure impact for either 
the DoD proposal or the alternative consolidation proposal. 

8. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT. 

The DOD recommendation contains one environmental impact. 
This is the California environmental laws which restrict the 
preparation of offset silver halide negatives required for both 
technical manuals and engineering drawings and the disposal of 
the chemicals associated with their manufacture. Either the laws 
of the local community would be violated or, as is more likely, 
these requirements would have to be met by contracting out the 
effort to an out-of-state contractor at additional cost. The DoD 
statement cites that NATSF "will be vacating leased spaceu, but 
this is incorrect since the buildings occupied by NATSF, as is 
true for the building housing ASO, were built by the Navy during 
World War I1 and are not leased. 

The alternative proposal to consolidate NATSF and NAESU with 
AS0 has no environmental impact. Local laws permit NATSF to dup- 
licate necessary engineering drawing negatives and permits DPS to 
make any required technical manual negatives without violation of 
environmental laws. 
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THE EFFECT ON AS0  BY RELOCATING NATSF 

The proposed action to relocate NATSF forwarded to the 1995 BRAC committee by DoD will 
adversely affect the excellent procurement capability demonstrated by AS0 and the supply 
support provided to the fleet. Numerous changes to current operating procedures will be required 
to maintain the current PALT level achieved through the close interaction between NATSF and 
ASO. The following areas of concern are offered to counter the proposal and to offer alternatives 
if the BRAC concurs with the DoD proposal. 

NEGATIVE IMPACT ON PALT: 
Numerous process improvements and close interaction between NATSF and AS0 has greatly 
reduced the average turn around time for competitive solicitation bid sets. The reduction in turn 
around time for bids sets fiom 90 days to 5 days has a direct saving to PALT. Today's process is 
as simple as walking across all bid set requests and picking up completed bid sets for solicitation 
mailing on a daily basis. Under the BRAC proposal to move NATSF to another site, this decision 
will adversely effect the overall procurement process. The ICP can not afford the delay 
associated with shipping bid set requests and bid set packages between AS0 and NATSF when 
they are relocated. 

REPOSITORY DOWN TIMX FOR NATSF MOVE: 
It is conservatively estimated that the shut down of NATSF operations in Philadelphia, and the 
start up of operations in a new location will take place at least six months to accomplish. It has 
yet to be determined what AS0 would do to maintain the procurement function during this time 
frame? Ali aperture card files will have to be removed fiom the storage carrels and boxed for 
shipment to that location. Since all of the personnel currently working in the repository here 
cannot be expected to relocate, a period of training and adjustment in the new environment will be 
required, adding possibly additional time. The JEDMICS installation located here will require 
disassembly, assembly, reinstallation, and testing at the new location prior to connecting to any 
remote site. We are physically connected to the NATSF JEDMICS installation via a fiber optic 
cable rather than copper wire. This connection allows high speed transfer ofthe digital files 
between the repository and A S 0  that will be cost prohibitive to duplicate through commercial 
networks and systems (e.g., T-1 lines are 1/100th the speed; T-3 lines are less than 112 the speed). 
At this time there is not, nor in the near future will there be, a true remote site capability that 
would support the needs of this command. 

REPRODUCTION OF BID SETS: 
Bid set production is currently determined by the buyers request for numbers of sets needed to 
hlfill a solicitation. These sets of aperture cards are produced from the master "silver" cards on 
file at NATSF. If the aperture card reproduction was to remain a NATSF function, a new method 
of delivery to AS0  or shift of mailing responsibility to NATSF would have to be developed. If 
the fbnction is shifted to ASO, a facility would be required and s t a n g  provided to maintain a 
similar capability. Since the solicitation and aperture card mailings are now a responsibility of 
A S 0  in order to maintain a fair distribution of the procurement package to all prospective bidders, 
and to assure that the drawings are provided with the solicitation, a procedure for accomplishing 
this long distance will be required. 
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DELAYS IN I'ROCESSING PRIORITY REQUIREMENTS: 
Since the pel-centage of business AS0 places on the repository approaches 75 percent (see 
attached NATSF Program Support Workload Chart), AS0  is able to enjoy a preferred customer 
status. Placins the high use customer in a remote status will allow other priorities to be 
established. l'liis is not to suggest abuse by AS0 ofthe working relationship enjoyed with 
NATSF, but the fact that an understanding of the importance of rapid turnaround of requests for 
data exists. 

ACCESS TO DATA PERMANENTLY STORED ON APERTURE CARDS AND ACCESS 
TO CLASS1 PI ED DRAWINGS: 
Not every ape{-ture card in the NATSF repository will be scanned into the JEDMICS digital files. 
For reasons of security classification and inadequacy for scanning, these cards are now accessible 
on an as needed basis. Once the proximity between AS0 and NATSF changes to a long distance 
arrangement, t llese various drawings will still be required for our operation, but a method of 
transfer will nccd to be developed. 

CORRECTIOhT OF DRAWINGS DISPLAYING POOR QUALITY: 
As has been, a~:d always will be the case, aperture cards received from NATSF are sometimes 
illegible. This can occur because of a poor copy resident in the working file or an error in 
reproduction. \\'hen illegible data is received, AS0 handcarries the data to NATSF for 
identification arid correction of the problem. We have been informed by NATSF that this will 
hold true whe!~ we access the data that has been digitally scanned into JEDMICS. NATSF does 
not have the c;1;1;1bi!ity to perform quality assurance on 100% of the data entering the repository. 
It is therefore i~lc~rmbent on the user to identify the problem and report it to them. IfNATSF is 
not geographlc:iliy located on the compound, this process would become quite lengthy. 

ACCESS TO ;\RCHNAL PUBLICATIONS, DRAWINGS AND MAINTENANCE 
PLANS: 
Since not all txkings requiring review of drawings and publications are based on the latest 
revision level, NATSF maintains an archival storage hnction for use in supporting the various 
configurations of our systems, as well as FMS requirements. Loss of access to these documents 
will have a negative impact on our ability to perform technical research. 

NO PLANK E I )  RECEIPT OF DIGITAL DATA IN NEAR FUTURE: 
Even though DoD direction has been for new acquisitions to provide digital delivery of 
engineering d:-a\\.ings, no method is currently in place to receive other than aperture cards for 
those drawing c!eliverables. It is our understanding that aircraft programs such as the F/AI8-E/F 
and the V-22 providing drawing data in aperture card format. These and other programs have 
been developetl in "native" CAD formats, however no policy or standard has been developed for 
the conversinl~ of that digital data into a neutral format for use by the repository. In addition, no 
indexing standard exists for the storage and retrieval of digital data files such as the Hollerith data 
method which is the standard to allow the indexing of aperture cards. 
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NATSF USE 0 F AS0 CONTRACTUAL VEHICLES: , 

As cited in ASOINATSF Instruction 4200. ID, anytime a repairable item is competed, or when 
determined by t lie cognizant ES, a request for the Technical Manual Contract Requirements 
(TMCR) is subniitted to NATSF. NATSF will prepare a TMCR which will be incorporated in the 
A S 0  solicitation. This allows NATSF to use the AS0 contract to keep their publications current. 
A policy for maintaining this activity long distance would need to be established. This could add 
time to the solicitation procedures. 

ASSISTANCE TO SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION: 
The AS0  Small Rusiness Office and the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) office located 
at AS0  both rely on the same access to the NATSF drawing repository that is afforded to the rest 
of ASO. E D . \  I ICS connectivity has been provided to the U.S. SBA office, but the same 
circumstance njlplies to those individuals that applies to ASO, if the data is not available digitally, 
then it milst be obtained via aperture card. 

Finally, if tile decision to relocate NATSF is upheld by the BRAC commission, then the 
alternative suggested is to replicate the NATSF fbnction at ASO. This would require a major 
AS0  invest~ner? t in personnel, equipment and material to support a NATSF-like directorate. The 
following listed items would be required to install this duplicate fbnctionality: 

DEC \'A?: or Silicon Graphics POSIX hardware 
Optica! j~!!;ebox compatible with JEDMICS 
Scanni !IS equipment 
Opticn! tiisks 
~Iedica  t c.:\l communications lines 
Aperti11.e card reproduction hardware 
Fil~i i in~ eqtripment 
Chemicnls and chemical handling facilities 
Apertui.~ cards 
A11el-t 111-t. card storage 
Faciliti,:,; space 
Qualif-cil operators and data technicians 
Trai1ii113 

(A request has heen made of NATSF to provide an estimate of the cost of setting up their 
capability here ::I ASO. Due to travel commitments this data will not be available at this time. As 
soon as it can [:e obtained, the pricing information will be forwarded.) 
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AS0 USES FOR ENGINEERING DOCUMENTATION 

FULLLIMITED REVIEWS FOR COMPETITION 

DETERMINATION OF FLIGHT CRITICALITY 

DEVELOPMENT OF QUALITY ASSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 

PROCESSING REQUESTS FOR DEVIATIONS/WAIVERS 

EVALUATING UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS 

IDENTIFICATION OF OZONE DEPLETING SUB STANCES 

SPECsISTANDrlRDS REDUCTION REVIEWS 

RESOLUTIOP! OF QUALITYLEGAL MATTERS 

ilY) PROCESSING DLA REQUESTS FOR ENGINEERING SUPPORT 

ITEM lNTRO D UCTION 

CATALO Gmr (; 

COWIGURAI'I ON MANAGEMENT 

DEMIL DETE i< \ INATIONS 

ENGm'EERTNG ANALYSIS 

9 DEVELOPhlEST AND ANALYSIS OF VALUE ENGINEERING CHANGE PROPOSALS 

CONSUMAT3 !- E ITEM TRANSFER 

ITEM REDUCTION STUDIES 

ilb REVIE\V OF S UPPLY SUPPORT REJECTS 
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P.O. 30x 54, 330 GOLERNDRS HIGHWAY. W T H  WINDSOR, CT 060'14 

V I A  TELECOPY 

march 13, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
Arlinqtcn, VA. 22209 

d) 

Dear Sir/xadame: I 
Electro-Methods is a small business manufacturer of jet engine 
conponents for the US Government. 

EN1 has procured technical data from NATSP for almost'20 years. We are 
one of their largest requestors. We have established a business 
relationship with this facility and rely on them to provide timely 
responses to our technical data requests. 

We understand the Commission is currently entertaining a proposal to 
relocate NATSF to California. ~ l e c t r o - ~ e t h o d s  strongly believes this 
move would be debiliteting to both industry and the government. 

As you nay remember, Wright Patterson Air Force Base was a major 
repository of technical data. A decision was made to transfer their 
data to the facilities.who maintained cognizance over the engine. 

During the transfer, data was lost, each facility was forced to set up 
a repository, catalogue the data and set up a system to respond to 

nY technical data requests. For over a year, En1 was unable to obtain any 
technical data from the newly designated facilities which a d v e r s e l y  
impacted our ability to do business with the government who is our 
largest customer. 

The relocation of the Naval Air Services Technical Facility would 
create a logistics nightmare, cost the taxpayers unnecessary expenses 

- - for a - move that would provide no additional -benefits through 
relocation of this facility, possibly result in lost data that is 
virtually irreplaceable, and create unwarranted delays in responding 
to current .and future technical data requests. This will also result 
in a loss of sales to EM1 and other contractors .who are unable to 
secure technical data for government procurements and will reduce or 
eliminate competitive pricing. c 

Cont. 
- -. 



Page 2 Cont. 
Defense Bast Closure 
and Realignment Comnission 
0 3 / 0 9 / 9  5 

EMI requests the Cornissfon careful review the premises on which t h e  
proposal to re loca te  NATSP was based t o  determine t h a t  the re locat ing  
of t h i s  f a c i l i t y  is not  in the b e s t  interest of the government or t h e  
public. 

your time and courteous attention in t h i s  matter are greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Dani S t e ~ h e n s  
v i c e  ~ r e i l d e n t ,  Operations Support 

c c :  R. ~ughes/0533 

-. -- - - - 
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2034 Latimer Drive tdus4egon. Michigan 4SL42 Teleptmne (616) 777-2685 Fax (61 6) 773.1397 

Sefense Base Closure and Realignment Conmission 79 Earch 9 5  
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, VA 22209 

A t t n . :  David S. L y l e s - S t a f f  Director 

Gentlemen: 

I would like to express my concern over the prcspective closing 

of t h e  Department of the  Navy-Naval A i r  ~ e c h n i c a l  Services F a c i l i t y  

(l?ATSF) i n  P h i l a d e l p h i a .  The service my company has experienced 
over the years  wi th  NATSF has  been n o t h i n g  short of highly profess- 
ional. Requests for drawings and pablications are always delivered 

on a timely basis. In many cases theses drawing requests support 
Operation Break-out programs which save the Government rnilllcns of 
dollars in spare p a r t s  procurement. 

My concern is that a relocation of this d e t a c h n e n t  to No. I s l a n d  

will result in a lcss of key personnel who are the backbone of NATSF 

service. The transfer will result in a gap in t h e  comncnication 
cycle that my comptny and thousanes of others who utilize NATSF-Phila- 

delphia. Any breakdcwn of this comrr,unieation cycle will result  
in drawing reqaest d e l a y s  which ultimately will slow or bring to 
halt the operat ion Sreak-out prcgran. 

I ask that t h e s e  cancercs be weighed heavily in your decision to 
close NATSF. 
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Fran: Camanding Officer, Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, 
Sari Diego, CA 92135-7058 

To: Camanding Officer, Naval Air Station, North Island (SCE 18) 
San Diego, CA 92135-5000 

Sub j : R-T FOR BUILDING/FACILITY ASSIGNMBiT 

1 :  (1) M e n o  fran LCDR Joe Clark of 5 Jan 95 

1. This Ccmmand is requesting a minim of 42,550 square feet suitable 
as offices or to be converted to offices to support the sroposed BRAC 95 
transition of Naval Air Technical Services Facility and Naval F.viation 
Ehgineering Service Unit. Two facilities would be acceptable. Gne 
with a minimum of 9,400 square feet =d the other with a minim of 33,150 
square feet. 

2 .  A ccmitment is requested fran your conmand by i2 April 1995 due to an 
anticipated budget data call in April 1995. Enclosure (1) indicates what 
was considered for a previous BRAC 95 data call. However, Building 341 is 
not available since it is being used to accamndate requirements due to 
BRAC 93. We have no other facilities to modify fo r  the transition of Naval 
Air Technical Services Facility and Naval Aviation Ehgineering Service 
Unit . 
3 .  The points of cntact at this Camand are Nr. Roger Phillips, Code 
61600, ccmnercial (619) 545-5891 andMr. DonMarano, Cde 61600, cmrcial 
(619) 545-5869. 

SJ. E. EiESCHKE 
By direction 
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From: 1,cdr Joe Clark 
To: Karrie Cia~.attone 
1 1 :  Cdr Jatnie Burd 

Lcdr Paul Cienler 
S te\.e Hut~tetl 
.\like Clark 

Subj: S.4TSF N.4SEL move to Sortlt Island. 

1. .Is it stands. Y-ADEP S 11 Island has 110 a\.ailable space to relocate S-ATSF X-ASEL'. % In fact. the!. have a pro-iect. P- T. which will constn~ct additiorlal admin spaces for 
personrlel relocating as a result of tile closure of N-ADEPs at -4lameda. Petlsacola and 
Norfolk. Also. their excess industrial space \\.ill be used to house equipnietlt coming from 
those closing 3-4DEPs 

2. North Island. hone\-er. has 3 buildings \vith a total of 131.000sf nhich ma!. be used 
for tile relocation of S-ATSF S-ASEL-. Building 341 llas 71.000sf atld has significant admin 
space available. it was formerly onned by N.-\DEP Sorth Island. Building 40 has 40.000sf of 
adn~in space and at one time housed computers (it is the old 3rd Fleet admin building). It 
may be able to house both the S-4TSF and the NASEV which makes it rather attractive. 
Hangar 310 (an old metal hangar) has 20.000sf but will requirc significant rehab to bring it 
up to standards. I don't believe it would be a cost effectil-e location. Bld, 0s 40 and 3-11 are the 
best options. The level of required rehab will have to be determined b\- S-ATSF S-ASEL- 
requirments before an acceptable cost estimate can be made. Basic guidelines call for S5O)sf. 
base that on the requiremznts of 33.1SOsf for N-ATSF and 9.400sf for N.-\SEL- and !,ou have 
a total of S2.127.500 for rehab costs. not a realistic figure and sure to undznnille the project. 

3. Mike Clark ~vill need to define the S.4TSF requirements and a S-ASEV rep n i l 1  need 
to define their requiren~ents in order to develop a reasonable cost estimate. The estimate m11st 
f o l l o ~  the same COBRA rnodel .Air Force estimating guideiirle alrzady establislled if you are 
to be able to zfTecti\.el?. argue for this proposal over thz .Air Force proposal. Rehab nil1 be 
required whcre ever S.4TSF S.4SEL go. both the NaL?. and the -Air Force ~vill incur a cost. 
our cost  nus st be deri\.ed frorll tile same algorithm utilized b!. tile .Air Force our \ye n.ill not 
effectiveI\. be able to def'2rid this proposal. 

4. I suggest that h,like and the N.L\SEU rep provide ths requirements direct to !.ou arid 
you provide tile input to the BSET. or better yet. have a stat'fer in \.our office. familiar \\.it11 
the CORR.4 model deri1.e the estinlate fr~r you. Steve Hunten ~vill be able to provide \.ou 
~vith particulars on Rldg 341 and I ma\, be able to get additio~lal info on Bldg 40. Ste1.2 and I - 
cat1 not provide a rzalistic estimate that would be defe~ldable at this point. 

5 . If ?.ou have an\. fi~rtller questions. please call me at 61 9-545-2839 or 1101ne 6 19-588- 
4216. 
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NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND FIELD ACTIVITY 

ACTIVITY 

TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION COMPETENCY PERSONNEL 

NATSF 

NATSF 

Naval Aviation Depot 

Naval Aviation Depot 

Naval Aviation Depot 
d Naval Aviation Depot 

Naval Aviation Depot 

' t Naval Aviation Depot 

Naval Air Warfare Center 

rtb Aircraft Division 

Naval Air Warfare Center 

Aircraft Division 

Naval Air Warfare Center 

Weapons Division 
i) Naval Air Warfare Center 

Weapons Division 

Naval Training Center 

LOCATION 

Philadelphia, PA 

Field-Various 

Alameda, CA 

Pensacola, FL 

Norfolk, VA 

Cherry Point, NC 

North Island, CA 

Jacksonville, FL 

Indianapolis, IN 

Lakehurst, NJ 

China Lake, CA 

Point Mugu, CA 

Orlando, FL 

BRAC STATUS PERSONNEL 

Close '95 

Open 

Closed '93 

Closed '93 

Closed '93 

Open 

Open 

Open 

Close '95 18 

Close '95 4 

Open 90 

Open 37 

Closed '93 

(Change '95) 21 

TOTAL 640 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOS'C'RE Ah?) REALIG3l3lE3iT COhJ3fISSION 

EnC'L'Tm'E CORRESPOMIENCE TUCKLVG SYSTEM (ECTS) tir 5c35c3'd -17 
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DIRANFORllATON SERVICES 

F R o M : \ 3 ~ W 3 ~ ~ \ ,  
rmE: SENATOK'C 
ORGrLMZATION: 
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1 
mu: C"~~CWLAN 
ORGZLYIWTION: 1 
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Bnited States $mote 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 4, 1995 i2ic:- ...., . .; .,+ ;. , ta ti".$ inum 
W ~ L ; B  rgcwc~;riifi q l ~ -  1 7 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Air Force has provided our delegation new cost estimates for the 
proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. The estimates suggest the Air 
Force will incur a one-time cost of $538 million with a recurring annual savings of 
$32.8 million. The costs do not include the one-time cost to the Department of 
Energy of $64 million, nor the recurring annual cost to DOE of $30.6 million; 
when these costs to the taxpayer are considered, the one-time cost will be $602 
million with a recurring savings of $2 million. According to the updated Air 
Force estimate, under the most optimistic financial conditions, these recurring 
savings will not offset the one-time costs for many generations. 

In a preliminary review of the new Air Force cost estimates, the Kirtland 
AFB Retention Task Force has advised us that the Air Force may have 
underestimated annual costs. This review suggests that the Air Force did not 
include as much as $30.4 million in annual costs for personnel, CHAMPUS, 
Veterans Hospital, and Special Operations flight training. 

The new Air Force cost estimate, based on the original realignment 
proposal, has driven the BCEG to seek alternatives. Further, the Air Force will 
consider withdrawing key elements of the original proposal which may now leave 
Kirtland AFB largely intact and retain a much higher number of active duty 
personnel. These changes will also force the Air Force to provide support 
activities for agencies and units remaining at Kirtland--such as the Defense 
Nuclear Agency, military security for the KUMSC, and continued Air Force 
control of the land associated with DOE. 



The realignment now primarily focuses on relocation of the 58th Special 
Operation Wing. With an Air Force support structure remaining at Kirtland, we 
continue to question whether moving the 58th SOW is effective or less costly. 

The Air Force estimate, provided to the Commission by the Air Force, did 
not include costs to the Department of Energy. Enclosed is the Air Force COBRA 
data which includes estimated costs to DOE. 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Pete V. Domenici Steven H. Schiff 
United States Senator enator Member of Congress 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1 000 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY MAY 0 3 1995 

SAFILL 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Domenici 

This is  a follow-up to my April 28th response to your April 25, 1995, 
letter to the Secretary of the Air Force requesting the refined cost data 
associated with Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB), New ICIexico. 

Attachment 1 summarizes the differences between the estimated 
costs for the original Air Force COBRA and the results of the site surveys, 
as  provided to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) on May 2, 1995. 
Attachment 2 is a COBRA run incorporating the revised numbers, from 
which Attachment 1 was derived. This information will also be provided 
to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) for 
their evaluation. 

As we indicated in  our previous letter, we found significant cost 
increases in some of the actions, particularly the relocation of the 58th 
Special Operations Wing (SOW) to Holloman AFB. After reviewing the 
cost information, a s  well as  the concerns raised by you and others 
relating to security, transferred costs, and the synergy of nuclear 
agencies, the BCEG directed that alternatives to some portions of the 
original recommendation be evaluated. The alternatives will examine 
retention of the Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) a t  Kirtland, military 
security for the Kirtland Underground RIunitions Storage Center 
(KUhlSC), and continued Air Force control of the land associated with 
Department of Energy (DOE) activities, as well a s  lower cost 



opportunities for the relocating units, such as the 58th SOW. 
Additionally, because of the need to retain a higher number of active 
duty personnel, we will also evaluate the level of Kirtland AFB support 
activities that will be required. 

In addition to the COBRA run that incorporates the new cost 
estimates, we are  also providing a COBRA run that responds to your 
request to include DOE one-time and recurking costs. Since this COBRA 
is not consistent with Department of Defense guidance, we do not believe 
i t  represents a valid COBRA estimate of the proposed action and this 
information will not be provided to the Commission. 

We trust the information provided is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Bingaman and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

Major General, US 
Director, Legislati 



REVISED COST INFORMATION FOR KIRTLAND AFB REALIGNMENT 

Unit 

58 SOW 
AFOTEC 
AFSAIAFIA 
DNA 
AFSPA 
505 CCEG, 
Det 4 
NCO 
Academy 

Receiver 
Location 
Holloman 
Eglin 
Kelly 
Kelly/Nellis 
Lackland - 
Hurlbun 

McChord 

ROI (Years) 
NPV 
1-Time Cost 
($MI 

3 
-$363.4 
$277.5 

19 
+$81.0 
$538.1 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUbWiRY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As of 1 2 ~ 5 0  05/03/1995, Report Created 1 2 ~ 5 4  05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAy95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 100t Years 

NPV in 2015 (SK) : 496,251 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 602,050 

Net Costs ISK) Constant 
1996 
---- 

MilCon -25,000 
Person -58 
Overhd 1,571 
Moving 4,097 
nissio 0 
Other 2,316 

Dollars 
1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

42,779 252,869 38,092 71,979 
-602 -3.207 -3,050 -8.423 

2,322 1,307 11,272 17,252 
8,320 20,971 25,039 20,971 

0 0 0 0 
4,589 11,606 13,995 11,675 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 14 14 0 
m l  0 0 0 235 235 235 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 249 249 235 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 4 6 9 6 243 291 243 60 
m l  103 212 532 640 532 124 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 93 190 480 575 480 109 
TOT 242 498 1,255 1.506 1,255 293 

Summary : - - - - - - - - 
Cantone Philips Lab. civilianize through force structure changes (adjusted) 
Move SOF training to Holloman, move DNA to Nellis/Kelly 
Move most AF tenants to Kelly, AFOTEC to Eglin. AFOSP to Lackland 
NCO Academy to McChord. WE/Sandia remain. 
Move all others to Base X (add and subtract all DoD tenants) 
COBRA Based on AFMC data Rec'd 26 Apr - 03 Hay 95. 
*" Includes S64M MILCON and S30.6M Recurring for W E  * * *  
W E  Recurring Ramped 1999: S10.2M 2000: S20.4M 2001 h Beyond: $30.6M 

Total ----- 
407,026 
-31,269 
57,633 
86,387 

0 
46,591 

Total ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-20,628 
18,341 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C : \ C O B R A ~ ~ ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~ Y Z ~ ~ ~ \ D E P O T ~ I N . S F F  

Costs [SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Mi lCon 0 48,934 252.869 
Person 983 2,592 5,411 
Overhd 1.571 4,404 6,735 
Moving 4.331 8.803 22.187 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 2,316 4,589 11,606 

Savings (SK) Constant 
1996 ---- 

MilCon 25,000 
Person 1,041 
Overhd 0 
Moving 234 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 ---- 

6,155 
3,195 
2,081 

483 
0 
0 

Total ----- 
438,181 
51.909 

111,484 
91,289 

0 
46,591 

Beyond 

0 
16,277 
41,869 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

36,905 
23,528 

0 
0 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/10 
Data AS Of 12~50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIR~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\HAY~~\~~HAY~~\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- cost Sub-Total ---- - - - - - - - - - 
Construct ion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unamployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 34,067,742 
Civilian PPS 0 
Military Moving 14,219,286 
Freight 3,699,999 
One-Time Moving Costs 39,302,000 

Total - Moving 91,289,027 

Other 
HAP / RSE 2,752,009 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 43,839.000 

Total - Other 46,591,009 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 602,050,497 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 14,000,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 17,155,000 
Military Moving 4,901,540 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 36,056,540 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 565,993,957 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT [COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\K&Y~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTTIN.S~ 

Base: KIRTLAND, NM 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
-------- 
Construct ion 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

cost 
---- Sub-Total -- ------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 2,752,009 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 43,839,000 

Total - Other 46,591,009 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 253,582,497 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 14,000,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 17,155,000 
Military Moving 4,901,540 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 36,056,540 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 217,525,957 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\HAY~~\~~HAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTWJD.CB~ 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\HAY~~\O~MAY~S\DEWIN.SFF 

Base: OFFV1T. NB 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Cost sub-Total ---- --------- 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 0 
Civilian PPS 0 
Military Moving 0 
Freight 0 
One-Time Moving Costs 0 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / USE 0 
mvironmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Tutal - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 0 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIKE COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~HAY~~\DEPG'IFIN.S~F 

Base: BASE X 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

' Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- - ----- --- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 1,432,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,432,000 



ONE-TIHE COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA~O~\~Y~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTWWD.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\HAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base: EOLIN, FL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Cost Sub-Total ---- -- ------- 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 .  

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 34,623,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 34,623,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (mBRA v5.00) - Page 6/10 
Data A6 Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ ~ ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ ~ ~ M ? ~ Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R T L A  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA500\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFQl'FIN.SFF 

Base: LACKLAND, TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Constmction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 10,731,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 10.731.000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIR'II)NA\KIRTLAN.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\HAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.S€€ 

Base: NELLIS, NV 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construct ion 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Sub-Total 
-- ------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 24,367.000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 24,367,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRAS08\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNh\KIRTLRM).CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFQTE'IN.SFF 

Base: KELLY, TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

cost 
---- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -+- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 48,255,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 48,255,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNk\KIRTL,AND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base: HOLLCMAN, NM 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
---- - - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 219,511,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 219,511,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIR~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\W95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base: MCCHORD, WA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction / Family Housing Construction 
Infomation Management Account 

- Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-lbtal 
---- - --- - -- - - 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Ehvironmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 9,549,000 
.............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Ehvironmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savings 0 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 9,549,000 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND 83s DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Rirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03~Y95\KIRTDNA\KIR~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOZTIN.SFF 

Base ---- 
KIRTLAND 
OFmPrr 
BASE X 
EGLIN 
LACKLRND 
NELLIS 
KELLY 
HOLLOHAN 
MCCHORD 

8ase 
---- 
KIRTLAND 
O F r n  
BASE X 
EGLIN 
LACKLAND 
NELLIS 
KELLY 
H O L L O W  
MCCHORD 

Base 
---- 
KIRTLAND 
OF- 
BASE X 
EGLIN 
LACKLAND 
NELLI S 
KELLY 
HOLIAMAN 
MCCHORD 

Personnel 
Change %Change ------ ------- 
-5,657 -33% 

0 0% 
1.927 12% 

665 6% 
67 1% 

255 3% 
556 3 0 

1,565 28% 
14 0% 

RPuA(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

-4,829,343 -87% 854 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

317,216 2% 477 
10,944 0% 163 
66,494 2% 261 

174,037 1% 313 
236,524 9% 151 
44,706 1% 3,193 

RPMABos(S1 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

-12,740,023 -28% 2,252 
0 0% 0 

1,630,459 5% 846 
1,830,118 3% 2,752 

109,242 0% 1,630 
329,275 2% 1,291 
459,677 1% 827 

1,784,001 13% 1,140 
57,934 0% 4,138 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

-8,639,800 -89% 1,527 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

257,800 3% 388 
100,660 1% 1,502 
107,600 2% 422 
179,750 1% 323 

1,458,088 22% 932 
59,500 1% 4,250 

Change ------ 
-7,910,680 

0 
1,630,459 
1,512,902 

98,298 
262,781 
285,640 

1,547,477 
13,228 



'IDTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA~~~\HAY~~\~~HAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

All Costs in $K 

Base Name -- ------- 
KIRTLAND 
O F r n  
BASE X 
EGLIN 
LACKLAND 
NELLIS 
KELLY 
HOLLOMAN 
MCCHORD - - - - - - - - - 
Totals: 

Total IHA Land Cost Total 
HilCon Co6t Purch Avoid Cost 
------ ---- ----- ----- ----- 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSFIS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/10 
Data As Of 12~50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRAS08\MAY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std btrs File : C:\MBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

All Costs in $K 
MilCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
Mission Fac Kirtland O?HER 
AFUC 4/30/95 
Plan h Des Kirtland O?HER 
DOE MILCON O?HER 
DOE Data 
........................... 

Using Rehab New New 
Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost' 
----- ----- ------ ----- 

8,487,384 n/a 9,200 n/a 

------------------------------------------- 
Total Construction Cost: 

+ Info Management Account: 
t Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost' ----- 
26,069 

' All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation. Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSEE (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A S O ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ O ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DERYITIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: EGLIN. FL 

All Costs in SK 

Description: 
------------- 
Mission Fac Eglin 
AFMC 26 Apr 95 
Plan h Des Eglin 
MFH Eglin 
------------------ 

Mil Con 
Categ 
----- 
OTHER 

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 

0 n/a 172,000 n/a 25.381 

0 n/a 0 n/a 2,817 
0 n/a 65 n/a 6,105 

Total Construction Cost: 34,303 
+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

lWlnL:  34,303 

' All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 4/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12~54 05/03/1995 

Department r Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\MAY95\03UAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: LACKLAND, TX 

All Costs in $K 
Mi lCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
Mission Fac Lackland O?HER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Lackland (YRIER 
MFH Lackland F m  --------------------------- 

Using Rehab New New 
Rehab Cost* UilCon Cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- 

0 n/a 17.500 n/a 

0 n/a 0 n/a 
0 n/a 63 n/a 

.......................................... 
Total Construction Cost: 

+ Info Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

All MilCon Costs include Design. Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995. Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: NELLIS, NV 

All Costs in $K 

Description: ------------- 
Mission Fac Nellis i AFUC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Nellis , ------------------- 

MilCon Using Rehab New New Total 
Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost' Cost* ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
O?HER 1,500 n/a 107.600 n/a 22,098 

OTHER 0 n/a 0 n/a 1,989 

Total Construction Cost: 24,087 
+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
........................................ 

W A L  : 24,087 

' All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AssEI'S (COBRA v5.081 - Page 6/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~OS\MAY~~\O~WAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEP(YPFIN.SET 

MilCon for Base: KELLY, T X  

All Costs in SK 
HilCon 

Description: Categ ------------- ----- 
Misison Fac Kelly OlWER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Kelly O?HER 
............................. 

Using Rehab New New %tal 
Rehab cost* MilCon Cost* cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 

0 n/a 179,750 n/a 43,852 

0 n/a 0 n/a 3,947 ................................................ 
Total Construction Cost: 47,799 

+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
........................................ 

WPAL: 47,799 

' All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSI'RUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c : \ C O B R A ~ O ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ ~ ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\UAY95\03k4AY95\DEFWl'FIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: HOLLOl4W. NU 

All Costs in $K 
MilCon 

Description: Categ 
------------- ----- 
Mission Fac Holloman (YMER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan 6 Des Holloman O?HER 
MFH Holloman F U  ........................... 

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab cost+ MilCon Cost* Cost+ 
----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
10,700 n/a 666.088 n/a 129,660 

0 n/a 0 n/a 18,101 
0 n/a 600 n/a 71,466 

Total Construction Cost: 219,227 
+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

W r A L  : 219,227 

' All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION  ASS^ (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLRND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFWI'FIN.SFF 

MilCon for Base: HCCHORD, WA 

All Costs in $K 
MilCon 

Description: Categ ------------- ----- 
Mission Fac McChord OlWER 
Plan & Des McChord O'lMER 
VAQ McChord O'lMER 
.............................. 

Using Rehab New New Total 
Rehab Cost* nilcon Cost* Cost* 
----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
8,800 n/a 0 n/a 1,681 

o n/a o n/a 788 
0 n/a 59.500 n/a 7,080 ............................................... 

Total Construction Cost: 9,549 
+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land hlrchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

nnnL: 9,549 

All MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



NET PRESENT VALUES REFORT (COBRA ~5.081 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Cmtion Packaae : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario ~i l ;  : Cr \COBF~~O~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTWLND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBR?i508\UAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 
2051 
2052 
2053 
2054 
2055 
2056 

cost IS I ------- 
-17,073,827 
57,407,868 

283,545,851 
85.349.107 
113,453,798 
43,685,636 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2'287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,267,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287,361 
-2,287.361 

Adjusted Cost($) ---------------- 
-16,843,796 
55'118,663 

264.952.926 
77,618,023 
100,415,511 
37,630,379 
-1,917,577 
-1,866,255 
-1,816,306 
-1,767,695 
-1,720,384 
-1,674,340 
-1,629,528 
-1,585,915 
-1,543,470 
-1,502,160 
-1,461,956 
-1,422,829 
-1,384,748 
-1,347,687 
-1,311,617 
-1,276,513 
-1,242,349 
-1,209,098 
-1,176,738 
-1,145,244 
-1,114,593 
-1,084,762 
-1,055,729 
-1,027,474 
-999,974 
-973,211 
-947,164 
-921,814 
-897.143 
-873,131 
-849,763 
-827,020 
-804,886 
-783,344 
-762,378 
-741,974 
-722,116 
-702,789 
-683,980 
-665.674 
-647,858 
-630,518 
-613,643 
-597,220 
-581,236 
-565,679 
-550,540 
-535,805 
-521,465 
-507,508 
-493,925 
-480,706 
-467,840 
-455,319 
-443,133 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c : \ c o B R A ~ O ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ O ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\K&Y95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 



TQTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package :. Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03~Y95\KIR~NA\KIRTLA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DEPGTFIN.SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.009 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*t 1 Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving IRIFsI't 
Priority Placement# 60 .OO% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIF6 (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 93 190 480 575 480 109 1927 
Civilians Moving 59 121 308 365 308 67 1228 
New Civilians Hired 34 69 172 210 172 42 699 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 37 37 37 111 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RFPIRMENTS 10 19 49 59 49 11 197 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 7 11 29 34 29 7 117 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACPIEEPrSi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TDTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 34 69 172 247 209 79 810 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

t The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

I Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/10 
Data As Of 12~50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12154 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03KkY95\DEFUl'FIN.S€E 

Base: KIRTLAND, NM Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Farly Retirement* 10.009 
Regular Retirement* 5.009 
Civilian Turnover* 15.009 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.009 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.009 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.009 
Priority Placement* 60.009 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
1927 
197 
96 
289 
117 
1229 
699 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 37 37 37 111 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 10 19 49 59 49 11 197 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 7 11 29 34 29 7 117 
WTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACMENTS* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 37 37 37 111 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian llimover. and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

r Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA~~~\HAY~~\o~~Y~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

Base: OF-, NB Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS ELIMINATD 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
Priority Placement4 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

4 Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTWJD.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFQTFIN.SFF 

Base: BASE X Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00\ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.009 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
Priority Placement: 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 49 99 248 297 248 52 993 
Civilians Moving 32 63 159 189 159 33 635 
New Civilians Hired 17 36 89 108 89 19 358 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN N!?W HIRES 17 36 89 108 89 19 358 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placement6 involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DEPOlTIN.SFE 

Base: EGLIN, FL Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.009 
Regular Retirement* 5.009 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFE)* 6.009 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.001 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.009 
Priority Placement) 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIF6 (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
'I(3TAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 5 7 19 24 19 6 80 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

t Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.009 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ ~ ~ \ H A Y ~ ~ \ O ~ ~ Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R T L ~ N D . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPfXFIN.SFF 

Base: LACKLAND, TX Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Priority Placement: 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 1 2 5 6 5 1 2 0  
Civilians Moving 1 2 3 4 3 1 1 4  
New Civilians Hired 0 0 2 2 2 0  6 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
'TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACMENTS: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 2 2 2 0  6 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian mmover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

: Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (OJBRA ~5.08) - Page 7/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12~54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAN.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\WIY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

Base: NELLIS. NV Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.008 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 

, Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
Priority Placement* 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 9 19 48 57 48 12 193 
Civilians Moving 6 12 31 36 31 7 123 
New Civilians Hired 3 7 17 21 17 5 70 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RFPIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
T3TAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 3 7 17 21 17 5 70 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

t Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - page 8/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
O~tion Packaae : Cntn Kirtland 
scenario fil; : C:\COBRA~~~\MAY~~\O~MAY~S\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File I CI\COBRA~O~\HAY~~\O~MAY~S\DEPOT~IN.SFP 

Base: KELLY, TX Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIfsj* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.009 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.001 
Priority Placement* 60 .OO% 
Civilians Available to Hove 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 15 30 76 91 76 17 305 
Civilians Moving 9 18 48 58 48 10 191 
New Civilians Hired 6 12 28 33 28 7 114 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TVTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TVTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 6 12 28 33 2 8  7 114 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

8 Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12~54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\COBRASO~\HAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRT~AND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\HAY95\03MAY95\DEFWl'FIN.SFF 

Base : HOLLOMAN, NM Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OZPP 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)' 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10 .OO% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 
Priority Placement* 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 9 19 49 59 49 12 197 
Civilians Moving 6 12 32 37 32 7 126 
New Civilians Hired 3 7 17 22 17 5 71 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTSt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 3 7 17 22 17 5 71 

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

t Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 10/10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\UAY~~\O~KAY~S\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\~Y95\03HAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

Base: MCCHORD, WA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFe)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Early Retirement 10.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
CivsNotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Priority Placement: 60.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TXAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
RWAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMEWE* 0  0 0  0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

I Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL SUbMkRY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 12250 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\mY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: KIRTLAND, NU 

BASE POPULATION (M 1996) : 
Officers Ehlisted ---------- ---------- 

1,416 2,962 

Students Civilians ---------- ---------- 
0 11,759 

FORCE STRUCRlRE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 123 0 -165 0 0 -42 
Enlisted 0 201 0 -177 0 0 2 4 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 448 0 342 0 0 790 
TOTAL 0 772 0 0 0 0 772 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted ---------- ---------- 

1,374 2,986 

PERSONNEL R W I G N M E N T S :  
To Base: BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 11 2 2 55 
Enlisted 35 7 1 177 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 49 99 248 
'POTAL 9 5 192 480 

To Base: EGLIN, FL 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 17 3 4 8 6 
Enlisted 5 10 2 5 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 10 21 54 
TOTAL 32 6 5 165 

Students 
------- --- 

0 

Civilians 

2001 Total - - - - - - - - - 
14 223 
3 8 711 
0 0 
52 993 

104 1,927 

2001 Total 
- -- - - - - - - 
18 344 
7 102 
0 0 
15 219 
40 665 

To Base: LACKLAND. TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Off icers 0 1 4 4 4 3 16 
Enlisted 1 3 7 9 7 4 31 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 5 6 5 1 2 0 
TOTAL 2 6 16 19 16 8 67 

To Base: NELLIS, NV 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 1 3 7 9 7 3 30 
Enlisted 1 3 8 9 8 3 3 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 48 57 4 8 12 193 
TOTAL 11 25 63 75 63 18 255 

To Base: KELLY, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 8 17 43 51 4 3 10 172 
Enlisted 3 7 19 23 19 8 79 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 15 30 76 91 76 17 305 
TOTAL 26 5 4 138 165 138 35 556 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 2 
Data AS of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~~~\HAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTWWD.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\coBRA~o~\MAY~~\O~HAY~~\DERYIPIN.SFF 

To Base: HOLWHAN, NU 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 9 19 48 58 4 8 12 194 
Enlisted 58 117 293 3 52 293 61 1,174 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 49 59 4 9 12 197 
TOTAL 7 6 155 390 4 69 390 85 1,565 

To Base: MCCHORD, WA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 1 3 4 3 3 14 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
lVTAL 0 1 3 4 3 3 14 

mTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of KIRTLAND, NM): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 4 6 9 6 243 291 243 60 979 
Enlisted 103 212 532 640 532 124 2,143 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 93 190 480 575 480 109 1,927 
TOTAL 242 498 1,255 1,506 1,255 293 5,049 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 0 0 0 -14 -14 14 -14 
Enlisted 0 0 0 -235 -235 -235 -705 
Civilians 0 0 0 37 3 7 37 111 
TOTAL 0 0 0 -212 -212 -184 -608 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers -listed Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

381 138 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: OFFUTT, NB 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers mlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,932 6,880 0 

BASE FQPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,932 6,880 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

736 3,263 0 

Civilians 
---------- 

10,733 

Civilians 
---------- 

1,382 

Civilians 

Civilians 
---------- 

11,455 



PERSONNEL SUMMAF7Y REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ O ~ \ M A Y ~ ~ \ O ~ U A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\DEFW~'FIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS : 
From Base: KIRTLAND. NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 mtal 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 11 22 55 66 55 14 223 
Enlisted 35 71 177 213 177 38 711 

0 0 0 0 0 0 I :r:4::5:s 0 
49 99 248 297 248 52 993 

TOTAL 95 192 480 576 480 104 1,927 , 

WTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into BASE X ) :  
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 11 22 5 5 
Enlisted 35 71 177 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 4 9 99 248 
?DTAL 95 192 480 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

959 3,974 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: EGLIN, FL 

Students 
---------- 

0 

BASE WPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,428 6.087 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 17 34 86 103 8 6 
Enlisted 5 10 25 30 2 5 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 10 21 5 4 65 54 
TOTAL 32 6 5 165 198 165 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into EGLIN, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 17 3 4 8 6 103 8 6 
Enlisted 5 10 25 30 25 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 10 21 5 4 65 54 
TOTAL 32 65 165 198 165 

BASE FOPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers mlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,772 6,189 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1.787 4,738 0 

2001 Total 
---- ----- 
14 223 
3 8 711 
0 0 
52 993 

104 1,927 

Civilians 
---------- 

12,448 

Civilians 
---------- 

4,041 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

18 344 

2001 Total ---- ---- - 
18 344 
7 102 
0 0 
15 219 
4 0 665 

Civilians 

Civilians 
---------- 

2,578 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : htn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A S O ~ \ W L Y ~ ~ \ O ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R - . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\~~MAY~~\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 1 4 4 4 
Enlisted 1 3 7 9 7 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 5 6 5 
'II3TAL 2 6 16 19 16 

?JYTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into LACKLAND, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 1 4 4 4 
Ehlisted 1 3 7 9 7 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 1 2 5 6 5 
TOTAL 2 6 16 19 16 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

1,803 4,769 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY mu: NELLIS, NV 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

891 6,317 0 

Total 
----- 

16 
31 
0 
20 
67 

Total 
----- 

16 
31 
0 

20 
67 

Civilians 
---------- 

2,598 

Civilians 
---------- 

1,064 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Of ficers 1 3 7 9 7 3 3 0 
Enlisted 1 3 8 9 0 . 3  3 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 4 8 57 48 12 193 
rOTAL 11 2 5 63 75 6 3 18 255 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NELLIS, NV): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
----  ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 1 3 7 9 7 3 30 
Ehlisted 1 3 8 9 8 3 3 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 4 8 57 4 8 12 193 
TOTAL 11 25 6 3 75 63 18 255 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ----------  ---------- 

921 6,349 0 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

825 3.539 0 

Civilians 

Civilians 
---------- 

14,036 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DEPCYl'FIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS : 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Officers 8 17 43 51 43 10 172 
Enlisted 3 7 19 23 19 8 79 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 15 30 76 91 76 17 305 
WPAL 2 6 5 4 138 165 138 3 5 556 

W A L  PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into KELLY, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 8 17 43 51 43 10 172 
Enlisted 3 7 19 23 19 8 79 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 15 3 0 7 6 91 7 6 17 305 
W A L  26 54 138 165 138 3 5 556 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

997 3,618 0 14,341 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: HOLMMAN, NM 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- - - - - - - - - - - 

534 4,008 0 

Civilians 
---------- 

1.044 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tutal 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 9 19 4 8 58 4 8 12 194 
Enlisted 58 117 293 352 293 61 1,174 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 4 9 59 49 12 197 
lWl'AL 76 155 390 4 69 390 85 1,565 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into HOLLQMAN. 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 9 19 4 8 
Enlisted 58 117 2 93 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 9 19 4 9 
KmAL 7 6 155 390 

NM) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 
58 48 12 194 

352 293 61 1,174 
0 0 0 0 
59 4 9 12 197 

469 390 85 1,565 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians 
---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

728 5,182 0 1.241 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MCCHORD, WA 

BASE FOPULATION (PI 1996. Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

523 3.932 0 

Civilians 
---------- 

1,233 



PERSONNEL SUHMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data AS Of 12~50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department r Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY9S\DEFOTFIN.SFT 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: KIRTLAND, NM 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - - - - - - - - - 
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 1 3 4 3 3 14 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 1 3 4 3 3 14 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into MCCHORD, 
1996 1997 1998 
---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 1 3 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 1 3 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted 
---------- ---------- 

523 3,946 

WA): 
1999 2000 
---- ---- 
0 0 
4 3 
0 0 
0 0 
4 3 

Students ---------- 
0 

2001 Total - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 
3 14 
0 0 
0 0 
3 14 

Civilians 
---------- 

1,233 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtlsnd 
Scenario File : C: \coBRA~o~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~S\O~MAY~~\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
RPMA Change 0 -530 -585 -1,355 
BOS Change 263 492 1,193 825 
Housing Change 0 -1,107 -1,334 -1,328 
.............................................. 
IVTU CHANGES 263 -1,145 -726 -1,858 

2000 2001 Total Beyond ---- ---- ----- ------ 
-2,237 -3,278 -7,986 -3,979 
-281 -2,110 382 -2,560 

-2,773 -4,532 -11,073 -5,720 ............................... 
-5,292 -9,920 -18,677 -12,259 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 
Data As Of 12150 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTtAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\COBRA~~~\MAY~~\O~WAY~~\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - - 
KIRTLAND, NM 
OFFUTP, NB 
BASE X 
EGLIN, FL 
L A C W ,  TX 
NELLIS, MI 
KELLY, TX 
H0LU)MAN. NM 
MCCHORD, WA 

Strategy: 
--------- 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

s m r y  : 
- - - - - - - - 
Cantone Philips Lab, civilianize through force structure changes (adjusted) 
Move SOF training to Holloman, move DNA to Nellis/Kelly 
Move most AF tenants to Kelly, AFOTEC to Eglin, AFOSP to Lackland 
NCO Academy to McChord. DOE/Sandia remain. 
Move all others to Base X (add and subtract all DoD tenants) 
COBRA Based on AFMC data Rec'd 26 Apr - 03 May 95. 
"* Includes $64M MILCON and $30.6M Recurring for DNA '*' 
DNA Recurring Ramped 1999: 510.2M 2000: $20.4M 2001 h Beyond: 530.6M 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base : 
---------- 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 
KIRTLAND, NM 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
OFFWIT. NB 
BASE X 
EGLIN, FL 
LACKLAND, TX 
NELLIS, NV 
KELLY, TX 
HOLLOMAN, NM 
MCCHORD, WA 

Distance: - - - - - - - - - 
857 mi 

1,000 mi 
1,356 mi 
740 mi 
586 mi 
739 mi 
220 mi 

1,472 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MI- TABLE 

Transfers from KIRTLAND, NU to BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officer Positions: 11 2 2 5 5 6 6 5 5 14 
hlisted Positions: 35 7 1 177 213 177 38 
Civilian Positions: 4 9 99 248 297 248 52 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
suppt ~ q p t  (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 12~50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : c:\coBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFOlTIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN WREE - H)VEMENT TABLE 
Transfers from KIRTLAND, NM to DSLIN, FL 

1 Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: - Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from KIRTLAND, NM to LACKLAND, TX 

1996 
---- 

, Officer Positions: 0 
Enlisted Positions: 1 
Civilian Positions: 1 
Student Positions: 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from KIRTLAND, NM to NELLIs, NV 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officer Positions: 1 3 7 9 
Enlisted Positions: 1 3 8 9 
Civilian Positions: 9 19 4 8 57 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from KIRTLAND. NM to KELLY, TX 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt I tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 3 
Data A6 Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTUWD.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SF€ 

INPUT SCREEN 'IHREE - EZ)VEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KIRTLAND, NM to HOLL0Mh.N. NM 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from KIRTLAND, NM to McCHORD, WA 

Officer Positions: 
&listed Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
suppt ~qpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KIRTLAND, NM 

Total Officer Employees: 1,416 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,962 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,759 
Mil Families Living On Base: 52.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 9,762 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 147 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 83 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 94 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: OFFZPIT, NB 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
80s Non-Payroll l$K/Yearl: 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA508 \MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIR~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Name: BASE X 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted hployees: 
Total Student hployees: 
Total Civilian hployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted hployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
mlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base FacilitieslKSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 1,787 
Total Enlisted hployees: 4,738 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 2,578 
Mil Families Living On Base: 21.0% 
CiviliansNot WillingToMove: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 10,008 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

~ o m e o ~ e r  Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
NO 

Yes 
NO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\MAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDN&\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\UAY95\03NAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE IWRUATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total Officer hployees: 825 
Total Enlisted hployees: 3,539 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian hployees: 14,036 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Emlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Uile): 0.07 

Name: HOLLOMAN, NM 

Total Officer hployees: 
Total Enlisted hrployees: 
Total Student hployees: 
Total Civilian hployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Ehlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: UCCHORD, WA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted hployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian hployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll f $K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ ~ ~ \ U A Y ~ ~ \ ~ ~ M A Y ~ ~ \ K I R T D N A \ K I R ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORHATION 
Name: KIRTLAND, NM 

l-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
l-Time Unique Save (SK): 
l-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
h v  Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( a ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: OFmPIT, NB 

l-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
h v  Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-PatientslYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: BRSE X 

l-Time Unique Cost [$K) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

3,930 9,825 11,790 9,825 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 10,200 20.400 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

31% 14% 8% 47% 
23% 12 8 22% 16% 
0 0 0 0 

6,155 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

124 16% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
12% 16% 22% 11% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\UAY~~\O~MAY~~\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPMTIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: EGLIN, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( 8 )  : 
MilCon Cost AvoidncISK): 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 100% 0% 0% 

23% 12% 169 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
I-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( $ 1  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing AvoidnclSK): 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-PatientsJYr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1 -Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
h v  Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule 1%) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

100% 0% 0% 0% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 100% 0% 0% 

23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shut~own: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SPF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: KELLY, TX 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1 1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 
I 1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
m v  Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Mist Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 

, Procurement Avoidnc ( $K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Cut-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: HOLLOMAN, NM 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing AvoidnclSK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: MCCHORD, WA 

1-Time Unique Cost ( S K I  : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save ( S K I :  
Env Nan-Milcon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring CostlSK): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( 8 1 :  
MilCon Cost AvoidncfSK): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 100% 0 % 0% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 61% 14% 13% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 , o  0 0 

100% 0% 0 % 0% 
23% 12% 16% 22% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Repcrt Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Cntn Kirtland 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAM).CBR 
Std FCtrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFWI'€IN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KIRTIAND, NU 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off Force Struc Change: 0 123 0 -165 
Ehl Force Struc Change: 0 201 0 -177 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 448 0 342 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 0 -14 
h l  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 -235 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 37 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 
Name: KIRTLAND, NU 

Description Cat eg New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mission Fac Kirtland OTHER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Kirtland OTHER 
DOE MILCON OTHER 
DOE Data 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

Description Categ 
------------ ----- 
Mission Fac Eglin m E R  
AFMC 26 Apr 95 
Plan & Des Eglin O?HER 
MFH Eglin FAMm 

New MilCon 
---------- 

172,000 

Rehab MilCon 
------------ 

0 

Total Cost (SK) 
-------------- 

25,381 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Description Categ 
------------ -----  
Mission Fac Lackland OTHER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan h Des Lackland OTHER 
MFH Lackland FAMW 

New MilCon 
---------- 

17,500 

Rehab MilCon 
------------ 

0 

Total Cost [$K) 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

Description Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  ----- 
Mission Fac Nellis OTHER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Nellis OTHER 

New MilCon 
---------- 

107,600 

Rehab MilCon 
------------ 

1,500 

Total Cost (SK) 
-------------- 

22,098 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Description Categ 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  ----- 
Misison Fac Kelly OWER 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan & Des Kelly OTHER 

New MilCon Rehab MilCon 
------------ 

0 

Total Cost (SKI 
-------------- 

43,852 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Ootion Packaae : Cntn Kirtland - ~ 

Scenario ~il; : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDEIA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\DEFWlTIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 
Name: HOLLOMAN, NU 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab HilCon Wtal Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mission Fac Holloman O?HER 666,088 10.700 129,660 
AFMC 4/30/95 
Plan h Des Holloman OmER 0 0 18;lOl 
M??H Holloman F W  600 0 71,466 

Name: MCCHORD, WA 

Description Cat eg New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
Mission Fac McChord O?HER 0 8,800 1,681 
Plan & Des Mcchord (YIHER 0 0 788 
VAQ McChord OmER 59,500 0 7,080 

STANDARD FAC'II3RS SCREEN CNE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enlisted Housing Milcon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Yearl : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment EligibilityIWeeks): 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46,642 .OO 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Final Factors 

STANDARD FACmRS SCREEN IWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10 .OO% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor QuarterslSF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF1: 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ 1  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(5): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
HilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Milcon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb1: 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per ETI~ Family (Lbl : 9,000 .OO 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport [$/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct hploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/Pers/'Pour): 
One-Time Off PCS cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS cost($): 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 16.08) - Page 11 
Data As Of 12:50 05/03/1995, Report Created 12:54 05/03/1995 

Department : Air Force 
ODti0n Packaae : Cntn Kirtland - - . - -. . - 
~ienario F I ~ ;  : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03MAY95\KIRTDNA\KIRTLAND.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\MAY95\03HAY95\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

STANDARD FAC'II3RS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTAUCTION 

Category -- ------ 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM 
- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF1 
(a) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(se) 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREW NINE) 

Vehicle movement remains unchanged from LPF numbers 

Analysis uses AFUC data provided 26 Apr - 03 May 95. 

Includes $64M MILCON and $30.6M Recurring for DOE Support 

DOE Recurring ramp up to match Kirtland BOS eliminations 

1999: S10.2M 2000: S20.4M 2001 L Beyond: S30.6M 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 

May 12,1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with copies of the Air Force's updated 
cost estimates for the proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This corrected 
information, as well as other issues raised in your letter, will be of great asiskmce to the 
Commission as we M e r  study the Secretary of Defense's proposal for Kirtland Air 
Force Base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will Illy review the Air Force's proposal 
to relocate the 58th Special Operation Wmg. The Commission will also consider the costs 
to the Department of Energy as part of the review and analysis process. 

It was good seeing you at the Albuquerque regional hearing on April 20. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of senrice. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

May 12,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Jeff 

Thank you for providing the Commission with copies of the Air Force's updated 
cost estimates for the proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This corrected 
information, as well as other issues raised in your letter, will be of great assistance to the 
Commission as we further study the Secretary of Defense's proposal for Kirtland Air 
Force Base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will Illy review the Air Force's proposal 
to relocate the 58th Special Operation Wing. The Commission will also consider the costs 
to the Department of Energy as part of the review and analysis process. 

It was good seeing you at the Albuquerque regional hearing on April 20. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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KEN CALVERT 
430 DI~TRICT. CALIFORNIA 

COMMITEE ON RESOURCES 
CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITEE ON ENERGY 
AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE O N  SCIENCE 

SUBCOMMrnEES: 

SPACE AND AERONAUTICS 

TECHNOLOGY. VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMIlTEE: 

DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS, 
NUTRITION, AN0 FOREIGN 

AGRICULTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
1034 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515-0543 

(202) 225-1988 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

3400 CENTRAL AVENUE 

SUITE 200 

RIVERSIDE, CA 92506 

(909) 784-4300 

March 14, 1995 p&&@g3 r&fta thsi nu-r 
-RdjF1 ~5~5($-\' g::*:n CYCnf 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

Enclosed is the information you requested at our 5/3/95 meeting. I hope 
that you and the Commission find it as compelling as I do. This data, 
showing savings on annual recurring costs (O&M), should be sufficient 
justification for the Commission to add the "March Opportunity" to its list on 
May 10. Taken together with the data in our booklet and that presented in our 
briefing to you and the BRAC staff, this new information significantly makes 
our case. Please remember that all of our data comes fiom Air Force and 
Marine sources. 

As you will see, the O&M numbers indicate an annual recurring savings 
of $2 million -- no matter who runs Miramar. This bumps up the total savings 
realized by DOD under the March scenario to nearly $340 million. (Another 
source of savings which may not even be fully counted here is that March is 
closer to USMC helo training sites than is Miramar.) 

I would also note that exercising the March Opportunity. does not reopen 
a closed base -- despite the Navy's answer to BRAC (see transcript attached). 
March is slated to remain open as a large AFRES facility with irreplaceable 
responsibility as the transit point for Marines and others deploying fiom 
Southern California. (As was mentioned in our briefing, the O&M costs for 
March as a reserve facility actually rise.) 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



The BRAC would be fully within its rights to consider this redirect, 
particularly given its interservice nature. The April 1995 GAO report 
criticized DOD for the scant results in its quest for interservice cooperation. 
BRAC can take the broader view that DOD (for whatever reason) failed to 
take. Specifically, under the March Opportunity: 

- DOD does not pick up any additional bases, 

- DODItaxpayers save money, 

- Operational effectiveness for all affected forces at all affected bases 
would improve, and 

- BRAC IV would build on its predecessors actions (i.e. make maximum 
use of the MilCon funds poured into March as a result of BRACs I and 
11). 

Frankly, by adding the March opportunity to the BRAC list to examine 
as a redirect, only this Commission can hlly verify the data in this scenario. 
This Commission is in an historically unique position to fulfill the BRAC 
mandate in its fullest sense. Yet, it requires no extraordinary authority to do 
so. By simply adding the redirect of USMC helos to March AFB to your list 
at the May 10 hearing, BRAC IV will take a necessary and legitimate step 
toward examining the March Opportunity. 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
BRAC Staff 
March AFB Joint Powers Authority 





MCAS MARCH SCENARTO ASSUMPTIONS 

I x All options examined from a DoD vice DON Perspective 
x Annual O&M,AF costs for March AFB=$37M, excluding 

military family housing & hospital 
x $37M O&M,AF realigned to O&M,MC 
x USMC requires a medical clinic vice a hospital at March 

I 
x BAQNHA savings offset the annual maintenance costs of 

military family housing 
x USMC opens 713 units of military family housing at March 

saving appox. $2.5M in VHAIBAQ 

a 
N 

x Annual costs of MCAS March equivalent to MCAS El Toro 
. . 
M, x Annual costs of maintaining Miramar remains constant, 
cn 
CII 

2 
I a 

whether MCAS or NAS 
I 

?- 
CT 
E- 



Status 
Quo 

Option 
1 

RECURRING O&M FUlVDlNG 

Option 

MCAS Miramar (BRAC '93) 
March AFB 

Total O&M 

MCAS Miramar (fixed wing) 
MCAS March (helo) 

Total O&M 

NAS Miramar (fixed wing) 
MCAS March (helo) 

Total O&M 

* $2M Annual O&M Savings 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

a. No. The Deputy S~crttary of .Defense in an October 24, ,1994 memorandum, 
with the concurrence of the Sccrttaricr of the Air Fme and tk Navy, approved Air Force 
and Navy plan# to implcmel joint h d - w i n g  flight training programs and additional joint 
training initiatives. Todry, these c w i a  of a consolidated initial W-wing aircraft training 
program and three joint NFO programs (advanced navigator, electronic warhue officer, and 
weapons 8ysttm officer training). Navy helicopter and catria aviation training ( W e  and 
advanced d 2 )  will oa bc integrated. 

In developing its ncommedone,  during configuration analysis, thc Navy accounted 
for Air Force training that i s  projected, under current ~ ~ n t s ,  to k: cwductcd at air 
stations. Lilrewiee, the Navy djusted its Pl'R to reflect training that is scheduled to go to Air 
Forec facilities. 

7. Chestion: The Navy has requested s i p i h n t  changer in the plan for basing dtcraPt 
that muIatd from the 1993 MOO to close Marine Gorp Ah Sbrtim EI Ton, in G d i b h  
and Naval Air Station mil Field in Fforida. Pltasc explain what has changed since 1993 
that caused the Navy to rsquirc such a dramatic change? 

m w e ~  Since B W - 9 3  there have been significant  ducti ions in Naval Aviation 
Forces. For instance, we have ntirtd the A 4  aftack a h a f t  &, nduced the maritime 
pahul. aircraft inventory by b u t  oneathid, md elinrinated approximately fim percent of the 
Nwy'r F-14 inventory with h r h r  nductim forthcoming. After reviewing wveral opthis 
for reducing this excess, we coacludcd that' utilizing existing urcus air station capdty uod 

' 

avoiding unaeccmary new ccms- wets both m n  cosbcffcctive and operationally 
rtspoariw. In the  oars we were able to avoid incuain~ about ~q~ of a billion 

-A3 ddlars in now corutnrction coets. a clear saviag8 to the taxpayer. 
i? 
L 8. When considering tbe redirect involving Maine Carps Air S W m  Tustin 
2 and El Tom, did the Navy coasider d i g  my aviation asseta to Much AFB, Cd i fbb?  

If 80, why wasn't the opcioa to osc excess capacity at Match acceptable to the DON? 

Anew= Yes, we did diPcuos the porsiblc use of  March AFB during &Iibedo11s. 
How-, since March AFB was p v i d  d m d  IW .D w n r l  base, tb* . I ~ v c  4 -7-r C1- 

.q would have involved the reopeha o a p m ~ c l o r e d  base, vMch is Iw cowhnt witb 
tbc Departmnt'r plicy.  Addiiwrlly, becaurc the Air For# is elimiDDting the hospital, 
cornmimay, exchange and dl other quality of life susuppoir i n f n a s m ,  as part of reopening 
this facility, we would have been k c d  with the task of l l tcrdng and rcpucating Racilitim 
that b a d y  exist at thc b m  to which the Marine Corps aircraft units arc ammtly scheduled 
to relocate. 

9. Quati- It qpcan that the Navy rau a consolidated Cost of Baue R a a l i p m ~ t  
Actions, or COBRA, an Naval Air Warfan Center Indiipolis  and Naval S d a c e  W- 
Center Louisvilla Were c l o m  decisions baaed on the combined COBRA and not oa 
individual asscsemcnts? What are the specific costs to class and bur twenty year Net Rwent 
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KEN CALVERT 
430 DISTRICT. CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE O N  RESOURCES 
CHAIRMAN 

SUBSnMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

COMMI'ITEF O N  SCIENCE 

SVPrQMMmEES: 

SPACE 4ND AERONAUTICS 

TECHNOLOGY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

COMMl?TEE O N  AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 

DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS. 
NUTRITION. AND FOREIGN 

AGRICULTURE 

May 8, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1034 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515--0543 

(202) 225-1986 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

3400 CENTRAL AVENUE 

SUITE 200 

RIVERSIDE. CA 92506 

19091 784-4300 

Congress of  tbe IMniteb atate$ 
B o u e e  o f  Bepreeentatibee 
maaington, B& 205154543 

erratum : 

The attached letter which was sent to you was incorrectly dated as March 14, 
1995. This copy is correct. We apologize for the error. Thank you. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



KEN CALVERT 
43D DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMllTEE O N  RESOURCES 
CHAIRMAN 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AN0 MINERAL RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE O N  SCIENCE 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

SPACE AND AERONAUTICS 

TECHNOLOGY. VICE-CHAIRMAN 

C O M M l l T E E  O N  AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 

DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS. 
NUTRITION. AND FOREIGN 

AGRICULTURE 

Congress of the a n i t e b  State$ 
jl$ou$e of %epre$entatibe$ 
WaSbington, BC 205154543 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1034 LONGWOATH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0543 

(202) 225-1986 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

3400 CENTRAL AVENUE 

SUITE 200 

RIVERSIDE. CA 92506 

(909) 784-4300 

May 8, 1995 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

Enclosed is the information you requested at our 5/3/95 meeting. I hope 
that you and the Commission find it as compelling as I do. This data, 
showing savings on annual recurring costs (O&M), should be sufficient 
justification for the Commission to add the "March Opportunity" to its list on 
May 10. Taken together with the data in our booklet and that presented in our 
briefing to you and the BRAC staff, this new information significantly makes 
our case. Please remember that all of our data comes from Air Force and 
Marine sources. 

As you will see, the O&M numbers indicate an annual recurring savings 
of $2 million -- no matter who runs Miramar. This bumps up the total savings 
realized by DOD under the March scenario to nearly $340 million. (Another 
source of savings which may not even be hlly counted here is that March is 
closer to USMC helo training sites than is Miramar.) 

I would also note that exercising the March Opportunity does not reopen 
a closed base -- despite the Navy's answer to BRAC (see transcript attached). 
March is slated to remain open as a large AFRES facility with irreplaceable 
responsibility as the transit point for Marines and others deploying from 
Southern California. (As was mentioned in our briefing, the O&M costs for 
March as a reserve facility actually rise.) 
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The BRAC would be fully within its rights to consider this redirect, 
particularly given its interservice nature. The April 1995 GAO report 
criticized DOD for the scant results in its quest for interservice cooperation. 
BRAC can take the broader view that DOD (for whatever reason) failed to 
take. Specifically, under the March Opportunity: 

- DOD does not pick up any additional bases, 

- DODItaxpayers save money, 

- Operational effectiveness for all affected forces at all affected bases 
would improve, and 

- BRAC IV would build on its predecessors actions (i.e. make maximum 
use of the MilCon funds poured into March as a result of BRACs I and 
11). 

Frankly, by adding the March opportunity to the BRAC list to examine 
as a redirect, only this Commission can fully verify the data in this scenario. 
This Commission is in an historically unique position to fulfill the BRAC 
mandate in its fullest sense. Yet, it requires no extraordinary authority to do 
so. By simply adding the redirect of USMC helos to March AFB to your list 
at the May 10 hearing, BRAC N will take a necessary and legitimate step 
toward examining the March Opportunity. 

Sincerely, 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
BRAC Staff 
March AFB Joint Powers Authority 







Status 
Quo 

Option 

RECURRING O&M FUNDING 

Opt ion 

MCAS Miramar (BRAC '93) 
March AFB 

Total O&M 

MCAS Miramar (fixed wing) 
MCAS March (helo) 

Total O&M 

NAS Miramar (fixed wing) 
MCAS March (helo) 

Total O&M 
* $2M Annual O&M Savings 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION P .02/02 

~ W C C  No. Ths Deputy Seuetary of.Dcfense ia an October 24, ,1994 memorandum, 
with the con sum as^ of the !kctarica of the Air Force and thc Navy, sppmvcd Air Force . 

' 

and Novy p h  to implement joint bed-wing flight training piom and additional joint 
mining initiatives. Today, t h e  cousist of a consolidated initid Bxcd-Wing aircraft training 
program and three joint MtO pmgraxns (advanced navigator, electronic w& officer, and 
wcapom system officu training). Navy helicopter and carria aviation tzaining ( e e  a ~ d  
advanced . d ~ 2 )  will wc be intcgnmd. 

In developing io recmnmzldatione, during configuration analysis, the Navy accounted 
for Air Force mining thatia projected, under current a g ~ ~ m ~ n t s ,  0 be conducted at naval air : 
stmtions. Likewise, the Navy adjusted its PTR to reflect training thnr is s~heduled to go to Air 
Foroe facilities, 

7. Oucdon: ?ho Navy bas requested dgniaaet changes in the plrn for basing dran 
that d M  from the 1993 &cision to Jose Marine Gorp Air Stsfion El Toro in California 
and Naval Air Station Cecil Field in Florida .Pltasc arpfain 'what ha changed since 1993 
that c ised the bhty td requi~ mrch a dramatic change? 

&SWCC Since BRAC-93 c k c  have k e n  sipidcant dductiomi in Navd Aviation 
Forces. For instance, we have retirtd the A-6 attack 4ircraft series, reduced t&c marithe 
patml. niFcraA inventory by about one-third aud eliminated appro-ly fifty percent of the 
Na~y'8 P14 inventory with nmb~r ~ u c r i ~  foahcoming. ~ ~ s r  r e v i ~ & ~  sewmi options 
for reducing this &cgs, we concluded that'milLing existing excess air nation caploity Pd 
avoiding unnecmmxy new constnactbn wets both nwrre cost-effective and ogcrad6naUy 
mpouaive. In the p a s  we war, able to avoid incunhg abut thrccqusrttrs of a billion 
dollars in pew constmction c m .  a clear savine to the taxpayer. 

8. OueJtion: When considering the redirect involving Marine Carps Air Stattons Tuain 
tnd El Toro, did the Navy wmider ndirecting my aviation am& to Morctr AFB, Califbda't 
If so, why wasn't the option to use excess capacity * March acceptable to the DON? 

Anarwer: Yw, we did dircuos the porsiblc use of March AFB during deliberations. -3 However, since h k c b  rn ww p I o v i d  clarcd its i. - base, tbls rlarnativ~ 4 - 
would haw involved the reopening a a pe;kwly c l o d  buc, which k mt wndmtent with 
tbc Department's poky.  Additionally, because the Air Force is clirninating the hospital, 
commissary, c x ~ g t  and all orher quality of life suppart inhtructme, rs part of mpcning 
this fadty. we would have been bced with the task of recreating and mplicating facilitica 

already exist at thb base to which the M a r k  Corps aim& units are cumntly scbeduttd 
to nlocatc. 

9. _Outation: It appean that thc Navy mn a consolidattd Cost of Base W g n m m t  
Adioot, or COBRA, on Naval Air Warfare Center I n W p o l i s  and Naval Surface Warfare 
Ckntcr Louisville Were cloaurt decisions baed on thc combined COBRA and nor on 
individual assessments? What am the specific costs to clods and the twenty year Net Prtjent 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 15,1995 

The Honorable Ken Calvert 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Calvert: 

Thank you for forwarding the information I requested fiom you concerning your proposal 
to redirect rotary wing assets fiom the Marine Corps Air Station Tustin and El Toro to March Air 
Force Base. You may be assured that I have shared the information with my fellow 
Commissioners. 

I have taken the liberty of forwarding your March AFB data to the Department of the 
Navy's Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) for their review and comment. The Commission 
staffwill forward the BSAT response to your office. 

Concerning your request to add March AFB as a redirect to the Secretary of Defense's list 
of bases recommended for closure and realignment, the Commission has determined that it is 
within its purview to continue its review of March AFB without officially adding March AFB to 
the Secretary's list. 

I look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if1 may be of 
additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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TED MAZlA 
THE CHIEF CLERK 

ROOM - 129 
MAIN CAPITOL BUILDING 
PHONE: (717) 787-2372 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMON WEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HARRISBURG 

May 4, 1995 

ALAN DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed is a copy of House Resolution #106, which was adopted by the 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives on May 2, 1995 

This Resolution is sent to you for your consideration in accordance with the 
directions contained in said Resolution. 

Ted Mazia 
Chief Clerk 



PRIOR PRINTER'S NO. 1521 PRINTER' S NO. 1 793 

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
NO. 106 Session of 

1995 

INTRODUCED BY ZUG, O'BRIEN, KREBS, ALLEN, LYNCH, MARSICO, 
CORRIGAN, NAILOR, TANGRETTI, DEMPSEY, MILLER, WAUGH, STERN, 
BUXTON, McCALL, STEIL, TRUE, LUCYK, ROBERTS, ROONEY, FICHTER, 
COY, HERMAN, TULLIt GRUPPO, VANCEr SAYLOR, TIGUE, GIGLIOTTI, 
HUTCHINSON, CLYMERr HARHART, READSHAW, COLAIZZO, RAYMOND, 
NYCE, BEBKO-JONES, BATTISTO, L. I. COHEN, FARGO, PESCI, 
SCHULER, LEDERER, BELFANTI, MELIO, MUNDY, LEH, TRELLO, 
CHADWICK, ADOLPH, HESSr YOUNGBLOOD, MERRY, ROHRER, FLEAGLE 
AND EGOLF, APRIL 6, 1995 

AS AMENDED, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, MAY 21  1995 

A RESOLUTION 

Relating to maintaining the status quo of forces and training at 
Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania; AND MAINTAINING THE STATUS <- 
QUO AT LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PENNSYLVANIA. 

WHEREAS, Fort Indiantown Gap is vital to the training of the 

Pennsylvania Army National Guard and the Pennsylvania Air 

National Guard, the United States Army Reserve, the United 

States Army, the United States Marine Corps and several other 

Federal and State agencies; and 

WHEREAS, Fort Indiantown Gap provides a true, seamless 

training partnership among the forces; and 

WHEREAS, Fort Indiantown Gap has maintained a successful 

training partnership for over 55 years; and 

WHEREAS, The current cost of $19 million to operate the 

installation is a sound financial investment for the Federal 

Government in return for the excellent training facilities; and 



1 local economy and will result in the loss of services to the 

2 locale; and 

3 WHEREAS, The withdrawal of the United States Army Garrison 

4 from Fort Indiantown Gap is an abrogation of the responsibility 

S of the Department of Defense to support the training and 

6 readiness of the reserve components of the National Guard and 

7 the United States Army Reserve; AND <- 

( 1 8  WHEREAS, THE BASE CLOSURE PROCESS HAS AFFECTED LETTERKENNY 

9 ARMY DEPOT FOUR TIMES SINCE 1988 RESULTING IN THE LOSS OF 2,075 

10 JOBS TO DATE; AND 

11 WHEREAS, LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT IS THE ONLY INSTALLATION TO 

12 PROVIDE INTERSERVICING OF MISSILE SYSTEMS AND IS THE FIRST IN 

13 THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO HAVE A TEAMING ARRANGEMENT WITH THE 

14 PRIVATE SECTOR COLLOCATED ON THE DEPOT: AND 

15 WHEREAS, THE INTERSERVICING AND TEAMING ARE TWO CONCEPTS NOT 

16 ADDRESSED IN THE MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS OR COBRA MODEL; AND 

17 WHEREAS, THE IMPACT OF FURTHER REALIGNMENT AT LETTERKENNY 

18 ARMY DEPOT WOULD INCLUDE THE LOSS OF AN ADDITIONAL 4,126 JOBS 

19 (2,090 DIRECT JOBS AND 2,036 INDIRECT JOBS) OVER THE 1996 TO 

20 2001 PERIOD IN FRANKLIN COUNTY, INCREASING THE AREA'S 

21 UNEMPLOYMENT RATE BY AS MUCH AS AN ESTIMATED 6.6%; THEREFORE BE 

22 IT 

2 3 RESOLVED, That the House of Representatives of Pennsylvania 

24 urge the Department of Defense, the Base Closure and Realignment 

25 Commission and the Congress of the United States, in order to 

26 maintain maximum military capability at minimum cost, to 

27 immediately suspend any further effort to close Fort Indiantown 

28 Gap or reduce the training mission of that facility AND TO <- 

29 MAINTAIN THE INTERSERVICING AND TEAMING MISSIONS AT LETTERKENNY 

30 ARMY DEPOT; and be it further 

19950H0106R1793 - 3 -  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 12,1995 

Mr. Ted Mazia 
Chief Clerk 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives 
Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsyivia 1 71 20-2020 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Mazia: 

Thank you for sending to the Commission a copy of House Resolution #I06 which was 
adopted by the Pennsylvania House of Representatives on May 2, 1995. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations on Fort Indiantown Gap and Letterkemy Army Depot. 

I look forward to working with you during this diicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 5, 1995 

STATE OF ARKANSAS 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

State Capitol 
Little Rock 72201 

Jim Guy Tucker 
Governor 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Chaffee. 

As you may already know, I have been working with the staffs of Senator Dale 
Bumpers, Senator David Pryor, and Congressman Tim Hutchinson over the past two 
years to ensure that a viable mission is retained at Fort Chaffee. During recent public 
forums, the city of Fort Smith, Sebastain County, state legislators, and Arkansas' 
Congressional delegation have reached a consensus that Fort Chaffee should retain a 
military mission if at all possible. 

I have asked Major General Melvin C. Thrash, the Adjutant General for the Arkansas 
National Guard, to advance the concerns of the Guard with local and federal officials. 
The response to the needs of the Guard has been favorable and supportive. 

I will continue to work closely with all interested parties to help ensure that the will of 
the residents of Western Arkansas is met. 

/7'?,6, G- 
Jim Guy Tucker 

JGT: paj : ej s 



THE DEFENSE B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 12, 1 995 

The Honorable Jim Guy Tucker 
State Capitol 
Little Rock, Arkansas 7220 1 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Governor Tucker: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on 
Fort Chaffee. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. The Commission appreciates the testimony received by 
Congressman Hutchison, Judge Harper, Colonel Beyer, and Major General Thrash during the 
April 19th regional hearing in Dallas, Texas, and we welcome any additional information 
regarding Fort ChafTee. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Chaf5ee. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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IMPACT ON THE MAINEINEW HAMPSHIRE SEACOAST ECONOMY 
OF CLOSING PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

September 30, 1994 

i JOHN R. McKEmAN, JR., GOVERNOR 
STATE OF MAINE 

STEPHEN MERRILL, GOVERNOR 
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 



STATE OF MAINE 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
1 STATE HOUSE STATION 

AUGUSTA,  MAINE 

0 4 3 3 3 - 0 0 0 1  

ANGUS S. KING, JR. 

GOVERNOR 

May 2,1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It has come to my attention that you do not have a copy of the enclosed report assessing 
the "Impact on the Maine/New Hampshire Seacoast Economy of Closing Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard." 

This report was prepared last September, in a collaborative effort by the Maine State 
Planning Office, the New Hampshire Department of Resources and Economic Development and 
the New Hampshire Office of State Planning to provide an objective assessment of the economic 
importance of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to the two-state region. 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding our analysis, please 

ASKIrds 

Enclosure 

PHONE: ( 2 0 7 )  2 8 7 - 3 5 3 1  
l'RINTEII(1N R~(:YI'LELI PAPER 

FAX: ( 2 0 7 )  2 8 7 - 1 0 3 4  
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INTRODUCTION 

During 1994 the Department of the Navy is conducting a review of naval military 
installations in conjunction with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. 
The evaluation prepared by the Navy will provide a basis for recommended base closures 
and realignments to be considered by the Secretary of Defense and the Base Closure 
Commission during 1995. 

In the interest of insuring a thorough and accurate assessment of Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, the States of New Hampshire and Maine have updated the analysis of the 
economic contribution of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to the regional economy that was 
originally done in 1992. Estimates of economic impacts were developed with the use of 
the IMPLAN regional economic impact model developed by the U.S. Forest Service. 

It is clear from this analysis that the closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would 
deal a devastating blow to the Maine and New Hampshire economies from which they 
would not soon recover. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is a critical component of the 
Seacoast economy, supporting 10,765 jobs and $595 million in income in the two States. 
The loss of the Shipyard would lead to a direct decline of 6% in the employment base 
of the three-county Seacoast region. 

While an essential element in our nation's defense, the Shipyard also serves as the 
essential support in a region recovering from a recent economic recession. The closure 
of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would not only lead to the immediate loss of 5,900 jobs, 
but would significantly undermine the slow economic recovery currently taking place in 
the region. The recent recession cost the region 88,000 jobs from 1988 to 1992, and the 
closure of Pease Air Force Base and Loring Air Force Base has significantly dampened 
the recovery. 

Finally, serious environmental and infrastructure impacts would accompany the loss 
of the Shipyard. Closure could raise the cost to the Federal Government for 
remediation of environmental hazards. These same conditions could significantly 
hinder meaningful civilian reuse of the facility. 

Given the dramatic implications of any decision regarding the future of Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard, it behooves the Departments of the Navy and Defense to give full and fair 
consideration to both economic and environmental impacts in its Base Closure and 
Realignment deliberations. The analysis presented here seeks to inform those decisions, 
and highlight to the Departments of Navy and Defense issues of special concern regarding 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 



The closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would clearly land a crippling blow to 
the Maine and New Hampshire economies. The elimination of 5,942 of the best paying 
jobs in the seacoast economy and $395 million in related income would be accompanied 
by the loss of an additional 4,823 jobs and nearly $200 million in annual income. Totaling 
10,765 jobs and $594.7 million in personal income, this loss would contribute to the 
further contraction of the region's economic base. In fact, the loss of Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard would shatter an already weak economy, forcing the exodus of about 22,000 
of the region's citizens, including some of its most skilled and highest paid workers. 
Table 1 summarizes the economic impacts of the closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
on the Maine-New Hampshire economy. 

The economic impacts of the closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would be even 
more severe on the Seacoast region of York County, Maine and Rockingham and Stafford 
Counties, New Hampshire. Total employment losses in this three-county region 
associated with a shipyard closure are estimated at 9,991, about 10% of all jobs in the 
region. Similarly, $573.7 million in annual income, or 5.3% of total regional income, 
will be lost from the Seacoast economy, as shown in Table 2. This three-county region 
will also suffer the withdrawal of nearly 22,400 of its citizens, 4.4% of the region's 
population, as a result of the massive employment losses. 

TABLE 2 
ECONOMiC CONTRIBUTION OF PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD: 1993 

SEACOAST REGION (YORK, ROCKINGHAM & STAFFORD COUNTIES) 

EMPLOYEE PROPERTY TOTAL STATEX 
IMPACTS EARNINGS INCOME* INCOME PRODUCT JOBS POPULATION 

DIRECT $221.31 $141.99 $363.31 $363.31 5,549 12,374 

TOTAL INDIRECT $10.93 $9.80 $20.73 $22.12 360 881 
PURCHASES $5.43 $6.04 $1 1.47 $12.86 180 44 1 
CONSTRUCTION $5.50 $3.76 $9.26 $9.26 179 44 1 

INDUCED $102.06 $87.55 $189.61 $220.69 4,083 9,113 

TOTAL $334.31 $239.34 $573.65 $606.12 9,991 22,368 

Source: Maine State Planning Office. Estimates developed with IMPLAN Model. 
* Property Income = Dividends, interest, rental income, imputed rental income and proprietors' income. 
# State Product = Net value of industry output. Represents contribution to Gross State Product. 
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THE ECONOMIC CONTEXT: A WEAK SEACOAST ECONOMY 

SEVERE RECESSION\ANEMIC RECOVERY 

The economies of Maine and New 
Hampshire are still reeling fiom the effects of 
a protracted regional recession. As Figure 1 
illustrates, the two state region suffered an 
extraordinary employment decline of 8.2 % 
from 1989 through early 1992. Over 88,000 
jobs disappeared during that two and a half 
year period with major losses occuring in the 
relatively high-wage manufacturing and 
construction sectors. Even more disturbing is 
the fact that after two and a half years of 
rebound, the region has only recovered two- 
thirds (56,000) of the jobs that had been lost, 

Wage & Salary Employment (SA) 
Maine & New Hampshire 

making this one of the slowest recoveries on I I 
record. Figure 1 

A similar pattern of decline has infected the Seacoast economy. Wage and salary 
employment in the three-county region dropped from 109,000 in 1989 to 99,000 by 1991, an 
8.3% drop representing a loss of 10,000 jobs. The most current data for the PortsmouthIKittery 
Labor Market Area, displayed in Figure 2, indicate that less than half of the job losses (only 4,300 
jobs) have been recouped as of late 1994. Thus, while the downturn in the Seacoast economy 
was very similar to that experienced in the two state region as a whole, the Seacoast's recovery 
has been even more anemic than that of the larger region. 

While its job level has also been 
shrinking, the Shipyard has provided an 
important measure of stability in an otherwise 
turbulent economy. Even without the closure of 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the regional 
economy is not expected to fully recover from 
the current economic downturn until 1996. 
Economic activity in the two-state region will 
continue to show weak performance through 
much of the 1990's. (see Figure 3) In fact, 
annual job gains will average 2.3 % during most 
of the 19901s, less than half the pace enjoyed 
during the last half of the 1980's. 

Wage & Salary Employment 
Portsmouth/Kittery LMA 

Figure 2 

1 
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES 

There are a number of environmental and infrastructure issues that must be given 
careful consideration in any assessment of the future of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. The 
issues offered here are, by no means, exhaustive. Rather, they represent some of the 
concerns regarding the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard that should be given special attention 
by the Navy in its assessment of the Shipyard. 

The Navy, at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, has undertaken an investigation of 
potential hazardous waste sites and possible sources of chemical contamination from past 
disposal activities at the Shipyard. Thirteen areas (Solid Waste Management Units) on the 
Shipyard have been investigated as required by the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). Additional investigations were conducted this summer to delineate areas of 
contamination and to better understand hydrogeology of the site. The Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard was listed as a National Priorities (CERCLA) site on May 31, 1994. 

On-shore and off-shore studies have been completed by the Navy and submitted to 
State and Federal officials for review and comment. On-shore investigations indicate soils 
contaminated with heavy metals, fuel oils, PCBs, and solvents. Low levels of volatile 
organic compounds have been detected in the groundwater. 

The Navy has conducted extensive off-shore ecological studies to determine if 
contaminants are migrating from the Shipyard and adversely affecting biota, sediments, 
or surface water. Results of these investigations are currently being reviewed by 
appropriate State and Federal agencies. The Navy has completed an off-shore human 
health risk assessment based on the ecological estuarine studies and on the ingestions of 
biota from the eshlary surrounding the Shipyard. The analysis of this risk assessment will 
be presented by the Navy in a public information workshop in the near future. 

The fact that there is hazardous waste contamination of both the soil and the 
groundwater at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard could hinder timely civilian re-use in 

3 the event of closure. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This analysis has been prepared to provide decision makers with a thorough and 
accurate basis from which to evaluate the economic impact of the closure of Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard. New Hampshire and Maine have already born more than their share of 
recent defense cutbacks. Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire and Loring Air Force 
Base in Maine have been closed. Maine's Over-the-Horizon Backscatter Radar in Bangor 
has fallen under the defense budget ax as have 2,800 jobs at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 
Private defense contractors in both States continue to reduce work force levels in the face 
of procurement reductions, and National Guard force strengths continue to shrink in both 
States. 

Closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would have effects well beyqnd these 
economic impacts. Environmental hazards on the site and reductions in the capacity of the 
region to combat future environmental problems place at risk the quality of life of the 
Seacoast region in the face of a loss of the Shipyard. Moreover, existing environmental 
conditions could seriously hinder meaningful civilian re-use of the Shipyard in the event 
of its closure. 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has long played a pivotal role in the MainetNew 
Hampshire economy. Today the Shipyard's role in shoring up the region's economy is 
more critical than ever. Recent waves of Defense cutbacks and the recent prolonged 
regional recession have dramatically weakened the Maine and New Hampshire economies. 
In fact, during 1991 more people left these two states than have entered. The region is 
better positioned than ever to support the current and future military mission at the 
Shipyard. However, the loss of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard would rapidly lead to the 
accelerated deterioration of economic and environmental conditions in Maine and New 
Hampshire, and especially in the Seacoast region. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD PAGE 10 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -, . . . - .  . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 15, 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Angus S. King, Jr 
Governor, State of Maine 
Office of the Governor 
1 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-0001 

Dear Governor King: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with copy of the report entitled, "Impact 
on the Maine/New Hampshire Seacoast Economy of Closing Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard." I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected by potential 
base closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during 
this hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 4,1995 

Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1525 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thank you for coming to Long Beach last week to tour our Naval Shipyard before 
attending the hearings in San Francisco. Your presence was appreciated by everyone. 

Following the regional hearing last Friday, you raised a question with Mr. J. B. Larkins 
regarding the City of Long Beach's acceptance of nuclear ships at  the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. Enclosed is a copy of a resolution that the City Council passed in December 
1994 which approved all Navy plans supporting mission preparedness, including the 
homeporting of nuclear carriers, in Long Beach. 

We are committed to supporting the United States Navy in any way we can, and hope that 
Long Beach will continue to be a part of the Navy's strategic plan. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly OINeill 4 ( 
M A Y O R  

enclosure 

CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 333 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 

TELEPHONE: 31 0-570-6801 FAX: 31 0-570-6538 TDD: 31 0-570-6629 



RESOLUTION NO. C- 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF LONG BEACH ENDORSING AND SUPPORTING 

THE IMPROVEMENT OF FLEET SERVICES AND MISSION 

11 PREPAREDNESS AT THE LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD I 
WHEREAS, the United States Navy has had a presence in 

Long Beach for almost this entire century commencing with Teddy 

Roosevelt'o Great White Fleet in 1908; and 

WHEREAS, the Navy's Pacific Fleet was homeported i n  

Long Beach unt i l  1940, when it was moved to Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 

.where it became the victim of the disastrous attack on 

December 7 ,  1941 t and 

WHEREAS, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is the newest 

and most modern of a l l  public mhipyarde in the United States, and 

is s large, full-capacity facility cornprimed of  374 acres, four 

10 industrial piers, two wharves and three dry docks, which serves II I 
as the Navy's prinary surface ship repair facility on the West 

Coast; and 

WHEREAS, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard has the present I 
22 capability to dry-dock any ship i n  the Navy and has immediate and I I I 
23 direct access to the open seas; and I I I 
24 1 1  WHEREAS, M e  United States Navy is realigning its force I 
2511 ntructure to concentrate approximately 702 of the Pacific Float I 
26 in San Diego, thereby making it essential that the full-service I/ 
27 public shipyara in Long Beach located within 83 nautical milem of I1 . .. , I 
28 tho primary fleet concentration be maintained; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, the city Council o f  the city o r  Lbng 
Beach resolves as follows: 

Section 1. The City o f  Long Beach fully endorses and 
aupporta a11 actions by the United State6 Navy that would sente 

to imprwe f1a.t services and mission preparedness, including the 

homeporting of aircraft carriers, at the Long Beach Naval 

Shipyard. 

Sec. 2.  his resolution shall take effect imediataly 
upon its adoption by the C i t y  Council, and t h e  City Clsrk shall 

certify the vote adopting this resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was 
adopted by the City Council of the City of! Long Beash at its 

, 1994, by the following vote: 
15 Ayes : Councilmembers: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

a0 

21 

22 

23 

2 4  

25 

26 

2 7 

28 

L-rnf t l f i l )  

Noes : Councilmembera: 

Absent: Ceuncilmembers: 

city Clerk 

J R C : ~ ~  
12-1-91 
shlpyrrd.ns 



Regarding Representative Horn's first question, Primary Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (PMSAs) were used to measure economic effeds because the 
closure of the shipyard affects communities outside Long Beach as weit. 

The DoD BRAC 95 Joint Crass-Service Grwp on Economic Impact 
established and Men consistently applied standard rules to assign each military 
installation in the United States to an economic area. Do0 assigned installations 
to mnomic  areas to refled employment and cummuting patterns. Far f m  
being 'arbitrary' these assignments were made painstakingly over a period of 
many months, base-by-base, taking into actount local commuting and economic 
patterns. An independent panei of government, academic, and private sector 
economic experts endorsed this general approach in May 7994. 

In general, Do0 used PMSAS as the economic.areas for installations 
because of the dose conceptual match between the standards used by the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to define PMSAs and the 
Department's goal for defining economic areas for SRAC 95. OMB deff nes 
PMSAs based on information from the US Census on commuting patterns and 
population density. In some circumstancss, which are cleariy defined in the 
Joint Cross-Service Group's standard rules, Do0 assigned installations to rnulti- 
county areas, rather than the PMSA defined by OMS. 

In no case did the Joint Cross-Service Group assign an installation to an 
economic area smaller than a county. In addition to the theoretical reasons 
discussed above, there are practical reasons M y  counties are the smallest 
economic units used for BRAC 95. Counties are the smallest economic units for 
wbich uniform and authoritative national economic statistics are available from 
the Departments of Commerce and Labor. Do0 analyzed economic inforrnation 
at the county- and PMSA-levels to provide objective, fair, and consistent 
comparisons of alternative realignments and closures. 

Also, it should be noted that DoD considered the totai potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to 
the percentage of area jobs that could be affected, in its BRAC 95 decision 
processes. 

Finally, with regard to Eccnomic Development Conveyances (EDC) for 
former miljtary prope*, PMSAs are not used in determining eligibility. Any base 
closure community can make an EDC application. 

Quesiion #2: Was the Ofice of Economic Adjustment (OW) in any way 
involved in the Department of Defense and Military Services processes which 
recommended base closure candidates to the 1995 Defense Bass Closure and 
Realignment Commission? 



Answer= No. Unfortunately some parties have misrepresented the tole d OEA 
OEA was not in any way involved in the process that recommended base closure 
candidates to the Commission. O W  plays no part whatsoever in any BRAC 
closure decision. All of their work fcurser on helping communities after the fact. 
for whi* their work is justly recognized as thoroughly professional. 

Question #3: Does O W  provide funding to the National Association of 
Installation Developers (MID) either directly, or through the Department of 
Labor? 

(a): How much funding is provided? 

Answer: O€A does. not provide funding to NAlD e i h r  directly or indiredly. 
Over a thrse-year period, the Congress directed the transfer of $225 rniilion of 
Do0 funding to the Department of Labor (DoL) in support of their efforts to help 
base closure and defense industry dislocated workers. DaL has awarded two 
grants to NAlD for a total of S700.000. As with OEA, NAlD and DoL have no role 
in the B W C  closure recommendations. 

(b): What is the purpose of this funding? 

Answer: The funds are used to help pay salaries, benefits, and operating a s t s  
of the organization. 

(c): Are there limitations on the use of this funding? 

answer: Yes. The limitations on the DoUNAlD funding are govemd by the 
Grant Agreement and Common Rule implementing OM0 Circular A-1 10. 

Questlon U: Does OEA influence the positions the NAlD takes with regard to 
base closures and installation reuse issues? 

Answer: No. 

Questlon g5: Does Om, or personnel working for the agency, ever attempt to 
recommend consultants to local communities which may be affected by 
Department of Defense closure recommendations? 

Answer: No. See Question 2. 



Quesiion #6: Ha3 0- or personnel working far the agency, ever attempted to 
recommend consultants near bases already closed under previous decisions of 
the BRAC? 

Answer: No. The Inquirers are generally referred to NAlD or to other 
communities. 

Finally, let me dose by saying that it is unfortunate that such misleading 
and erroneous charges were made about OEA and other organizations that are 
trying to help communities. 
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estimated loss of 3,324 jobs. Yec NAS Median remined in che Haws U 
recommendations for ciosure. The wtai losses in California before the 
removal of the four ambities was es thaud to be 19,994 jobs, roughly a 
0.lpercent decrease in sitewide employrnenq whereas the eshated 
total losses for -Mississippi are edma&d a be 3,249 jobs, roughly a 
0.3percent decrease in statewide employment. Because the BRAC law (P.L 
101-510, as amended) srazes that ail bases musc be considered equally, the 
Commission may wish to more cioseiy examine the ~avy's decisions 
regarding the consideration of job losses i n  Caiifornia 

Recommendations We recommend tZlat the Defexlse Base and Realignment 
Commission 

e-qlore the need for a DoD component or some other government agency 
to obtain the wind tunnel f d t y  ar: xswc White Oak from the Navy in 
order to operate it in support of its mission; 
thorougkdy evamine the basis for exdusions to the c o s  and smings data 
associated with closure and realignrnenr: scenarios such as N ~ W C  Louisville, 
NAWC hdianqolis, and XAWC Lakehurst -in the technical centexs 
subcategory; and 
examine, &om an equrty standpoint, the Yaws adusion of acbit ies from 
closure and realignment considedon due to concerns over job losses. 
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Activity FlSCOAICLAM) 
Ecunodc Area: Oakhd, CA PMSA 

TOM Populntioa of Oabnd. CA PMSA (1992): &14%3OO 1 
Totri Empl~ymcnt of Oddand, CA PMSA, BEA (1992): 1,160,197 / 
Tobi  P a a d  Incoma aC OakJand, CA PMSA (1992 i w .  S52$26,612,000 
BRAC 95 Total D i d  and Indirect Job Cbaage: 1 , 
BRAC 93 ~otcatfrri ~ v t a i  Job Change ~ v c t  aoeurs period (/r of  I992 Tots1 Rmpbyment) (0.1%) I 

l f e 4 ~ ~  
R~kxatAJobs: MIL 0 0 (1161 

CIV 0 0 0 
W a  Jobs: MXL 0 0 (3 1 

QV o o (41) 
BRAC 95 D 4 m  Job Change S m m q  at FlSC VAKLAND: 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1 4 2 5  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 1 1, 1995 

The Honorable Beverly O'Neill 
Mayor, City of Long Beach 
Civic Center Plaza 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90802 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA I R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor O'Neill: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of the Long Beach City 
Coumil's resolution supporting the Navy's mission preparedness plans, including the 
City's willingness to homeport nuclear carriers. I certainly understand your interest in the 
base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretaq~ of Defense's recommendations regarding the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

I look forward to working with you during this diEcult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alton ComeUa 
Commissioner 
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SABRA L. JONES 
CLERK TO THE COUNTY BOARD 

PHONE (703) 356-3130 

ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY BOARD 

# I  COURTHOUSE PLAZA. SUITE 300 
2 100 CLARENDON BOULEVARD 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 2 2 2 0 1  

May 5, 1995  

MEMBERS 

ALBERT C. EISENBERG 
CHAIRMAN 

ELLEN M. BOZMAN 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

JAMES B. HUNTER. Il l  
MARY MARGARET WHIPPLE 
BENJAMIN H. WINSLOW, JR. 

The Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Rase Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify at yesterday's 
hearing before the Defense Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission. In particular, the County was grateful for your 
undivided attention and patience. 

We remain hopeful that the Commission will recognize the 
value of keeping the Space and Naval Warfare Command in the 
National Capital Region. As I indicated in my remarks, moving 
SPAWAR across the country - -  to San Diego - -  will result in 
reduced efficiencies. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, and please 
let me know if you require any additional information. 

Ellen M. ~ o z m a n ~  
Vice Chairman 

Enclosure 
c: The Honorable Albert C. Eisenberg, Chairman 

Members, Arlington County Board 



STATEMENT OF ELLEN M. BOZMAN 
VICE CHAIRMAN, THE COUNTY BOARD OF ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 

TO THE 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

MAY 4, 1995 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Commissioners, on behalf of the Northern Virginia 
community, its governmental leaders and our businesses, I want to thank you for the time 
today to testify on the proposed relocation of the Space and Naval Warfare Command 
(SPAWAR) from the National Capital Region. 

As an elected member of the Arlington County Board for over two decades, and as a former 
budget exminer for the predecessor agency to the federal Office of Marlagement a d  
Budget, I have analyzed many government proposals -- both good and ill-advised. 

Today, my co-panelist, recognized defense expert Barry Blechman, and I come before you to 
ask you to challenge the proposed move of SPAWAR. 

There are five primary reasons a to move SPAWAR -- many of which are supported by the 
Navy in its data calls: 

---A_-- I_ A_-- __r _ - _.__-- _ _ _ . - - -  -= -- - -- ---.__i_- -- I _ -.-_ " _ _ L _  ^ _  _-__ - = . -  

1. The proposed move is not in the national interest and would compromise military 
and mission effectiveness. 

The high technology rnissku.of SPAWAR -- which is important to future military 
activity -- is unique and may be threatened by relocating from the National Capital 
Region. 

2. SPAWAR contractors suggest that moving the command across the country will result 
in reduced efficiencies, and as a result, higher contract costs, and potentially less 
effective space and naval warfare systems. 

a;u, 3. Many of the existing synergies with its clients and contractors, located in or near the ,, 
National Capital Region, will erode. 

SPAWAR's current location is just two Metrorail stops from the Pentagon, and 
approximately a 20-minute trip from the proposed new NAVSEA location at the Navy 
Yard. 

4. Two of SPAWAR's primary clients, NAVSEA and NAVAIR, are to remain close by. 
Creating unnecessary distance between SPAWAR and its customers does not make 
good business sense. 



B o n a n  Statement 
Page 2 

5.  We believe that if you look closely, you will find the costs of the SPAWAR move to 
be vastly understated. The relocation proposal does not list any construction or 
facility reconfiguration costs. (It is legitimate to challenge the Navy's assumptions. 
For example, in 1993, we stated that the projected costs to move NAVSEA to White 
Oak were vastly understated. In less than one year, a Congressionally mandated 
Navy analysis demonstrated our point. The result is the redirect proposal for 
NAVSEA which is now before the Commission.) 

Finally, Arlington County and Northern Virginia provide a number of important benefits to a 
sophisticated command like SPAWAR. Although the region offers a multitude of premium 
benefits and services, let me focus on three: 

o Northern Virginia has one of the most highly educated work forces in the entire 
United States. This is due, in part, to an excellent public school system. Whether an 
employer seeks post-graduates or software experts or electrical engineers, the region 
ranks near the top of the labor force statistics in education and high technology 
professional experience. 

- . - - - - - -- -9- - - - - ~ - r e g ~ ~ - ~ ~ t ~ ~ w ~ ~ e  mi*-mdSPANAR--whcdlent - . _ _ . 

transportation access via nearby interstates, National Airport and the Metrorail and 
bus system. 

I o Our quality of life attracts and retains residents; Arlington County was recently .L 
WCC 

judged to be one of the safest communities in the entire United States by a "Money 
Magazine" survey. 

The conclusion that I believe should be reached is that Northern Virginia, Arlington County, 
and the current Crystal City location of SPAWAR is the best location in which the Command 
can fulfill its vital mission. I strongly urge you to review the SPAWAR proposal and 
reconsider the proposed move. Thank you. 



STATEMENT OF ELLEN M. BOZMAN 
VICE CHAIRMAN, THE COUNTY BOARD OF ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 

TO THE 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

MAY 4, 1995 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Commissioners, on behalf of the Northern Virginia 
community, its governmental leaders and our businesses, I want to thank you for the time 
today to testify on the proposed relocation of the Space and Naval Warfare Command 
(SPAWAR) from the National Capital Region. 

As an elected member of the Arlington County Board for over two decades, and as a former 
budget exm.iner for the predec~,ssor agency to the federal Office of Mmagement md 
Budget, I have analyzed many government proposals -- both good and ill-advised. 

Today, my co-panelist, recognized defense expert Barry Blechman, and I come before you to 
ask you to challenge the proposed move of SPAWAR. 

There are five primary reasons not to move SPAWAR -- many of which are supported by the 
Navy in its data calls: 

1. The proposed move is not in the national interest and would compromise military 
and mission effectiveness. 

The high technology mission of SPAWAR -- which is important to future military 
activity -- is unique and may be threatened by relocating from the National Capital 
Region. 

2. SPAWAR contractors suggest that moving the command across the country will result 
in reduced efficiencies, and as a result, higher contract costs, and potentially less 
effective space and naval warfare systems. 

3. Many of the existing synergies with its clients and contractors, located in or near the 
National Capital Region, will erode. 

SPAWAR's current location is just two Metrorail stops from the Pentagon, and 
approximately a 20-minute trip from the proposed new NAVSEA location at the Navy 
Yard. 

4. Two of SPAWAR's primary clients, NAVSEA and NAVAIR, are to remain close by. 
Creating unnecessary distance between SPAWAR and its customers does not make 
good business sense. 
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Alan b i x o n ,  Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
17001 Nor th  Moore  St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, M A  22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

4 
I am wr i t ing t o  fol low-up on  the regional hearing last week in N e w  York and 

i request tha t  the  Commission consider alternatives to  the closure of Naval Air 
(NAS) South Weymouth,  Massachusetts. 

tha t  the  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission wil l  meet 
t o  off icial ly designate additional bases for closure or realignment. 

il an important phase of the base closure process and wi l l  be o f  
o n  the Defense Departmerit 's l ~ s t  o f  closures Irl 

possible flexibility in preparing its final l is t  ncx t  r>lor-ttt~, 
the C mmission should consider alternative sites for closure, especially w h e r ~  
reaso abletdoubt about  the justif ication of the Pentagon's recommendations has 
been aised. F I 

I applaud the Commission's efforts t o  date. By visit ing facilities targeted for 
c losu e and conduct ing regional hearings, you have worked hard to weigh the 
conc 4 rns and arguments of local communit ies affected b y  the proposed closures. 
The Clommission's work  has helped maintain a sense o f  fairness and thoroughness 
in the process. 

Work ing clbsely with the local "Save the Base Committee," w e  have identif ied 
w h a t  w e  believe t o  be major f laws in the Navy's decision-making process. The 
Navy  n o t  only ignored i ts o w n  empirical data w i th  regard to the mil i tary value and 

strength o f  NAS South Weymouth;  it also relied on  assurrlptiorls arid 
raised during undocumented "discussions" wi th in the Navy 

t o  execute a trade-off between an active du ty  facility and 

The Navy has apparently ignored i ts  o w n  analysis and overlooked t w o  facl l~t les 
with a lower "mil i tary value" -- NAS Atlanta and N A S  Fort Wor th .  NAS South 
Weymouth  was  ranked first in the "Mi l i tary Value" demograph~cs subcategory arid 

was ranked last. However, the Navy decided to  spare the Atlanta 
after i ts  o w n  analysis indicated that i t  should close - -  because ~t 
the area was "demograph~cal ly-r ich." This determtnat~on 
Navy 's  o w n  certif ied data. 

t 
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I 
Additionally, whi le  the Navy was in the process of formulating i ts recorrtrrrendatiorls 
t he l~ommander - i n -ch ie f ,  Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT) expressed the "operational 
desire" t ha t  t h e  Navy retain the most  "ful ly-capable" air station nor th  of Norfolk.  
This recommendation apparently occurred during discussions be tween 
CINCLANTFLT and the Navy's Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT). As  a result, 
the iNavy decided t o  preserve NAS Brunswick, an active du ty  facil i ty, and close 
N A S  South Weymouth .  

In our view, this " trade-off"  raises several fundamental questions w i t h  regard to  tho  
Navy's decision-making process. First, t o  our knowledge - -  and despite repeated 
attempts t o  obtain i t  - -  there is no  adequate record of the discussions b e t w e e n  
BSAT and CINCLANTFLT. We are, therefore, unable to  determine the con tex t ,  
justification, criteria or meri t  o f  the CINCLANTFLT's recornrnendatiori. 

Sec nd, whi le w e  recognize the desire of the Navy t o  consult  i ts comrnarld 
1 strf ture during the base closure process, the Navy apparently gave greater weight 

t o  t e "desire" o f  one individual than the rest of i ts empirical data. 
I 

I 
Finally, the  decision to  close N A S  South Weymouth  instead of NAS Brunswick 
resulted in the unusual - -  and unprecedented - -  comparison between and an actrve 
du ty  base and a reserve facil i ty. As  a result, demographic data pertaining to the 

I ability o f  NAS Brunswick t o  perform a reserve' funct ion was no t  given su f f~c ien t  
consideration. Also, under the scenario to  keep NAS Brunswick open, the Navy did 

I n o t  consider alternatives t o  the closure of NAS South Weymouth.  

t In l i  ht of these facts, I urge the Commission to  cont inue to  take every conceivable 
ste 1 t o  keep i ts focus on the merits of all facilities wh ich  could be cand~dates  for 
closure, especially those w i th  a l o w  mil i tary value. Accordingly, I again request the 

1 Commission t o  consider adding other candidates for inclusion on  the closure l ~ s t  
this Wednesday i n  order to keep as many opt ions open as possible for i ts final 

d of deliberations nex t  month.  

A s  Iways, I appreciate your attention to this mat ter .  k A 

With kind regards. 

Gerr I/[ . Studds 
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A U N  J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: &$?A: %q: : 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
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GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG - - -  

May 15, 1995 RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR. .  USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gerry E. Studds 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Studds: 

Thank you for your letters of Uay 8 and May 9 concerning the Secretary of Defense's 
recommedation to close Naval Air Station South Weymouth. I certainly understand your m n g  
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thuty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Def-'s Iist of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Codssion identifled NAS Atlanta at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. NAS Atlanta, like NAS South Weymoutb, is categorized by 
the Navy as a NavaI Reserve Air Station. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the i n f o d o n  used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
recommendations affecting Naval Air Reserve Stations. 

I look forward to working with you through this ditficult and ChaIIenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 
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PROCLAMATION OF SUPPORT 

DATE: May 4, 1995 

TO: BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 

We the undersigned Mayor's and Representative's of the 
surrounding communities of Ft. Leonard Wood, formally announce 
our full support of the United States Army's decision to move the 
Military Police and Chemical Schools to Fort Leonard Wood, and 
ask that the BRAC Commission support the Army's recommendation. 

Ma yo City of Waynesville 

Mayor City of St. Robert 

Mayor City of Richland 

Mayo City of Dixon 

Mayo ty of Crocker 

Mayo ity of Lebanon 
r 

Mayo -city of Houston 

Mayor City of Newburq 

Mayor City of St. James 

Mayor City of Rolla 

Mayor City of Lickinq 

City of 

City of 

City of 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Bill Ransdall 
City of W a y n d e  
201 North Street 
Waynesville, Missouri 65583 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Ransdall: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the infonnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: - -  
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Don Scott 
P.O. Box 1156 
St. Robert, Missouri 65583 

S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Scott: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 infomation 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
S e c r w  of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN 1. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Edwin Goldsmith 
1 1 1 West Main Street 
Houston, Missouri 65483 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Goldsmith: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this diicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10,1995 

The Honorable Mark Rinne 
P.O. Box 64 
Licking, Missouri 65542 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA IRET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

Dear Mayor Rinne: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Norma Mihalevich 
P.O. Box 116 
Crocker, Missouri 65452 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Mihalevich: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Elwyn Wax 
P.O. Box 979 
Rolla, Missouri 65401 

Dear Mayor Wax: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable John N. Philges 
P.O. Box 177 
Dixon, Missouri 65459 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Philges: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1706 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Kenneth Cowen 
400 South Madison 
Box 111 
Lebanon, Missouri 65536 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mayor Cowen: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

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 be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Leonard Wood. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



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

Dear Sen. Dixon: 

I want to thank you and the Members of the 1995 BRAC Commission for your hospitality and 
kindness towards Team Guam at the Kegional Hearing in San Francisco. We were most appreciative of 
your attention to our concerns. 

In that light, I would like to highlight our recommendations for "additions" that were contained 
in the report we prepared and presented to your staff at the San Francisco Hearing. These are facilities 
in Guam that are a part of the areas encompassed by DOD's recommendations for closures, realignments 
or disposal, as well as other lands which the military has deemed as "excess" to their needs. Although 
some of these areas may not strictly be "add-ons" because they are a part of DoD identified areas for 
BRAC's consideration, we would like you to consider adding them for review by the BRAC Commission 
during your upcoming hearing on Wednesday, May 10 to promote clarity in the post-BRAC decision 
phase of closure, realignment, and reuse. If these are issues which the BRAC is already considering in 
light of the DoD recommendations, please be assured of our continued desire to work with you in reaching 
an appropriate resolution. 

The facilities we would like you to add for BRAC consideration are discussed in our report 
beginning on page 124. They include the following: 

* Housing at the former NAS Agah (NAS Redirect) * The land and facilities known as Nirnitz Hill (NAVACTS, Guam) * Housing areas on Nimitz Hill and Apra Heights (NAVACTS/PWC, Guam) * The Fena Lake watershed (NAVACTSfPWC, Guam) * Naval Magazine (NAVACTS, Guam) 
* Tne Piti Power Piat ~JA'v'ACTS/PVJC, Guam) * All lands identified in DOD's Guam Land Use Plan of 1994 (GLUP II). 

Again, thank you very much for your thoughtfihess in San Francisco and for favorable attention 
to our request to add these facilities to your list for further consideration by the Cornrnission. 

n 
Sincerely Yours, 

arkinson Robert A. Underwood 
Governor Speaker Delegate 

G O V E R N O R  C A R L  T . C .  G U T I E R R E Z  
Ttl: 1 6 1 1 1  4 1 2 - 1 9 3 1  f o x :  ( 6 1 1 )  4 1 1 . 4 8 2 6  

C O N G R E S S M A N  R O B E R T  A .  U N D E R W O O D  
101: ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 5 - 1 1 8 8  f o x :  ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 6 - 0 3 4 1  

S P E A K E R  D O N  P A R K I N S O N  
l e l :  ( 6 1 1 )  4 7 2 - 3 1 2 3  F O X :  ( 6 7 1 )  4 7 1 . 1 8 2 6  
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ROBERT A UNDERWOOD 
Gu..n 

NATIONAL S E C U n l n  COMMlnEE 

i l , I I I I L '  ' I l l :  

Hay 8, 1995 
b 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment C O ~ ~ E ~ ~ O ~  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

! 

) 
Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I want to thank you and the Members of t h e  Commission f o r  your 
hospitality and kindness toward Team Guam a t  t h e  Heqional H w r i n g  

) in San ~rancisco on April 28. We a r e  most a p p r e c i a t i v e  of your  
attention to our concerns. 

In that light, I would like to highlight our recommendations 
for "add-onsn that were contained in the report we prepared and 
presented to your s t a f f  at the San Francisco hcdring. Thcse arc 
facilities i n  Guam that were not included in DoDrs recommendations 
for closures, disposal or realignment, but, speaking for Team G u a m ,  
w e  would l i k e  you to consider adding  t h e m  for r e v i e w  by t h e  

;  omission during your upcoming h e a r i n g  on Wedncsday, May 1 0 .  

The facilities we would like to add for BKnC considcration are 
discussed in our report beginning on pago 124. Thcy include t h e  

1 foiiowing:--- 

L 

I Officer Housing at the former NAS Aqana; . All lands identified i n  DoD's Guam Land Use P l d n  of 
1994; 
The land and facilities known as Nimitz Hill; 
Housing areas on Nimitz Hill and Apra i i e igh ts ;  
The Fena Lake watershed; 
Navaly Magazine. - 

Again, thank you very much for y o u r  thought fu lness  i n  San 
Francisco and for favorable a t t e n t i o n  to our r c q u e s t  to add thc.se 
facilities t o  y o u r  list f o r  f u r t h e r  considcr;ltion by the 
commission. 

Si  nccrely, 

ROBEXT A .  UNDrnWOOD 
Member of Congress 



ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
GUAM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COMMITTEE 
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May 8, 1995 ;-';.-.;F.Q fc::;; $:: .IW;~#B~ 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
e5 050$ -a wit- ;. 5 .*,::- agzS&sfs_ -.- 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I want to thank you and the Members of the commission for your 
hospitality and kindness toward Team Guam at the Regional Hearing 
in San Francisco on April 28. We are most appreciative of your 
attention to our concerns. 

In that light, I would like to highlight our recommendations 
for "add-onst1 that were contained in the report we prepared and 
presented to your staff at the San Francisco hearing. These are 
facilities in Guam that were not included in DoD's recommendations 
for closures, disposal or realignment, but, speaking for Team Guam, 
we would like you to consider adding them for review by the 
 omm mission during your upcoming hearing on Wednesday, May 10. 

The facilities we would like to add for BRAC consideration are 
discussed in our report beginning on page 124. They include the 
following: 

officer Housing at the former NAS Agana; 
All lands identified in DoDrs Guam Land Use Plan of 
1994; 
The iand and facilities known as ~imitz  ill; 
Housing areas on Nimitz Hill and Apra Heights; 
The Fena Lake watershed; 
Naval Magazine. 

Again, thank you very much for your thoughtfulness in San 
Francisco and for favorable attention to our request to add these 
facilities to your list for further consideration by the 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

. 
ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
Member of Congress 



Mbnnrable Alan Dixoc C h d  
D e f ~ B a s c C l ~ a n d R r a l i ~ C o ~ a n  
1700 North Moorr St, Suitc 1423 
Arlingtoq VA 21209 

I wm ro thank p.~ and du Pchnbcrs ofthe 1995 BRAG (3xmmsm . . 
for yorp hospitality and 

b d m s  tow& 'ream Guam at ttx! R c @ d  Kearing in San F m c i s ~ .  We wac wst a p p r a c i e  of 
ymr attention to our corrcms. 

. 
la that lib& I wwld like t hi@@ our -1datioas for "sdditiuns" that wuc contained 

i n t h c r ~ p ~ r t % ~ m d p ~ c d t o ) r ~ p M d t h e S d n F a n c i s c ~ M g  Tbescmfscilitics 
in Guam that are a part of the areas e n c ~ m  by DOD's rccmmmMorrs for clcsurcs, tc4ligrmt.m 
or dispusal, as well as atbcr lands wh~ch the military k d e a d  as "cxcesn to tkthcir rxtds. *ugh 
some of these arms may not d d y  be "add-arrs" bccausc they are a p;u~. of DaD idenrified areas for 
BRACs considcratim wc wwld Like p u  to corrsidu adding them for review by thc URAC Cbmmivion 
dwkg your u p c ~ h n g  k i n g  on IWnesday, May 10 to p r o m  clarity in che F-BRAC decision 
p b z  of closure, rcaligmm< and reuse. If these arc isms which the BRAC is alrcady considzing in 
li&t of tbt DaD rmmm&m, please ke assmd of our continucd &sire to wrk with p u  in reaching 
an appopriatc resolmion. 

?hc fxilides w w u l d  lk )su to add for BRAC midcratioli arc disassed in our rcpon 
~~g on page 124. They inctudc tbe following 

Otlicer Hwing 31 thc fonna NPLS A- (NAS R d k a )  
'Ibc land and facilities bn as N ~ n  HiH (NAVACIS, Guam) 
Housing arcas on N i u  Hill and A .  Heights ~ A V ~ ~ W C ,  G t m )  

8 ~r)K: Fcna Lake wdaskl (NAVACIS1PWC Gum) 
Naval Magazitx (IWVACE, Gtmm) 

m 

* 
lhc Piti P o w  Plant (NAVAcTs/pWC Gum) 
AU lands identified in DOD's Guam Land Use Plan of 1994 (GLUP n). 

A p h  W you wry much for jar thoughtfuhss in Son Francib ard for favorable mention 
to w q e s t  to add thcsc facditics to p u r  list for furrha oonsidaatirm by the ColMzission 

Sincaely Yo- 

.,&' RobarAlJldmmd 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p,,, ,,?,. *, 3 , .  

-,L : ..,.-> .." * 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 y2'.,;;7 - .- - - - 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

15,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert A Underwood 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Underwood: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission consider adding certain W t i e s  
on Guam to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases proposed for closure and realignment. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the Public Works Center, Guam, at that 
hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a regional hearing in San Francisco, California on May 25, 
1995 to listen to testimony fiom communities that would be aflFected by potential base closures 
and realignments. Guam has been allotted 25 minutes during this hearing to offer testimony in 
support of the Public Works Center, Guam. 

I Iook forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process.. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe 1 can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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April 18, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to request that you keep McClellan Air Force 
Base open. 

As the high-tech depot in the Department of Defense, McClellan 
Air Force Base is in an excellent position to support America's 
future military forces. 

Pentagon leaders, including General John Shalikashvili, 
acknowledge that future conflicts will be increasingly dependent on 
technological advances. The high-tech "smartw bomb nature of the 
Persian Gulf War gave us a glimpse of these advances. As General 
Shalikashvili pointed out, the Gulf War Itshowed a snapshot of this 
revolution in progress." 

I McClellanfs microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite 
. ,  , L -  c r ~ I ~ I ~ ~ i ~ y i e ~ ,  -L- - iarge and small radar applications, electro-optics 

"night vision" program, and electronic warfare systems expertise 
make our base even more important for our nation's military 
requirements in the future. Therefore, McClellan should not only 
stay open, its missions should be expanded as part of BRAG '95. 

McClellan Air Force Base has the bipartisan support of the 
entire Sacramento community. We urge you to preserve this 
irreplaceable national asset. 
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Congress woman Til l ie K. Fowler 
413 Cannon Building 

Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 225-2501 

(202) 225-9318 fax 

Fax Transmission 

Sent To: 
NAME: C0.L 

C O M P M  

Sent From: 
Rep. Tillie K. Fowler 
Member of Congress 

gisla tive Director 

CI Susan Pel ter 
Press -Secretary 

/J David Gilliland 
Administrative Assistant 

C] Lynn Miller 
Office Manager 

(-J Patty Wise 
Lagisla tive Assis tan t 

Brad Thobwn 0 Stephanie Kupelousos 
@slative Assistant Lqgslative Correspondent 

u Katie Busse 
Staff Assistant [7 

r - -_ 

Message: 
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BENATE A I M E D  SERVICES COMMITTEE 
KIWLRING ON: P Y - 9 s  NAVY POSTOm 

7 HILRCX 1995 
QUESTION FOR T 5  RECORD 

QVESTLOH NUMBER 124 

RELOCATION OF WORKLOAD 

The Navy took positive action to reduce excess av ia t ion  
depot capacity dur ing  the 1993 BRAC process by 
identifying three aviation depots for closure. However, 
the process t he  Navy used to  deteimine w h e r e  workload 
s h o u l d  be relocated failed to take into consideration 
the aviation capability e x l s t i n g  in Air Force depots. 
This process also failed to use competitive procedures 
to identify the most cost-effective public depot for 
relocating workloads from closing facilities, as  c a l l e d  
f o r  in SASC Report 103-113 (report accompanying the FY 
1994 Authorization B i l l } .  

Chaimran ~hurmond: Why h a s  the Navy relocated 
workload from i t s  closing depots to other Navy depots 
without  using competition or other merit-baaed selection 
procedures to  determine w h e s e  the workload could be 
accomplished most cost-effectively? 

Adml.xal Boorda: T h e  Navy made the tough decis ion 
to close three of its s i x  naval aviation depota in BRAC 
1993. The work t h a t  was performed at the closing depots 
was transferred to other Department of Defense (DoD) 
activities or to private industry. Work was retained by 
t h e  Navy (core, or work for which there was no other 
i n t e r e s t e d  source) to ensure t h a t  the three remaining 
depots would e f f i c i e n t l y  operate a t  full capacity to 
meet Title 10 readiness responsibilities, 

The FY 1994 DoD Authorization A c t  amended t h e  
previoug language in specific.regard to the $3.0 million 
threshold provision (Section 2 4 6 9  of Title 10, US Code). 
This amendment required competition for work meeting the 
$3.0 million threshold o n l y  if the vork were being moved 
to a contractor, When the  t r a n s i t i o n s  in question t ~ ~ k  
place, there was no requirement to compete work moving 
among h D  depots. 

The FY-95 DoD Authorization Act further modified 
the  $3.0 million provision (Section 3381 ,  but the 
workload transitions were in process. The provieion nor 
i n c l u d e s  work being moved to either a c o n t r a c t o r  or 
another DoD a c t i v i t y  and requires  the services to u s e  
merit based se l ec t ion  procedure8 among 000 depots or 
C w e t i t i v e  procedures mong "private and public  atctar 
entities". H o w o v c r ,  i n  a memorandum dated Hay 4 ,  1 9 9 4 ,  
the Deputy Secretary of Defense  discontinued 



public/private competitions, thiS opt ion  is no longer 
poss ible .  

In a memorandum dated November 25, 1 9 9 4 ,  the Deputy 
U n d e r  Secretary of D e f e n s e  f o r  Logistics provided h i s  
interpretation of the F Y  1995 Defense Authorization A c t .  
  his memo equated "merit based se lec t ion  procedures" 
w i t h  t h e  approved depot m a i n t e n a n c e  interservicing 
process, s t a t i n g  the "depot l e v e l  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  
compete o n l y  for workloads  that a r e  considered as being 
w i t h i n  t he i r  core capabilities". A l l  workload 
t r a n s i t i o n s  have been done i n  accordance w i t h  DoD 
policy - 



SENATE m D  SERVLCEB COMMITTa;X 
W I N G  OX: Y Y - 9 5  N A W  POSTORE 

7 MARCH 1995 
QUEST1010 FOR TEE RECOFtD 

QURSTION NUMBER 125 

RELOCATION OF WORKLOAD 

During the 1995 BRAC procesa,  t h e  Navy identified f o r  
closure the Naval Air warfare  Center, Naval Aviation 
E n g i n e e r i n g  Support Unit, and Naval A i r  Technical 
Services Faci l i t y :  facilities having considerable 
component repair, manuf a c t v r i n g  and other  depot 
m a i n t e n a n c e  workload. A t t a c h m e n t  H of DoD'8 B a ~ c  
Closure and Realignment Report notes t h a t  t h i s  workload 
will be relocated to N A D E P s  Jack~onvillc and North 
I s l a n d .  

Chairman Thurraand: Did the Navy consider 
relocating any of this workload to other Department of 
D e f e n s e  (DoD) depots?  

hdniral B o o t d r :  The Naval Air Warfare Center  
~ i r c r a f t  Division (NAWCAD), Lakehurst; ~ a v a l  Air 
Engineer ing  Service U n i t  (NAESU); and Naval ALr 
Technical Services F a c i l i t y  (NATSF) do n o t  f a l l  into the 
designated depot category.  

Tne assumption c h a t  t h e  workload associated w i t h  
N A E S U  and NATSF i s  component repair, m n u f a c t u r l n g  and 
other  depot maintenance uorkload 1 s  Incorrect .  NAESU is 
an engineering support u n i t  t h a t  provides t r a i n i n g  and 
t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s tance  to operational forces. NATSF 
develops, contracts, a n d  distributes maintenance 
technical publications used by fleet maintenance 
personnel t o  r e p a i r  Navy weapons s y s t e m s .  Saving3 were 
realized because of t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of  many of  t h a i s  work 
functions w i t h  those performed at t h e  naval aviation 
depots . HAWCAD Lakehurst' s manufacturing and component 
repair  functions are  s i m i l a r  to those performed a t  the 
Naval Aviation 0ep' t, ~acksonville. 

The Navy d id  R ot consider moving any of t h i s  
workload to other DoD depots. Once the  Navy's a n a l y a i ~  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  i t  was n o t  f e a a i b l e  to claje  a depot, 
they were considetad a 3  receiving s i t e s .  IK was a Navy 
policy during BRAC 1995 to prove depot workload from 
technical center a c t i v i t i e 9  i n t o  depot maintenance 
activities to f u r t h e r  reduce excess capac i ty  and 
minimize t h e  number of s i t e s  performing depot 
maintenance. 

The Joint cross Service Group-~epot  Maintenance 
(JCSG-DM) was s p e c i f i c a l l y  charged w i t h  looking a t  depot 
maintenance across service l i n e s .  They specifically 
chose not to look a t  t h e  depot  maintenance performed 



outs ide  of t h e  24 designated dc;ot a c t i v i t i e s  because 
the Navy was the only military department that 
identified such workload, The JCSG-DM and the Secre ta ry  
of Defenae favorably  endorsed t h e  Navy's recommendation 
for these workload transitions. 

Chuirmui Thurmond: Was competition 01: other 
merit-based procedures used to determine where the 
workload could most cost-eff ect i v e l y  be done? - 

Addral Boor+.: The BRAC law specifically 
require3 t h a t  t h e  COBRA algorithms be used far cost 
comparison3 in the  BRAC p r o c e s s .  The COBRA a n a l y s e j  in 
these cases looked at a l t e r n a t e  receiver s i t e s .  I 
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J O I N T  AVIATION DEPOT 

Since the Alr Force spent much more money during the  
1980'8 in modernizing i t s  aviation depots, many people, 
including GAO and t h e  BRAC commission, have recognized 
t h a t  by and larye, t h e  Air Force depote are more modern  
and cost -ef fectlve than the Navy depots. A May 4 ,  1994 

memo from the Deputy Secretary of Deferme to t h e  
Secretariee of the Navy and Air Force stated t h a t  the 
t w o  services should work together to consolidate 
workloads acroee t h e  Services, to reduce excess 
capacity, to use the most proficient DoD depot 
management and joint operations alternatives, to 
include j o i n t  operation of a single base by both 
servicee. The Deputy Secretary noted that he looked 
forward to receiving a j o i n t  plan that  addreeeed theee 
ieeuee. No such plan was ever developed, the aervicea 
independently developed their inputs to the  1995 BRAC 
procese, and few significant cross-servicing 
opportunities were approved through the DoD BRAC 
procees . 

Chairman Thurmand: Why hae the  Navy been 
reluctant to jo in  with C h e  A i r  Force in identifying an 
aviation depot that could be jointly operated? 

Admiral Board.: The Navy has not been reluctant 
to join with the A i r  Force in identifying a j o i n t  
aviation depot. In reeponse to thc Deputy Secretary's 
direction, the  Navy actively participated in an effort 
with the Air Force to develop a process and criteria 
for ealecting j o in t  depots i n  DoD. The Navy 
r e c m e n d e d  that joint depote be selected in each 
6ervice. Concurrent with the joint depot eelection 
effort, the Services and t h e  Joint Crose service Group 
on Depot Maintenance were developing alternatives for 
depot closurce and realignments for the BRAC prmeee. 
Eventual ly ,  the OSD and Service staffe decided not to 
identify joint depots prior to t h e  rigoroue review of 



all depote c i u r i r ~ y  t h e  BRAC process. T h i ~  act ion 
resuited from a desire to avo id  decisions which rnighr 
prejudice the outcome of BRAC recornmendatione for depot 
cloeuree or eubop~imize t h e  process for base closures. 
The  Navy o u p p r t e  elimination of DoD excess capacity 
t h r o u g h  the BRAC procee6. The Navy intends to continue 
pxreui~g j o i n t  initiativee. s u c h  as incereervicing, 
coneistent with economic consideratione and operational 
requirernente. 
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AIR FORCE DEPOT REPAIR OF NAVY A X R C W T  

Chairaba Thurmond: Why i s  the Navy r e l u c t a n t :  to  
have depot repair on  Navy a i r c r a f t  accompli~hed i n  A i r  
Force facilities if t h e  uozk can  be done more coet- 
e f f e c t i v e l y  in one of! the  Air Force faciiitiga? 

Adrelssl Boot&: Tho Navy is n o t  reluctant to 
have depot repair pe x f ~ r m e d  at an Air Farce depot wncn 
it can be dccermined t h a t  true cost e f f a c t i v c n e s a  can be 
achieved. The problems a r i s e  when we attempt t o  
determine true c o s t s .  General  Accounting Office (GAO) 
s t u d i e s  have pointed out that the A i r  Force 18 not 
accurately reflecting its true c o a t  of do ing  busin~ss. 
A GAO report entitled " A i r  Logistics Center Indicator" 
found that  "DoD has d i f f i c u l r y  developing conaiatent and 
rel iable data abou t  the p r o d u c t i v i t y  of the  air 
logistics cen te r '  sj work forces or the productivity 
improvements that the work forces have achieved." 

An exbmple of the ~ i r  Forces' coat i..neffectiveness 
is the recent decision by t h e  Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defenae for Logistics, t h a t  canceled t h e  c o n t r a c t  for 
depot level  maintenance o f  the F/A-10 aircraft with  
Ogden A i r  t ag i s t i c s  Center ,  H i l l  A i z  Force Base, U t a h .  
A merit based cost analysis revealed that the  Navy 
organic dapot could perform t h e  work more co3t 
e f f e c t i v e l y  ($44,000 less per a ircraft)  and w i t h  a l o w e r  
maintanance turn-around-t ime (improvad rtadineee)  . 

The Navy i s  t h e  most aqqrc33ive of the $orvices in 
interservicing depot workload. The  Naval Air Syateme 
C m n d  i s  increasing i n t e r s e r v i c i n g  from 6 percent in 
F Y  1991 to a projected 20 percent in FY 1995 and 26 
percent by F Y  1997, and mads non-core work avai lable  to 
other services and to the private sector. 

In the  meantime, t h e  Navy is llnplementhg i t 8  
Market Drive  Strategy. Our newcat  i n i t i a t i v e  for coat 
javinga not o n l y  continues d ~ m s i z i n g  w h i l e  bolstering 
the coamercial industrial base, i t  also provide8 optimum 
readinesj and support  t o  the  user. This approach ueee 
cornpetitivt pressure from t h e  private sector and the 
warfighter customer to demand r e e l  infrastructure 
savings. The key elemeqt i a  t h a t  the u8er dr ives  
resource a l l o c a t i o n .  This maximizes available funds f o r  
operating forces' readiness, r e t a i n s  e s s e n t i a l  
capability and reduces Inftaatructure. 



No blankct  rules can  be applied, nor should the  
aaaumption be made that one 3ervice i3 more coat 
effect ive t h a n  a n o t h e r .  When it makes  eenee to  
interservice, we interservice.  Examplee are t h e  C-130 
aircraft  at Ogden A l r  Logistics Center and t h e  AH-1 and 
H-60 a ircraf t  at Corpus Christi Army Depot. 
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NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE 

Chairman Thutmand: S i n c e  the D o D  depot system 
still has significant excess capacity and the closing 
coat  for any o f  the A i r  Force depot8 far exceed the  coat 
of closing NADEP Jacksonville, rhy is the Navy opposed 
to cloeing NADEP Jackaonvllle and relocating thla 
workload to either an A i r  Force depot or a depot t h a t  
w o u l d  be designated a joint depot?  

Admir.2 Booxda: The Department of Defense doaa 
have cxcees c a p a c i t y ,  which i s  largely c o n c e n t  rated i n  
Air Force depots. The Navy acknowledged in BRAC 1993 
t h e  requirement to r e d u c e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and o n l y  
perform core work i n  our remaining three aviation 
depota. By following t h i s  s traregy,  t h e  Navy is 
increasing c a p a c i t y  utilization from 
74 percent  i n  FY 1994 t o  98 percent i n  FY 1999. 

In her opening statement to the BRAC commission, 
tha Secretary of the A i r  Force acknowledged that excess  
capaci ty  existed across the five air logistics centers. 
She further s ta ted  that  t h e  coat to close one or t w o  
depots  would be effect ively  prohibitive and c i t ed  an 
$800 million cost to close each depot.  Although the  
upfront costs to close an Air Force depot may be 
initially h i g h ,  t h e  corresponding annual  steady state 
saving6 to the  American taxpayer ate considerably higher 
in the long term. 

The Navy d e $ i n i t a l y  9upport.s retaining t h e  three 
remaining naval a v i a t i o n  depots. Having made the tough 
decisions up front, we are at last sightsized to operate 
effectively and to provide optimum support to our fleet 
operating force . . , t h e  w a r f  i g h t  ers . Regarding the Naval 
Avia t ion  Deport a(Jacksonvl1le. t h e  Navy i~ implementing a 
Regional Maintenance strategy the consol idat ta  ship, 
submarine and a i r c r a f t  intermediate and depot level 
maintenance within predetermined areas, ox regions. AS 
the only Navy industrial activity in the area, 
Jbckaanville is our "anchor' for t h e  southeas tern  
Regional Maintenance Center and, as such ,  i t3 cr i t i ca l  to 
the region' 8 success. 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CONTINUED OPERATION..OP 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE 

~ l t h o u g h  the Navy has stated that future  implementation 
of a regional maintenance center in Jacksonville 
supports the justlficacion for r e t a i n i n g  a depot 
facility at Jacksonville, it does not appear that  t h e  
closure of the depot would preclude the r e t e n t i o n  of 
equipment or a shop that  were needed to aupport a 
regional center- -an approach t h a t  l i k e l y  will be 
followed in Norfolk when NADEP Norfolk i s  c l ~ s e d .  

Chaimum Thurmond: What other reaeona support 
the continued operarion of the Jacksonville NADEP? 

Admiral Boordr: The regional  maintenance concept 
is b e i n g  implemented to reduce duplication of capability 
betveen t h e  submarine, surf ace, and air, intermediate 
and depot communities to achieve  process improvements 
and to f u r t h e r  reduce  the infrastructure. In other 
words, Navy intermediate and depat level maintenance I s  
being conso l idated  to form one level of ashore 
industrial capability comprised of an integrated 
civilian and m i l i t a r y  workforce .  

The Mid-~tlantic Regional Maintenance C e n t e r  (W) 
will be anchored by rhe depot industrial capabilities 
resident ar t h e  Norfolk Naval Shipyard, which i s  also a 
depot maintenance a c t i v i t y .  NADEP Norfolk's cloburc 
will not  deprive tne RMC of depot industrial capability. 
The Southeast RHC requires the capabilities of N W E P  
Jnck3onville, which is the o n l y  Navy depot maintenance 
a c t i v i t y  in the Sourheaster United S t a t e s  that  can 
provide  industrial c a p a b i l i t i e s  for the coastal region.  
Furthermore, the need for an east coast tactical 
a v i a t i o n  depot and the requirement for an anti-submarine 
warfare technology center requires Jacksonville~s 
continued presence. 
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DIFFERENCES IN OVERKAULING/REPAXRIHG 
CARRIER-BASED AND LAND-BASED AIRCRAFT 

The Navy stated that repalring and overhauling carrier- 
based aircraft are d i f f e r e n t  than overhauling and 
repairing land-based aircraf t .  Yet ,  a f t e r  v i m i n g  a 
competiti~n with a Navy aviation depot, an A i r  Force 
depot successfully implemented an overhaul program that 
accomplished F-18 MCAAPs for much less than t h e  Navy 
depot had been charging. 

Chairmall Thurmoad; O t h e r  than identifying and 
removing rhe additional corroaion found on carrier-baed 
aircraft ,  what differences are there i n  overhauling and 
repairing carrier-based and land-baaed aircraft? 

Admiral Boor&: Regarding the opening c o m t n t ? ,  
on Air Force Implementation of an awarded competition, 
the Air Force d i d  n o t  s u c c e s s f u l l y  implement a program 
for  t h e  F/A-18 MCAAP, There were cost overruns and 
delayed a i r c r a f t  de l iver ies  during the program's life at  
Ogden A i r  Logistics Center, which resulted in the 
c;ulcellation by t A e  Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for  Logistics of the  contract  with  Ogden and return of 
t h e  work to the  Navy. An independent Coopers and 
Lybrand s tudy  commis~ioned by t h e  Secretary of Defense 
found t h a t  there were algnificant problem8 wi th  the Air 
Fbrces' origins+ b i d  t h a t  understated t h e  true cost  and 
that the A i r  Force was n o t  performing a t  the Contract 
price.  

As to the differences between overhauling and 
repairing carrier-based versus land-based a ircraf t ,  the 
design, conetruction and missions of naval a ircraf t  are 
substuntially d i f f e r e n t  Prom that of t h e  Air  force*^ 
tact ical  a ircraf t .  Naval aircraft  are b u i l t  to survive 
Ln a harsh m a r i t i m e  environmnt and t o l e r a t e  t h e  
strease3 of carrier operation$. ~ddftionally, the  
nature of t h e  Navy* s mission dernanda the f u l l  
integration of design cngifieering, manufactur5nq. 
production, t e j r  and evaluation and in-servict 
engineering f u n c t i o n s  to properly manage the l i f m  cycle 
eupport of cri t ica l  weapon systems. It takes years to 
develop a rrue understanding of t h e  e f E e C t 8  of carrisr- 
based operations on a ircraf t  and t h e i g  relatad 8yJtame. 
The importance of the  linkage between resp~nsiva orgaaic 
support and the success of the operational u n i t a  cannot 
be overemphasized. Because of difference8 in missions 
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and enviro~aents, t h e  maintenance philosophies of the 
two serv ices  d i f f e r  aa w e l l .  

Naval a i rcraf t  operate in forward deployed 
situations, out o f  reach of wholesale reaupply by 
a i r l i f t .  r be ref are, a robust maintenance capability 
must be deployed with them--and i s ,  in the intermediate 
maintenance reaourccs vithln the caxxier battla group. 
Navy depot maintenqnca a c t i v i t i c ~  a t e  Lntegral alsments 
of the overall Navy maintenance program and are the 
enabling component of  an integrated maintenance 
philosophy t h a t  assures t h e  highest degree of aelf- 
sufficiency for O u r  deployed forcets. They provide f leet  
t r a i n i n g  for deployable personnel, remote support of 
deployed units via field teams, and readineaa 
eustainment through turv-around of replacement 
components and engines  for deployed a ircra f t .  In 
campariaon, the Air Force depends on a pipeline of 
spares  f r o m  operating u n i t s  t o  the  depoka; suppo&sd by 
a large a i r l i f t  capability. 

The significant difference between repair of 
carrier-based and land-based aircraft  centere around 
mi t i cp t inq  the ef fec t s  of corrosion and t h e  structural 
effects on airframes,  both metal and composite, of 
carrier catapulta/arrested landings. However, the 
Navy's depot maintenance approach integrate3 industr ia l  
proceases and maintenance e n g i n e e r i n g  to pranaga t h a  
ef fec t s  of the carrier environment, reduce the amount of 
maintenance required at t h e  depot level, and avoid depot 
p i p e l i n e  t h e  for a ircra f t  through f i e l d  team 
performance of maintenance task8 at t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  
s i t & .  The Navy maintenance approach e l h i n a t e s  
maintenance  repuir ments and performa maintenance cost- 
effectively. f Additionally, eng ine  operatinq parameter3 from low 
to full power are more extensive and frequent due to 
very ahort takeoff and land ing  distances. Tbe w i d e  gag 
in operating environment, as w e l l  as mission patfor- 
mgnce, demands expertise in the unipuc aspect8 of 
carrier a i r c r a f t  m i n t e n a n c e .  The le3son3 learned by 
the s k i l l e d  artisan8 a t  the naval a v i a t i o n  depots cannot .. bs readily exported. It t akas  years to g a i n  such 
knowledge and, if it i s  lost or diminished, then 
readiness will be degraded i n  naval aviation. 
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QrJsSTION NUMBER 131 

INTERSERVICING REPAIR AND OVERHAUL OF L A N D I N G  GEAR 

The A i r  Force has  a state-of-the-art l b n d h g  gear 
f a c i l i t y  a t  Ogden, Utah, which already overhaul8 70 
percent of t h e  l a n d i n g  gear on m i l i t a r y  aircraft. 

C h r i m ~ ~ ~  Tbumaond: Has the Navy considered 
intex3ervlcing the repa ir  and overhaul of its landing 
gear a t  this f a c i l i t y ?  If not, why not? 

Addral  Beo~da:  T h e  Navy and A i r  Force hava 
different  maintenance philosophies because of t h e i r  
unique missions and o p e r a t i n g  env ironments .  The A i r  
Force buys lignt weight landing gear for increased 
speed, while the Navy requires the use of sturdier 
landing gear for  carrier takeoff and l a n d i n g s .  The Navy 
uses an on-condition maintenance concept for overhaul of 
its landing gear.  This means i f  it i s  not broken, w e  
don't fix it. If t h e  Navy deviated from this concept, 
it would be pronlbitively expensive  to purchaj t  the 
additional spares required to support the p i p e l i n e  and 
to pay Par increased transportation costs .  

Landing gear f o r  a ircraf t  that are common among the  
cervices, such as t h e  C-130 and H-60, t h a t  have co- 
located aircraft and landing gcer maintenance, are good 
candidatee for cons6lidation. Landing gear for t h e  P-3 
and F-14 aircraft have been prototyped at Ogden Air 
Logistics Center  (ALC) . Because of a short fa l l  of 
a s s e t s  of thesa rwo landing gears, our pipeline 
situation ha9 n o t  enabled us to workload Ogden ALC. 
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The Honorable Tillie Fowler 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Fowler: 

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the transcript fiom the Senate Armed Services 
Committee hearing on March 7, 1995, containing Admiral Boordays remarks on workload 
capacity at naval aviation depots. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information contained in the transcript will be made a part of our 
library, and it will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
commissioner 
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IREMARKS: urgent For your review Reply ASAP Please Comment 

Mr Cirillo: 
I prepared and am fowardlng the following paper at Mr Orr's request to address the DBCRC 
chart (see atch 1) indicating all depot workloads from the two "tier I l l w  depots could be supported 
within the Maximum Potential Capacity (MPC) of the other three 'tier I and II" depots. I prepared 
it in anticipation of a tasking that never came from your staff to address this chart. My paper 
defines and outlines the most appropriate use of both capacity terms, and clarifies the 
theoretical nature of MPC. I t  also describes differences between Service-certified JCSG-DM 
MPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be meaningfully analyzed when 
combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the capacity implications of closing 
an Air Force depot. 

I hope you and the rest of the DBCRC staff find it useful in your continuing analysis of D O D  
depots. 



Talking Paper 
on 

Applying Capacity and -Maximurn Potential Capacity Information 
in Depot Maintenance Planning 

Purpose: 
- This paper was developed to explain differences between current capacity and Maximum 

Potential Capacity (MPC) information. It defines and outlines the appropriate use of both 
capacity tenns, and clarifies the theoretical nature of MPC. It also describes differences 
between Service-certified JCSG-DM MPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be 
meaningfully analyzed when combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the 
capacity implications of closing .an Air Force depot. 

Background: 

- The DBCRC staff developed a chart (atch I )  indicating that all AF workloads could be 
supported within the MPC of the three AF "tier I and IT' depots (OC, 00 and WR-ALCs) 
while closing the two "tier m" depots (SA and SM-ALCs). 

- The JCSG-DM data base contains certified data reporting Current Capacity and IWC 
information by commodity group for all DOD depot maintenance activities. 

- By consensus within the JCSG-Dhl, Current Capacity data was used for most ICSG-DM 
capacity deliberations because of the theoretical nature of MPC, and the differences in Service 
techniques for establishing MPC data. 

Definitions: 
- Current CawaciDr; 

- An objective measure of the faciIities and equipment (work positions) available to support a 
depot maintenance workload. 

-- Within the DOD the basic measure of capacity is available work position operating hours 
available on a single shift expressed in direct labor hours (DLH) 
--- Measurement methodology prescribed by the DOD Capacity Measurement Handbook 

documenting the formal OSD capacity measurement methodology all Services are 
required to follow. 

-- A subjective estimate of the maximum amount of capacity that could be made available to 
support a commodity considering the depot operation's current workload mix and volume. 
--- Measurement not prescribed by DOD regulation or policy. 

-- Key concept is in the iheoretical nature of "potentfal" capacity. 

--- Actual workstation configurarions and numbers do not exist now within the depots. 

--- "Potential" capacity can not be eliminated during depot closure or downsizing. 

-- "Potential" capacity can not he workloaded unless actual work positions are established. 



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

- Services reported certified MPC data to the JCSG-DM based on different approaches and 
philosophies. 

-- AF depots reported MPC data for each JCSG-DM commodity group based on an industrial 
estimate of the maximum number of hours which could be produced by reconfiguring / 
adding work stations to available facilities. 

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

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

--- Navy stipulated "gross inefficiencies and extraordinary management attention" would be 
required" to operate at the upper end of these maximum capacity levels. 

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

- Capacity data is most meaningful when considering the specific commodity group i t  describes. 

-- Capacity information is usually not viewed as relevant to other commodity groups. 

--- Capacity data is calcuIated based on the facilities and equipment needed to provide depot 
maintenance suppon for a specific commodity group. 

- 

---- Equipment needed to support one commodity group is not usually applicable to 
other commodity groups unless they are very closely related. 

---- Industrial facilities are more flexible and may be used to support a variety of 
commodities requiring the same or "lighter" cIasses of industrial facilities. 

- Capacity information ceases to be meaningful if it is consolidated above the commodity group 
level. 

-- Because most capacity is unique to the commodity group it supports (and not related to other 
commodities) capacity inforrnation can not usualIy be combined meaningfully between 
different commodities. 

- Capacity data for several commodities is sometimes combined to indicate a "total" capacity for 
comparative purposes. 

-- Analysis using any resulting "total' capacity information will only be beneficial when 
considering the mix of commodities from which the total was derived. 

- The A .  Technology Repair Center ITRC) concept implemented in the early 1970s specialized 
the capabilities of each of the ALCs. 

-- Eliminated most duplication in ALC capacity and established a single repair line eve0 
specific item and for most commodities. 

--- Single-siting requires unique equipment and overhaul roccsses for dl items supported 
by any ALC to be moved or duplicated at another AL 6' in the event of a depot closure. 

-- Single-sited depot maintenance and test activity examples at SA-XLC: 
--- C-5 aircraft, structures and software. General Electric jet engines, Aircraft fuel 

components, Aircraft Power Units. Nuclear Weapon Components. 

Dtscussion: 



-- Single-sited maintenance and test activity examples at SM-ALC: 

-- F- 1 11 and A- 10 aircraft, structures and software, Hydraulic components, General Flight 
Instrument components and Central Air Data Computers, Ground Communication and 
Electronics systems, and Ground generators 

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

--- Some existing facilities may be able to be modified to provide adequate support. 

---- Fighter aircraft overhaul facilities are generally available at the other ALCs. 

-- Some unique facility requirements may only be met through new construction. 

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

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

---- SM-ALC's centralized hydraulic overhaul and test facility. 

---- SA-ALC's centralized fuel component overhaul and test facility. 

- Examples: 

-- Unrelated capacity (the most cornmon situation): 

--- Capacity (facilities and equipment) needed to support the depot repair and overhaul of 
aircraft avionics components can not be effectively applied to the overhaul of aircraft 
landing gear. 

--- Capacity to overhaul of aircraft structural components cannot be effectively applied to 
the overhaul of jet engines. 

--- Capacity to overhaul missiles cannot be effectively applied to the overhaul of 
communication electronics components. 

-- Related capacity (the less common situation): 

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

-- Reusing Industrial Facilities: 

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



Conclusions: 
- The DBCRC chart (atch 1) incorrectly infers that capacity required to support workloads at SA 

and SM-ALC is currently available at OC, 00 and WR-ALCs. 

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

--- Includes unique equipment and support facilities. 

--- Such capacity would have to be moved or replicated befor a potential gaining depot 
could support these workloads. 
-- Some facilities may be available at the cited gaining ALCs that could be adapted for 

reuse in support of these workloads. 

-- SA and SM-ALCs can be closed and capacity could be established at OC, 00 and WR- 
ALCs to support the workloads from SA and SM-ALC, but only at a substantial cost and 
increased operational risk. 
--- Estimated to cost approximately $1.2 B using COBRA cost model, 

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

- JCSG-DM MPC data has limited practical application. 

-- MPC information reflects the w t i a l  capacity level that could be expected to be achieved 
within existing depot facilities, not actud capacity existing at that depot at h s  time. 

-- JCSG-DM MPC data cannot reliabIy be compared between Services because of differences 
in Service techniques for developing this data. 

- Capacity data is most meaningful when considering the individual commodity group for which 
it was collected. 

- Specific commodity group capacity information should not be considered relevant to other 
commodity groups. 

- Lndustrial facilities can often be configured to support many commodities. 

POC: LtCol B. Pitcher, AF/LGMM, 5-5257,8 May 95. 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
HEADQUARTERS 

CAMERON STATION 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
. r., ; 2..<45. .%.<a . -* ,- " , 

' . 
1700 North Moore Street, suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It has come to my attention that the commission may be considering adding the Richmond Complex, 
comprised of the Defense General Supply Center (DGSC) and Defense Distribution Depot Richmond 
(DDRV); and the Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin (DDJC) to the BFUC 95 closure list. Before 
this decision is made, I would like to bring to the commission's attention the compelling reasons why these 
activities are considered to be integral pieces in DLA's ability to provide both wartime and peacetime support. 

The Richmond Complex is arguably the best facility in DM.  It has won the Installation Excellence Award 
2 years in a row and 3 of the last 4 years. In a recent third-party review of all DLA depots and inventory 
control points by the Navy Public Works Center, the Richmond Complex was the most highly rated; i.e., it 
represented the least downstream liability in terms of future years maintenance cost. The Inventory Control 
Point, DGSC, is one of the very best in DoD; recently recognmd by Secretary Perry for their innovation and 
continued superior performance. Some of the toughest items in the DLA inventory, complex aviation related 
parts, have been assigned to DGSC. 

The Richmond Distribution Depot (DDRV) is uniquely facilitized and situated. It is the home of the Defense 
Stockpile of Ozone Depleting Chemicals, the only facility in the Federal Government with this responsibility 
and capability. DDRV is also our largest and primary hazardous material storage facility with $23.7 million 
in construction of new hazardous facilities. The SAILS model, a commercial model used for de-g 
optimal distribution configurations, found Richmond to be superior to all locations, with the exception of the 
Susquehanna Depot (DDSP) in Pennsy1vania. This is primariiy due to its close location to our customer and 
vendor bases. In addition, it serves as a vital fleet support backup to our limited facilities in Norfolk. The 
distribution facility in Richmond is a required piece of our customer support strategy. Additionally, DDRV 
has one of the highest representations of minority employees of all the depots in our system. 

As part of Defense Management Review Decision 902, the former Sharpe Army Depot was merged with the 
Tracy Depot in 1990 to form the San Joaquin Depot. This action was taken in 1990 for command and 
control consolidation purposes and not for BRAC 95 evaluation purposes as has been alleged. DDJC has the 
largest physical storage capacity of any depot in our system and its throughput capability to process issues 
and receipts is second only to the Susquehanna Depot. The geographic proximity of Tracy to Sharpe (12 
miles) permits full leveraging of resources--both in equipment and personnel, reduced overhead management, 
maximized storage consolidations, and other economies of scale obtained fiom a consolidated operation. 
This could not be achieved with a depot combination separated by 700 plus miles. 
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DDJC is already facilitized and mechanized to support two simultaneous Major Regional Conflicts as 
required in the Force Structure Plan. DDJC and Susquehanna are the ONLY two depots in our system with 
the capability in both bin and bulk capacity to support this requirement. DDJC has both a Consolidated 
Containerization Point and an Air Line of Communication operation--two essentials required in wartime. To 
replicate the above physical capabilities that exist at the Sharpe site alone would cost the taxpayer in excess 
of $200 million dollars. 

In addition, DDJC is located only 70 miles from major, recognued military aerial and water ports of 
embarkation and is our major depot for shipment of goods to the Pacific theater. This geographic advantage 
lowers response time, a critical element in wartime. Contrary to what you may have heard, it is closer to both 
customers and vendors in the West and has the lowest trw~portstion costs to the west coast end Pacific 
customers. Congress mandated the elimination of intrastate rates through deregulation legislation effective 
January 1995, which will result in fkther reduction of those transportation rates. 

The ability of DLA to support our distribution mission relies heavily on DDJC's capabilities. Losing this 
depot would increase customer response time, increase operational costs, and require major military 
construction funding. DDJC is in the right geographic location and already has the necessary facilities and 
mechanization to enable us to perform our mission. 

The Senior leadership and distribution experts in this Agency spent many hours analyzing and discussing the 
merits of the depots in our distribution network and recommending the right combination of depots to retain 
to enable us to perform our required mission and yet reduce excess capacity. I feel strongly that the 
recommendations made to the Secretary of Defense were the correct ones and urge you to pass these choices 
on in your recommendations to the President. 

EDWARD M. STRAW 
Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director 


