
ANALYSIS OF BRAC 95 CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION FOR 
NSWC, LOUISVILLE 

I. Summary of BRAC 95 Scenario Data Call Process: Directed Changes, Higher Echelon 
Command (HEC) Changes, COBRA Model exclusions, and the "Bidding War" 
between NSWC, Crane and NSY Norfolk for NSWC, Louisville work, which resulted 
in artificially low closure costs for NSWC, Louisville and INSUFFICIENT BRAC 
funds to relocate the existing depot capabilities to the Gaining Activities. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Chronology of Events for Scenarios 01210 13, 012N0134 028, and 092. 
2. Cost Change Profile Summaries for Scenarios 012,0124 028, and 092 showing 

the Higher Echelon Change Reductions and the "bidding war". 
3. SECNAVNOTE 11000, BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT of 8 Dec 93, 

with annotated Substantial Deviations to the process. 
4. Public Law 10 1-5 10 Appendix A, PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO 

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS, with annotated Substrtntial 
Deviations to the process. 

5. BSAT guidance from BSEC, of 1 Dec 94, concerning PRODUCTIVITY LOSS 
CALCULATIONS and CONTRACTING OUT OF WORK 

6. DON Memorandum of 8 Jun 1993 from C.P. Nemfakos to the Honoriable James 
Courter Recommending that NSWC, Louisville Remain Open in BRAC 93. 

II. Analysis/Summary of BRAC 95 Closure Recommendations, Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee Minutes, and BRAC Commission Hearings Transc.ript. The 
closure statements and closure objectives from the "Closure Recommendations" and 
the "Commission Hearings" are contradictary to, and inconsistent with, the BSEC 
meeting minutes and the final results, of closing NSWC, Louisville. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
7. Review Comments on DON BRAC 95 CLOSUREIREALIGNMENT i 

RECOMMENDATIONS dated March 95. 
8. Agenda from Community Briefing of 28 Feb 95 with attached News Release and 

letter from Mike Ward, Member of Congress, to the Honorable John M. Deutch. 
9. Letters from Kentucky and Indiana Senators and Congressmen to the Honorable 

Charles Bowsher (GAO) concerning Alterations to Scenario Data Call Responses 
and Requests for Information. Also a letter to the Honorable John H. Dalton 
requesting a copy of Naval Audit Service Job Order 95-0044 and the NAVSEA 
Inspector General Report. 

10. AnalysislComments on Base Structure Analysis Team MEMORANDA for the 
Base Structure Evaluation Committee (summarizing BSATBSEC 
MEMORANDA of 15 Nov 94 to 13 Jan 95 with page excerpted from 13 Jan 95 

DCN 433



ANALYSIS OF BRAC 95 CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION FOR 
NSWC, LOUISVILLE (con't) 

Deliberations concerning Secretary Dalton's questioning of C.P. .Nemfakos 
on closing NSWC, Louisville). 

1 1. Analysis/Comments on Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance (JCSG- 
DM) BRAC 95 Alternatives. 

12. Point Paper on Plating Capabilities of Watervliet Army Arsenal and on Gun 
Barrels, a Vital Military Requirement 

13. Summary of BSAT COBRA Model Analyses, JCSG-DM Analyses, and 
Exclusions from the COBRA Model Analyses 

14. Annotated Comments on Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Open Meeting Proceedings of 6 March 95 

15. Preliminary Briefing Materials 

111. Suggested Considerations for BRAC 95 Commission: t 

(1) Remove NSWC, Louisville from the Technical Centers Installation C a t e g g  by 
redirecting, the BRAC 91 decision, which, as part of a consolidation under the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, realigned Naval Ordnance Station (NOS) Louisville, KY, as a 
subordinate organization to Naval Weapons Support Center, (NSWC) Crime, IN. 

(2) Remove NSWC, Louisville from the DON BRAC 95 Closure List and REALIGN 
NSWC, Louisville into the Industrial Support Installation Category as a DON/DoD 
Joint Service Depot and realign similar depot workload into NSWC, Louisville from 
closedlopen activities. This will reduce excess capacity, consolidate and c.0-locate 
"SEA SYSTEMS" commodity workload with existing Gun Weapon Systems (1 1.b) 
commodity workload. Since NSWC, Louisville has the highest Functional Value 
score (61.5) of all depots performing 11 .b commodity workload this would satisfj the 
DoD Deputy Secretary's May 4, 1994 MEMORANDUM which sought to establish 
more efficient depots as well as designate a joint depot. 



Best Optimizational Model Runs 
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.i BRAC 95 

\:! Depot Maintenance Joint Cross-Senrice Group Meeting 

Minutes 

The DUSD (Logistics) chaired this seventeenth meeting of the 
Depot Maintenance Joint Cross-Service Group. A list of principal 
attendees and the slides used during the meeting are attached. 

The Chair began the meeting by reporting that the Data 
Analysis Team had completed optimization model runs which 
factored military value and functional value for both minimizing 
sites and minimizing excess capacity. The Chair also discussed 
the potential of revisiting previous BRAC decisions if 
installations such as Letterkenny were proposed as alternatives 
for Service consideration since this installatton was the subject 
of a BRAC recomiendation in a previous round. A General Counsel 
opinion would be requested to clarify this issue. 

The Data Analysis Team then provided a presentation using 
the attached slides. A detailed discussion of the pro:posed 
alternatives ensued with the full group agreeing with the Data 
Analysis Team's proposals. Additional discussion items included 
the extent to which excess capacity was being eliminated by the 
potential alternatives. There was also some discussion 
concerning the impact of these alternatives on wartime surge 
requirements. It'was determined that while there wou3.d be 
"chokepoints," the impact would be mitigated by additional 
shifts. In any case, closures and realignments-were difficult 
decisions important to allowing the Department to afford 
necessary requirements. 

The discussion then centered on the next steps to be taken. 
'The Chair requested each Service come back with a 'quick-lookN 
analysis of each alternative with a more detailed ana:lysis, 
including COBRA runs, to follow. 

The meeting then concluded. n 
Approved* ~ L T ~  James R. Klugh 



BRAC 95 

-pot Maintmnaace Joint Cross-Bernice Group Mooting 

November 21, 1994 

Key Attendees 

Mr. Klugh, Chairman, DUSD Logistics 
Mr. Orsini, Army 
VADM Earner, Navy 
RADM Oliver, Navy 
RADM Taylor, Navy 
LtGEN Brabham, USMC 
Mr. Orr, Air Force 
BG Burch, DLA 
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COST CHANGE PROFILES, WITH KNOWN HEC's 

The profiles show certified closure costs of $484.563M for scenario 028 and 
$52 1.862M for scenario 012/013. Through Directed Changes, HECs, and the "Bidding 
War" these costs were eventually reduced to $249.904M and $232.920M, respectively. 
These costs do not include the cost of relocating personnel and tonnage. These costs are 
still considerably higher than the $178.4111 shown in the BRAC 95 Closure 
Recommendations for the "combined" Scenario 0282, NSWC, Louisville/N.AWC, 
Indianapolis closure cost, and, the ROI is much higher than the 4 years shorn in the 
Recommendations. 



DEPARTMENT OF NAVY BRAC 95 CLOSUREIREALIGNMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

(BRIEFING BOOK GIVEN TO COMMANDING OFFICERS) 
DATED MARCH 95 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

From the analysis of the Department of the Navy, Analyses & Recommendations (Volume IV), it 
is stated that the basis for NSWC, Louisville being recommended for closure was strictly Cobra 
costs and the Navy's intent to move industrial workload out of the Technical Centers (reported 
that almost 50% of NSWC, Louisville's workload is Depot Maintenance). 

1. In Tab B, BRIEF, of the Recommendations, NSWC, Louisville Closure numbers are 
combined with NAWC, Indianapolis Closure numbers. NSWC, Louisville and NAWC, 
Indianapolis are in different Warfare Centers, different Hardware Systems Commands, 
different Economic Impact Regions, and their closures would result in different economic 
impacts in their respective communities. The combining of these two Activities in the 
Recommendations report makes it impossible to determine the actual closure numbers for 
NSWC, Louisville. This is in VIOLATION of the intent of SECNAVNOTES 1 1000, Public 
Law 10 1-5 10 and the BRAC-95 process wherein each Activity recommendetl for closure or 
realignment must be considered on a "site specific" basis, and, "all Activities must be treated 

w e~ually. " 

2. Due to the combining of NSWC, Louisville and NAWC, Indianapolis in Tab B, Brief, and 
Attachment X of the Recommendations, the COBRA data (Cost / Save / ROI Yr. / SS 
Savings / 20 Yr. Savings) for NSWC, Louisville is inaccurate and does not reflect "certified 
data" from NSWC, Louisville. This is in VIOLATION of SECNAVNOTE 1 1000, Public - 
Law 10 1-5 10 and the BRAC-95 process wherein each Activity recommendetl for closure or 
realignment must be considered on the "Use of Only Certified Data" for each Activity. 
Combined Activity data was neither requested by the BSAT nor submitted by NSWC, 
Louisville. In addition, NSWC, Louisville closure numbers are not consister~t with "certified 
data" submitted. 

1 

The DON Analyses & Recommendations, Volume IV, shows an excess capacity of 27 
percent (page X-5) in the Technical Centers / Laboratories Installation Category. A 
Military Value Analysis was then conducted (page X-5) and subsequently a 
Configuration Analysis (pages X-6 to X-9). Since excess capacity existed in the 
Technical Centers / Laboratories category, and having the Military Value index of each 
Activity, the Configuration Analysis model developed the "BEST" solution. It should be 
noted that "Total Capacity" included only "technical workyears performed by a technical 
person.". The "BEST" solution is shown in column (1) of Attachment (1). I?' DOES NOT 
INCLUDE NSWC, LOUISVILLE. 



Variations of the Configuration Analysis model were run and the "2nd BEST" and "3rd 
BEST" solutions are shown in columns (2) and (3) of Attachment (I), respectively. NSWC, 
LOUISVILLE WAS STILL NOT RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE. 

Sensitivity Analyses were also conducted (page X-8). Increasing the functional requirements 
by 10% resulted in the recommended closures shown in column (4) of Attachment (1). 
Decreasing the functional requirements by 10% resulted in the recommended Closures shown 
in Column (5). Decreasing the hnctional requirements by 20% resulted in the recommended 
Closures shown in column (6). NOTE THAT NSWC, LOUISVILLE IS NOT 
INCLUDED IN ANY OF THESE LISTS. 

The BSEC focused on the Configuration Analysis model "BEST" solution, sites that reported 
low techcal  workyears, and sites that were major ~etachments of the Technical Centers 
(page X-9). COBRA scenario data calls were sent to the Activities listed in Column (1) of 
Attachment (I), and others, BUT NSWC, LOUISVILLE WAS NOT INCLUDED IN THE 
LIST, NOR IS NSWC, LOUISVILLE A DETACHMENT OF NSWC, CRANE. 

Pages X-8 and X-9 address the Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) data calls on Depot 
Maintenance. The movement of NUWC, Keyport, NSWC, Crane and NSWC, Louisville 
depot workload to other Naval Activities, was evaluated. Since these three Technical 
Centers had reported "significant depot maintenance workload" in the "SEA SYSTEMS" 
category , they were included in DON scenarios examining Naval Shipyards. 

"SINCE ALMOST HALF OF NSWC, LOUISVILLE'S WORKLOAD IS DElPOT 
MAINTENANCE, AND IN LIGHT OF THE CONFIGURATION MODEL RESULTS 
WHICH SUGGESTED CLOSURE OF NSWC, CRANE, THE BSEC CONFIRMED THAT 
CLOSURE OF NSWC, LOUISVILLE WAS PROPERLY INCLUDED IN ?'HE COBRA 
SCENARIO DATA CALLS." (page X-10). 

NSWC, Crane and NUWC, Keyport were not closed due to "uniqueness" andlor "high one- 
time closure costs." NSWC, Louisville is also a "unique" Activity with "high one-time 
closure costs" but these points were arbitrarily dismissed. Much of the depot workload is 
also not going to the Shipyards since the C W S  depot overhaul workload is going to NSWC, 
Crane. The remainder of NSWC, Louisville workload is "unique" and will be a "high one- 
time cost" to relocate it at NSY Norfolk. The final closure list is shown in column (7) of 
Attachment ( 1 ). 

Page 27 of the Analyses and Recommendations states: "Close the Naval Sufiice Warfare 
Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky. Relocate appropriate functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support to other naval activities, primarily the Navail Shipyard, 
Norfolk, Virginia; the Naval Surface Warfare Center Port Hueneme, California; and the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana. 



9. NSWC, Louisville should be removed fiom the Base Closure List because: 

a. The Cobra cost I ROI data is artificially low as a result of the data being manipulated by 
Higher Echelon Commands. 

b. Navy's intent to move industrial workload out of the Technical Centers has not been 
achieved since NSWC, Crane is the recipient of most of the industrial workload at 
NSWC, Louisville. 

c. Though NSWC, Louisville may have been appropriately considered under the JCSG 
Depot Maintenance alternatives, the Navy erred in not recognizing that the work 
performed at NSWC, Louisville was "unique" and was NOT A DUPLIC14TION of 
shipboard systems depot workload, but a unique subset of "SHIP I SEA SYSTEMS" 
(i.e., Naval Gun Weapon Systems) workload. It would be more appropriate to move the 
other Activitie's smaller amounts of depot workload into NSWC, Louisville and co-locate 
it with the NSWC, Louisville workload, which was one of the objectives of the Joint 
Cross-Service Group. 

d. The "main" reason NSWC, Crane was not recommended for Closure was that their costs 
were too high. The principle reason NSWC, Louisville was recommended was that 
inaccurate data was used to artificially reduce their costs. This was facilitated by the 
"bidding war" between NSWC, Crane (Technical Center) and NSY Norfolk (Shipyard). 
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SECNAVNOTE 11000; SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATIONS TO 
THE PROCESS 

Pane 3- The "combining" of the NSWC, Louisville/NAWC, Indianapolis COBRA 
model analysis (0282) does not "ensure a fair and complete evaluation of all Navy and 
Marine Corps installations. " 

Pane 6- Industrial excess capacity was identified in the Technical Centers. Moving the 
depot workload from two Technical Centers (NSWC, Louisville and NAWC, 
Indianapolis) to a third Technical Center (NSWC, Crane) does not resolve the excess 
capacity issue. 

Encl(2). Pane 1. Para 3 .a.- The only "certifications" executed by NSWC, Louisville 
BRAC team members were for the initial submissions. Once the "Directed" reductions, 
"unjustified Higher Echelon Changes", and the "Bidding War" developed, only the 
Commanding Officer certified follow-on submittals. 

Encl(2). Page 1. Para 3.b.- Higher Echelon Changes were "not _iustifiedM, there were no 
annotations placed on the change pages to differentiate them from NSWC, Louisville 
pages, and NSWC, Louisville was only advised of the "changes" after the fact. For 
example, TRSIIndustrial Process Documentation costs were reduced from $8:2M to 
$ISM by NSWC, Crane, Higher Echelon Change, with no written justification. Later, 
the BSEC "excluded" the $18M from the COBRA model analysis. On 27 Jan 95 NSWC, 
Crane and the NSWC prepared justification documentation for the Higher Echelon 
Changes, after the Naval Audit Service "assist investigation" had begun. 



cmc: f rp:  Sep 95 

SECNAV NOTICE 11W 

From: Secrerriry of the Navy 

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEhT 

Re? (a) SECNXV Memorandum of 08 December 93; Subj: COMPLLAVCE WITH 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AW REALIGMErUT ACT OF 1.990 

Encl: (1) Plan of Action and Milestones for BRAC-95 
(2) D e p m e n t  of the Navy Policy and Procedures for CeSicarion of BRAC-95 

Information 

1. P w o s e .  To establish procedures for the Department of the Navy to suppon Department 
of Deiznse implementation of the Defense Base Closure and Redi,onmenr Act of 1990. 

2. Cancellation. SECNAWOTE 11000 of 22 April 1992 (Cmc frp: Feb 93) 
* 

3. Backnround. The Defense Base Closure and Reali,onment Acr of 1990 (P.L. 101-5 10, JS 

I 
amended by P.L. 102-190 dated 5 December 1991 and P.L. 1 0 2 4 4  dated 23 October 1992) (the 

? 
Act) established a fair process that will result in the timely closure and realignment of milimy 

3 installations. Under rhis procedure. on 12 April 1991 and 12 March 1993, the Secreraq of 
I Defense transmitted to the Congressional oversight comminees and the Defense Base Closure and 

i 
Realignment Commission (the Commission) a list of military installations recommended for 

t closure or reaiignment In accordance with the Acf the same procedure will tx: employed during 
1995 for closure or realignment of additional milimy installations. The mechanisms set forth 

- in this nnrice are intended to ensure that the Secretary of the Navy can make sound and timely 
recommendations to the Secretaq of Defense in compliance with the Act. ?'his notice reflects 
and builds on the experience gained within the Depamnent on the Navy during the 1993 base 
c l o s w  and realignment process. particuIarly in view of the validation of that process by both the 

: Genenl Accounting Office and the Commission after extensive review. 

4. Discussion. The overall process of the Navy 1995 base realignment and closure (BR4C-95) 
will be under the oversight and guidance of the Under Secretary of the Navy. The Under 
Secretary will rely upon a Base Structure Evaluation Commirree for the analyses and 
deliberations required to satisfy the mandates of the Act Supponed by the Chair and Vice Chair 
of the Base Smcture Evaluation Comminee, and once he is satisfied that the recommendations 
for closure and realignment compon with s u ~ t e .  regulation and policy, the Urider Secretary will 
present such recommendations to a commiaee of the Executive Steering Group, the Vice Chief 
of Naval Operations and the Ass ismt  Commvldmt of the Marine Corps. which shall be advised 
by the General Counsel. 



SECNAWOTE 1 1000 
08 December 1993 

a. In general. To ensure a credible and comprehensive review of Department of the Navy 
installations and facilities, one that is conducted scrupulously in accordance with the Base 
Closure and Redisnment Act. Department of Defense and Depament of the Navy policy, there 
are hereby established: 

(1) A D e p m e n t  of the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Commirtee (BSEC); and 

(2) A Base Structure .4nalysis Team @SAT). 

In addition. the positions of an Executive Director of the BSAT; to the extent: necessary, up to 
two Associate Directors of the BSAT; and a Recorder for the BSEC are created. 

b. Oroanization. Under the authority of the Under Secretary, the base closure effort will 
be comprised of several base closure-unique entities and other standing D e p m e n t  of the Navy 
organizations. 

(1) The BSEC will have 8 members: 

(a) The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment), ASN(I&E), 
who will be Chair, 

(b) The Executive Direcror of the BSAT, who wil l  be the 'Vice Chair. This 
I Executive Director will be a senior D e p m e n t  of the Navy c a r  civilian selected by the Under 

S z c r e q ;  

? (c) Two Navy Flag officers and two Marine Corps General officers who will be 
recommended by the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 

! respectiveiy, to the Under Secreruy, or in his absence the Secretary of the Navy, for his 
approval; 

I 

I 

(d) Two individuals of Flag, General officers or Senior Executive Semice rank. one - 
of whom will be recommended by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development 
a d  Acquisition) (ASN(RD&A)) and one of whom will be recommended by the ASN(I&E) to - the Under Secrecuy, or in his absence the Secretary of the Navy, for his approval; 

(e) In addition to these members of the BSEC, a Navy or Marine Corps Judge 
Advocate will serve as the permanent Recorder for the sessions of the Base Suvcture Evaluation 

t Commirree and will participate fully in the activities of the Base S trucrure Analysis Tesm. 
1 

The Navy and Marine Corps RadGeneral officers should have experience in logistics, planning. 
requirements. and/or operations. 

I (2) The BSAT will consist of: 
I (a) The Executive Director of the BSAT. who will serve as Vice Chair of the BSEC; 

(b) Up to w o  Associate Directors of the BSAT, who will be recommended for 
appointment to the Under S e c r e t ~ y  by the Esecutive Director, if he deternines a need for such 
named individuals; and, 

(c) Other individuals assigned to support BRAC-95 effons. 



SECNAVNOTE 1 1000 
08 December 1993 

The Vice Chief of Naval Operations, the Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps and the 
President of the Center for Naval Analyses will propose individuals for the BSAT to the 
Executive Director of the BSAT. The Executive Director will recommend the team composition 
to the Under Secretary, or in his absence the Semtary of the Navy, for his approval. 

(3) The Office of General Counsel and the Naval Audit Service will also provide support 
to the Base Closure process as delineated below. 

The Base Swctute Evaluation Commirree and the B z  Smcnue Analysis Team will perform 
their functions in accordance with the Plan of Action and Milestones set out i n  enclosure (1). 

c. Res~onsibilities. Under the guidance and direction of the Under Secrerriry of the Navy, 
the following D e p m e n t  of the Navy entities will execute the responsibilities delineated below. 

(1) Base Strucrure Evaluation Commirtee. The BSEC is responsible for; 

(a) Conducting analyses and developing recommendations for closure and reali,ment 
- of Depanment of the Navy military installatiom for approval by the Secretvy of the Navy: 

I 3 NX 
(b Ensuring that a fair and complete evaluation of all Navy and Marine Corps *fl 

installati&conduc~d in accordance with the - AcC - ""A& 
@z9- 

(c) Ensuring that the process utilized. the conduct of the deliberarions, and the 
p rep~a t ion  of the report conraining rrcommendarions are timely, thorough. and in compliance Ls 
with the ACL guidance kom the Secretary of Defense, and this notice: and that the procedures d,4dL; 
used can be appropria~ly reviewed and analyzed by the Compmller General as provided by the 
Acc 

- (d) Ensuring that operational factors of concern to the operational Commanders in 
Chief are considered; 

(e) Providing base closure and realignment recommendations to the Under Secretary 

I of the Xavy for review not later than 30 December 1994; 

(0 Suppning the prrsenation of the b s e  closure and redignment recommendations 
by the Under Secretary; 

(g) Roviding direcdon. guidance. and oversight m the Base Suucnue Analysis Team: 

(h) Protecting the integrity of the process by ensuring that all data. considerations. 
and evaluations are treated as sensitive and internal to the process. 

(i) Desipnatidp D e p m e n w l  ~presen tv ion  to Interservice Base Closure Groups. 



SECNAWOTE 1 1000 
08 December 1993 

The Chair of the BSEC may call into being special panels of the BSEC to consider unique issues 
dealing with. for example. interservice considerations. 

(2) Base Smcrure Analvsis Team. The BSAT, under the direction. guidance. and 
oversight of the Base Suucrure Evaluation Commime, will include analysu and supponing staff 
from throughout the Depanment of the Navy and horn the Center for Naval Analyses. The 
individuals assigned to the Base Structure Analysis Team shall represent a broad spectrum of 
expenise and capability. with emphasis on wnior officers with operational experience, and shall 
include public affairs and legislative affairs capability. One Kavy or Marine Corps Judge 
Advocate w d  be assigned to the Base Suucture Analysis Team to serve as the permanent 
Recorder for the sessions of the Base Structure Evaluation C o m m i w .  The Base S m c u r e  
Analysis T e r n  members will  be d a w n  from throughout the Depament of the Navy, and will 
be assigned to the Base Srmcture Analysis T e r n  for the duradon of BRAC-95, which. for 
planning purposes, will conclude on 30 September 1995. 

The Base Structure Analysis Team is responsible for: 

(a) Respondins to the guidance and direction of the Base Structure Evaluation 
- Committee in collecting data and performing analysis as necessary: 

(b) Developing analytical methodologies and techniques for consideration by the Base 
S m c n u e  Evaluation C o m m i w ;  ; 

(c) Working wirh external organitauons. to include the Lcrecary of Defense base 
closure staff. the Commission staff, the General Accounting Office. and Congevional staff, on 
day- to-day issues; and 

(d) Conuollinp the development of the data bare and associated documentation. 

(e) Prorecting the integrity of the proctss by emuring that all data. considerations. - and evaluations are treated as sensitive and internal to the pr-wss. 

Throughout h e  process. the BS AT will provide staff support as requested by the Under Secretary 
and other senior Depanment of the Navy officials in the Base C l o s w  process. 

(3) Office of Gene711 Counsel. D e o m e n t  of the Naw. The Ganenl Counsel or his 
designee is responsible for ensuring that senior-level legal advice and counsel on dl aspects of 
the c l o s u ~  and realignment process is present and available m the Base Smicrure Evaluation 
Committee and rhe Base Structure Analysis Tern .  The General Counsel or his designee shall 
be present for B y e  Smcrure Evaluation Cornminee deliberations. AU procedures for 
implemenrin~ this directive shall be submitted to the Genenl Counsel of the Depanment of the 
Navy for review and approval. 



SECNAWOTE 11000 
08 December 1993 

(4) Pu'aval Audit Service. The Naval Audit Service will discharge two independent 
responsibilities during BRAC-95. FUSL a Senior Executive Service auditor from the Naval Audit 
Service wiLl be assigned full-time to and be in residence with the Base Structure Analysis Team. 
This individual will review the activities of the Base Srrucnlre Evaluation Committee and the 
Base Suucture Analysis Team to determine whether they comply with the approved internal 
conuol plan; will periodically advise the Chair, Base Strucnue Evaluation Cornminee or the 
Executive Director. Base Structure Analysis Team on the results of that ongoing review; and will 
serve as the Base Smcnue Evaluation Cornminee's principal point of contact with the Naval 
Audit Service and the General Accounting Office. To carry out this responsibility. this auditor 
will attend Base Strucwe Evaluation Cornmitree deliberations. Second, the Naval Audit Service 
also will have a field audit responsibility that incIudes verification of the accuracy of standard 
data bases and audit of both thc manner and the quality of responses from lXparunent of the 
Navy personnel to the Base Structure Evaluation Committee requests for data, with particular 
emphasis on compliance with the cenifrcation policy and procedures set out in enclosure (2). 

d. Conduct of the Process. Rgorous standards for dau compilation aad analysis are 
essential for full compliance with the Act 

(1) The Base Smcrure Data Base. The Base S t n u m  Data Base will conpin all relevant 
data and information penaining to all Department of the Navy milimy installations subject to the 
Act It will include the infoxmation required by the Base Strucm E v a u o n  Committee to 
evaluate insmilations on the basis of the fmal selection criuria and the force s r n ~ c m  plan. O d y  

-ation and data certified in accordance with enclosure (2) will be maintained in the Base 
Strucrure Data Base. In panicuiu. for all Department of the Navy installations required to be 
considered under the Act tbe Base Structure Data Base will contain a description of the 
Depanment of rhe Kavy's existing domestic shore infryaucture by base caegories and 
subcstegories and all of the data and information rtquired to enable the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee to conduct analyses. to evalu3tp: imabt ions within each category/subcategory, and 
to develop recommendations for base closure and rcali-pment 

The Base S u u c m  Dau Base shall be fully documented and endorsed by the Bgse Structure 
Evaluation Cornminee as the sole and authoritative Deparunent of the Navy data base for making 
base closure and realignment recommendations. No changes to the Base Smcnve Data Base. 
other than necessary technical corrections and. at the request of the Base S u u a m  Evaluation 
Commitlee. additional data necessvy to evaluare options identified by the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committrt. will be allowed once the Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
commences deliberations, in order to assure that the final se!Iettion criteria for base closures and 
realignments are applied in a consistent and equitable manner. The Base Suuculre Dam Base 
shall not include recommendations or conclusions pertaining to the closure lor realignment of 
specific bases. 

(2) Evaluation bv the Base Smcrure Evaluation Committee. The Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee will use the Base Strucrure Data Base as the baseline for its evaluation 
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of Deparunent of the X a w  military installations, as a result of which recommendations for 
closure and realignment will be developed. The Base Structure Evaluation Committee will apply 
the final selection criteria for selecting bases for closure or realignment provided by the Secretary 
of Defense in accordance with Section 2903 of the Act considering dl Depamnent of the Navy 
military installations subject to the Act on an equal footing. The Base Smcture Evaluation 
Committee's recommendations shall be based on the fmal Force Serucrure 
Secretary of Defense as also required by that Section. 

Specifically. the Base Swcture Evaluation Commirtee will: 

(a) Endorse the Base Structure Data Base; ?' 

(b)bbare category/subcatepory, identify projected f u r m  
be eliminated and produce savings, and determine which, if any, are to 

%dy for closure or realignment at any ste? o i  the procedures as a result of capacity 
' impact on critical mission, reronstituuon, Reet opntions,  suppon or readiness: - - w /  

(c) Within each base category/sukste;ory which the Base Suucture Evaluation & 
Committee determines has sufficient excess capaciry to merit further review, evaluate all 
installations and activities subject to the Act under the military value criteria: 

(d) Develop feasible opuons for closures and realignments. a cos*&.nefit analysis for 
each option. and an impact analysis for each option; 

(e) ,4s it performs the tasks noted in (b), (c), and (d) above, solicit comments from 
the major owners/operators of Navy and hfuine Coqs  installations on impacts on Reet 
operations. support and readiness; 

(f) As it p e r f o m  the tasks noted in (b). (c). (d). and (e) above, on a recurring basis. 
at l e s t  monthly, discuss pro-cress with rhe Secretary, the Under Secretmy. the Assistant - 
Szcreuries of the Navy and the General Counsel. with a panicular view to ensuxins conformance 
with Departmental policy; 

(p) Develop recommendations for c l o s w  and realignment of specific installations 
and activities; and 

(h) Provide that suppon necessary so that the Under S e c r e f q  of the Navy. in 
conjunction with the Chair and Vice Chair of the BSEC. c m  present recommendations for review 
and approval. In the process of presenrinp these recommendations. the views of the major 
owners/openton wiLl be articularcd. The report of recommendations shall include a detailed 
s u m m q  of the selection process that resulted in the recommenhtion for each affected 
installation and a justification for each recommendation. 

The Under Secrervy of the Navy WLLI be responsible for pioviding the necessary funding for the 
BRAC-95 process. 
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5. Relationshiu to Other Deuamnent of the Naw Initiatives and Studies. The procedures set 
fonh in this notict constitute the only valid process to develop specific recommendations for 
closure and realignment of Department of the Navy ixmahtions subject to the Act Planning 
efforts outside the established base closun process must adhere to the guidance set fonh in 
reference (a) and may be submitred to the Base Srrucauc Evaluation Comrn.iaee. The Base 
Structure Evaluation Cornminee then win determine whether such efforts are relevant for use in 
the development of analytical merhodologies. data coLlecuon, or the Base Smcrure Data Base. 
These efforts may not be incorporated into the Base Structm Dara Base, as they represent 
uncenified data 

6. Other Force Level Pianning. AlI actions which meet t&e Act's definition of a closure or 
realignment m w  be a p p v e d  under the AcL However, this does not obviate or alter rhe need 
to also comply with existing Department of the Navy requirements or procedures relacinp to the 
establishment or disestablishment of s h m  a c u W s .  Any proposed changes to which the Act 
would not be applicable. including certain f o r r  level or force level related planning decisions 
(e.g., decommissionin~dbraw-downs for Navy and Marine Corps operating forces) shall be 

7. Reoom. The reponin_n requirement contained in this notice is exempt from reports control 
by SECNAWST 52142B. 

8. Cancellation Continoencv. This notice is cancelled upon completion of BWC-95, which, for 
record purposes, will be 30 September 1995. 

Pi2 John H. PI Dalton 8& 
C/ SZCrtrary of the Navy 

Distribution: 
(See next page) 
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Distribution: 
SNDL A1 (Immediate Office of the Secretary, UNSECNAV. ASSTSECNAVs M. I&E, 

M & U .  RD&A ody)  
A2 ( O K .  OJAG. only) 
A3 (CHO) WOO, N09, N4, N3/5, N8, only) 
A6 (CMC) (ACMC, DC/S(P&R), WSCI&L), WS(PP&O), only) 

Copy to: 
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A3 
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Wl 
FH 1 
23C3 
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FJB 1 
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FD 1 
FE 1 
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(Fleet Commanders in Chief) 
(S ysrems Commanders) 
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(COMNAVRESFOR) 
(ChZT) 
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(COMNAVOCEANO) 
(COMNAVSECGRW 
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PLAY OF AC'TIOPi .OD MILESTOhTS 
FOR BRAC-95 

[AU dates are "not later than" dates.] 

13 Nov 93 Stan initiai assignment of individuals to Base Suucrure Evaluation Committee 
and Base Strucrure Analysis Team. 

15 Nov 93 Start the turnover process from the BRAC-93 Base Structure Evaluation 
Cornmiwe/Base Structure Analysis T e r n  to the BR4C-95 Base Strucrure 
Evaluation Cornmitte~dBase Suucrure Analysis Teun. 

29 Nov 93 Complete a list of S a w  and Marine Corps installations and activities to be 
considered in BRAC-95. Lssue a "gene..al information" dau caU to aLl such 
installations and activities. 

10 Jan 94 Responses to "general information" Data Call are due. 

17 Jan 94 BSEC identify to the Under Secretary of the Navy those major issues of DON 
policy requiring addresvl and delinendon. and those joint issues that need to 
be addressed and proposed mechanisms for their addressal. 

15 Mar 94 Ownerdoperators and base commanders to Washington. DC to meet with the 
Under Secretary, Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Assistant Commandant of 
the Marine Corps and Base Smcture Evaluation Comminee,Qase Strucrure 
Analysis T e a  to be briefzd on base dosure process. Szcretary of Defense 
policy, Deparunent of the Xavy perspective and approach, to maximize 
understanding by those a f f e c ~ d  by the process. 

22 Siar 94 ASN(I&E) presents to the BSEC policy imperatives relating to Xavy and 
Marine Corps installations and the Deparunent of the Navy Environmental 
R o ~ m .  ASN(FM) will panicipare to ensure that appropriate financial 

- policies are addressed. 

23 Mar 94 ASN(M&EW) presents to the BSEC militxy and civilian manpower and 
reserve policy imperatives. ASN(F&I) will pdc ipa te  to ensure that 
appropriate financial policies are addressed. 

24 Mar 94 ASN(RD&A) presents to the BSEC policy imperatives in reseuch. 
development and acquisition. ASN(FM) will panicipare to ensure that 
approprian financial policies are addressed. 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 
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3 1 Mar 94 Complete base visits to "above threshold" BRAC-95 installations. Develop 
a detailed plan of action and milestones and standard operating procedures for 
BRAC-95. Identify individual installation and major o w n e d  operators points 
of contact. Develop analytical techniques. Draft the Data Calls required to 
elicit information for analysis and evaluation. 

1 Apr 94 Provide draft Daca Calls. reflecting policy imperatives aniculated by the 
ASXs. to major owners/operators points of conucr for review and to 
maximize understanding. 

10 May 94 

11 May 94 

- 
16 May 94 

14 June 94 

1 Aug 94 

1 Sep 94 

Points of conuct provide Base Strucmre Analysis Team with wrirren 
comments. concerns, and problems based on this review. 

Ownerdoperators, interested base commanders and points of contact to 
Washington. DC to meet with Base S m c m  Evaluation CommirtedBax 
Suucrure Analysis T e r n  to discuss concerxdproblems. 

BSEC briefs ASN(I&E) and ASN(F&I) on the BRAC-95 analytic approach 
and how it addressed the policy imperatives presented in March 1994, as well 
as the implications of the evaluation process in satisfying ttlose imperatives. 

BSEC briefs ASX&f&R4) and ASN(FA4) on the BTUC-95 analytic 
approach and how it addressed the policy imperatives presented in March 
1994, as well as the implications of the evaluation process in satisfying those 
imperatives. 

BSEC briefs ASN(RD&A) and ASN(FM) on the BEUC-95 anal)%c approach 
and how it addressed the policy imperatives presented in March 1994, as well 
as the implications of the evaluation process in satisfying d~ose imperatives. 

Issue fmal Data Calls with clar5cstion as necessary. 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Engineering Field Divisions. and 
installation Facilities represenutives to Washin_eton. DC to meet with Base 
Suucture Evaluation CommimJ,'Bue S m c m  Analysis T e a  to be advised 
on issues rekting to the base closure process. Secreury of Defense policy, 
D e p m e n t  of the Xavy perspctive and approach. to ensure there is a clear 
understanding of their role in the process. 

D a n  CaUs r e s p o w s  y e  due. 

Base Strucrure Xndysis Suucrure Evalu;ltion Commiuee 
malysislevaluation and deLik:3tions commence. 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 



16 Sep 94 

15 Nov 94 

1 Dec 94 

30 Dec 94 

' 6  Jan 95 

18 Jan 95 

3 Feb 95 

15 Feb 95 

15 Mar 95- 

- 30 Sep 95 

Commence issuing COBRA scenario Data Calls with 7-day response 
requirement 

ASSs briefed on proposals under consideration and provide comments on 
conformance with poLicy imperatives.. 

Vice Chief of Naval OperationdAssistant Commandant of the Marine Corps 
and major ownerdoperators briefid on proposals under consideration and 
provide comments on readinesdoperati0na.I impacts. 

Provide base closure and realignment recommendations to the Under 
Secretary. 

Executive Steering Group. Vice Chief of Naval Operations, and A s i s m t  
Commandant of the Marine Corps review Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee Tidings and recommendations, and recommend disposition to the 
Setretuy of the Navy. 

Sccretvy of the Navy decision on BSEC recommendations. Commence 
writing repon. Deliver the Base Structure Data Base to printer for 
reproduction. 

Final report to printer for reproduction. 

Report due to Secrervy of Defense. Base Saucntre Data Base ready for 
delivery to Base Closure and Realignment Commission conu:mporaneous with 
deLivery of Secretary of Defmse's repon h.iinutes/deliberative repons 
completed, printed and ready for delivery to Commission contemporaneous 
with delivery of Secretary of Defense's repon 

Respond to requirements for analyses and requests for additional data (e.g., 
from the Deftme Base Closure and Realignment Commission. members of 
Congress, General Accounting mcc, the media and locall communities). 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 
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DEPARTME3T OF THE SXVY POLICY AND PROCEDC'RES FOR 
CERTIRCATIOK OF BRAC-95 IMFOR\UTION 

1. Purpose. Under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended. the 
Secremry of the Navy is required to cerrify that information provided to the Secrewy of Defense 
concerning the realignment or closure of a milimy installation "is accunre and complex! to the 
best of his knowledge and belief." As a basis for the cenification by the Szcremry of the Xavy. 
individuals who provide information as part of the 1995 base reali,onment and closure (BFLAC-95) 
process will be required to cenify as to the accuracy and completeness of such information. The 
purpose of this notice is to establish this BRAC-95 cenification policy and procedure. 

2. Requirement Every officer or employee of the Department of the Navy, uniforned and 
civilian. who provides information for use in the BRAC-95 process shall be required to provide 
therewith a signed cenification as follows: 

K e n i f y  that rhe information conrained herein is accurace and comGcte ro;;;e? 
of my knowledge and belief." I 

/ 

The signing of such a ce.dfic3tion shall constirute a represe~tation that the certifying ofticid has 
- reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or 

(2) has possession of. and is relying upon. a cenification executed by a competent subordinate. 

i In accordance with these procedures. absent cenification from the point of origin of dam through 
the chain of command. no information provided for use in the BRAC-95 pra:ess shall become 

! p y :  of the Bbse Suucmre Data Base (BSDB) or be relied upon by the Base Srmcrure Evduauon 
Committee (BSEC) for analysis or evaluation. 

f 

1 - 3. Procedures. When information is fonvarded to the next higher level of the chain of 

. command. the t m m i t t a l  document will contain a cenification signed by the individual 
- transmitring such information. E x h  succeeding level of the chain of command shall maintain 

a copy of the information transmined and any cenifications received from subordinates. 

i a. ~ct ivi t ies  Generating Information. - A  cenification will be executed both by the 
individual responsible for generaring the information a n d w - w d  of me orpanizxion in2 

dwhich such ind iv idd  is employed (e.~. .  a cornmandins officer of a Havy or Xivine Corps 

@ a c ; i v i t y ) ~ ~ e c o r d s  shall be reoined to show the s o m e  of the information provided in all c c d i e d  

I ;s+. responses. 

I y' b. To the extent a higher echelon believes different data are more responsive to a panicular 

-- 
document a revised data call response must as a minimum include a cop!~ ot the aan c 

dd-y& &=LC- &-.- /- d;,,)c; &.&,..< 
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submitted as cenified by_a lower echelon acuviry - with revisions clearly nored. A copy of the 
s v i s e d  data call, annotating any changes made. shall be sent to the originator of the dau. so that -- 

subordinates - have a complete record of the frnal cenified package. 

c. Major Claimants. A cedicat ion will be executed by the commander of a major 
claimant for information provided by the claimant 

d. Headquarters. A cerLification will be executed by any Assistant Chief of Naval 
Operations (ACNO), Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (DCNO). or Depury Chief of Staff 
(DCIS) whose office provides information for use in the BRAC-95 process. 

e. B w  Smcture  Analysis Team @SAT). The Executive Director, M A T  will execute 
a ~ e ~ c a t i o n  w i h  regard to the BSDB. 

f. BSEC. AU members of the BSEC will execute a certificstion with regard to information 
provided to the Secretary of the Navy. 

4. Naval Audit Semce. The Naval Audit Service will conduct periodic audits to venfy 
whether the Department of the Navy is in substantial compliance with this .certification prccess. 

5. Guidance. Questions concemhg this cedication requirement should be directed to the 
Office of the Assistant General Counsel (Installations and Environment) at (7011) 602-2252 (DSN 

i 332-2252) (fax number 703-602-355 1). 

Enclosure (2) 
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PUBLIC LAW 101-510 APPENDIX A; DEVIATI0:NS TO 
THE PROCESS 

Page A-7- The "combining" of the NSWC, Louisville/NAWC, Indianapolis COBRA 
model analysis (0282) does not "result in a recommendation for each installation, 
including a justification for each recommendation," since the independent analyses for each 
site have not been provided, as requested by Commissioner Cox in the 7 March Hearings. 

Page A-8. Para !3)(B)- C.P. Nemfakos, in BSEC meeting minutes of 13 Jan 95 said 
that the closure of NSWC, Louisville has been a "long-term plan to close Louisville that 
began in 199 1 to take depot work out of the Technical Centers." He also said. that "there 
is a good chance that some work may migrate to the private sector." 

Page A-8, Para (3)CC)- The Law states that "all information used by the Secretary to 
prepare the recommendations under this subsection be available to Congress (.including 
any committee or member of Congress)." Requests for information by BRAC 
Commissioners and by the Kentucky Congressional delegation have gone unanswered. 
(COBRA model analysis for NSWC, LomAWC, Indy; NAVSEA IG report). 
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Public Law 101-510, as amended 

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE 
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(as amended through P L  103461) 

1. NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

TITLE XXM - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

PART A-DEFENSE BASE CWSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
(a) SHORT =-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Act of 1990". 
(b) M - T h c  purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will 

result in the timely closun: and realignment of military installations inside the 
United States. 

SEC. 2902 THE COMMISSION 
(a) E~~ABLISHMENT.-T~~~~ is established an independent commission to 

be known as the "Defense Base Closrnt and Realignment Commission". 
(b) Dm. -The  Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in 

this part. 
(c) APPoLNTMENT.-(~)(A) The Commission shall be composed d eight 

members appointed by the President. by and with the advise and consent of the 
Senate. 

(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment 
to the Commission- 

(i) by no later than January 3. 1991, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose tarns will expire at the end of the &st session of the 
102nd Congress; 

(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose tams will expire at the end of the fint session of the 
103td Congress; and 
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(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose tams will expire at the end of the fint session of the 
104th Congress. 
(C) If the Resident does not transmit to Congress the nominations for 

appointment to the Commission on or before the date specified for 1993 in clause 
(ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph, the process 
by which military instaliations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to the 
Commission, the President should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the ap- 
pointment of two members; 

(B) the majority I& of the Senate concaning the appointment of two 
members; 

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the 
appointment of one memk ,  and 

@) the minority leadm of rhe Senate concerning the appointment of one 
member. 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the 

Commission for each session of Congress referred to in paragrap11 (I)@), the 
President shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the 
Commission. 

(d) TERMS.--(I) Except as provided in paragraph (2). each member of the 
Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session 
during which the member was appointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall save until the confirmation of a 
successor. 

(e) ~ C S . - - ( I )  Thc Commission shall meet only during calendar years 
1991,1993, and 1995. 

(2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission. other than meetings in which 
classified informarion is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. 

(B) All the proceedings. information. and deliberations of the Commission 
shall be open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Qlairman and the ranking minority party member of the 
Subcornminee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Ccmnittee on 
Armed Smices of the Senate. or such other members of the Subcommittee 
designated by such Chaimaan or ranking minority pany member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority parry member of the 
Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, or such other members of 
the Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or ranking minority party 
member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the 
Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives, or such 
othcr members of the Subcornmiaces designated by such Chairmen or ranking 
minority party members. 
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(0 VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment. but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy 
shall serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's 
predtxtssor was appointed. 

(g) PAY AND TRAVEL E~PExw.--(I)(A) Each member, other than the 
Chairman. shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum 
annual rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each day (including travel time) 
during which the member is engaged in the actual pufonnauce of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(B) The Qlairman shall be paid for each day refesred to in subparegraph (A) 
at a rate qual to the daiiy equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay 
payable for level III of the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(b) DIRECTOR OF STAFF.--(I) The Commission shall, without regard to 
section 531 1(b) of title 5. United States Code, appoint a Director who has not 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense during the one-year period preceding the dare of such ap 
poinunent. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under stction 5315 of title 5, United States Code. 

(I) S?'AFF.--(~) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3). the Director. with the ap 
proval of the Commission. may appoint and fix the pay of additional personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the 
provisions of title 5. United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and any personae1 so appointed may be paid without regard to the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so 
appointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for 
GS- I8 of the General Schedule. 

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to 
the Commission may be on detail from the Department of Defense. 

(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional anaiysts of the Chnmission 
staff may be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission. 

(ii) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission 
may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military 
department or defense agency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the 
Commission if. within 12 months before the detail is to begin. that person 
participated personally and substantially in any matter within the Depamnent of 
Defense concerning the preparation of recommendations for closures or 
realignments of military installations. 

(D) No member of tbe Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense, may- 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness. fimcss, or efficiency 
of the performance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed 
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from the Department of Defense to that s*, 
(ii) review the preparation of such a repon; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report; and 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or 
agency may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the 
Commission to assist the Commission in carrying out its duties under this part. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance. 
including the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an 
agreement entered into with the Commission. 

(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the Commission 
shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at any one time. 
(B) Thc staff may perform only such functions as are necessary to prcparc 

for the transition to new membership on the Commission in the following 
Year. 

(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employa: of the Dcpamncnt 
of Defense may serve on the staff. 
(j) OTHER AmoRlTY.-(l) The Commission may procure by contract, to 

the extent funds are available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or 
consultants pursuant to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the 
extent funds arc available. 

(k) FUNDING.-(I) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Commission such funds as arc necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 

(2) If no funds arc appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second 
session of the 101 a Congress, the Secntary of Defense may Wa,  for fiscal year 
1991, to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account established by seaion 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall 
remain available until expended. 

(1) ~ A T I o N . - T ~ ~  Commission shaJl terminate on December 31,1995. 
(m) PROBIBITION AGAIN= R E S I R I ~ C  C O M M U N I C A T I O N S . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

1034 of titic 10, United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications 
with the Commission. 

SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) FORCE-STRUC~URE PLAN.-(I) AS part of the budget justification 
documents submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department of 
Defense for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 1996, the Secretary shall 
include a force-structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to tht national security during the six-year period 
beginning with the fiscal year for which the budget request is made and of the 
anticipated levels of funding that will be available for national defense purposes 
during such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to 
military installations inside the United States that may be closed or reaiigned under 
such plan- 
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(A) a description of the assessment rcfcmd to in paragraph (1); . 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the 

end of such period for each military department (with specifications of the 
number and type of units in the active and reserve forces of cach such 
department). and (ii) of the units that will need to be forward based (with a 
justificauon thereof) during and at the end of each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force- 
struclurc plan. 
(3) The Secrttary shall also tmmi t  a copy of cach such f a - s t n m m  plan 

to the Commission. 
(b) SELECTION t3mE.U.41) n e  Stcrrtary shall. by no later than 

December 31, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the 
congressional defense commin#s the criteria proposed to be used by the 
Depamncnt of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or realignment 
of military installaaons inside the United States under this part. The Semtary shall 
provide an opponunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period of 
at least 30 days and shall include notice of that oppormnity in the publication 
required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Sccrctary shall, by no later than FcbTuary 15. 1991, publish in the 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the find 
criteria to be used in making ncommendations for the closure or nalignrnent of 
military installations inside the United States under this pan. Except as provided 
in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, making such 
recommendations unless dmppr~ved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on 
or before March 15, 1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to 
public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitred to the congressional 
defense cornmiaets in final form by no latn than January 15 of the year concrmcd. 
Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the fom- 
strucnrn plan refared to in subsection (a). in making such r c c o ~ o n s  unless 
disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 of 
the year concerned. 

(c) DoD R E c O ~ A ~ O N S . - + ~  The Secretary may, by no later than 
April 15, 1991, March 15, 1993 and March 1, 1995, publish in the Fedaal Register 
and m m i t  to the congressional defense cornminets and to the Commission a list 
of the military installations inside the United States that the S t cnu~y  recornmencis 
for closure or realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final 

preceding sentence not later than 7 days after the date of the transminal to the & 
congmsional &fens committees and the Commission of the list r e f e d  to in 
paragraph ( 1 1. 
- ( 3 1 1 A ) n c  military installations for closure or d i ~ n m e n t ,  the 
Secretary shall consider d l  military installations inside the United States equally 
without mgard to whether the installation has been previously considered o r  - 
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proposed for closure or realignment by the Depamnent. 
(B) In c a n 3  %ihuy i n s m o n s  for closure or d i ~ n m e n t .  

Secretary may not take into account for any purpose any advance conversion C 

planning undertaken by an affected community with respect to the anticipated 
closure or realignment of an installation. 

(C) For pYrposes of subp~fagmph @), in the case of a community 
anticipating the economic effects of a closure or realignment of a military 
installation, advance conversion planning- 

(i) shall include community adjustment and economic diversification 
planning undmakm by tbc community before an anticipated selection of a military 
installation in or near the community for closure or realignment; and 

(ii) may include the development of contingency redevelopment plans, p/+y/l 
plans for economic development and diversification, and plans for the joint useT &4,+l 

civilian and military use, public and private use. civilian dual use, and / 
and use) of the property or facilities of the installation after the- tq 4; 7' 
closure or realignment. 

(4-n to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare the 
recommendations under this subsection available to Corns (includinp; any 

,7~mmimmiae or member ofcongnss), the Sccntary shall also make such information 
available to the Commission and the Comptroller General of the United States. 

(5)(A) Each person r e f e d  to in subparagraph (B), when submitting - w 'r zG-- infomution to the Sccntary of Defense or the Commission concerning the closure - 
or realignment of a military installation,. shall d f y  that such information is 7-J 4 accurate and complete to the best of that  howle edge and b e l i e ?  

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons: 
, 

4 
(i) The Secretaries of the military departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal 

and substantial involvwrent in the preparation and submission of information 
+ and ?.ommendations c o n m i n ~  the closm or r e d i n  

P-- 
*lat~ons, as designated in ~gulations which the Secrttary of Defense shall 

prescribe, regulations which the Secretary of each military depamnent shall 
prescribe for personnel within that military department, or ngulatllons which 
the head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that 
Defense Anencv. 1 ,  - - 
(6-v i 

.accordance with the rules of that House. The information shall be submitted to the 4Ac 
Senate and the House of Rcpr-ntatiw within 24 hours after the submission of the jL, information to the Commission. - L 

(d) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDA~ONS BY THE COMMISSION.---(I) Afttr 
receiving the recommendations from the Secrctary pursuant to subsection (c) for 
my year, the Commission shall conduct public hearings on the recommendations. 
All testimony before the Commission at a public hearing conducted under this 
paragraph shall be pnsented under oath. 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July I of each year in which the 
Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), transmit to the 
President a rrport containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on 
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a review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with 
the Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of military 
installations inside the United States. 

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the 
Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the 

S e c r e t a t y s s i o n  determines that the Secretary deviated substantidy 
from the force-structure plan and final criteria r e f e d  to in s u w o n  ( c ) ( i ) x  
making recommendations. - 

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph @) in the 
recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change - 
only if the Commission- 

(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structure plan 

and final criteria r e f d  to in subsection (c)(l); 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal Register not 

less than 45 days before transmitting its recommendations to the President 
pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 
(D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the 

Secretary's rccomrnendations that would- 
(i) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a dignnrent of a particular military 

installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the 

Resident pursuant to pampaph (2) any recommendation made by the Commission 
that is different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to 
subsection (c). The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the 
congressional defense committees on the same date on which it transmits its 
recommendations to the President under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each ycar in which the Commission transmits 
recommendations to the Resident under this subsection, the Commission shall 
promptly provide. upon request. to any Member of Congress information used by 
the Commission in making its rccommendations. 

(5) ' he  Comptroller General of tbe United State. shall- 
(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission's 

review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant 
to subsection (C); and 

(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Serrctary makes 
such recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a 
report containing a detailed analysis of the Seaetary's recommendations and 
selection process. 
(e) REVIEW BY TEE PRESIDENT.-41) The President shall, by no later than 

July I5 of each year in which the Commission makes recommendations wlder 
subsection (d), transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report containing 
the Resident's approval or disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the 
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Resident shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together 
with a certification of such approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in 
whole or in part. the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress 
the reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the 
Resident, by no later than August IS of the year concerned, a reKiscd list of 
recommendations for the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised rccommendations of the 
Commission transmitted to the Resident under paragraph (3), the President shall 
transmit a copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a 
d i c a t i o n  of such approval. 

(5) If the Resident does not transmit to the Congress an approval and 
certification described in psragraph (2) a (4) by September 1 of any year in which 
the Commission has aansmitted ncommendations to the Resident under this part, 
the process by which military installations may be selected for closure or 
realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be taminated. 

SEC.2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

(a) Ir(r C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L . 4 u b j e c t  to subsection (b), the Secretary shall,- 
(1) close d l  military installations recommended for closure by the 

Commission in each repon transmitted to the Congress by the Resident 
pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment by such 
Commission in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such closures and nalignmcnts no late than two years after 
the date on which the Resident tramnits a report to the Congress pursuant to 
section 2903(e) containing the rccommendations for such clnsures or 
realignments; and 

(4) complete ail such closures and realignments no later than the end of 
the six-year period beginning on the date on which the Rsident transmits the 
report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the recommendations for such 
closures or rtalignments. 
(b) C O N C ~ O N A L ,   DISAPPROVAL-(^) 'Ibe Secretary may not carry out 

any closure or realignment recommended by the Commission in a nport transmitted 
from the President pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving such 
rccommm&tions of the Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the 
Resident transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which 
such report is transmitted. 
(2) For plrposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and 

(c) of section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session 
because of adjor~nmmt of more than threc days to a day certain shall be excluded 
in the computation of a period. 
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Prom: ~ol.utp.~~ate-~rvin-~hq.m~ea.~qr.s~l* 
TO: CO~.CRAWIAIL(TJX~S~) ,003-EsD(RJH526) , ~ O l ~ ~ t p ( ' ~ h *  .- 
Date: -day, member I, 1994 tl: 03 am 
subje~tt BSAT R E Q O E S T S / ~ D M C ~   PRO^ BSW 

I' 
R.ceived: from hq.navrea.npy..il (hq.navsu.nrvy.dl 
[140.100.1.l0)) by relay.q.vsea.navy.rn~1 (8.6.9/1.9) w i t h  iRTP id 
MM19913) ThU, 1 D.C 1994 lZ:09%55 -0500 
Received: from cc:?Sail by hq.navsea.navy.ai1 

id AA786312363; Thu, 01 D e c  94 11:03:37 ESP 
Encoding: 39 Text 

This into just received rvm am-opx. Pleaaa take into 
conuideration 
i n  your rasponsen. 

I 

mrvin Pate , 
Forward Hader 

Sub-iect: BSAT REQUESTS/GUIDANCE FROM BSEC 
~ut6or: tagan-air at b u  : 
Date: 12/1/94 9:40 M 

1. This rorning CDR Samuels from Ute BSAT Lab/Trch center 
team called t o  check stat- of questions and pass on sme 
c-cnt./guidance froll the BSGC. Two renuring t o p i a  are 
dicussed during BSAT briefings to the BSEC on WAVSE~ 
responses to scenario data calls. 

Producttvity Loss Calcugatlms: The SSEC rill allow 
costs for prdluctrvity losses if . totals  or estit.9 are . 
awompanid by the alpo=ithm or formula used. Othauf~a 
productivi.ty losses will not be oonsiU.rd an allornblr k+-& 

co~t. simply wing a pp.racntaga of  .anyam te oa~culat. , 4 1 6  

produ~t&vlty losses w i t $  not be suZficient. 



TUF DIRECTOR TEL:502-364-6272 Har 06'95 16:50 . m e @  No.001 . .  .. P.01 

DEPARTMENT OF f H I  N A V Y  . 
o v r ~ c t  ov t s g  sgcn~vrmr 

wrrwlmeron. e 0 ~ 8 e . ~ e o o  

The HononbIc Jmcr Councr 
Chrirmm, Pcfcnr Eke Closure 

and Rorfignrncnt Commirsion 
1700 Nonh Moon Succl 
Suilc 142s 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Am: Mhtlhcw P, Bchm~ . 
Dircctc~r of Staff 

, 

il 
RE: Clnv Naval Surface Wcapuu Ccn~tr (NSWC) Lnuirvi~lc and vannbr JI work 1s - 

Govgmmcnl-OwntJ, C~1nmccnr4lpratcJ (GOCO) L~iliu'cs. 

hiu Chsimran Cirutwr: 
I The k i c n u  Bkw Clnsurc and Rcalignmcnt Commilrinn hon cvqucnud COBRA 

owpul tvpctnr ku a nmwin which clcbscr NSWC LDuinrillc and Vanrbrr dl wark to G K O  
fariliticr. We uc pnlvidinp COBRA oulpu~ m p s  and, u 8ppropria1c. rrmcnnic and 
rnvitrtnnrcnul impact dab i ~ t  ~uachmcnu tn Ihir Icta~r. 

tk COBRA mndcl EMU a~~ciaicd wilh clurinp NSWC Lnuirvillu MJ vanslchng 
all fun~lionr tu G (zO hcililirrr ore 1135.3 millinn. Thc n~tnlel pmjueu 3 net slcjJy r(;llc 
arl ill ovcr SSf million a ycu, n.rultin~ from lhis run~r in .  Conaqucnily, lhc 20 Yeat Net 

i ~ n l 2 3 . 3  millien, f h c r  yvl~jcctitms n r ~  ruppnn 
Commisnian tccrrrnrncnda~ion Ir, clrw NSWC Louirvillc, on0 ntc nw in ~ l c ' k s l  inlch'ru of 

- 
rhc Dcpnnmcnt or the Navy. , 

A 

6 &ae-L crrd! 4-3r-e SIIKEICI~, 
/ 

r C  

F- 
C c + G & '  Acting Chairman . - ,+&-=-s Bud Evaluation Cummitry: 

Attachmenu zq 
I 

I 
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AGENDA 
NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION, LOUISVILLE SUPPORT MEETING 

NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE CENTER 
5401 SOUTHSIDE DRIVE, LOUISVILLE, ICY 402 14 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1995 
7:00 P.M. 

-- Jerry 0r8tton 
bracutivo DitO~tor 
Yaval Ordnanca Station, 

Louisvilla 

Remarks Do Congressman Yika Ward 

Introductions Of Officials and 
Community Leaders for Remarks OD condressman Yika Ward 

Congressman Ron Naaaoli 
Chairman, Naval Ordnance Community Task Force 

Nayor Jarry Abramson 

County Judge/Executiva Dava Armstrong 

Aldermanic President Beba Xelton 

Jaffarson County Lagislativa Dalagation 
Chairman, Reprasantativa Laonard Gray 

Stata Benator Dan Sau, 38th Dimtrict 

Stata Represantativa Perry-Clark, 37th District 

Alderman Dan Johnson, Seventh Ward 

Hr. Robart Gayla 
President, Louisvilla Aroa Chambar of Commerce 

Employaa Representativas 
(Remarks) 

-- Nr. Bernie Austin 
Prasident 
Federal Managars Association 

-- Nr. Larry Craig 
Praaident 
Nachinists Local Lodgo 830 

Raoognition of Other Officials om Congressman Yika Ward 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS PROM AUDIENCE 



Mike Ward 
Mmba of congnrr 

Thid DiM Kmucky 
ou*. 8.  Mrmnohl 
0*1 ot sun 

February 27, 1995 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

I am advised that the Secretary of Defense will apparently 
recommend that the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville be closed 
and that the Phalanx work be moved to Crane, Indiana. 

There is no justification -- economically or mill-tarily -- 
for moving this work to Indiana, approximately 100 miles from 
where it is now done. This will only cost the Department of the 
Navy millions of dollars. The sensible solution is to go forward 
with the Louisville and Jefferson County community proposal. 
This proposal would permit the Phalanx work to be performed in 
the modern, state-of-the-art building where it is now done by 

I skilled and experienced personnel. Other buildings at Naval 
Ordnance Station could be turned over to the City of Louisville 
for operation as a light industrial park. 

No logic can support spending millions of dollars to move 
equipment and personnel to Indiana, plus additional millions in 
construction and training costs. I trust that by the time final 
recommendations are made by Secretary Perry, or final decisions 
taken by the Defense Base Closure Commission, that the logic of 
our community proposal, and the illogic of the reported plan, 
will become evident. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

hi& &!!* 
Mike Ward 
Member of dongress 

MW: cbm 

1U32 Lonpwonh Buildin0 
Wnhi ion .  D.C. a05151703 

uazl PsWl 
inrrwr: mmd20hr.hanr.gov 

Room 216, hd.nl Building 
KIO Dr. Manin Luthn King. Jr. W e  
l.oubdb. K.muchv 4OxQ-2267 

lbml 582-5129 



WENDELL H. FORD of KENTUCKY 
UVITED STATES SENATE 

1734  Russdl Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. - 202122404343 

I 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
February 28,  1 9 9 5  

PENTAGON TO WORK WITH DELEGATION 
ON REALIGNMENT PROPOSAL FOR NOSL 

WASHINGTON-- After a series of discussions with members of the 
Kentucky Congressional delegation, Pentagon officials have said 
they would work with the group regarding their realignment 
proposal for the Naval Ordnance Station Louisville ( N O S L ) .  

U.S. Senators Wendell Ford (D-KY) and Mitch ~ c ~ o n n e l l  (R- 
KY), and Representative Mike Ward (D-KY) said the offer to work 

6 c with the delegation was 'wespecially good news for keeping at 
least a portion of the facility open in Louisville." 

"No one wanted to see the Naval Ordnance Station placed on 
the closure list and we've been fighting tooth and nail for its 
survival," the members said. "This pledge to work with us on a 
plan ie crucial to the inetallation'e future." 

According to Pentagon officials, the Defense Department used 
what is known as a "Comparison of Base Realignment Action" 
(COBRA) -- which is a cost-ovaluation model -- in their decision4 
on the closure li8t. This type of analysle does not take into : 
account local co,munitiesO proposa;~ for the various local 
fn~tallations. However, after reviewing Louieville's propoeal 
presented by the Kentucky delegation, the officials said they 
would work with those concerned about the installation'e fu turo .  ! 

Contacts : 

( Mark L. Day (Ford) 202-224-1156 

Mildred Cooper (McConnell) 202-224-2541 

Christian Patterson (Ward) 202-225-5401 
Charles Mattingly (Ward) 502-582-5129 



For Immediate Release: 
March 9, 1995 

For Further Inforaationr 
Charlrr Hattingly , 502-582-5129 

Kentuckians Congressional Delegation Questions 
Data Which Led To Naval Ordnance Closure Decision 
!Che Louiaville/6outhe~ Indiana Congresstonal Delegation has -- taken another major step in tha battle to rave the Naval Ordnanae 

Station, Louisville. 

Kentucky's tvo United States 6&nators, along w i t h  area 
Congressmen Lee Hamilton, Ron Lewis and Mike Ward, have vrittan the 
head of the General ~ c c o u n t i n g  Office -- a Congressional watchdog 
agency -- t o  queation the handling of data vhlcb led the Departrsent 
of the Navy to recommend the closure of Naval Ordnance Station. 
The Cangressional delegation also launched a Congreeaional inquiry 
vith the secretary of the Navy, eeeking infomation ragading the 
Navy's decisiqn-making prooeoa. 

"We have serious conaerns about the handling of t h i s  data,m 
raid ThSrd ~istrict Congressman Wilca ward. "We know the N a v a l  
Audit Service, acting a t  the request of the Inspector Ganeral o f  
the Navy Sea Symtems command (NAVSEA) , has examinee the handling of 
the so-called 'data call responses8 vith regard to Waval Ordnance. 
W e  will dig until we get to the botton o f  this ~ituation.~ 

Congres6manWard oontinued, 'My oolleague8 and I are seriously 
concerned that our financial data was combined with that of the 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Indianapolis. There was no justification 
for combining the Louinville facil5ty's numbere vith those of the 
Indianapolis facility. Thmse facilitiar are not adminietratively 
linked, and are , not' even part of the mama branch of the Navy. 
There appears to be no comparable case of crombininq the cost and 
savin s figures of two facilitims to justify a closure and we think 
this f E totally at odds w i t h  the policy o f  permitting ma& facility 
to rtand or fall on ite ovn m.rits.r 

(Copies of the Congra88ional letters follow.) 
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1 1  Base Closure and Realignment 

C o p i e s  o f  th i s  t r an sc r i p t  may  b e . o b t a i n e d  
f r o m :  

DIVERSIFIED REPORTING SERVICES,  INC. 
918 16th Street NU, S u i t e  803 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202)  296-2929 
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Fagc 3 
I P R O C E E D I Y G C  , - (!;.;. . : . I : ,  - 
3 CHAIRhfAN DISON: I-clJic..\ ~ n j  ;.I.: .<.::,.::,. this \ c c ~ , ~ J  
4 haring of b e  Definse BLW Closure and ?,c;?lignment 
5 Commission will p l a s e  come to order. I'm dciigbred. ladies 
6 and gentlemen, to welcome my fellow haw closure 
7 commissionen, who were confirmed. I'm glad to say, by the 
8 Senate, last Thursday. 
9 I wonder, as I introduce them, i f  they would please 

lo rise so you can see who they are. 
1 1  In alphabetical order. Mr. .41 Comclla is a 
12 businessman in Ra id City. Sourh Dakora. and 3 Navy vctemn 
13 with service in detnarn.  
14 Ms. Rebecca Cox is a vice president of Continental 
15 .&lines and was a distinguished member of  the Base Closure 
16 Commission in 1993. 
17 General J.B. Davis retired from the Air Force as a 
18 four-star enera] after a distinguished 35-year career. 
19 S. I!$e KlKg is a distinguished b ~ i n s s s m a n  in St. 
20 Louis, where he 6 a d s  his own merchant banlung firm. 
2 1 Benjamin Montoya, retired from the Navy as a r a r  
22 ~drniral, is now president o f  Public Service Company of New of 

1nSZLL1.Lio.s .Dd Karire-t 
Qua.rlon .Pd Answer SCs.lon 
M n R w a X l  sxSs1a: 
T e s t i a U Y :  ,+/t Fm 

Tbe Bowrlblt Sbellr K. W i d r a l l  

W--TPw o f  tbt h.%r Focn 
r.?rteral I l o ~ l d  R .  Poql- 

W c l  at S u f t  of r+le hlr  Force 

~ . . ~ r . ! o n  end k n r r w - r  S+~sl,,,, 
L 

Diversified Reporting Services, Iilc. 

P a G I  ' 
New Mexico. Ben'amin Montoya. I put you in the wrong state 
for a minute thefie. Admiral. 

Joe Robles, General Joe Robles, retired from the 
Army as a two-star gencml, is now controller of USAA. inc. 1 
in San Antonio, Texas. 

Mrs. Wendi Steele is a fc)mer U.S. Senate staff 

and realignment recommendatiolw-. 

This morning we are, of course, p i 4  to have 
with ur the Honorable John H.  Daltijn, Sccitt3n. of the N a y ;  
Admird Jerem M. Boor&, the m e f  of Saval 
General Carl E? Mundv Ji., the 
Corps; and the Honorable Robert B. Pirie Jr.. the Assistant 
Szcretay of the Navy for IqXaIlations and Envuonment. 

Flrst. let me say that, ~p 1g193, as part cf the 
National Defense .4u.thonzattdn Act for 15x4 year '94, the 
Base Closure and R a k ? n m c n t  Act was amended LO rquirc that 
111 testimony before %e Commission at a public htsrinp be 
presented under oath. 

As a result, aIl of the wicncses whc a p p a r  before 
the Commission this year must be sworn in before testifyin 

MI. ~ s m f a k o s .  are you going to rertie, as w e d m y  
friend? 

MR. NEMF.GOS: Tnat's large!? &?endent on 140~. 
CH.AIRM.4.N DIXON: But yo11 may p - , ~ o p a w .  So would 1 

;.ou be h d  enough to rise and rai.se your ncht hmd,  dong j 
Lith the other four distinguished gentlerntn? 

itnlsm sworn. ) 
m ! f . & V  DIXOM: i thank ypc zil Sccrrt~r). : r 

Salton, wouiJ you ,!C;:.<- :p ,,2c;.,1 
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I SECRETARY DALTON: Y e s .  sir. Mr. Chairman. I would 1 Four theme.< arc C .  %t!l.!!t in our proems . 
2 like to submil a h1I1 statement to the Comrmssion for thz , 2 .and momm<nda::or.s. 
3 record, but would like to present s shorter statement at t h ~ s  3 

borne porn must be 
e n e c e s s a r  degree of flexible 
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for sailors, Marines, and their families. 

With these objwtives in mind, I charged the under 
secmhry of the Navy, Mr. Richard Danzig, to assemble a Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee to accomplish the analysis 
r e q d .  to satisfy the rpandates of the act. m s  comrmttee 
was charcd by the Assrstant Secreta of the Navy for 
btnllations and ~nvimnment, ~ r .  Tobert pine. 

The committee was supported by the Base Structure 
Analysis Team who? responsibility was to.collect data and 

orm analysis as directed by the Evaluation Committee. 
e Naval Audit Service worked in con'unction +th the F 

analysis team to ensure that the standards 
the public has every right to expect were strictly inte*[r fo owed. vbich 

These audltors reviewed and validated the data 
gathering and evaluation process frorn top to bottom, 
employing over 250 auditors from coast to coast, and in 
Washmgton. 

To ensure that the p m  was responsive to the 
Na and Marine Co s leadenhip. the Evaluation Carnr-rhc 
helTa number of dxberative -ion:j with the fleet 
oommanders in chief and other mior cornmanden to apprise - 
them of the progress of the process acld to discuss potential 
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maintaining a forward deployed expeditionary force. This u 
an absolute1 critical requirement. Our visibility 
throughout &e world must be reflective of a potent force 
that is able to demonstrate our resolve wherever it is 
deplo +. 

bth our transition md  operational focus to 1 
from-the-sea fighting force, we must a!? undertake right- 
sizing of our infrastructure support so it is able to sustain 
Naval f o m  in the bmad 3 tmm of mponses now and into 
the foreseeable future. &%e we recognize that the 
resources Ereed up by this rocess are vital to, future 
d i n e s s ,  we are also min%id of our obligauon to preserve 
readiness today, as  well. 

Mr. Chairman, you highlighted the fact that, as 
this is the last round of base closure authorized under the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 ou wcrc 
in- in a rocess for future base closure. sere  are 
two q u e u n s  %at need to be asked: 

Flrst, how soon should we begin this prcmss? 
I beheve, after a a t a b l e  penod to implement and 

assess nor base closure decision, we may once again neod to 
s&e the open prccess allowed by the Base Closure Act 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
I5 
16 
I7 
18 
19 
zo 
21 
22 
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1 to redrient our infrastructuri. Without that process, we 
1 have a very limited ability to effect .such changes on our 
3 own. 
4 The second question, I believe, is this: is thm 
s a better way to do this work in the future? 
6 From the Department of the Navy's perspective, the 
7 Base Closure Act has worked well. I think, Mr. Chairman, you 
8 and your former colleagues in the Senate and House Armed 
9 Se.wicu Cornmi- r u o m p h h d  a remarkabie rchinanent 
iO wth this le 'slation. If it is possible to duplicate it for 
11 future row% of base closure? it has our endorsemar. 
!2 
13 
14 ce 
! 5  ry 
; 6 
i 7 
!8 recommendations which, when taken with the decisions made, in 
i ?  previous base closure rounds, result in a Navy and Manne 
:9 Corps infrastructure able to sup rt the kind of fa?- aced, P :; flerlble, worldwide o rations %Ot Naval forces wd be 
:: conducting well into tE" e next century. 

! 1 

Pase 12 
I impacts on fleet operations, su port. and readiness. Pnor 
2 to making my final decisions, Psiso met-with the Chief o f  
3 Naval Operations and the Cormnandaut of the Marine Corps 
4 several tlmes to seek their advice: u well. 
5 The efforts of the Department of Defense joint 
6 cross:scrvice groups complemcntcd our  p~.oc~ss .  We formall 
7 cons~dered their suggested alternat:\-es, and many --+' o our 
8 rccommcndations include t h a c  Irugchrions. The 'oint cross- 
9 r lvice process did give us a broadcr wow otwhnt was 

10 possibli! and s o n f i r a d  the validit! of ,our avaluation 
11 proces~. 
12 I am confident that the Co-ssion recognizes $e 
13 enormous task involved in revlewmg over 800 actlvlties in 
14 five categories and in full consld:mg all mlchanisms to 
I5 redue excess capacin. ?LC mmlrlent theme, in l o o b g  at 
16 that large universe o f  activities, waq :o ensure that we 
17 could sat~sfy our goal of havlng a shore infrastructure that 
18 bad the full range of capabilip to ~ p p o r t  our Navy and 
19 Marine CO s team. 
20 clea$. some excess capacity :,,,,ins but, where it 
21 rsmains! r t  has  brcn identified ;rL.lli;i ro a ?arricullr 
22 of lnstallatjcr: ~r is k i z c  ref>.- : . . -;?[,-: future 

1 
! 
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fic fleet and the 
mrns allowed us to 

1 and reduction in maritime patrol operations allows 
2 closure of Naval Air Station Adak. 



requiremenu into a product that functicrns in the operational 
en\.lronmenf with m~nimal delays. 

With these recommendations, I arn happy to report 
that our BRAC '05 goals havc bccn achievrd. They reflect the 
closure or mli-mrnent of 6 2  Departmer~t of the Navy 
activities. A M U ~ ~  savings will exceed $600 million per year 
with a net present value of savings of $8.5 bilhon over 20 

tional educational flexibility was the key to 

2 In the "personnel support - other" category, the 

Pa e 24 
year in savings from earlier BRAC rounds. -It is, therefore. 
absolutely vital that we stay the course. We must make these 
sug ested cuts in excess infrastructure. Our future 
rwf inas  depenk on it. 

Tbe base reali y e n t  and closure pmcaa. and you 
and your wlleapes ad the foresight to envision when you 
gave us these tools, have come a iong way from those early 
days of 1998. whlch I know you remember wc.ll, Mr. Chairman. 
I can fully assure you that our process of selection has been 
as accurate, falr. rcqmns~ble, and responsive as we could 
possibly make it. 

As in previous rounds, Mr. Chairman, this is a ve 
painful process. We are saying goodbye UI trusted frien 
and dedicated communities. They have nunurd and adoptcd 

z 
our bases. They have fed and housed our troops. They havc 
entertained and counseled our families dumg  those long 
absences for which our maritime forces arc well known. They 
we= alwavs thex to ~,clcornc us home and LO lhonor those who 
gave all the). had fo p v t .  

Because pi ihi? longstanding relationship, I 
believe the efii,r.< (>! yvur comrmtttr are c~ i t~ca l  in 
e n ~ u r i n ~  CQC ; . .  . . . .: :hr.r communities that the correcf 
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D artment evaluated the changes that were necessa to 1 
r e Z t  force downsizing and do-.  be focus inXeserve 2 
centers was to retaip an infrastructure that supports the 3 
Reserve force that 1s robust, demographically sound, and 4 
supports fleet -dines. 5 

For . . Admuustrative activities, we pursued further 6 
s-g to eliminate excess and suppon the Pres~dent's 7 
National Performance Review. Redudon of management layers 8 
wntlnues and further refines the process begun by the 9 
Department in BRAC '93. 10 

Our recommendations resize the Reserve I I 
infrastructure by closing 11 Reserve centers. These 12 
closures, in conjunction with BRAC '93 recommendations, 13 
maintain a pmence in each state, maintain a demographically 14 
sound Reserve establishment, and are supportive of the fleet  15  
Reserve r ec~ i t i ng  and readiness. 16 

Six act~ons are recommended for administrative 17 
activities. which reflect a concerted effort to balance the l a  
need to reduce infrastructure against that of supporting 
force readiness. 

The redirect of Space and Naval Warfare Command 

10 

20 
21 

Headquaners fc San Dlepo is an example of the effort i:: 
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Ssrttary. 

Could you talk into the micro hone a little bit 
more d l rs t ly?  I think i t  would be gelpiul to the audience. 
Thank you. You're ver]. kind. 

MR. PLRIE: Thacks, Mr. Chairman. 
The point of this slide - and it simply reiterates 

what the Secretary said a hs testimony - IS that there are 
no  nurncrical goals at whlx wc werc aiming in his round. We 
were simply attempting to develop the structure that wrth 
suppon our Naval force and operations for the 71st century. 

Next slide, p l a se .  
7lus is, as you sax bziore on the map, a list of 

the major closum and. as you uill see, we leaned heavily on 
techolcal centers. research and development activities, and 
the Ilke. 

Next slide, pleasc. 
No denying the budge); i~ pressures which impel us 

to look for savings in th: mfnztructure. The yellow llne 
shows you the budge: ~r; consva t  dollars. The blue bar is 
b e  numbers of insiallat!c.n>. .+.s you notice. the number of 
~r,::~illatlons chat we proir,: ..  !arrl!, clo.wI!. correlated . . 
G::r: !Rc pcr.iOfi:ic, u'i;. 

I Page 25 
I decisions have been &dc 
2 THroug!~c~c: ti]: :. r 2 1 , .  wz'irig L ~ I C  S U C C C ~ S ~ U I  
3 re-utilization of our h;\*\ 2 , ~  Mannc COT?; installations. 
4 Local I d c r s  are implen;cnimg plans to d~versify the use of 
5 land and facilirics closed and mLgncd undcr rtvious BRAC 
6 actions. We me confident that, with the $resident's five- 
7 pan Cornmunit;\. Rcinvcs~mmr Pmgrarn, we can work cdgcthcr 
8 with cornmumties to c r a t e  new jobs. You can be wnfident 
9 that we will do evcr)zhir.g upe, can to work with hos t  a f l c c t d  

10  to revitalize our wrnmunit~es. . 
I 1 Mr.  Chairman, I'U bd happy to respond to your 
12 questions alonq u i h  the othcr rncmbcrs of my panel. Thank 
13 you very mucn. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hank you. Mr. Sccrctary. Wc'rc 
15 dcliphLcd to havc with us Admiral Jeremy Boorda. the Chief of 
16 Naval Operations. Admiral Boorda, thank y.ou for bcinp uith 
17 us this morning. 
18 ADMIRAL BOORDA: I 'm glad to be here this morning. 
1 9  I don't have an opening sbtement. I'd like to reserve the 
20 time to aaswer your questions. 
21 CHAIRMAS DKOK: Kc thank you for bar, Admiral. 
22 T h a d  you very much. 
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I General Carl E. Mundy Jr., the Commandant of &e 
1 Marine Co s .  Thank vou for being with US, Gcncral Mundy. 
3 . GE&W MOKDY: It's a privilege to be here, Mr. 
4 c x u r m a u  - 
5 cH~IRMAN DJXON: Thank you; sir. 
6 GENERAL MUNDY: I have no opening statanent and I'rn 
7 prepared to respond to your questions. 
8 CHAIRMAN D E O N :  That's vcry kind of you. Thank 
9 you, General. 

10 We have with us the Honorable Robe? B. Pirie Jr., 
1 1  Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Installat~ons and 
12 Environment. 
13 MR. PUUE: T h a d  you, Mr. Chairman. Like my 
14 coUca uw, I am h o n o d  to be here. I havc a long statunent 
15 reparding the p rocss ,  and an illustrative example to submit 
I6 for the record. With vour permission, I will run ss rapidly 
1 7  as I can through the i fh t ra t lve  slides, to give you some 
18 flavor of how the Navy went about preparing ~ t s  
19 recommendations. 
20 CHALRM*N DIXON: n d  yo". your statemat uill be 
1 1  reproduced in the record m full, and ~f you would care to 
22 show your sliow now, wc would bc debghtcd tn have it. Mr. 
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As the Secretary sajd, we brokz down some over SW 

installations mto five major categories and 27 sub- I 
categories, for the purposes of comparison in deciding which ! 
should be co ared to which. 

Next S I X ,  plcau.  
Data calls were developed, first, to determine 

i 
i 

whether w e  had, indeed, excess capacity in the vario? 1 
categories and subcategories, and secondly, to d e t e m e  I 
mili value. 1 

%e recognize thlt the p m s s  of determining a I single number which captures all of the many complex aspcc~ , 
of an installation to rank it in terms of military value is I 
an exceedingly difficult intellectilal and analytical task. 1 The mili value data calls pro,vided the underpinnings 

different h d s  of uestions you m g h t  ask about the 
I which ad in the aggregation qf literally thousands o f  

ch?ractenst~cs of %e iostallar~on, the purpose of producing , 
s smgle number fa1 a rankmg. 

Next slide, please. 
These are the kmd of bps we looked at in 

capacity analysis. Each of the 2 sub-categories was 
analyzed to make a determination of excess capaclt!, for 
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I Next slide, pl-. 
2 The Secretary of the h'a\.v eststablished f o m l l y  an 1 
3 organization which consistzd of the Under Secretary m d  
4 overall charge, a Base Structure Evaluation Comm~ttee, or 
5 BSEC, to make ncommendatioc~s to him, and a Basc Structure 
6 Analysis Team, o r  BSAT, to do analyses and to support the 
7 deliberations of the BSEC. 
8 You will note that the Office of General Counsel 
9 and the Navy Audit Service were intimately involved in t b s  

10 process from beginning to end. 
I 1 Next slide, lease. 
12 This is our ~ S E C .  The point of this slide is that 
13 these are fairly senior individuals who represent long 
14 service in thc govcrnrnent and havc a good deal of cxpcricnce 
15 in the matters which came before it. 
16 Next slide, please. 
17 The BSAT, which numbered up to 50 people in full 
18 cry, was also a very s o l ~ d  rofwional  organization and 
19 consisted of such i n d i v i d a  as the former director of the 
20 Navy Labs, the former cornmanclcr with oversight of the Navy 
21 aviation re air depots, a commanding officer of a Naval air 
12 station, an$ a commanding officer o f  a N a r d  aircnfi  

! 
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I carrier. 
2 Next slide, lease. 
3 Tbe point of th is  is not just to call attention to 
r the compledty of the mcsr but to underwore the point 
5 that the ecretary of t fe  Navy made that, throughout the 
6 process, the commanders in chiefs and their representatives, 
7 the systems commanders, their representatives, the assistant 
8 secretaria of the Navy, were involved, and this..was a highly 
9 intricateprocess. 

1 0  Also, you will note a p i n t  that I want to make is 
11 that military value computatlor~s occu y a slot somewhere in 
12 the middle of the process, not lbe en 2 of the process, simply 
13 a way of b e y g  it. 
14 Next s de pl-. 
I J  At the beghung of  the process, the BSEC solicited 
16 and rrceived Zrom thc owners and opcra.tors, the commanders in 
17 chief, assistant commanders, policy ~mperatives'- things 
18 that they thought were essent~al characteristics to retain in 
19 the base structure. Those were boiled down. into 37 rinciple 
20 policy imperatives w i h  ~hemcs.  as you see, as g P i c ~  
21 there. 
22 Next slide, please. 

I 

I 
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! pupscs of decidin whcthcr to proclcd further with analysis 1 deciding what qucsrions to ask. There's judgment involv+ in 
of miliar?. value k r  those installations. 2 ~ o r h g  and wci hting the questions. But, .to t b i s ~ r ~ ; ~  we 

3 Next slide, please. 3 have not re fend  to my particular installat~ons. 
-1 We have discovered, in the wurse of capacity 4 'done without son of king ahead to what the answer might 
5 analysis, that we had a good deal of ex- capacity in the 5 be, and we don*t in the particular installations until 
6 Department. The point that I want to make h e n  is that the . 6 thit is done and tf!e ~ S E C  is satisfied that these scores are 
? excess capacip is not evenly and smoothly distributed. It's 7 not in violation of common sense. 
8 lumpy. 8 Next slide, please. 
9 Often, one finds that you're faced with choosing ' 9 Finally, the yes-no answers from the articular 

1 0  eitbcr to retain some ex- capacity or, If you go the next 10 installations are plugged in and scores are &ved from 
; I  step, YOU run into a deficit of capacity. I 1 them. As you can see, in this particular example, the 
: 2 Next slide, please. 12 drydocks and cost and manpower factors and production 
; 3 Ln the case of the shi yards, which is the 13 workload yield different scores for the different 
14 illustrative e x a q l e  that 1'j like to talk about, our 14 installations. Once again, these are just illustrative. 
!5 capacity analysrs indicated that we had substantial excess is Next slide, please. 

S 
16 capaci in the cate ones listed here. 16 Finally, the accumulation of all this leads to a 
17 #ext slide, p8&se. 17 single military value score for each instr~llation. You'll 
18 The findings of excess capacity led us, in the f.ase 18 notice here that the two ma'or shipyards - Norfolk and Puget 
!9 of 19 of our 27 sub-categories, to proceed to analysa of 19 Sound - have s c o w  wejl up into the 50s. The shi re air 
20 military value. In the case of military value, as I said 20 facility in Guam is considerably lower at 24; Pcad%ar!ar 
21 before, it is a very difficult process of taking a lot of 2 1  44.7; and Long Beach and Portsmouth are quite close but 
12 yes-no questions, assignmg to them weights and scores, and 22 you'll note that Ponrrnouth Naval Shipyard is two tenths 
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1 coming up with a single relative measure of the value of the 
2 installation. 
3 Next slide. 
4 

io specific locations in the data calls for purposes of 
:1 reference. 
; 2 The Base S tructun Evaluation Committee approved 12 
13 each of @ questions that was assi ed and, of wurse, their 13 
:4 xgmentntion into categories and like. The questions 14 avezage milimy value. 
:5 wrc then banded and you s a  on the left then - by the yay, IS l d K h a e ,  
:6 these a n  not all the questions, by any means. This is 16 It toun-s point, as if &ere are a lot . 
:7 simp1 illustrative. 17 of black boxes here. There's the military value matrix; 
18 %3ut the questions were then bmded, as art of a 18 thcrc's the configuration analysis linear rogramming model. 
: 9  Westage p m c r s  of scorhg a ques!ion. On t!c left, you 19 But, in fact a considerable amount o r  rofessiond judgment 

ent to bands of relative mportance. 20 is exercised by the Base Structure ~vd;u.tion Committee as 
.I ext slide. " -"r 

21 the rocas then develo s, because wc'rc talking about simply 
:Z Having decided on the questions and the importance P the&gking of the Lliberative process. 

Page 33 
1 bands, the next stage of the involved assigning 
2 military value criteria weights. If ou'll notice the 
3 wlumns labeled R, F, M, and C, J o s e  refer to the four 
4 criteria of military value: 
5 Criterion 1, readiness and strate c.value; 
6 Criteripn ?. facilities; Criterion 3, mocilnatlon potential; 
7 and Cntenon 4, cost and man wer. 
8 The BSEC decided, wi&%spect to Naval shipyards, 8 
9 which of those criteria was more important, and assigned the 
0 weights that ou see to them there. 
I Next slde, pl-. 
2 And, having decided the weights, the questions were 
? thcn scored within bands. For examplc, Band 1 ran h r n  10 to 
.i 7. Each one was assigned a particular score indicating its 
! immrtancc and a decision was made whcther the quation was 

relevant to the milita value criterion that you see. 
Having done alrjthat work. a simple mathematical 17 CHAlRhlAN DIXON: May I interrupt you for a minute, 

R calculation assipcd a number to each question. For example, 18 Mr. S~re t a rv?  
i f  a Naval shipyard can answer the question that it dvdocks 19 MR. PINE: Yes. 

:: a CL'N or  CV, it gcts 1.94 poinu toward a curnulativc mihlary 20 CHAIRMAN CIXON: My friend. Lhc slide Ilippcr. the 
: value score. 21 one that you just took down on the left, I want to return to. 

l'ou'll note that there was judgment involved in 22 Please save i t .  

I 
7 .  
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' slide'identifies the 

Next slide, please. 
There are the numbers of actions and the 
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1 ' ,  P r o c e e d . ~ i . S e c r e t a n .  
2 MR. PIRIE As 1 wt~; going to say, the standad 
3 rules for confi~uration models are to miturn- 
4 capacity anu rnamlain average rnllrlan value. t o r  shl yards, & 5 ~ i d l ~ l ~ n a l l y ,  ~ l e  rules are that nuciear work can 

lshed onl at nuclear ards and nuclear capacity can : do boti n"clepr and. non-nuclear *o&. 
8 The wnfipra t lon analysis produced an optimum 
9 solution set that said, close Portsmouth, Long Beach, and 

10 Guam. You'll notc that thin d u c c d  us to an exccss capacity 
11 there in the second column from tbe.right of 1 percent, 
12 fairly close, essentially zero. ' 

P2:. 
1 and put on my installn~ii>n~ ;:. : c.:::'irtrnr:~rnt II:I[ f ~ :  nnr 
2 momcnt. u h c n  h:.. L :;. . . , , :  !, ! , : , . I [  \. ; I i  b: 
3 rtqonsibility to assist conlr:~;. :.,.\ :o r c - u ~ 1 : 1 2  &: 
4 properties !hat we will turn 01 c: i I !  thenl. 
5 Sensitivity toward wordlr~g hr recomn~endations L. 
6 ways that allow us muimurn flexibility to d u l  w j h  h e  
7 communities and turn over the pro e q  in fom that b 
8 suit their re-utilization need.< uoul br: ver>.. v 2 q  h=Ipf,~ 
9 Thank vou, hlr. Chai rmu .  

S 
10  CHAIF&AN DlXON: I certainly thank you for > 
I I remarks. Mr. Secretary, and t t~e  \.cry useful c h a m ,  u.hi:'r, E X  
1 2  helpful to us. 

13 Havin done the configuration anaiysis, the BSEC 13 
14 th, 

Mr. Charles Kh'cnlfakos La 5-11 ar \ ,unJ  r b e  pro=* 
to the selection of  a closure scenario, and the 14 long h e .  I 'm pcrsonallv acquainted wilh L i r .  Kemi&os. 1s 

15 there anything you'd like to add,  beforc we go to tbe line 
16 questioning? 
17 MR. NEMFAKOS: No, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: b'c thank vou for & k g  bt: 
19 If my friend over there would put Lack on the 

screen -- let me sav to the witnesses that the Chair had t h ~  
obligation to ask all tbr questions 1 s t  wwk hzca~w tbt 

22 decision was made to close Long Beach and the SRF Guam, but 22 Senate had not yct conhmed my couugues ,  so I 'm not going 
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Itwk at the numben there, it's hard to justiv: I would sav 
,.,:.: o r 1  :he numhcrs, without-an olhcr consideraL~ons, closing - 
Long Bach and keeping Portsmouth open. 

I'm sure that you will be prepared to visit at 
length wlth our Naval team chef and others, and staff 
p le. to satisfy everybody that everyone can be comfortable 
w1tE the decision pmcws here. Nobody questions the fact 
that you have to a plv common sense judgment calls after you 
have all the num\ek. We do understand., 

Now, let me simply ask these cjuest~ons, and then go 
to my colleagues. My colleagues have asked me to do this of  
each of vou before we get mto the process, because it is a 
matter &at has been rased sufficient1.y often that we need 
to do it in the course of ettin to the ultimate facts here. 

1.11 start with y o u , h r .  L re t a ry ,  because you 
were the first witness. 

Mr. Secretary, did the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense remove or add any installation closures or 

A Pare 4 1  
Navy activities,, the Eeorraphi&l necessity of coast ul,' I : 
coast arrangements, we determind, in r h ~  ' 0 3  :I \ . : I ;  : 

closure, that a simple racking and s t a c h n ~  mcchanisrr, uoul, 
i not do justice to our ability to both evaluate the acti\,itlrs . .s 

and get rid of excess capacity. , 1 - 5  
The t e c h q u e  that we used in the '93 round of base. 

closure that was reviewed by tbe GAO and confirmed a? 
ap mpriate and that we have used again this time is a , 
tec$Ique that looks at the military value, because that is 
the key ingredient, and then ensum that our average 
military value for all activities of a sub-category remains 1 1  
at least as good when we get through closing activities as i t  ! , I ?  lR 
was before. 

SO, more directly answering your question on why 
Long Beach, why not Portsmouth, the answer is that, while the 
Long Beach activity has, because of the nature of the lund o 16 
work and that kind of thing, in terms of accumulating scores, 
on a one-for-one basis, a .2 differential. 18 

When one looks at our approach across all 19 
activities, the average military value of our Naval shipyards f 20 realignments from our rGommendatioas to the Secretary? 

SECRETAR~ DALTON: NO. sir. 
oes up over where ~t was in the start of t h~s  process and, 

berefore, we have satisfied, we believe. the need to weigh 
C H M ~ A ~ '  DIXON: Mr. Sec&ry, did anyone in the 

Administration instruct you not to place any specific 
21 
22 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary. 
SECRETARY DALTON: That is, Portsmouth Naval / Shipyard was cons ided  for closure. It is the o d r  vard 

I 
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military value. The military value for the subcategory 
shipyards is better when we get through with thls process 
than it was going in. 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: Mr. Chairman, if1 might-ay I 
just add to Mr. Ncmfakos' comments? In a very sirnplcminded, 
sailor's wa , let me simply say these are apples and oranges. 
Oneis on (I;e East Coast, one is on the West Coast; one 

a m  .surface ships, non-nuclear, the other does primarily 
"g su manne nuclear work with heavy emphasis on refuellog. 
These are not the same b g s .  

CHAlRMAN DIXON: Well, the Chair sp rcciates the 
simplicity of your response and I thank you for it. A man 
from Kankakee, Illinois, can easily put these things in 
perspectrve, and we appreciate that, Admiral. 

Now that we are down at the more simplistic level, 
it will probably amaze everybody to understand that the Chair 
did know that one was on the East Coast and one was on the 
West Coast. 

I&& D m o N :  1 was up to ha t  speed. 
SECRETARY DALTON: If 1 might just add one other 

thing, ~f I could, Mr. Chairman? 

I 

8 part of our decision-makin as well. 

( 9 
CHAIRMAN ~ ~ ( 0 6 :  1 thank you. Mr. Secretan_. 

10 The obvious mint of this. and I 11 not belabor it. 
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1 installations on your list to the Secretary of recornmen ed 
2 closures and reali e ts7 

c f  
3 
4 

SECI~ETAR%&TON: NO, w. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, did the Office of 

5 the Secretary of Defense instruct your service to place or 
6 not to place any specific installations for closure or 
7 rcalignmcnt on our listed mrnrncndations to the Stc-ry? 
8 SECRE~ARY DALTON: NO, sir 
9 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. secretary, did you or the 

10 Office of the Secretary of Defense ren~ove - remove - any 
1 1  ~mtallations h m  the recommendatious solely for reasons of 
12 environmental or economic i act? 
13 SECRETARY D A L T O ~  NO, sir. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, in that connection, one is 
15 compelled to ask further, in connection with the Na 
16 statement in its book that - where's the book? d ' i o u .  
17 Mr. Scqetary. Department of the Navy Anal sis and 
18 Recommendations, Volume 4. M m h  1995. Pa e Staff ir 
1 9  concerned about this. Because of the large num&r of job 
20 losses m u n i n g  in Cahfornia and Guam, and DON decided 
21 agamst recommending several closures that could o thewse  
22 have been made, and so forth. 

4 which currently su ports all our SSN688 class sub'darines. 
5 where we do reherin defudinp. And we had closed two 
6 nuclear shipyards I. %; BRAC 93 round of closyre in 
7 Charleston and Mare Island. and those considerat~ons were 

11 becapse we'll re& to it many ' t ima and our staff wili be 
12 visitrng with you many times about it, and 1 do understand 
13 what you're saying about the distinction, between the two 
14 places, because if you laid them down s~de  by side, they 
15 don't do exactly the same kind of thing for you and we 
i6 understand that. 
17 But, obvious1 , the concern that we would have is 
18 that a great many ofvs have been saving right aloo 
: a  not gomg to do a lot of add-ons to the detriment o ? the we.re 
20 country. So, quite obviously. when uec lay these down sidc !.I 

151 side and we look at the hard numbers and do the annlytic s! 
! evaluat~on that's rrqulred doing t h r t .  oh\.iously. \r*hrr, . 

i 

4 
5 
6 
7 
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Does that in any way stand at odds with your answer 

to my question, sir? And please don't think we're picking on 
you. 

SECRETARY DALTON: No. 
CHMRMAN DIXON: We've got ti) have these things 

analyzed, of course, and we need to ask them for the record 
SECRETARY DALTON: I don't think you're picking on 

me at all. It's a very legitimate question. 
Iq m . response to your uest~on, I thought you 

asked dld tke Secretary or  O z c e  of the Secretary of Defenena 
ask me to remove anything from my list; and the answer to 
that is no. 

I decided to make some environmental i - 
excuse me - economic impact decisions as it xA to the 
State of California and, in m final list, when I looked at 
the ovsrnll impact ofjob loss o?BRAC '93 and BRAC $95 - 
and I'll be happy to present that for your consideration -- 
but when you combined what was being rrxomrnended for the 
Sute of  California with what had been donc. in BRAC '93, we 
were lmkin at some 30.000job loss irr that state. J I u k  our BSEC to go back and re-analyze, revisit 
:iic Slate o f  California, and thev came back to me and showed 

. . - -- -. . . . . . . - .- . . . . . . 
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Division Naval Facilities En ineering Command in San I ]  
Fmcisco ;  and the Fleet and%dustrid Supply Center in 1 j 
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ADMIRAL BOORDA: And I thought I wasn't going to 

like this hearin . I love it. 
(Laughtef.) 
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Admiral, I'm going to ark. 

probably, a series of questions as my time permits, around 
the issue of excess capacity. 

The first question I'm oing to ask is  really the 
umbrella question. When I th of the n h b e r  600. I 
remember how long it's bccn since I was in the Navy, when we 
were taking about 600 s h p s  in lots of home ports. In 
reading the reports - and correct me if I'm wrong - I note 
that a couple of ears ago we: were thinking about 425 ships 
by the year ~ W d l a n d  now we're talking about 344 ships, a 
reduction of some 20 percent. 

Yet, in this particular BRAC, I see no reduction in 
the Naval stations o r  activities that deal with iers. I'm 
wondering if au have somethin else in m i d  for the future 
or d a r  t h ~ s  BLC bring you in%alance regarding tbat 
particular excess capacity item? 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: It's going to be hard not to call . 

you 'Ben.' Mr. Commissioner, I'm happy with where we arc. 
Wc closed a lot in earlicr BRAC's and we closcd Naval ststions 

Oakland. 
I made that decision afterconsultin with Mr. 

Pirie, the Under Secretary of the Navy $. Danzip. I also 
had discussions with Deputy Secretary Deutch anJAssistant 
Secretary Dr. Josh Gotbaurn, that you visited with last week. 
So I got input from a number of sources. The decision was 
m e .  

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you very much, Mr. 
Secretary. It's verv helpful. And the staff people, of 
course, will visit &th you and your people about the 
decisions that were made and we thank you for m h g  it a 
matter of record so that that can be evaluated. You're very 
h d  to do that. 

Do any of the other four witnesses want to add to 
what the Secretarv has said in this renard? = 

n k . )  
%zAN DIXON: Then we'll pursue that later at 

the staff level, and we thank you. 
Now, then, if I may with you, Admiral Boorda, I 

would ask you the same questions I've asked the Secretary 
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I -:v the wnlc $2 hi~liod in savings over a 20-year p e r i d  that 

I _  6 rc; i : l d  trurr, Long B a c l l .  1 dccided to leavc Long 
. - .:, or, tile l ~ s t  of'recomruendations, but I decided, in my 

4 :i+..,!r~!:lcndationa ro thc Sccrmry of Dcfcnsc, lo rcmovc somc 
r oina inswlirtioos from that l in,  and 1'11 be happy to tell 
6 you what the are if ou'd like to have those. ... 
7 CH&& D ~ X ~ N :  ~ i r s t .  may I inknixie and say 
8 tha: vou are qurte correct m suggest111 that our answer was 
P perftktlg accurate to my question pod f t h d  you for 

1 0  enlarging it by suggesting that it was your own individual 
1 1  decision, not one brou ht to you cithcr by the Administration 
12 or s o m w ~ e  in the office of the Secretary of Defense, but 
13 !.our oun decision. 
14 Is that what you're telling me, Mr. Secretary? 
15 And, of course, the Chair has no problem with that. Would 
16 you be kind enough to tell us, for the ~ e c o r d ,  what that 
17 decision was? 
18 SECRETARY DALTON: Yes. sir. When 1 did rcview the 
19 other instaliations involved, I decided not to recommend to 
20 the Secreury that we close Naval Warfare hscssment Division 
2 1  in Corona, California; the Su rvisor of Stu building, 
22 Construction, and Repair in F m c i r c o ;  %e Western 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11  
1 2  
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1  
22 
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I the line. 
2 We're going to s h r t  ~ 4 t h  ~ d l n i r ~ l  hlonloya, beca~e 
3 we believe that he would be in the beset position of anv of  
4 US ip this anel to do, a ood job and, in r ~ o g n i t i o n  of his 
5 dirtinguls ed m e e r  m &e Navy. C o m n u ~ s ~ o o e r  Montoya is I!, 
6 oing to begin our que.st~onmg h s  monung. Admiral 
7 Rontoya. 
8 COMMISSIONER MOhTOYA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
9  Sccntary Dalton, gentlemen, good morning. I am dcl igha ID 

1 0  be among former shipmates and I think, in starting the 
1 1  process, good friends. 
1 2  (Laughter.) 
13 COhlMISSIONER MOhTOYA: And. Adminl  Boordn, I'm 
14 dclightcd to personally congratula~ you on becoming Chief of 
15 Naval Operations. Mr. Chairman, this is a man I've known for. 
16 a long t ~ m e ,  and he's a strong, strong man. The Navy is m 
17 strong hands, but very soft hands - a fine ma+ 
18 CHAIRMAN DIXON: A Kankakee, Illmois man. 
19 COMMISSIONER hlOhTOYA: Oh, is he? 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: A Kankakee, Illinois man. 
? 1 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Let me rephrase. 
22 (Laughter.) 

! 

! 

i 
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1 and. without going into all of the deulil, would your answcn 
2 be the same - in other words, to tr). to estabiish here that 
3 nobody influenced you either at the Secretary of Defense 
4 level. the Administration level, or elsewhere, with respect 
5 to these decisions. 
6 ADMIRAL BOORDA: Y a ,  sir. My answers would all be 
7 no. I had no discussions with anyone in the Office of the 
8 Secretary of Defense. M recommendations were d to the 
9 Secretan, of the Navy and: in fact. I didn't discuss this 

1 0  downstairs until we made our final recommendations. 
11 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. G e o c d  Mundy. wwld 
12 tk! k YOU: P nse, sir, under &? 
13 GENE$!?MUNDY: It would, Mr. Chai-. 
14 CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Commandant. Mr. 
15 Sccretarv, would that be yours? 
16 MR. PINE:  Yes. My answer to all those questions 
17 is no. 
1 8  CHAIRMAN DIXON: And Mr. Nernfakos? 
19 M R .  KEMFAKOS: Ycs, similar answer, Mr. Chairman. 
20 CH.41R\lA4bi DIXON: I thanh- you all. Now, we are 

1 ; !:.&, go to the question and answer period with my -- - - - , ~ . i w  wil!. in rum ask d ~ c  questions as wc go down 
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I in earlier BRACs. Now, I thlnk we have it about right. We 
2 cannot givc up any morc watcrfroni, any mom pie space. any 
3 more installations, and still take care of the Navy today and 
4 have a reasonable ability to surge should thmgs go 
5 differenti . in the future. 
6 So I'm very satisfi+ with the Naval station lineup 
7 that we would end up w ~ t h  here. 
8 COMMISSlONER MONTOYA: SO you sce chis thing muv 
P much the same for the force structure you see out d e  next 

1 0  fiveyears? 
I I ADMIRAL BOORDA: 346 is the number that we are 
12 looking for. That K also the bouom up rcvicu, numbcr. This 
13 lineup would satis that number. 
14 COMMISSI NER MONTOYA: Secretary Pirie? 
1 5  

2 
MR. P I R E :  May I support CNO on that, ~ d m i r d  

16 Montoya? We looked at closure of some Naval slation icrs at 
17 Little Creek, the sub base New London m d  the sup base Sari 
I8 Diego. In no case did the clo!jure really make ultimate 
19 sense. 
20 It would have left us in in position where we would 
2:  have virtuaUv no surge capacity. + a d  you rccogni7r: hst we 

do not have pier space to park all thc. s'hrps !:: :!ic : . ' n l l d  1 

! I 

----- .. - -- 
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askmg for some $3 billion in fi--1 year '96 and fiscal year 
'97 w t h  respect to having the funds to closi these bases. 
It's im ratlve that tho? fuqds ?me. forward. 

g e r e  have been situat~ons m the past when this -- 
I think with respect to the earthquake in California: these 
funds, some of these funds were divened for that purpose. 
and that krnd of thin , whereas that certainly was a tragedy 
and needed to be ad%;essed, I would h o p  that these hrnb 
will not be used for pu ses other than for which tbey are 
specified in the f u t u r e . z u s e  the reapitalization of the 
Navy Department in the future depends on oulr ability to have 
the savings that would come from t h s  base r e a l l v e n t  and 
closure rocess. d are counting on it. We are depending on it. We 
are making decisions expecting that to happen, and it's 
important that we realize those savings. 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: As a foUow-up, 1 ot the 
general impression last week t h ~ :  m e  of the consifeerrtions, 
at the Department of Defense level an!uta:i, was the fact tha 
i t  takes s~gnificant up front costs to exrcurr an! base 
closure. and wc all know that. I rcrncmhe: Ihc avr whcr. thc 
O&M account was usully thc bili-pa! C: 1 . .  ';.n? :hr ii~::Li*, :I 
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1 Sat= Navy. We dount on substanti;l numbers of  them bcing 
2 constantly deploys. So.we'rr about as t ight  in piers and 
3 waterfront spaces as we think it's prudent to be. 
4 COMMlSSlONER MOh'TOYA: Good. Bcfon: I yield my 
S time, would you just identify the three or four other major 
6 excess capacity areas, Secretary P~rie? I hnk you 
7 mentioned 19 that you bad identified, but I wanted to fpcus 
8 on three or four that ou bave in your mind that you rmght 
9 have to deal with in &e future, such as depots. 

10 MR. PINE: Well, we have substantial excess 

Page 57 
1 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Again, I'm trying to d 
2 situation here. because we're aharb a microphone. f 
3 welcome all of you this morning an$ I'm dell hted to be a 
4 reen-suit gu talking to m good friends andeo~eapes in 
5 %e Navy anb;loding out a$ttle more about thelr 
6 activities. 
7 Secretary Dalton, we had testimony last week from 
8 the Secretary of Defense and other senior Defense officials 
9 that the size of the list of recommendations to t h s  
0 Commission was limited by the Department of Defense's 
1 mana ement abili . 2 2 %asically, w at they said was: 'We've bitten off a 
3 lot in the three previous rounds. The amount of closures 
4 that are contained in this '94 report are about all we can 
5 handle without breaking the force. " 
6 To what extent were these considerations extant in 
7 your detennmatlons of just how much ou could handle on 
8 closup, as op sed to ~ u l  getting at &e excess ca aclty a 
9 that exists in Navy an 2 maybe going a step f ade r?  
0 SECRETARY.DALTON: Mr. Commissioner. we went 
: through an exhaust~ve, cornprebensive, but, I think, ven. 
z profess~onal process that we've described to you this 

- - - . . -. . . . . . . . - - -- . - - 
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1 morning. And the recommcnda[ions that werr nmdc h y  the ESEC. 
2 wc went forward wirh to our fmal recon~rnendarions, u.rth i l , ~ .  
3 ; exceptions that I have mentioned previously. 
4 We think that we are cutting out the excess 
s capacity that we need to in this round md we t h d i  that it's 
6 impprtant that this be completed and that we have the chance 
7 to combine it with the previous rounds of BRAC, those 
8 closures, and implement those, and fael like that we will 
9 have demonstrated the substantial sa\,ings that we've 

10 ment~oned. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
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9 
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14 
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SECRETARY DALTON: No. sir. ?he submissions that 

3 ?" you will see - as the s t a ~  goes through 
4 Mr. C h a m m ,  the record, as you indicated -gou dl1 see 
5 that there were specific reasons for retainin that, either 
6 reasons dealing with being able to support a eet 
7 wnccntration in an a m  where that particular depot happened 
8 to be the only ma'or industrial activity - Jacksonville is a 
9 classic example of that - or in the context of, for example, 

10 the Naval Shpyard, Portsmouth, where capacity turns on as 
1 1 sirn Ic a manner as do we perceive the subrnanne threat to be 
12 sue! that, instead of defuelin and laylog up 688sIass 
13 subma.rincr with a lot of fife &R to them, we make, for 
.4  national securi reasons, the decision to refuel those 2 :5  submarines; an that, then. drives ca acity. 
.6 SO there is a moclest amount oPexcas capacity 
:7 remaining, but it's there for specific reasons and it IS. 
:8 covered m the record, sir. 
9 . COMMJSSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you v e q  much, Mr. 

10 Chauman. 
:I CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Admiral. We will now 
L? have General Robles question. 

2 we have made art as they were prcsentuj to me by the 
3 Assistant Secretary for h fa l la t~ons  and Environment. I 
4 might ask if he would like to elaborate fi~rther on that. Mr. 
5 Pine? 
6 MR. PLRZE: No, I think we did a; mandated. We 
7 reduced excess capacity to the extent fw;ible, consistent 
8 with the kinds of criteria that you saw relating to what we 
9 want left for the Navy base structure for the early Zlst 

lo centu 
11 ?OMMISSIONER ROBLES: AS a related question 
12 harking back to my.days the bud et director, you said, i 
13 think, m your o p m g  teitmony. At a lot of your 
14 recommendations wen based on the fact that you expected full 
15 funding or to get the adequate budgetary dollars necessary to 
16 do this. 
17 Where were you expecting this full funding to come 
18 h m  - from your budget requests going foru!ard and hoping 
19 that they would be a proved or h m  some special account or 
20 from some externa! source? 
21 SECRETTARY DhLTON:. From the budget requesu that we 
22 have gomg forward. As I indicated in my statement, we're 
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do h s .  

tear's round of BRAC closure will hive an early, immediate1 
return, and, in some cases, 35 of those 62 are immediate, 
others within a four-year period. There are a few outside 
that. But we are e hasizing savings that occur early in the 
process in this rouoyof BRAC closure and I think we will 
r d z e  that. 

So we did not decide to go less far or not t~ go as 1 

I 

15 Lfar because we were eonstrainEd by that orocess. ' 
L-WEK K-: The rial questlon before I 

i t  to one of my colleapues: I notice that the Navy's 
18 K ~ n t a i n e d  a considerabre number of redirects, more so 

Do you believe that vou are constrained in any u . a \ , .  2 

19 than any other service. I guess I'd be interested, and all 19 
cr 20 of us would be mterested. in what factors went into P I  110 

21 determining which redirects you would propose? 
Is i t  a function of maybe some past recommendations 

d, 
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wondcri~.!:. onc, hour ~ h c  threshold was cslablishcd and did you 
'; i;:. :. .. . t ,  . ,: ;~~::;,:l:,ri\,c wononlic impact o r  was it based 
I you; .:.;!llc:li;~rlons for this round alone? 

StCi;ii 'T.'iRl' DALTON: It did include a cumulative 
 ono or mi impact, and we did not use any thresholds. 

COhthllSSlONER STEELE!: Secondly, were bares added m 
thjs list E substitute fpr bascs that you mentioned that 
were nor ut on this Itst? 

SEERETARY DALTON: NO. 
COhthIlSSlOh'ER STEELE.: Thirdly, how many Navy jobs 

would have been lost if those facilittes had been closed and 
what savings did tbe Navy sacrifice to keep these open? 

SECKETAR'I' DALTON: In the case of the savings, the 
four California activities not c l o d  involved the loss of 
approximately 1,720 direc! miiitary and civilian jobs. The 
one-time cost associated w ~ t b  these four actlous totaled 
approximately $107 million and the annual savings were 
approximately 545 million. 

COhOlllSSlOh'ER STEELE: Thank you. We haven't pomn 
into this very indepth yet. 1 believe some of the other 
Commissioners plan to. But regarding de ts and inkr- 
servicing, are you wocerned that the A r  f & e v s  decision tc 

2 ALCS might result in an incr 
discourage the: Navy from future 

N: Wc thinl: the inter-servicing 
avy Department docs a fine job 
th what we do with respect to 
r. Pirie, I'd like perhaps for him 

SECRETARY DALTON: No. 
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! COhthfISSIONER STFf1.F t.' * .. : r r  11, IW3D's 0u .n  
2 fi rcs. tbt: potentla1 lnlpa~.: i t , .  . , . ;I,' Jlrec[ Job luss IS 
3 1 6.' percent of all exlstlng jobs o n  C.l::.:i:. w * ~ t h  the possibil~ty 
-I of ~mpacting 25 rcenr of the tola; .lobs in [he economy. 
5 Tbis is ao incred%le price to pay. the Congressman says, . 
b which would be intolerable ro any slateside communir~. Hou* 
? did th~p economic impact factor lead to your dec~sion or 7 In many cases, the joint cross-service groups, in 
S affect ~t in any way? 8 the opinion oflhe BSEC, didn't o far enough. 'lhev asked us 
9 MR. P m :  The job loss m G , u m  is major. 9 to move various lcinds of worf out of those facilities and 
? Hou,ever. it may very well be oversutd'by those figures. A 10 into o$er DO 
1 substantial number of those jobs are from the maritime 1 1  facilit~es. But 
: prepositioning ships and other h n d ~  ni assrtc tbat are not I 
5 n-rily p p l e  Icxated and W O T ~ E  in Guam but sirnpl!. I3  
: there on a translent basis. 
5 Compared with the savings to be achieved apd the 
6 fact that we still retain a major presence on Guam - over 
7 1.000 people at the NAVCOM stay: we Iefl the hospital open; 
8 and in recopition of the fact that this was a pretty hard 
9 hit, we also kcpt the public works center open on Guam, which 
9 is normally a follower activity to the other h g s  closed. 
1 However, Public Works Center, Guam also does work for 
? Anderson Au Force Base, so we decided to leave that there, 

14 testimony last week from Secretary Perry that the size of the 
15 list of recommendations to this Commission was limited by the 
16 Department of Defense's management ability to implement BRAC 
17 actions when they are added to those o f  previo? rounds. 
18  In vlew of the site of the 1993 Ilst, how,  fat 
19 all, did these concerns affect the Navy's 1995 
20 recommendations? 
21 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. Commissioner, I saw those 
22 comments in the press and actually spoke to S c c m r y  Deutch 
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crank and pettin a d t a r y  value number, it's a matter of 1 
dete-g, wi t% respect to the excess capacity that you 2 
want to el~minate, how do ou achieve a configuration that 3 
retains averape mihtary d e  across everything that you 4 
keep most e h t i v e l y .  5 

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank yqu, Mr., Secrrury. 6 
Secretary Dalton, the N a w  recommendatrons Include a long 7 
list of redirects, and I t hd  that was addressed partially 8 
by Commissioner Robles. 9 

What is the value of the military construction 10 
costs elirmnated by the redirects and are these costs based 11 
on the 1993 COBRA analysis or the more detailed assessments 12 
performed durin i lementation lannin 7 13 

SECRET~%ALTON: 2s I A. the o v e d  14 
militar_v - and I will provide the answer precisely for the 15 
record - it was ap roximately $1 billion dollars m military 16 
construction a v o d k c e  that resulted. savings resulted from 17 
those decisions. I'll ask Mr, Pirie to elaborate further. 18 

MR. PIRIE: No, I dunk that that's right, ~ t ' s  19 
about S1 billion, and the numbers a n  budget numben. That 20 
is, those are numbers in the Na\y's budgel or  program as it 21 
has hen publlshd.  22 
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that it is i rtant to the future of he readiness of the 
Navy that% t a o n e  be appropriated and spent. 

Was the $3 bilzon requested by the Administratloo 
has that gone all the way through the budget process? HA 
the entire amount been requestid? 

SECRETARY DALTOh': Ycs, ma'am. It is part of our 
budget request for this year's budged and fiscal 96 and even 
though we haven't submitted '97 yet, it's penciled in in 
krms of how we p h  to go foward wth respect to next year. 
as well. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Art you expecting - at lesst 
earlier in the Base Closure Commission process there was some 
thought that there mi ht be dollars coming into the Defense 

ent for some o f these moves. ~n you counting on any kehrn closures? 
SECRETARY DALTON: U l h t c l y ,  we're wunting on 

significant dollars. 
COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry,.dollan coming in 

from sellin land from selline uipment. 
SECI~ETA~IY DALTOR:%~, ma'am. 
COMMISSIONER COX: h'o. Okay. Thank you. L ~ I  me 

also ask you, because I was on k e  1993 Commission, thert arc 

r 
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I reiilignment choices. 
7 Are h e r e  any circumstances where the Navy c l o ~ u l  
3 to rzali aed bases whch  ranked hgher  than those b y  not 
4 include$ on h e  Navv list and, if so, pl- ex lain the 
r reason for not f o l l o i b g  the military value m & n p s  
6 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. Commissioner. I think fie 
7 example that we used earlier with r t to Portsmouth and 
8 Long B a c b  was a case wbere the m T r y  value war some 
9 2ilOths of 1 r e n t  diffeyent, and so we did not adhere 100 

lo  rcent to those numbers showed with respect to the 
i I Rbnl m i l i q  value andysir. and 1 think the example we 
12 discussed with respect to Long Beach and Portsmouth reflwts 
13 that. 
14 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Arc there any similar 
15 circumstances? 
16 SECRETARY DALTON: I don't &ow of any others. Do 
1 7  you, Mr. Pine? 
18 MR. PIRIE: There are some, and we will supply a 
I Y  complete List for the record, Commissioner Cornella. 
20 COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. 
7 I MR. PINE: But the rationale. I W, clearly 
22 applies to all. It's not simply a matter ofjust  turning the 
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1 CHAIRMAN DIXOK: Okay. Before I ield to m \  ! 
2 friend. Commissiuner Cox! j ~ t  10 fol!ou1.up. &ere arc 6, c 
3 military and national w-unt!' value cntena and three 
4 others. Since Portsmouth and Long Beach are relatively ti 
5 on the five mil~tary, do an\, of the other three values w m c  
6 into this at all? 1s that too convoluted a question? 
7 MR. PIRTE: No. I understand what you mean. The 
8 analysis of environmenhl "n i i i ,  cconomic hpaci ,  community 
9 impact wouldn't have mi& any difference to either one o f  

10 them. 
I i 1 CHAlRMAN DIXON: Okay. 1 thank you. I'm d c l i g h d  i 

ze a distinguished Commissioner m past rou&. 2 
13 wonder ul lady. One wonders uFhv one would mum. But we're l 2  to 
14 honored by her return -- Mrs. Rebecca Cox. i 
15 COMMISSIONER COX: 'Thad you. Mr. Chainaaa and hnlr 
16 ou all for testi h g  today. I want to commend the h'aby, 
17 &?cause I am we I aware of the aggressive nature of the 1993 '? 
18 recommendations as well, and any concern that perhaps the 
19 Navy isn't going as far thrs time, and your concern over tbe 
zo costs to close I'm painfully iau.are of. 
2 1 I want to ask you just one more question about the 
22 53 billion, because I thought you  made a very pcnuasivc csse I 
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a few thrngs that are different this time, obviously, in  many 
cases, k u s e  of the force structure or other reasons. But 1 I'd just.like to walk through them so that I understand where, 
those differences came. 

For example, in 1993, the Commission, after a great I 
deal of consideration and working with the Nav belleved / 
that the Navy would require t y o  strike training to 
accommodate the current and future pilot t rahn rate, and ( 
further found that the military mastruction for $ T-45s. 1 
the Navy's new intermediate and advanced strike training 

' 

a k n R  which was cornpi&. 1 bcleve at f igsvil lc md  h d  i 
begun at Meridian, required two sites to su port future ilot 
traming and. therefore, we recommended &I ~ e r i d i a n &  / 
maintamed. I 

I wonder if you can tell me, is the Navy planning I - you've now recommended closing Meridian - are,you I 
p1a.nn111g to wnduct s t d e  traloing at any other locat~on ; 
other than b g s v i l l e ?  

SECRETAR I' DALTON. No: ma'am. Therr is on longer I! i 
need for a second strike trainin,e air station. 

COMMISSIONER COX:- I wonder if you could juqt 
outline for m.; w,fiat arr r !  r :h&nL*-,c  tat l a d  you t o  :!i~! 
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COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you.  Mr. Chairman. I 

yield the remainder of my time. 
CHAIRMAN DKXON: 'Ibank y w  v e y  much, Co-rrioner. 

Before I recognize the next Commissioner. may I do one 
follow-up with you. Mr. Secreulry? G&g back to Admiral 
Boorda s earlier statement about keeping it simple, this poor 
old, Southern Illinois lad sure appreciates it if you can keep 
11 st le 

%en you get right down to it, are you simply 
saving to us that, notwithstanding that small - 
b h t e s i m a l l y  small - fmction of a percentage point 
difference between Portsmouth and Long Beach, it boils down 
to the fact that it's a nuclear submume Naval shipyard out 
there in Portsmouth? Is that what you're sa ing? Or is ~t 
more than that? We'd i k e  to get it as f ~ m p 6  as we -. 

MR. PIRIE: To keep it simple, ~t boils down to the 
fact that it is a different kind of SIX yard than Long Beach. 
It's a nuclear shipvnrd, facilitized edr 688-clzrs 

.- . 
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submarines. We 6elieve that the work at Long Beach can bei 19 
done in a wide variety of industrial facilities on the West /20 
Coast. urhereas the kind of  work that Pornmouth does can he 
donc 3t \ ' e n  few facilliie.. . 
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ap reciation of how much work needs to be done on the 
tec$~~~cal side. The numbers of p p l e  in the systems 
commands has continued to i o  down. So, in terms of how much 
space you need to have to house those people, that's 
adjusted. 

And then, in the context of the redirect, for 
example, from New London, the schools fvom New London oinl 
to Charleston, it's a reflection ofwhat the ~ompiss ichfe l t  
was appropriate in terms of keepig the submanne berthing 
capacity in New London. We've taken that into consideration + our calculations.. And as you do them, you need a 
different configuration of space. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Just again, to k it simple, 
so 1 understand it, b s l u s e  the force structurxas changed 
and what we're attempting to do is not different but perhaps 
now beii handled in a different manner, 
compare &e '93 numben to move to the '45"",GZrs?'' 

MR. NEMFAKOS: Yes, ma'am. 
COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you very rhuch. 
CHAIRMA.N.DD(ON: Thank you very much, Commissioper 

Cox. We ap E l a t e  that. I'm pleased now t~ r e c o p  
Gcncnl J . B .  8av i s  for a mund o~qucst ionir lg  Commissioner 
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I conclusion? , . , . 
2 SECRkTAR)' DALTON: Mudan~ Cornmissioncr. I rcfcmd 
3 to the spullzr number of aircraft and the various tv and 
4 categonu. We had an additional air wing to c o n i i E a t  the 
5 time of BRAC '93 a s  compartd to BRAC '95. So I think just 
6 the smaller number and bringing our force structure down to 
7 the 346 ships, the 11 active camer groups and 10 air wipgs, 
8 those considerations that were part of our bottom up review 
9 process led us to those conclus~ons.. 

10 COMMISSIONER COX: It 'sa force structure change 
I I that ultimate1 allowed bat?  
12 S E C ~ A R Y  DALTON: Yes, ma'am. 
1 3 COMMISSIONER COX: On the same question, son of, 
14 but a diffe-rent exa le, have you chan ed the criteria you 
15 use to decide the %tar?. value? Has tf at been a change 
16  since 1993? 
17 The r w n  1 ask, for example, Lens Beach that you 
18 had up there, in 1993, military value h e d  differently at 
19 that point. It ranked significantly hgher than Pearl Harbor 
20 and Pornmouth, and now vou aU have ranked it sti htly above 
:I Portsmouth and well below Pearl Harbor.  idt the military 
r value change or what else changed? 
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SECRETARY DALTON: I'll ark Mr. Ncrnfakos LO address 

that, since he was involved in both rounds and I was not. 
MR. NEMFAKOS: Commissioner Cox, as you will 

recall, in the '93 round of base closure, we had;-for - 
le, large elements of mili value devoted to quality 

ZZiuues. YOU uill a~so 2 t h a t  we were 
criticized, both by the Commission as well as Members of 
congress, for particularizing elements of our military value 
to the type of installation that we were dealing with. 

So you will, in fact, see, throughout the milita 
value matrices our taking those criticrsms to heart an 
malun the necessary changes. 

7 
h i t h  re ard to the industrial activities. for . 

example. we %ave a much smaller and much t~ htrr military 
value approach to uality of Life issues, since i c y  are 
predommantly civ%an industrial activities. 

So you will see, in fact, changes as a couple of 
h u g s  happy - one, the refinements attendant to the things 
that were su ested to us where we could improve the prows 
but -ndff. also, with regard to form structure changes. 
where actrvlties before had value because thev su ported a 
certain element of that force structure, now &at eyement is 
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I difference-- as I recall. i d  1 don't rcrnc~:~b+~ thc . r c d  . 
2 numbers, it was actually not t h h l  c\!* : .  . (  . .  . . : . I ;< 

3 Oak in 1993 - arc the b u d f a  n u m h e ~  tiliicrcl - .-.c 11ou 
4; you're clos!r to what the real costs would ir,. .mi are you 
5 seeing that m other areas, a lot of your cost> move 
6 higher than vou expected? 
7 MR. PIRIE: I'll ask the former deput!. director of 
8 Navy budgets and accts on m left to answer the question. 
9 MR. NEAIFAKOS: ~211. as General Roblas can tell 

1 0  you, budgets do change over time. But no. I think, wth 
1 1  rcgard to White Oak, and I think wi th  regard. for example, to 
12 the movement of Lhe nuclear training programs to Charleston. 
13 what you see is the reality of how much is i: tila1 you need 
14 to kee and what does i t  cost you versus somcthmg e lx .  
IS & the '93 round of base closure, it was our vieu. 
16 looking at the technical centers as well as to the total 
17 number of ple that needed to be housed, that we needed to 
I8 keep the G t e  oak activities. We're now two years fur the^ 
19 down the pike in the budget cycle. The top line has gone 
20 down. The amount of mone that we have to spend m the 
21 t e c h c a l  centers themselvss {as dro ptxi a prciablv. 
22 We have a different undentan$A, will. 
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I no longer there and, therefore, k e y  don't pet the a t t e n k t  
2 values. 
3 COMMISSIONER COX: To put it in the Chairman's 
4 terms, to keep it simple - there are probabl a 
5 lot of chan es but, gen;~;:~!~eigbting may be o?the 
6 qual.19 of i f e  and, of course. any changes m the force 
7 stnrcture would be the two ma'or reasons? 
8 SECRETARY DALTO~:  Yes, ma'am. 
9 COMMISSIONER COX: Okay. Sort of along the same 

10 akgory, looking at some of your redirects - W h i ~  Oak, for 
1 1  example - you all have quested this time that the Navy Sea 
12 Systtms Command move mostly to the Washington Navy Yard 
13 instead of to the Naval Surface Warfare Center in White Oak. 
14 I assume that this is a wst  issue as much as anything. 
I S  Is the cost of renovatme the Navy yards for the 
16 Naval Sea Systems Command less than the cost to renovate the 
: 7  existing facilities at White Oak? 
18 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. Pirie, would you respond? 
! 9 MR. PIRIE: Yes, it is. There is substantial 
20 Savings involved in that and there are ssbstantial savings in 
:I closing the White Oak facility itself. So we wrn both ways. .- -- COMMISSIONER COX: For that same r a c n n .  is thcrc a 

I 
. -- 
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1 Davis. 
2 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, hlr.  Chairman I'd 
3 like to join mv colleagues in welcomin you. T h ~ s  is my 
4 first time on t h s  side of the dais and 1 fike i t  a lot 
5 better over here. 
6 (Laughter.) 
7 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: A ain, keeoing i~ simple, for 
8 a simple fighter pilot from ~ e b r a s i a .  I'd like to ask one 
9 question and, Mr. Secrclary, you can divert it to anybody you 

10 want - hopefully not back to me. 
1 1  (Laughter.) 
12 COMMISSIONER DAVIS: 1 knou. the seniccs werc ver? 
13 concerned that, if we didn't have thls round of base 
14 closings, that some of the money in the out can had alreadv 
15  been eaten. 1.d L*e to congratulate the k a y  for stepding 
16 up to the rocess. because you surelv have. 
17 SE&TARY DALTON: Theark vou. 
18 COMhlISSIONER DA\'IS: Gkcn wh,a: y o c ' v e  done. will 
19 you have to ask for additional ap ropriation:. to accompl~sb 
20 your out vear bud e n  or do vou [a,., suftic:,:~>(? 
21 SECRETAR~. DALTON: 1t.r irnper,.:: c !ha: tbc ~ o s i  
22 savings that u8e heve rrqur.;:cd in thi: rol!r -:.,:c:., 13 

I 

I 
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19 apart? 
20 SECRETARY DALTON: General, the recommendation of 20 
21 the closure of Meridian was probably the most painful for me, / 21 l9 
22 personally. in that I've been there many times and wasvery 22 

I 

, 

closures, happen, w d  hat we do r a ! i ~  :l,c 5 . - .  I;.;:, 

these closures and, with tha;, we antlclpate thai ue ' l i  5. 
able to do the recapitalization and Lake care of our p$i1 4 

in the out years. 5 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: And ou uill have, ~ l a r l y .  " 

account? 
'K enough in your readiness account an your modernization 

SECRETARY DALTON: Yes, sir. 
j i 
I Y 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: 1 thank you for that ansuccr / 10 
As I citizen who would like to be protected, I'm glad to h u r l  I I 
that. 112 

I know the Kavy and the Air Force has been k l b g  , I3 
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impressed with what I have  see^ there, and it is a quality 
facility. And, as I answered earlier, we did have to 
recommend that it be closed based on the fact that we no 
longer had the need for a sacond strike training air station. 

However, +use it is such a quality facility and 
because joint trainu~ is a goal of working together with the 
Air Force, in particvgar in our undergraduate pilot training. 

t that it mi ht indeed, make sense to have Meridian 
a d  we Co -bus w o L g  to h e r  with r-t to that and we 
ydrrasd that OSD conr ik r  that, dong with the Air Force, 
an made that as part of our recommendation to OSD in o u  
submission. 

COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you, sir. If I may turn 
to depots, I know the Navy has, a am, stepped up to the 
mcess and closed d ts. consiferin .the Navy's recent 

%cision to move t h e y 1 8  workload a %lt, which has been 
inter-serviced to the Air Force, back to the Navy, do you 
have future lans for inter-servicin , and can ou give us 
some idea oPwh you moved the $18 back? bas it lack of 
timelines, not c r, =per to do it that way, ct cctera? 

SECRETARY DALTON: We believe in inter-servicin 
General Davis. where it can be achieved and where i t  is& 
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1 addition to what will bk realized from prior roun&. 1 ,- I ! 

about integrating pilot training. That discussion has k n  , 
ongoing for years, and 1 think we're moving towards h a t .  In 
vour dccbion. whcn you looked at Mcridian Air Force Basc. 
was there any analysis done on combining training between 
Meridian and Columbus Air Forcc Base. which are not too far 

- 
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taxpayer the 1-1 deal for the money. 
CULlhllSSIONER DAVIS: Thank Y O U ,  sir. I f  I might 

have jut one more min.ute, if I may o back to pilot 3- trauung, assurmng a cnsis occurs an we have to build the 
air win s back up again, do  you have a surge capacity, 
~dmira! Bmrda, in this rocess? 

ADMIR4L BOO&*: Yes. We will still have some a 

excess capacity in the way we're oing, but I would like to 
reiterate, or rather associate mgse f f with what ~ b e  Secretary 
said. If we wuld find a joint use of the entire Mississippi 
complex, that would be a good thing to do and it would create 
some o rtunities in the area ou're talking about. E&MISSIONER DAVIS: I h o w  we'll get the 
eventual1 but, in the test evaluation area, we'd lLke to 
work uIi2 "our staff to t t~ come u w ~ t h  the ratiopale of 
why you d;d what you dia: along wi8 the other services. 

i 
SECRETARY DALTON: Ycc, sir. We'll be happy lo 

work with you. 
COMMISSIONER DAVIS: Thank you. l ir .  Mr. Chairman, 

1 yield back. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I c e e i p l y  thank you, General 

Davis. And now we'll have questlorung by a d l s t inp i shd  

14 
15 
16 
17 
I8 
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businessman from St. Louis, my friend S. Lee Kling. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: T h d  you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Secreta ou and I have known each other for a long time 
and w o X d  to ether for a Ion time. 

SECREQARY D A L T O ~ :  Indeed, we have. 
COMMISSIONER KLING: I respect your good work. 1 

would like to also say thanks for the good job you and your 
associates are doing. 

SECRETARY DALTON: Thank you very much. sir. 1 
appreciate that. 

COMMISSIONER KLING: You statcd that clearly excess 

"p"3' remains, but it has been identified as peculiar to a 
partic ar type of installation or it is being retained to . 
protect future flexibility. 

Would you prov~de us with a list of where this 
excess capacity exlsts and how much at each location? 

SECRETARY DALTON: Yes, sir, Mr. Commissioner; 
we'll be happy to do that. 

COMMISSIONER KLMG: -All right: We'd appreciate 
that. Going back to just - wc'vc asked thc qucstion so many 
times about the fundin that you brou ht up, or the lack of 
funding, I might say. &ow much fvnaing - what I don't 

I 
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I cost-effective and from an operational point of view makes 
2 sense and, as I W was pomted out by Mr. Pirie, we 
3 probably do more inter-serv~cing work than anyone, and where 
4 we can achieve cost effectiveness and meeting our operational 
5 considerations, we will. 
6 I might ask Admiral Bmrda if he would like to 
7 speak to the decision with respect to the F-18s. 
8 ADMIRAL BOORDA: In my backup to w a r e  for today, 
9 I b+ a fi of 26 percent of our work is Bone in other 
lo servius' =ities, and we are doing a lot of - I don't 
1 1  know the corrrsponding number of their work done in ours, but 
12 1 would assume it's probably pretty close. That's 
13 significant. 
14 We have downsized our depots to what I consider to 
15 bc the minimum now. We havc one on each Coast and one Hilo 
16 facilit YOU can't get a lot smaller than that. 116 MR. PINE: No. We have had to delay some rojecu 
17 b t h  respect to the Air Force doin work on F-I Sr, / 17 and delaying projects simply delays the savings &at OU I 
la and that work going back to N o d  lsland that w s  purel! 18 expect to r ~ l i ~  from them. We uo provide you a detaild 
19 economics. It 1s cheaper and the aircraft are returned to 119 list of what cuts were and what projects they impacted. 
20 service more quickly, and that decision was made jusi ic :: :?(I COMMISSIONER KING:  Has your budgc: rques: :pin€ 

j 
21 would have been made between a puhlic and private 1: forward lncluded not on1 . what you are suggesting In Lhls 
z 2  competition I t  urac  m d c  on thc n i ~ z i h n  2nd u h r :  ; . : :.lunl! h u ~  to d e  a r e  o?whrt is n d d  from h e  past? 
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1 understand is, you said that you were not able to close as 
2 many locations as you would have liked to have closed by now. 
3 How much addition4 dollars are you missing to be 
4 able to complete the work of the past or what you're sbort at 
5 this time? 
6 SECRETARY DALTON: Mr. KLing, 1 don't have that 
7 number at my fipgertips. I'd. be hap y to provide tbat. 7%e 
8 one example I clted was one rn w h c g  dollars were d~verted 
9 from the - 

10 COMMISSIONER KLING: The earthquake? 
1 1  SECRETARY DALTON: .-a BRAC closure kitty, if you 
12 will, and revented us from havmg some additional dollars 
13 spent to e fect closures since then that would have othenslse P 
14 occurred. But I don't know tht: dollars. Mr. Pirie, are you 
15 aware of what the dollar amount is? 

I 
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recruit 100,000 sailors and Marines this year and next year 
and the year after that with respect to our Navy Department 
and Reserves help us in thdt area. 

So it is im rtant for us to have representation in 
each arc, and I'd K c  m ask the CNO to comment on Bar, as 
well. 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: Naval Reserv? are rimarily prior 
service people, or people with very qxxxal s d s  that we 
nced. For example, Seabees, that Admiral Montoya is famihar 
with, we might h r e  them right out of the construction, or 
recruit them right out of the coqstruction populat~on. 

Because it's basicallv a pnor service outfit, you 
should see, a s  your staff does, the analysis, the rationality 
between the demograptucs and when we have our Reserve 
centers. So we put our Reserve centers where there are 
Reservists of the right skill levels and q d t y  for us to . 
have in our force. 

It works out that 
much thmu hout the couny, 
not a probfem. Our peo e 
all the time, and you wi8 
good example in this 

. Page 9 1 
1 hlR p:!?!E: Ye?. sir. ' 8 .  

I - .  

:. ? i. ' , ' i  !. I;L:KG.',Thttnk \,ou. Touching on thc 
crosr-sen: !:.; ; t4 . ;w- :  a littic, which 1 h o w  is a tougher 

4 an~r@ 10 gr ;  1;i:o. how much consideration was gwen to 
5 m c r p g  mcdrcal facilities and hospitals with the other 
6 services in areas where there are duplicate facilities and ,' 
7 excws bed ca aci t~7 
8 SECR&.~R\: DALTON: Mr. Pirie? 
9 MR. PINE: That is an on oin,o,process outside of 

io BPL4C. 1'11 let Mr. Nemfakos t ab  \O it. in his inimitable 
I I fashion, in a moment. 
.? 
A Generall!,. we regard ho,qitals as follower 
:3  act~\,ities. M'c n r d  hos~itals m arcas of major fleet 
! J ccncentrations, major troop conccn~rations, and so forth, and 
: 5  wc need hospirals in some a m s  whcrc civilian ca acity would 
16 be overtaxed i f  we put all of  our people into %e ~ivilian 
17 market. So there has been a substantial amount of 
18 consolidation and cross-servicing going on in the defense 
19 bospital establishment, and we have been part of that. 
10 SECRETARY DALTON: Charlie? 
!I MR. NEMFAKOS: I ' l l  t ry to kcsp it simplc by Wung 
I 2  thc Cornmission back to what the '93 Commission did with the 
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proposed closure of the Naval hospital in Charleston, where 
the Commission felt, because of the total number of military 
personnel that were being serviced in that particular 
catchment area, Bc hospital should remain open as opposed to . 
closed, even though Navy active duty penomel were leaving 
in 1 e numbers. 

%e oint cross-service p u p  approach this time 
I' was exact y that approach, Comrmssioner, was to look at the 

tot4 number of people in a catchment area that needed to be 
serviced and then do the analysis of what needed to stay or 
go on that basis. 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: Excuse me. I might just add, 
because e a r l i e  used the Charleston ho ital as an exa ?let 
we have q qarleston ri ht now - md%s is a m u l t  o 
what.we dld m '93 - a davy commanding officcr.of the 
hospital and an h r  Force executive officer. The Idea that 
the services are workin together to not have too much 
q a c i t y  and make the &st of what we have, Charlaton is a 
rsd good example of how to do that right. 

COMMISSIONER KLLNG: In this round, were there any 
hospitals specifically that would be taken down due to the 
fac: that they could merge with, or cross-service with one of 
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1 COhlMlSSlONER RLING: Ycs. ,4nd that's what I was 
2 really just t .ing to ask, though, across senpice lines is 
3 that done. !d-use, as we h o w ,  in the couot there are 
4 ' ma'or mergers of hospitals, saving millions an millions of  
5 dodars. ALI ay. that was just a subject. 

'2' 
6 You a g  made a statement. Mr. Secretary, that you 
7 hiended to maintain a presence -- I'm taking about the 
a Reserve units -- in every state, and I guess I can understand 
9 the good will that that maintains from that standpoint. 
10 However, would thcrc be additional major savings involvcd by 
1 1  coordinating more of the Reserve *ts cross-state andtor 
12 also having them work in considerat~on with the regular 
13 m t s ?  
14 SECJETARY DALTON: Commissioner Ning, we find that 
15 it's important to have a presence in every state. We use 
16 Rcscrvu for many things, and Reserves play an active mlc in 
17 the Navy De artment in a lot of a r q .  
I8 h e  o?those areas, in tY r past year, for example. 
19 was in the area of recruitin . We asked our Reservists to 
20 assist in mruitinp. We ha$ a difficult Year in recruitin 
21 because many ple t w ,  becaw we re etting rma~fer, 
22 that we're not Kg and. indeed, we a=. h e  need to 
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1 the other services? 
2 MR. NEMFAKOS: In the analytical approach, there 
3 wen Navy facilities that were identified to be downsized, 
4 Commissioner, not to close completely. When we looked at, in 
5 our o m  internal analysis. at those recommendations, the fact 
5 that. for example. we were brin ing additional active duty 
7 &tar?. nonnel into Corpus ehnsti did not pecessanly 
a imd  i t s e f i o  ru ponin that particular ccnclp~on.  
? The fact gat.  , Eeaufofl, South Guoha,  the 
3 ability to  proyide our active duty members with necessary 
: support 1s l~mrtad dld not allow us to reach that same 
! conclusion. That was the extent of the Navy's involvement in 
3 tbat particular area. 
t SECRETARY DALTON: Commi~ioner  Kling, I know that 
; 22 hospitals were evaluated and over 100 cl.mics were 

ernlualed in this rocess, so it something that we evduateci 
clowir q d .  as A ~ .  Nemfaltos indicated! there was some 
downslung. but there were no closures m this area. 

COMh4lSSIOF;ER I C I N G :  Mr. Sccxtary, was that across 
m i c e  lbe: 07 U'~FS that o d \ .  w i t h  tbe Navy? 

1 move some aircraft into Brunswick, Maine. SixIy-four 
2 of the p p l c  live within less than 150 miles frorri Brunswick. 
3 and so we'll be drillin tbere. 
4 COMMISSION~R ~ K U :  n m k  you, ~ d m j r s l .  
5 SECRETARY DALTON: ' Ibc Commandanl would like to add 
6 to that, 
7 GENERAL MUNDY: I would just add emphasis to the 
8 demographics aspect, Commissioner. Intltd,  it's nice to be 
9 represented in a variety of locations. 

10 But now, wrrespond~ngl while we have some u n i ~  
1 1  Qat would fit that description kt Admiral Boorda j u t  l a ~ d  
12 out for you, a lot of ours involve younger people and it 
13 simply is a matter of beip able to have a community from 
14 whch you can recruit W& about a 150-mile radius, young 

ple that am in school or whatnot, ha t  can come in and bc 
prO ocated there. 

17 So there is so,me skill association to i t ,  but there 
18 is also the ~dea  of just the availabili:~ of recruits. 
19 COMMISSIONER KLING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXON: T h a n k  you verv much. Commissioner 

SECRET*k?'  ALTO^;' That's within the Dcpanmen~ of 21 Kling. Now, ladia and entlemen, the Chair recognizes thz 
?ht 3m.y. ?? hour 1s 1 1 O'clock. W'r gaven't had a break. 

---- . . .- --- 
.- - -- . . . % - -  Diversified Reportirlg Services. Inc. (ZO? 1 296-2929 - 
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And you have none this year.  

so, General, that wouldn't apply to you. 
The issue - the fast track cleanup program which 

was adopted by DOD some 18 months ago, my.note says, that to 
, to speed cleanup on closmg bases - does 

Navy or the M a ~ e  Corps clean up faster 
than it woulzothenvise? 

SECRETARY DALTON: Commissioner. Mr. Pirie's title 
is Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Installations and 
Environment. I rhmk he's the appropriate person KI annver 
that question. 

MR. PIRIE: Therefore, I get the question. The 
answer is, fast-track cleanup IS a good k g  and we are 
doing well with it. 

It turns out that, in the re-use business, that 
when communities have an inccntivc to get their hands on the 
propeny quickly, that difficulties with environmental 
assessments and cleanups tend to fade away and the discourse 
becomes much more pragmatic than ideological, and we come to 
agreements and move on with it. 

Ln fact, we're learning from BRAC situations thin,- 
about fast trdzk c ~ ~ u p  t h a ~  are assisting us in our other 
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1  NO^, I recopi&,how important each of you 
2 obvi.ously is to h ~ s  own senlice units and SO f ~ r ~ f i .  and  hot\* 
3 valuable your time is. Ma!. we 1rnlx)st. for orle more quick 
4 round, plcasc? Are you comlomt~lr W I L ~ I O L I I  I I ~ V U I ~  a b r u k ?  
5 I find that breaks tend to take Ion ?er than we t 6 anticipate and, i f  no one minds ttm muc 1, and you u.ould .- 
7 indulge the chair, I'm going to shorten the qucstiori period 
8 for each of my Commissioners a) sir minutes and uc ' l l  have 
9 one more uick round. 

10 I w i i  conclude wilh a sdrt of a short wries of 
I I questions Lhat have .been given me by others and we'll ,have 
12 you out of here LII time for lunch, and 1 pratlv appreciate 
I3 your pennjtting to impose upon vour valuahlc tlrne. I f  
14 that's all right with you, we'll go ahead, and Admiral 
15 Montoyaw~llagarnquestlon. 
16 cOMMISS~ONER MOhTOYA: I wan! ~d ask sonle questions 
17 about what I consider to the wild card in this whole 
1 8  process, and that's the environmental ~ssues. 
19 If  there's one area where that wild card plays 
20 differently dependin on who's ot the deck at any point in 
21 time, because of the!egal issues%oth at the lar$ S 22 activit? or the receiving activity, the issues aroun permits 
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and impact statements and so forth, and then the cost issue - as you h o w ,  h s  will come up everywhere we go. 

People will use h s  as a reason not to move or as 
a reason not to go s o m e p l a ~  eke or will even use it as a 
reason - use the costs associated with that as a reason not 
to move. 

General Mund where a propriate, would you also 
nspond to b s ,  so &I we cangave it on the m r d ,  to 
these uestions where applicable? BOD policy has n statement that says that unique 
contamination problems requirin envhnmental restoration 
will be considered as a potential L t a b o n  on near-term 
community re-use. Wereanyinstallationseliminated from 
closure because of uni ue contamination problems? At SECRETARY D TON: Who arc you addressing that to, 
sir? 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Either one. 
Were any bases eliminated from consideration 

because of uni ue contamination problems? 
MR. P ~ E :  NO. SL 
SECRETARY DALTON: No, sir, that were not. Them 

were none. 

Fage-iT 
extensive redirect list. was anv of that driven bv 
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1 installations. 
2 COMMISSIONER hlOh'TOYA: Gcr~cxil hlu~l;!: . ::;., 
3 experience et with this process at El Toro, which 1 tlli:,i I- 

4 or1 the list $om before? 
5 GENERAL MUNDY: Well, IIK costs n s s o c i ~ t d  with t t l ~  

6 environn~ental cleaaup are inc:luded in the funds that are 
7 provided to us. There is a cost to cleaning u the 
8 environment. I don't hnve any specifics to o f i r ,  twyood 
0 th:lt lkct, 1 think. 

10 COMMISSIONER hlONT0YA: h ~ d  it's 11ot coslir~p all! 

I I rnorc or any Icss? Do you fcel ha t  this - whcn you spccd u p  
12  somethin certainly in construction vou pny a prcniiurn. Ilou 
I3 do you kt about f~qt-track insofir ar impacting your cosul 
1 4  Any ex nence et? 
15  $. PIRIH: Not enough to talk about. We m 

i 
16 provide you with explicit exarnples of the fast-track cleanup 
17 prognr~ls that we have alrwdy in1 Icrncnted. I do no[ have thc 
1 8  sense that getting on with it d e s  i t  any more expcnsire. 
19 On the contmry, when plc hn,ve an incer~tivc to el on U ~ L I I  
20 i t  in order to re-use g p r o p c r t y  and pet rome&np else 
11 going, they find ways to make clranu work. 
27 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: 8 n c  last question Your 
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environmental considerations ?hat vou've dis&ered since 1 
previous BRAC decisions? 

MR. PIRE: No, slr, none of them were. We had 1 
some cases - for example. Lemoore is a non-atbinmcnt a m , n  
we would have needed emission reduction offscts to move the 
F-14s into Lemoore. We succeeded in obtaining those from the 
Air Force, from Castle Air Force Base. Tbat was, I think, 
the onl close call. $, essentially, the answer is that no 
environmental considerations affected the redirects. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Admiral Montoya. 

General Robles. 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES:. Mr. Secretary, you medomd 

reviousl that art of the rat~onale, or one of the 
knefits, i' wo u? d say, of the redirecting roc+s between the 
'93 round and $95 round were substantr~savm s. and I 
assume those substant~al savmgs irn acted heavfly on your 
overall economics for the '95 nsunci! 

Now, the question I have is, did you take the other 
side of b s ?  Because obviously, when there were some 

recommendations in the '93 round, there were savings 
auributcd to those recommendations and, as you Fevcne those 
or change those, you have to offset those savmgs with th? 
savings for this new round: How did all that work out? 1 

SECRETARY DALTON: Yes,  sir. Mr. Commissioner. We 
evaluated the previous rccornmenda~ions and realized thal some I 
dollars, if not expended, were in the process of being 
expended, and rccognizcd that that would be the case, but h e  I 
overall savines from the redirects outweiebed those I 

considerationk 
- 

COMMISSIONER ROBLES: The second qucslion. cross- / 
servicme. We've talked a l~ttle bit about cross-senicmr.. i 
and it w k  interesting. 

I remember, even when I was still back in the - I 
Pentagon, that we had an extensive review group, cross- I 
service study group. They made a lot of recommendatlo~s. j 
Yet, i t  a pears that not manv of the recommendat~ons wcrc 1 
dopled $. this pxticular B h C  round. 

An bemg pragmatic, and understanding inter- 
srn9ice rivalry and a lot of other things, this 1s not zlon; 
that \:ein. I just have a specific qucst~on. , 

I b:nou, for m;iny years v,fr'\,c hkr: :2:1:1:!;' : i h  
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I rota? aviation 'tplninp.. and I understand that one of $e 
1 r tcnmmcndat ion~ of  he cross-sc.rvicc rou usas thn! the Naval  

Air Statipn a l i t i n g  Field. ~ l o r i d a &  c?osed and that all 
1: roar).. wmg traininr o to Fort Rucker. Yet. that did not 
5 come out in your &a 5 recommendations. 
6 Any rationale for why that wasn't done? ,' 
7 SECRETARY DALTON: Yes. sir. And wc did review 
F *a[ rccommcnda~ior, and found that. in terms of our aviation 
!! training is for helicopters. i t  is different than what is 

16 done between m t i n g  afld at Fon Rucker. 
: i We are trainmg aviators to fly over water, to land 
: 2  on ships. It does take different qualifications and 
:3 different training and it was our judgment that it made sense 
14 nor to  do cross-sen.icing here and not to do that on a joint 
15 basts. 
16 But I would defer to either Admiral Boorda or 
17 General Mundy, i f  they'd like to elaborate further on tbat. 
l 8  ADMIRAL BOORDA: Ld me simply say that, for the 
19 Navy part of it - and we train our hellcopter pilots 
20 together -- we're training to a different requirement. Were 
11 we to move to~ethcr. we would have to recreate Whiting Field 
1: at Rucker, and the cost would not make sense. 
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1 We have a very different expectation for our 
2 helico ter ilots. 
3 ~ E & R A L  hlUFDY: We robably a n  l e  closest 
4 together in the green NII sew. Ad cer tady.  a s p u  
5 know, Commissioner, durine the Vidnam War, we trained some 
6 pilots up at Rucker and that's worked out. They turned out 
7 great- 
8 Fundamentall , the Naval aviator, be he a sailor or  
9 a Marine pr a she, f%r that matter, needs the additional, for 

i0 example, ~nstmmentation training. We train about 30 more 
11 hours in instrumentation training because of the over-water, 
:z bad weather need for o rating our force. 
13 For leaMaxine  g T r ,  I w b g  ahead, one of the 
14 things that will drive us 1s the need to contmue to be able 
is to have a dot that is trained with basic fixed wing slulls 
l6 and then & m a  a rotary wing pilot. 
!7 The resson for that is, as we transition, beginning 
I8 in a very few yean,  into the V-22 aircraft, that amounts to 
: 9  an airplane tbat takes off like a helicopter but then has the 
10 charactenstics of a fixed wing aircraft in flight at about 
2 1  250 o r  275 knots at extended ranges. So it's fundamentally 
2 importan1 to us to be able to contmue to bring them up the 
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it tbe Navy pollcy to perform carrier refueling overhauls at 
Neuport News, rather than at a public shipyard? If so, did 
(his have any  effecl on thc Navy's shipyard recommendations? 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: No. It is the Navy policy to look 
at that work as it comes up and do it in the most cost- 
effective way. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Several Navy recommendations 
move mdustnal and technical missions at srqaller facilities 
to shipyards m aviation depots. Were any similar rmssions 
consided for relocation to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, such 
as missions currently being performed at Marine Corps 
Lo,istics Base Barstow? 

GENERAL MUNDY: No. Commissioner S e l e .  'Ihe 
Marine Corps loglstlcs bases are rather umque m the way 
that the . operate. 

d e y  are multi-commodit~gfpg/stic~ centen and they 
do not provide, really, a depot ction m the classic sense 
of what a depot does but, rather, they are a direct support 
agency located on each coast to provlde, within ode day, 
dlrect support capablllty o r  response to rapldly deploylug 
forces that are on the go,all the time. 

There was no speclfic function tbat we do there ' 
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I dounsiu. fivr dt.pots,i: . t r . :~c !  01' closlr-I: one or nvc? depots. 
2 If it's so ;,I ..),' ,.. ::,. .:. ... . , , .  , :., 17.1c.r. thr $;;\.a1 c .n. icc,  
3 t d e  thai on anti ~ $ 1  ~ i . c :  :. a conlt3 at i t  from a diff?rent 
4 approach -- y o u  and th(. . i t  111). hy LIIC %.a!.. 
5 SECRET/IRl' DALTON. H'c clo!icd 50 percent oiour 
6 ~ a c i t y  U I  l'th rz. ect to depots in the last round. And, as 
7 A miral ~ o o r d a T a s  po in td  out. we now hare a fired wing 
8 dcp t  on the Enst Cons!. \VC. h 3 \ ~  oric on !tic W C S ~  Co=st. and 
9 wc have one hclicoptcr dclr\r: 11ou~. That's r a l l y  dnun to ue\\at 

1 0  we need. U'e didn't bave an!' reason to close another depot. 
I I It didn't make sense for us to close another depot. 
13 In terms of our grncral approach. ~t appeam to us 
13 that u ~ c ' v e  had bct~cr ex cnc:l:c u~hcn uCc wanted to r a h e  a 
1 4  savings to actually &e a closure as opposed to a 
1.5 downsizing. hu t  I don't rcnll~ krloug the hsckpri>und or don't 
16 knou- the qa lvs i s  that the .Air Force did. I'm sure that, in 
17 their analys~s,'it made more sense to take the approach that 
18 they took. 
19 COMMISSIONER ROBLES: Thank you. 
20 CHAIRMAN DIXOh': I thank you, General Robles. hfrs. 
21 Ste le ,  plaqe.  
22 COMAIISSIONER S T E L E  Thank you. h l r .  S e c m l a n ,  i s  
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fixed win track and then transition into rotary wing. 

CO~MISSIONER ROBLES: I understand that. and 1 
understand the complexity. Do  either one of you see - 
either Admiral Boorda or General Mundy - that maybe down thc 
road, at least for the very entry level rotary, wing part of 
it, there will be some commonality of trainrng at a central 
site and then, for the unique aspects of carrier landings and 
over-water - 

ADMIR4L BOORDA: General, only if it makes 
financial and people sense - financial sense, in the case of 
not bavin to go through all the simulator b g s  we have to 

o tbrou % in the instrument training; and 
%at we cEon*t move plc back and fo* EomPEnFiE2 to  
anotber to do s o m e E g  we uo do in one place relatively 
quicM . 
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that seemed - vou know, we certainly wmpetc b e  work that's 
done there, & do the ,other depots, but we didn't have 
anytime to transfer, ~f tbat was the nature of your 
question. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: Thank you,  General M u n d y .  
SecnErv Daltpn. based on our s taf fs  prelimman revlew of 
your mformatlon, i t  appears that nuclear !;hipyard capacity 
1s approximately 40 percent in excess otnaeds. Yet, as we 
all know todab,, we're only recommending the closurr of one 
shipyard at t h ~ s  point wltb no nuclear capability,. 

Would you like to comment on their inqutq 
regarding those numbcrs? I know wc've son of beaten this to 
death, perhaps. 

SECRETARY DALTON: Commissioner Stcelc, we'll be 
happy to provide additional information it1 terms of our 
exccss ca :city LE each c t  !CIe arc=, as wes p r e v t c ~ l y  
rquerte4? and feel good a b u t  where we are w i ~ h  respect to 
the shipyards that we ha1.r and feel !ik- wt: need the ones we 
have kept. 

But if there's spc. !5. !urther questions with 
t to the amoun: o; r. . zss capac~t!~ in a c h  area. we'll rG?! :, ~r<p{>",! : . 
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l o  I mean, ii  has to be finmcielly attractive and 
it also has to treat our people properly, and so far it 17 
doesn't meet either of those tests nor does it fulfill the 
requirements that the two of us have talked about. 

COMMlSSl0:iER ROBLES: One fmal question Lan 120 
week. when the SECDEF was here. he hriefcd the in~crcsting 21 
proposal bg the A,r Force that i t  rnrrl:r econormc srnic to 
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I seneices repared to oifer up what was o d d  to SEZ:' / I value of a Reserve instlthtion's geographic loution w th  
r h e  iast c 7 osunc round? 2 respect to Rrszrve recnuting? ' 

ADMIRAL BOORDA: T h e  answer is yes. And, in fact, 
4 we worked closeiy with the Secretary and with the staff, his 
5 staff. as they did h s .  As Mr.  Pine described. the f l e t  
6 commanders in chief. h e  owners. operaLors of h e  quipment 

3 SECRFiARY DALTON; I'm going lo ask Mr. Nemfakoa or 
4 Mr. Pirie to address that question, please. 
5 MR. NEMFAKOS: Co~nmissioner, with regard @ the 
6 Reserve air stations, when we looked at Reserve alr statloas, 

7 and the bases came in, and had a hli say. h d  we need to 7 as the staff will see in the record, the Reserve air station 
8 save mooe\.. just like evervonz else. s that we iooked to close was, io, fact. Atlanta and only 
9 GESERAL MUND(.: Ceminly, Cotmissioner, as 

10 Szcretaq Dalton mentioned to you. the Marine Corps is in a 
I 1  relative stabiiiz~ng mode noht now. After ha\.ing been 
1 2  headed down, we planed OH. So the b v l c  structure that we 
:3 have right now supparts the size Marine Corps that we have 
14 and the capabilities, traininr functions. 
1 5  Indeed. we still remain shor; of not onlv family 
i6 houcFg across our anay of hasc.~ Iw: a b u t  13,000 bachelor 
;7  hous~ng sites. So we don't havc a rrzrncndous amount of 
: 6 c x t r s s  capac~ty. 
! P COh4bflSSlOh'ER CORWELi..: Tilard: you Sccreiar!. 
20 3alton. last wel :  Szcreta?. Pe,7; . .  ;> LJ! :ha[ one of the 
- ,  

9 Atlanta. 
10 We determined not to close Atlanta beeaye i t  is a 
r I demographically rich area that can su port the ar reserves 
12 Lere. As a matter of fast, in the fina~analysis, we 
I3 hcavied up the number of assets that were in Allanta and also 
14 jointly based assets at Dobbins., with the Air Force, in order 
1 5  to take advan~age of that. 
16 The closure of South Weymouth was not as a result 
17 - the rccornrnenda~ion to closc Sol~Lh Wcymouth was nor as a 
18 result of an analysis of the Reserve air statiolls and 
19 the one that had the lousest militan value. Rather, I[ w+ 
20 our intent to k able to support retaining B r u n ~ l c l t ,  which 

- .  p n m q  cr ,nsi&rd~~nna.  natur*li \  . : :i::- u p  ti-on[ cost$ of' !?.! is a much more capable active tlaqe which can also, then. 
I-- , ,  , .  . ,  '., ... a . _ . . .  , -- >,.!TI,: 5.o~ ' 2 :  pro\.~clt. the nzes:;ar?' supporr for th- Keenre asset< ar Soc:h: 



_ - -  - . - -  _ . .._.. ...-.. - - - -  - - - -  - - -  
- -  - - -~ 

. - 

, 3 ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~  ,,I (:oVI-I?NMI:N I I-X17ENSI- 

Multi-pageT" 
4/6/95 , Base Closure and Realignment 

Page I IS ( Pa e 116 
~ ' . ; c ~ \ ~ I ~ o \ I ! ~  i when i t  gctr to r prior r,hcrc ~ I I : I I  scn.ice, you can't &I i t  

So tile 1r3d~ofl  was made, essentiall~. in our by yourself. 
) jIracss, not m thc Rcscrvr air station analysis but. rather. 1 , SECRETAR, D L T O N  I think wc arc doing it,  though.  
.: when we completed that analvsis, then. az a rnechan~grn of 4 1 think I could give yclu s o f ~ ~ e  cxsmplcs. W:e Tinker Air Force 
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service-to-service, we will then look at creatin either one 
or two joint depots betweed the Nav , and the !hr Force. 

I think that's tbe right way to do Ibis luod of 
thing. Deciding how ou'rc going to d your industrial work 
done is a manaOenarpnress that siould not be done with 
these great big bang, bang" mechanisms like BRAC. 

COMMISSIONER COX: That's very helpful pers@tive. 
Thank you. A couple other o n  M i t e  Oak. You've 
recommended the complete closure of the Naval base that at 
White Oak. 

5 retaining Brunswick which, from the fleet commander's 
t- perspective, was a more prudent t h g  to do. 
-I ADMIRAL BOORDA: Bruns~ick remains now thc onl!. 
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1 Department seriously consider cross-servicing and, in fact a 
2 great deal of work a parently was done by the cross-service 

roups, very little o F w h c h  appears to have ended up in the 
L a 1  r s o m m e n ~ t i o n s .  - 

5 The concern that I have about that not only is are 
6 wt not moving but we're making decisions that we might not 
7 orhenvise make if cross-servicing w e n  going forward. For 
8 cxample, you, yourself, mentioned that it mlpht make sense to 
? cross-service with Meridian and Columbus. 
o Nonetheless, you all have gone forward and 
I recommended closing Meridian. It may be that, were a serious 
2 effort taken, we wouldn't close Meridian, we would cross- 
3 service it and we'd be closing s o m e t h g  in another servtces 
4 area, and the Navy ets harmed, in a sense the wuntry gets 
5 harmed m a sense, fy closing the wrong base should we go 
6 forward. 
-7 
I W e  haven't been able to cross-service, even in the 
8 context of  the Base Closure Commission. Nonetheless, 
? Stcretarv Perry has indicated that they're moving fonvard. 
o D o  you belleve that there will be st ficant cross-servicing 
I without the incentive of something E e  the Base Closure 
1 Commission or some further incentive other than the Defense 

Does that mean the Navy no lonrer needs the test 
facilities, includin the wind tunnel, which I know we 
discussed at some fen h last time? 

MR. PIRIE: & Navy does not nsod that test 
facility. 

COMMISSIONER COX: The Navy docs not? Do ou ' 
antici ate that DOD or any other federal agency wouid take 
over tiose facilities? 

MR. PIRIE: In accordance with the rules of'  
disposal, if they wish to do so, thev have first call on the 
facilities and it would be possible for them to put a fence 
around the part that they want. 

5 Base in Oklahoma, like Co us Christi, ansd I'm s u n  the CNO 
6 ant! the Commandant c o x d  ~ i v e  you additional evidence of 
7 that. But I think we are su ing  it, and apparently it was 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
I8 
19 
20 
2 1  
22 

! bast - operaling rnaritimc patrol basc - u.hich givcs you thc I R not ap arent in our report. 

. . 
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I Department simply moving forward to do that? 

c window into thc North Allantic m coopeption with Kcna\.i):. 
Iceland. It was the operatinn nature of that base that led 

I me to recommend what we did to the Secretary. 
COhI1\1ISSIONER CORNELLA: Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 

. j  !hat completes my questions. 
L C H ~ ~ U I ~ A N  DIXON: Thank you. Commissioner Cornctla. 

: 5  Commissioner Cox. 
! 6 COh.IMISSIONER COX: Thank you. M r .  ~ectkan - and 
:: not meaning to beat a dead horse, because we've meniioned 
. 8  cross-senpicmg many times before - J want to ask you. in a 
c sense. a personal opmion. 

' r .  . - Coming out of. I t h d : .  a sense of frustration 
:i that. Ic 1993, there was ver\. little inter-servicing done, 
2 the Commission made a strong recommendation that thc Dcfcnsc 
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I COMMISSIONER COX: To  do that? 

0 [oh, would !ou like to spmk further to that? 
10 MR. PIRIE: 1 think what I 'm hearing from you is a 
I I view which may reflect a biaq of the legislative perspective, 
12 that without the BRAC lo force US to do this, that we're not 
13 going to do it. 
1 4  I would, in ~ A C I ,  take the contra view BRAC 
15 makes it harder, rather than easier to 2, inter:serviciog. 
16 Doing these things in the context of BRAC, we've pot an 
.di irreversible decis~on that's sudden, one-time, all or  
I $  nothinr, is a really tough thing for a senlice to face u to. 
19 Now, we've got n process ~ o i n r  on outside B ~ C  
20 where we're lookinr at the aviation cfe ots and where the 
2 1  Secretary has agreed with Secretary 7 ~dnall  that when the 
22 process IS over and we've got our final  onfi figuration 

- SECRETARY DALTON: Well, $c answer is yes. ,We arc 2 
3 committed to joinmess, to cross-servlcmg. As w e  tram, 
6: jt's evident: as we do operations, it's evident; when we've 
.' mvolved in war-fightin ; and I think it's evident in what 
6 we7= doing from an $%.njstrarive point of view and with 
7 respect to some of the out-servicing that exists. As was 
8 pornted out, I thmk we do more out-service work - some 26 

percent that the CNO mentioned earlier. 
So we are committed to joinmess. It's evident @ 

; our acquisition plannin thin s like the JAST - the joint 
: advanced strike tcshnokgy. h o s e  lands of things I think 
! are clear that we thmk jornmess or  cross-servicing makes 
i sense. 

Every alternative tbat was suggested tbat we 
consider wlth respect to joint servicmp was. indeed, 
ansidered and considered szriously, and many of those -- I 
t 5 d  some 20 of the alternatives -- were, in fact, 
~rnplernented. 

COhlMlSSIONER COX: I guess I'm not so much / X I  
c*:ncemcd abou: the Navy or c\,rri thc Air Force or any of thc 
. . . -? .~cc~ '  ind~\,idual commitment to cros.s-scrvrcing. It's 
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COMMISSIONER DA\'IS: Thank you vr? r n u c t  Ths: '~ I 
lhy I asked for tSr. dzk, sc \tle czn have thr s z f i  iook 2! I 

lineage. The BSE 
to account. Mr. N 

COMMISSIONER DA\'IS:  Well. I assure !;lu C:::: thar ' 5  

I 

one of the things I want to look a( very carefull!.. because 
once you disestablish ranges and tisting facillt~es. it's 
very difficult to el themback in case of emergen:!.. 

A D M I ~ B O O R D A :  I nirht add rhar a lot of rnl. 
thought on h s  %$as not driven 'by the numbers bu: b!. the' 
irrevocable loss of air space where you can dc thngs you 
can't do anywhere else m this count?; an3 1 kmou !,ou 
understand that well. 

COMMISSIONER DA\'IS: Thsnic  yo^: T:,sd yr lu .  hfr 

I 
Chairman. 

CHAIRMAS D E O N :  Thank you v c p  much. Ccnuniss~nncr  
Davis. Commissioner Kling. 

COMMISSIONER );LING: T h a d  you, Mr.  Chrzrman Just 
two questions. Sccrczary Dalton, did Lhe Navy rcvieu a n y  of 
the lease and sale offers made by building oune3 in Crysral 
City and. i f  reviews were made of ':l~csc oiic.rs. u.cr: ~ilc! 
not accepted by the Navy? 

SECRETARY DALTD::: Cornrni$s~~>ner K!ing. >c.\. ,::. wc 

did revleu, prwnlii:lons made to u with rrznci: (L? C q s k !  1 
Cit!. and found thai [he!, u r r t  "0: ::: !hc r ,  :.. ?::;:::: ( 1 :  I 
h'a\,\.'s hest Inrercs:.. and .  tilc:ctc,::. d!J :: \:' : .!:::;. 

. . drcikic,". th;jr \ r - ; -  .:: .,i;. ;:. :..:- . .  : .  . . . , , . . . . 
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1 reopening El Toro and re-openine Cecil Field? Or is that 1 
2 mwrrect. 2 
3 SECRFTARY DALTON: We art nor reopening El t o m  nor 3 
4 are we reo enin Cecil Field. 4 
5 CO~~MIS!IONER DAVIS: 1 t sir. If I may, I 5 
6 asked you for the data. If I may ask you a philosoptucal 
7 question. why,didnlt the Navy move some of i t s  tugh- 
8 performance aircraft testing - and you'll see the bias here 
9 m e minute - to Edwards Air Forcc Base as recommended by 
10 the joint cross-service group? Philosophical, sir. 1'11 get 
1 I the data later. 
12 SECRETARY DALTON: Well, General. as I indicakd 
13 earlier, we considered every one of the cross-servicing 
14 rccommcndations. Some we, in fact, acted on; olhers, we did 
15 on. With r e c t  to the specifics of that, I'll refer you to 
16 Mr. P i n e o x r .  Nemfakos. 
17 M R .  NEMFAKOS: General, as you know, probably, in 
I8 the 91 round of base closure and then furthcr consolidated in 
19 the '93 round of base closure, the h';.vy wen[ to a relatively 
20 extraordinan length in consolidatin; both lah.:lralor\. and 
2 I test and c\.a<uation activities in certain loca~~ons. China 
12 Lal.r tht-rzfort.. u,ac one of thc ~ ; I I \ . I [ I = \  t i ; ; : '  '>~+;-;.an~c a I 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
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13 
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I I :  I . . . .  :,l:.),c..i \ c : i l o r  Sc.iialo: i ron: M~rylarid. othcn At the .same time, I'm r)rctt\' sure th:tt ni~,st of' \I.: 

. . . . recognize ttlc f : ~ t  til;ct t l i c re  \ r i l l  fw S o r ~ ~ r  c.-.;cs> i a l \ : ' ;~ \ \  
! . , . .  ,.. ; r . x  c\.e:\.ix)d\ tlli11 111 Julie. after 

, . 3 therc. U'r ha\.eri't hecn able 10 dc:tl \t,ith all of i t  111 [!)I< 

.: u L .:v \.;: : . . . . .  111: I);IW.\ i u ~ d  M ~ L C :  W C ' \ . ~  had all t l ~ c  ; 
5 her1ng5 sr,,c:rc 1nt- c,ountr\.. the r-eg~onal hearings, we'll be 
a t u c k  here 11;  tilr- clt) for t h r e  8 y s  wi,th M e n ~ b e n o f  the .- 
: Conrrcs.. t ( \  asl; u .~  all the hard questrons and to develop 

~I,L to their satisSac~jon, hcforc we,make our 

h o u .  h;r.  Seretan . .  11's impartant that I ask you 
1;  th15 quesrlun. 1n:rdcnlall~~'. m y  I express to all of you 
12 again our prc>four~d appreciation? I'ou've &n very patient, 
; c ri u I : .  : I  1 ;  r e  rahabli ent~tled to, but we 
ir ippreciale tnr tact that !,ou're &inr this and it's helpfil 
15 to u in scnflclng these problems and doing the right job as 
16 you ufant to do 11 for the coun tn .  
17 Mr .  S c r e u q * .  given the limitations on the base 
I6 closure p rocss  b!. current Title 10 restrictions and the fact 18 we ' re  going ahead, incidentall\., this month. I 
10  tha: excesl capaclt! will more than likel\. rennin -- excess 119 towards the end of' this n~onth and throughout April, en t1it , 

20 capacity uili renlau; -- after this las: and fmal round under 120 visitations to all the b a s s  t h a ~  arc affected b!. t h ~ s  round 
1:: t hc  :urrenr DL.C i l o ~ ~ ~ r e  i a u ,  are !C)U prepared now to a), ?I arid ~ i i e n  wc arc goin: to havc our rcgionsl 1 1 a n n g s  hlnn! o f  
I - -  uhz: methoJ O L  wouli  rccomrnenc fa: consiocra~ion in f u ~ u r c  32 those h2t.c h e n  selectd.  ! 

i I 

Page 1 3 7 ,  
I base closure e f iom or would you I L ~  time to do th:Fe 13' I  an you excuse me for a minute? 1 

SECRETARY DhLTOh': Mr. Chairman. I th~nk that h e  (A discussion was held off the record.) 

Page 1: 
A F T E R N O O N  ! ; E S S I O N  

(1:30 .m.) 
~ o o  afternoon, ladies and CHAIRMAN DIXON: C' 2 

gcntlcmen, and wclcomc. This is h e  second of four h u ~ g s  
today and tomorrou, at which the Commission is haring from 
and questioning the secretaries of  he militan. d e p a n m z n ~ .  

+nileS thelr chefs  of staff and the directors of defense a€, 
regarding proposed basc closurc~ and rulignmenrs h a t  a r k :  , 

their s en lce  or agency. 
We are leased to have with us today the Honorahlc 

Sheila ~ i c i n a R ,  the Secreta of the h r  Force; Gcncrrl 
Ronald Fogicman. thc Chief 07Sullof ihc Air Force: Gcnem! 
Thomas Moorman, the Vice Chief of Staff of the A i r  Force: j 
Major General J.D. Blume Jr., the Special Assistan: lo the j 
Chlef for Base Realignment and Transition. 

Before we hegln with Secrellir). Widnall's opcning 
stat~ment.  let me sac\. that in 1993, as art of the hatlonai P Defense Authoriutron ACI f"r Fiscal 94, ti-lr E;LW CIOCC:: 
and Rcaii~nment Act was amcndcd 10 require that r!l tck:.r:tllr.\ 
before the Commission at a uhijc lhunno bc prcscr1:d ,.;;tic: 

oath  As 2 rcsult, all of  tfie witnesse;uh't appur  i1r:)r: 
. . .  

L11c Crwn::! \ I  I:.;? \.c::r mux! hc ';u.#,rr. in llcli :..- ::., ' : . . '  . 

haw closure process is a good one and I t h d  that the law 
4 h a t  was crubbhcd in I990 and amcndcd a Urn time was one 

Page 135 ) 
i s1r~:ion tbzii. a d  Imk at the Xavy Department at that time I 
? and see hou. our situatioo may have changed, I t h d  that 2 

would be the appropriate time to consider that. 
4 With rospec: to your position and your offering 1 :  
5 yourself or an>one else to take the joh that you and your 5 
6 fellow Comm:xs~oners have taken. I just want Lo tell you how i 7 important : l i ~  I O P  is that you do and Ic: you know how much we 7 

I 
8 m the Na\.y Lcpanment appreciate your public sentice and ! 8 
P conyratulatc you on your recent confinnat~on tfus past week.1 9 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I want to say that we've prttt) 
4 well generally discussed where w e ' r e g i n p  to have ma or  

10 Wc pledge the complete support of the Department of 
I I Lfir h'a1.y tc pm\.idr you u'hatcvcr information you may need.  
12 additional skff  work, additional criteria or the results of 
I ?  our studies, make those available to you to assist you in the 
14 process. 

10  
I I 
12 
13 
14 

I 

15 CHAIR\4AN DIXON:  Thank you verv much, Mr.  , I ?  
16 Secretary. : ,!?prs:latc. your remarks. I would apprtxiate i t  1 !6 
17 v e p  much I: >,3t,1 s;-i,,p would work wth us in connection wioi ; 17 
I & thc u,nrk u z 2 7 :  J o ~ n g  to recommend to the Congress what ; 18 

I s h o ~ i i j  hc Lis!~: respect to a revlew of this at a later I F  
:C a ! .  A ~ : .  h.:.icn :o add. not up~th another round In ' 2 0  

!:! :Jd- Kt , ,  ..' :::c~:::s;' tila: I ' m  ?rd!!'surc cvt.ryi,c,Jy's 51  
. . .  - .  
I . I . . . .  . -  ..? . . . . . . .  - - 

5 in w h c h  we essentially can take the politics out of a 
6 difficult desision with respect to base closure, in that the 
7 Congxss has to vote up or down on the whole package afkr it 
8 being resented bv the President. 
9 Po I t b k  Ihe rocess makes sense. We support the 

1 0  process. h terms ofwhen another round of cIosures should 
1 I take place, if at all. I think that we would like to have a 
12 feu. years to assess where we are, to see, indeed, can we get 
13 where we expect to be with respect to what has been done in 
14 BRAC '95 and previous rounds of closure. 
1s I would t h d  some three or four years from now 
I6 would be an appropriate time to reconsider another round of 
17 BRAC closures. We will know b a c r  whcm we stand Lhcn. Thc 
18 closures of '88, '91. and '93 will have hopefullv taken place 
19 bv that time and be consummated, and we will 62 close to 
20 effectin the closures in the BRAC '95 process. Ln many  
21 u s e s ,  $1 uii l  hc complete, as well. 
-3 -- 1 t.hdi h a :  havmg the opportunity to assess the 

5 hearings around the country wrthln a y's drive of n f & d  
6 bases. But some pcoplc wcrc hcre - Congressman *=Doe* 
7 and the Mayor of Austin this rnorning, and others - mv~ting 
8 us to come to Austin. ?.. 

9 1 just want to sav to everybody, we'll always look 
10 a their invitations. Obviously, there's r limit to how msoy 
1 1  o f  these hearings we can hold, simply by virtue of the 
I? limited ability of the Commissioners to o to all thuc  
13 pl-. And then we'll be back here to %e Congress 
14 them beat us up in June and then we'll get, in apt tim 
15 the President of the United States, the revised llst. 
16 I'm pleased to announce now that we're in 

I 
I 
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JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP FOR DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
(JCSG-DM) BRAC 95 ALTERNATIVES 

1. The JCSG-DM completed a comprehensive review of the following six optimization 
models for realignment and closure alternatives utilizing certified data and military 
values provided by the Services. 

Optimizational Models 

#1- Minimize SitesMaximize Functional Value 
#2- Minimize SitesMaximize Military Value 
#3- Minimize Excess CapacityMaximize Functional Value 
#4- Minimize Excess Capacity/Maximize Military Value 
#5- Maximize Military ValueIMaximize Functional Value 
#6- Maximize Functional Value 

2. The "best" results for the six Optimizational Model runs resulted i; four of them having 
identical closure recommendations (See enclosure (1)). NSWC, Louisville was not 
included in any of the four optimum runs. 

3. In that these four (#l, #2, #4 and #5) "best" Optimizational Model runs have identical 
results, the JCSG-DM combined them into a single alternative DM-1 (Minimize 
SitesIMaxirnize Military Value). The "best" Optimizational Model run for #3 was 
designated by the JCSG-DM as the second alternative DM-2 @nirnize Excess Capacity). 
Finally, because the "best" Optimizational Model run for #6 provided the least reduction in 
sites and capacity the JCSG-DM decided to delete it from further consideration. On 22 
November 1994, the JCSG-DM forwarded the two alternatives DM-1 and DM-2 to the 
Services for analysis. 

4. The "best" of the six Optimizational Model runs resulted in NSWC, Louisville remaining 
open in five of the six alternatives (See enclosure (1)) with additional 11 .b. Weapon 
Systems workload moving to NSWC, Louisville. Also, it should be noted that alternative 

' 
#4 (Mmnimize Excess CapacityMaximize Military Value) is one of these five alternatives 
but has lost it's capacity significance when grouped into DM- l(Minimize Sitesklaxirnize 
Military Value) alternative. ONLY ONCE was Louisville identified for closure, but that 
alternative, #3, was designated as DM-2. 

5. Enclosure (2) is a spreadsheet of all "SEA SYSTEMS", commodity group 1 1 workload 
and shows where smaller amounts (percentages) of workload could be integrated into the 
larger amount of workload currently being executed at NSWC, Louisville. 



JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP FOR DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
(JCSGDM) BRAC 95 ALTERNATIVES (con't) 

6. Enclosure (3) is a spreadsheet of all "SEA SYSTEMS (GUNWEAPONS SYSTEMS)" 
commodity group 1 1  .b. workload. It shows that NSWC, Louisville has the largest 
amount of 1 1 .b. workload. It should also be noted that the NSWC, Louisville workload is 
UNIQUE "Gun Weapon Systems" workload. The original objective of the JCSG-DM 
was to move smaller amounts of 11 .b. workload into a co-located, centralized industrial 
depot facility. NSWC, Louisville is the ideal Activity to co-locate this workload. 

7. Enclosure (4) is the JCSG-DM meeting minutes of 21 Nov 94. Page 9 of enclosure (4) 
shows the optimization model run results which shows that NSWC, Louisville should be 
the "recipient" of depot workload, and not be closed, avoiding the costs of relocating the 
existing depot capability. 
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y. COBRA MODEL DATA ANALYSIS FOR 
SCENARIO 0282 

1. Scenario 0282 data inputs per enclosures (1) & (2) are not representative of NSWC, 
Louisville's "certified" input. Scenario 0282 data inputs were not made by NSWC, 
Louisville. 

2. Scenario 0282 combined the COBRA Model Data inputs for NSWC, Louisville with 
other activities (i.e. NAWC, Indy) as summarized fiom COBRA data input sheets. 

3. Enclosure ( I )  tabulates the combined COBRA data inputs as shown. The total Net 
Costs/Savings for Scenario 0282 is $26.78M. 

4. Enclosure (2) removes the COBRA data inputs for NAWC, Indy; Pax River; and 
China Lake from scenario 0282. With these inputs removed the total Net 
CostsISavings for Scenario 0282 change fiom $26.78M to $63.857M. 

5. Due to the fact that the MILCON figures of Scenario 0282 for NSWC, Crane 
($19.115M) and NSY, Norfolk ($17.734M) are sigmficantly higher than the 
requirements submitted during the BRAC 95 process, it appears that both these figures 
contain other requirements not related to the workload moving fiom NSWC, 
Louisville. Thus the Total Net Costs/Savings figures would be higher. 

6 .  Enclosure (3) is a summary of the COBRA Model results, as reported in the 
BSATBSEC meeting minutes from 8 Dec 94 to 29 Dec 94. Also included are the 
"NSWC, Louisville Closure Exclusions" as stated in the BSATBSEC meeting 
minutes. It is not known how these costs can be excluded since they are strictly due to 
the proposed closing ofNSWC, Louisville. Without closure these costs would not 
be incurred. 





coew scenarios (M) 0282 



COBRA Net Cost Summary Lou. 



BSATIBSEC COBRA RESULTS 

EXCLUDED 

S240M (Personnel & 
Tonnage) 
S240M 

S240M Louisville - Indianapolis 

S 195.45M Louisville 
Indianapolis 

S240M 

S240M 

20 YR SAVINGS 

S649.5M 

S649.5M 

S639.9M 

DATE 

8 Dee 94 
BSAT 

13 Dec 94 
BSAT 

COST 
S291M 

S126M 

$1 18 1M 
S127.2M 
$12%2M 

$248.3 

DESCRIPTION 
NSWC Louisville Submittal 
012Al013A 
NSWC Louisville Scenario 
0121013 
NSWC Louisville Scenario 028 
NAWC Ind~anapolis Scenario 028 - 
Combined NAWC & NSWC, 
Louisvtlle 
Comb~ned NAWC IND/LOUI 
ALT 2AE3 with NSWC, 
Louisville's 012/013 

SAVE 

14 Dec 94 
BSAT 

22 Dec 94 
BSAT 
29 Dec 94 
BSAT 
1 Mar 95 
Final 
Analysis 

S52.OK 

S14.7M 

ROI YR 
101+ Yrs. 

6 Yrs. 

11 Yrs. 
4 Yrs. 
3 Yrs. 

3 Yrs. 

p -  

Combined NAWC IND/U)UI 
ALT 2AB wth NSWC, 
Lowmlle's 0121013 
Comb~ned NAWC INDLOUl 
ALT B (Scenario 0 12A) 
Combined NAWC IND/U)UI 
ALT B (Scenario 01 2A) 
I ~ p o h s / L o u i s v i U e  

SS SAVINGS 

3 Yrs. 

2 Yrs. 

2 Yrs. 

2 Yrs. 

S254.8M 

$199.1M 

S199.2M 

S178.4M 

$7 1 .OM 

$7 1 .OM 

S67.8M 
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Naval Ordnance Sta,tion 
Louisville, KY 

Briefing to BRAC Commissioners 
6 April 1995 



.- . . . .  - .  

Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

"Gunsmiths to the Navy" 

NOW 
and for the 

21st Century 

441mplementing the Navy's Vision of the Future" 



I 

I Physical Resources (1 995) 

I 
Replacement Value: 

$429 Million Total Replacement Cost 
$1.2 Billion 



Statistics (1 995) 

I 
Annual Operating Budget - $196 Million 

Personnel 
Civilian - 1,844 ?i/Yy5 2/0// 

* Military - 15 
Contractors - 78 

Payroll - $85 Million 

Tenant Organizations 
Defense Finance Accounting Service 

* Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Defense Printing Service - - ~ v ~ ~ ~ ~  /J-/L~& 

* Chief of Naval Education and Training 
* Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
* Personnel Support Detachment 



Skilled Trades 
47 % 

Human Resources (1 995) 

AdministrativeIClerical 
Total 20 % 

Civilian Personnel: 1,844 
I 

Technicians 
18% 

* Balanced workforce enables full spectrum Weapon Systems support 



Demographics (1 995) 

City of Louisville 
25 % 

Other KY Counties 

efferson County 
42 % 

Indiana 
17.5 % 

* Naval Ordnance Station Louisville provides Bi-State and 
Bi-Partisan representation and support 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

Fleet Technical Support1 Logistics Support/Life-Cycle Mgmt. 
- Desert Storm Experience /? n d d r  // 7, 6 '//. 

Engineering - Gun Weapon Systems (not just guns) 
- R&D: Advanced Gun SystemsINaval Surface Fire Support 
- Original Design 
- System Improvements 
- Test Equipment Design/Development/Construction 
- In-Service Engineering 

Training &F ~1 I d t i  ups 

Depot Overhaul 
Manufacturing 
- Prototyping 
- Remanufacturing - mot(. .//t 6 rt-mnv k4 7% l i i L ; i  ' * ' 80 *~~~ / / )  IX/c 5 M ~ ( / L ~  6.. /" 
- End item production 



* 

I Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

I Provide quality and responsive engineering, 
technical, industrial, material, and logistics 
support to the Fleet for: 

Ship Self Defense Systems and 
Subsystems 

I Gun and Gun Fire Control Systems 
, Surface Missile System Launchers 

Ibl. , J ~  f j  

"Q* Standard Missile Rocket Motor Casings y$f J,$$ .., vlyr 1 

fJt+5 Combat Subsystems, Equipments and 
Components 

I Physical Security Systems 
Management and Distribution of Naval 

I Drawings 



Joint Service 
The Tri-Service In-Service Engineering Agent and Depot Overhaul Point for MK 19 Mod 3 
40 MM Grenade Machine Gun 

Manage, develop and provide Joint Close Quarters Combat Ranges (JCQCR) for the Navy and 
Army Special Operations Commands 

Manufacturing/~epair Technology Testbed and Transfer Site 

Designated DoD and Navy development, prototype and transfer site 

Electronic Data Technology Testbed and Transfer Site 
Designated DoD Beta Test Site for Joint Engineering Data Managemel 
Information Control Systems (JEDMICS) 
Creator, Editor and Publisher of FOCUS-IPDE (Integrated Product 
Data Environment) Magazine - a quarterly international publication 

* Key Member of the International Standards Organization (ISO) 
developing the Standard for the Exchange of Product Model Data 
(STEP) 



National Military Need 

* Defense Planning Guidance 
Requirement to Project Power 
- Gain forcible entry from the sea 

>>Provide Naval Surface Fire Support 
as per Mission Need Statement 

* Need 
- "As the Navy has shifted away from 

large caliber guns over the last few 
decades, the Navy's ability to provide 
fire support to forces ashore has 
gradually eroded." 

- Major General Myatt (NU) 
- Ronald Kiss (ASNIRDA) 

T h i ~  page ia unclrs8i 

SEC'jT' 
.k.r - 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFF.CE OF 7-E M I S T A N T  SECRETARY 

(qeoooren. WASW~NGTON. ~er-rneet 0 C. .m n3sSiWO Acuvsilonj 

6 OEC 1994 

fod upon rnmoval of anc 

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

Subj: NAVAL SURFACE FIRE SUPPORT COEA 

Encl: (1) CNA Repm 210. Naval Surface Fire Suppocr COEA Final Repln (b?, by 
Roben E. Sullivtln et al., Secret/NOFORN. 31 Ma03 1994 

As the Naq' has shiftcd away from large-caliber p n s  over rhe last few W s ,  the 
Nav~.'s capabiliry 19 provide fire srtppon to forces ashore has g r a d d y  eroded. This mend 
has been exacerbated by the rrtirunmt of the last baaleships and by the nurent emphasis on 
amphibious assauk from ovcr thc horizon. Because of rhis ned. Congress directed That rhe 
Navy esrablish a naval &ace fire suppon (NSFS) r e a r c h  and devclopmenr proean .  As 
pan of this program, it was duected that a cou acd operational effectiveness analysis 
(COEA) be conducted. CNA was tasked to coordinate this efforr. Other panicipam 
included NSWC buisville. NSWC Dahlgreu NAWC China LaLe, aod various Navy and 
Marine commands. 

Enclosure (1) is the f m l  repport of the NSFS C O U .  In it, a wide vnriery of altemalivc 
gun and missile weapon sysrwns arc proposed and evaluated as soluriom to our NSFS 
requirement A number of weapon system d urmbinarions of wapon syrtuns of 
comparable m-effecrivcness arc presented as alternative soluriom. The choice between 
these cost-cffcctive alternatives must now be made basal on operational and programmatic 
considerations. 

, 

85) Ronald K. Kiss. Depury ASN (Ships) 
1 Ovenight E;ard Co-Chuman 

* This page is unclassified 



Pu bIic/Private/Academia Partnerships 
-\ 

Manufacturing Technology (MANTECH) Transfer Center 

Cooperative Research and Development Agreement (CZRADA) with Innovative 

I Productivity Incorporated (IPI), a consortium with local private industry and academia 

I 
Electronic Data Interchange Technology Development and Transfer Site 

Best Manufacturing Practices Regional Center 

Partnership with Hughes Aerospace Electronics Company for the Production Upgrade of Phalanx 

Close-In Weapon System (CIWS); Approved by ASN (RDA) on 17 March 1995 

New workshare concept 

Maintains publiclprivate industrial base 
I 
I University of Louisville 

Reverse Engineering and rapid prototyping 
I Charter member, Selective Laser Sintering (SLS) machine Partnership 

Engineering student Cooperative Program with local Universities 

I 



Desirable Characteristics of the Future Base 
(Office of Technology Assessment, 1991) 

4 Limited, efficient peacetime engineering and production capabilities in key defense sectors 

4 Responsive production of ammunition, spares, and consumables for theater conflict 

Continuous design and prototyping capability 

Healthy, mobilizable civilian production capacity 

Robust maintenance and overhaul capability 

Ready access to civilian technology 

Advanced research & development capability 

Good integrated management 

J ~ndicates a Naval Ordnance Station Louisville characteristic 



1 
Naval Ordnance Station 

Y Louisville, KY 

Training, Engineering, Depot Maintenance, Integrated 
Logistics Support, In-Country Technical Support 

NATO 
Italy 
Denmark 
Greece 
Canada 
Netherlands 
Turkey 
Germany 

United Kingdom 

USA 

Others 
Australia Egypt 
Israel Spain 
Japan Korea 
Pakistan Chile 
Portugal Brazil 
Saudi Arabia New Zealand 
Taiwan Malaysia 

Mk75 ISEA on NATO Steering Committee 



FOREIGN MILITARY SALES (FMS) 
EQUIPMENTS CURRENTLY SUPPORTED BY 
NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION LOUISVILLE 

EQUIPMENT 

GUNS: 

MK 45 (5 INCH154 CAL) 

MK 75 (76MMl62 CAL) 

MK 42 (5 INCH154 CAL) 

MISSILES: 

MK 16 ASROC LAUNCHER 

TORPEDOES: 

COUNTERMEASURES: 

MK 36 SRBOC 

FIRE CONTROL: 

MK68 GFCS 

INDUSTRIAL SUPPORT 

PIERSIDE ACCESS 
DEPOT GROOMING PARTS FEDERAL 1 O'UUL 1 SUPPORT / MFC3 1 SUPPLY 

I ENGINEERING SUPPORT I 



- -- 

I 

SUPPORT OBLlGAflONS 

I 



ANISPG 53 RADAR 

MK 42 - 5"-54 
MK 15 ClWS 



* Letter from COMNAVSEA to Navy IPO 
"(I) ASSURE YOU THAT THE SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF NAVSEA'S MISSION AND WILL CONTINUE 
TO BE TREATED WlTH EQUAL PRIORITY." 

KENNETH C. MALLEY, 20 MAY 1992 

* Letter from COMNAVSEA to all NAVSEA Offices 
"THIS PROGRAM ENJOYS HIGH PRIORITY ALONG WlTH OTHER 

NATIONAL PROGRAMS, CONTRIBUTES TO THE MUTUAL SUPPORT 
OF FREEDOM WlTH OUR ALLIES, AND IS A POSITIVE FACTOR IN THE 
ECONOMIC (AND TAX SAVING) PROGRAMS OF OUR NATION. 

PRIORITY OF SECURITY ASSISTANCE WORK IS TO BE 
CONSIDERED ALONG WlTH THOSE N A W  PROGRAMS THAT ARE 
VITAL TO MILITARY OR NATIONAL OBJECTIVES." 

P. M. HEKMAN, JR., 5 JULY 1989 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

Maior Product Lines 
Close-In Weapon System 
Major Cal Guns 
Minor Cal Guns 
Missile Launchers 
Gun Weapon Advance Tech. 
Naval Surface Fire Support 
Gun Fire Control Systems 
Shipboard Physical Security 
Rolling Airframe Missile 

Over 1000 Product Lines 

NOS Functions 
Depot, Production, Engineering, R&D, Software 
Depot, Engineering 
Depot, Engineering 
Depot 
Depot, Acquisition 
R&D, Engineering 
R&D, System Engineering, Production 
R&D, Engineering, Production 
Depot, Automated Test Equipment for Germany 

Production, Engineering, Depot 

** Navy should not delegate core functions to industry 
Technical Direction Agent 
In-Service Engineering Agents 
All Acquisition Agents 
System Manager 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

Personnel Projections 

- Direct - lndirect T o t a l  

Personnel 

Direct  1274 1 244 1201 1103 1012 
Indirect  570 363 351 322 295 
Tota l  1 844 1607 1552 1425 1307 

Source: Data from Dec '94 BRAC 95 scenario submittals (includes Force Structure Reductions) 



I L 

I Naval Ordnance Station 
i Louisville, KY 

I Louisville Provides Life Cycle Support 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

Manufacturing 

Remanufacturing 

I 
RECEIVE 
ORDER 

MATERIAL PARTS 
CONDITION USAGE 
REPORTS HISTORY 

-- 

(Overhaul) 

PURCHASE 
FINISHED 

PARTS 

- 
FORECAST 

REPLACEMENT 
PAATS 

REQUIREMENTS 

SCRAP 

REPAIRABLE 

PURCHASE 

MATERIAL 

PURCHASE ISSUE REPLACEMENTS 
FINISHED FOR SCRAP PARTS 

REPLACEMENT 
PARTS 



Full Spectrum Capability 
- 

Development 
* Detailed Product Design 

- Electronic-Mechanical-Chemical 
* Prototype Manufacture 
* Test &Analysis 

Transition to Production 
* Technical Data Package 
* Low Rate Initial Production 

Process/Product Validation 

Production/Aca_uisition Oversight 
Process Certification & Monitoring 
Product Certification 

* Product Acceptance 

-lP---- Product Maintenance 
OverhauVRepair Depot 
DevelopISupport Organiza- 
tional and Intermediate 
Capability 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

Co-Location 

CIWS & GWS 



Trans~ortation Access 
I 

Ideal central location provides rapid deployment capabilities of systems, equipment, material 

1 and technical personnel to Atlantic, Pacific and Gulf Coasts 



Transportation Access 

Interstate: 
3 major interstates within 5 miles of 
Naval Ordnance Station Louisville 

1-64 East directly to Norfolk, VA 

1-64 West with multiple West Coast connections 

1-65 South directlv to the Gulf Coast 
d 

1-71 and 1-65 North to the Great Lakes Region 

Y 

Primary route for major barge lines 
* 2 major ports on the Ohio River within 5 miles of Naval Ordnance Station Louisville 

- One of the newest (state-of-the-art) river ports in the U.S. 



Core Capabilities 

Naval Gun Weapon Systems 

Surface Missile Systems Launchers 

Shipboard Physical Security 

9 
4 

Specialized Mechanical Technology and Manufacturing1 
Re~a i r  Facilitv 

Management and Distribution of Naval Drawings 



Funding 

Naval Gun Weapon SJ 
$130.1M 

By Technical Capability 

Shipboard Physical 

Management & Distribution 
of Naval Drawings 

Specialized Mechanical Technology 
I & Manufacturing/Repair Facility 

FY96 Projected Direct Funding: $176.6M $20.2M 



Naval Gun Weapon 
75.2 % 

Workload 
By Technical Capability 

1 FY96 Projected Workload: 

1 
1,244 Direct Workyears 

Surface Missile 
ystems Launchers 

11.5 % 

Shipboard Physical 
Security 

5.2 % 

nagement & Distribl 
of Naval Drawings 

3.1 % 

Specialized Mechanical Technology 
& ManufacturinglRepair Facility 

5.0 % 



Workload 
By Customer 

NAVSEA 
38.1 % 

Army 
0.1 % 

Navy & Marine Corps 
19.3 % 

FMS 
13.0 % 

FY96 Projected Workyears: 1,244 



Naval Ordnance Station P 

Louisville 
(Formerly NOP Louisville) 

The Navy's only remaining "full service" gun 
weapon systems engineeringhndustrial capability 

& 

Michigan 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

FY93 BRAC Decision 

"The COBRA model costs associated with closing Naval Ordnance 
Station Louisville and transferring all functions to GOCO facilities are 
$125.3 million. The model projects a net steady state cost of over $53 
million a year, resulting from this scenario. Consequently, the 20 year 
Net Present Value equals a cost of $623.3 million. These projections do 
not support a Commission recommendation to close NSWC Louisville, 
and are not in the best interests of the Department of the Navy." 

C. P. Nemfakos 
Acting Chairman 
Base Evaluation Committee 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

BRAC '95 Closure Recommendations 

1. Close NSWC Louisville 

2. Move ships' gun systems depot workload to NSY Norfolk 

3. Move gun plating workload to Watervliet Army Arsenal 

4. Move systems integration engineering workload to NSWC Port Hueneme 

5. Move remaining engineering workload and CIWS depot functions to NSWC Crane 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

BRAC '95 Closure Recommendations 

"The closure of this activity not only reduces excess capacity, but 
relocation of functional workload to activities performing similar work 
will result in additional efficiencies and economics in the management 
of those functions." 

Department of Navy analyses 
and recommendations (Vol IV) 

Summary of COBRA Model Analysis: 

NAWC, lndy - NSWC, Lou: One time cost - 
(Com bined) Save - 

ROI Years - 
Steady State Savings 

20 yr. NPV Savings - 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

UNIQUE to the DON 

ONLY GWS & FCS Depot - Public or Private 

ONLY CIWS Depot - Public or Private 

I ONLY Remaining Major Caliber Gun Barrel Facility 
1 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

UNIQUE Louisville Asset 

State-of-the-Art Plating Facility in DON 

Environmentally Compliant 

One of two remaining Major Caliber Gun 
Barrel Plating Facilities in the DoD 



Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

UNIQUE Assets 

* 26,086 sq ft Class A vault for storage1 
retention of Navy drawings 

Gear Cell facility with capabilities up to 
a diameter of 120 inches 

Functional Gun Weapons Systems Test 
Stands 







... " From the Sea" 
Preparing the Naval - -itvice for the 21st Century 

( The following quotes are takenfmm the White Paperprepared by the Sec- 
retary of the Navy (September 1992) which defines a combined strategic 

# vision for the Navy and Marine Corps and outlines a shvting focus in pro- 
viding the nation with naval expeditionary forces shaped for joint opera- 

* tions and in operating 'Iforward from the sea": 

I ". . .Operating forward means operating in the littoral or 'near land' 
areas of the world.. . " I 
"Focusing on the littoral area, the Navy and Marine Corps can I 1 

( seize and defend an adversary's port, naval base or coastal air base 
to allow the entry of heavy Army or Air Force forces. The success I C 
of modern military strategy depends on forces organized, trained I I 
and equipped for this division of combat labor.. . " 

". . .The shift in focus to littoral operations requires a correspond- 
m 

ing shift of emphasis toward accelerating the adaptation of exist- I I 
ing forces to counter littoral threats.. . " 

" . . .Navy and Marine Corps equipment design, tactical training, 
logistics support, and task force structure will be optimized for 
taking and holding objectives on or near the enemy's coastline.. . " 

This will place "increased emphasis on generation of high inten- 
sity power projection, support of force ashore, and weapons nec- 
essary to fulfill the mission." 

Id! 





1 Desirable Characteristics of the Future Base 
(Office of Technology Assessment, 1991) 

J ~ i r n i t e d ,  efficient peacetime engineering and production capabilities in key defense sectors J ,  
4 Responsive production of ammunition, spares, and consurnables for theater conflict 

Continuous design and prototyping capability 

Healthy, mobilizable civilian production capacity 

Robust maintenance and overhaul capability 

Ready access to civilian technology 

Advanced research & development capability 

Good integrated management 

J ~ndicates a NSWC, Louisville Characteristic 



NSWC, Louisville 
Provide comprehensive engineeringlindustrial full spectrum life cycle support for all Naval Gun 
Weapon Systems. 

1 Provide quality and responsive engineering, technical, industrial, material, and logistics support 
to the Fleet for: 

Ship Self Defense Systems and 
Subsystems 
Gun and Gun Fire Control Systems 
Surface Missile System Launchers 
Standard Missile Rocket Motor Casings 
Combat Subsystems, Equipments and 
Components 

* Physical Security Systems 
* Management and Distribution of Naval 

Drawings 

Execute other responsibilities as assigned by 
higher authority. 



Joint Service 
The Tri-Service In-Service Engineering Agent and Depot Overhaul Point for MK 19 Mod 3 
40 MM Grenade Machine Gun 

Manage, develop and provide Joint Close Quarters Combat Ranges (JCQCR) for the Navy and 
Army Special Operations Commands 

Manufacturing/r(epair Technology Testbed and Transfer Site 
* Designated DoD and Navy development, prototype and transfer site 

Electronic Data Technology Testbed and Transfer Site 
Designated DoD Beta Test Site for Joint Engineering Data Management 
Information Control Systems (JEDMICS) 

* Creator, Editor and Publisher of FOCUS-IPDE (Integrated Product Data 
Environment) Magazine - a quarterly international publication 

* Key Member of the International Standards Organization (ISO) devel- 
oping the Standard for the Exchange of Product Model Data (STEP) 



Naval Gun Weapon Systems 

Surface Missile Systems Launchers 

Shipboard Physical Security 

Specialized Mechanical Technology and Manufacturing1 
Repair Facility 

Management and Distribution of Naval Drawings 



Full Spectrum Capability 
Development 

Detailed Product Design 
- Electronic-Mechanical-Chemical 

Prototype Manufacture 
Test & Analysis 

Transition to Production 
Technical Data Package 
Low Rate Initial Production 
Process/Product Validation 

Production/Acquisition Oversight 
Process Certification & Monitoring 
Product Certification 
Product Acceptance 

Product Maintenance 
Overhaul/Repair Depot 
DevelopISupport Organiza- 
tional and Intermediate 
Capability 

7 



Workload 
By Technical Capability 

Naval Gun Weapon 
75.2 % 

& ManufacturinglRepair Facility 
FY93 Workload: 1,463 Direct Workyears 5.0 % 
(Note: -94 (aetuals) not completdavailable at time of printing) 

8 



Funding 

Naval Gun Weapon Sj 
$148.OM 

By Technical Capability 

rface Missile Systems Launchers 
/ $19.9M 

Shipboard Physical 
Security 
$lO.OM 

Management & Distribution 
of Naval Drawings $4.3M 

Specialized Mechanical Technology 

FY93 In-House Funding: $130.2M & Manufacturing/Repair Facility 

FY 93 Out-Source Funding: $60.9M $8.9M 

(Note: FY94 (actuals) not complete/available at time of printing) 9 

is 



Workload 
By Customer 

ill PEO-TADMIWICU 

NAVSEA 38.1 % 

Army 0.1% 

FY 93 Direct Workyears: 1,463 - 

(Note: FY94 (actuals) not completefavailable at time of printing) 

Navy & Ma 
19.3 % 

SPAWAR 

'MS 13.0% 

.rine Corps 

0.5 % 



Naval Gun Weapon Systems (NGWS) 
The  only remaining engineeringlindustrial facil- 
ity having both the capability and capacity to pro- 
vide full-spectrum life cycle support for NGWS 

The requirements for NGWS will endure as the Navy's I 
mission transitions to Littoral Warfare 

All Surface Combatant and Combatant Support Ship 

Classes have NGWS which provide both offensive and 
'I 

defensive capabilities 

"Forward..  .From The Sea" heightens Joint l r 
Mission requirements for NGWS support: 

Regional conflicts 

Forward presence 

Peace keeping missions 

Perform inherently governmental functions sup- 
porting the Government's role to provide National 
Defense 



Naval Gun Weapon Systems (NGWS) 
Pe$orm key DON Imperatives.. . 

A ~ ~ u i s i t i o n ~ ~ o n t r a c  ting 

The "smart buyer" for NGWS 

Depot~ndustrial/~aintenance/~ngineering 

Provide three-tiered maintenance and technical 

support system with sufficient organic depot ca- 
pability to: 

- Support a ready and sustainable force 

- Safely operate and meet surge and mobilization require- 

ments 

- Selectively fabricate, modify or repair NGWS 

- Control access and disassembly of its Weapon Sys- 

tems to assess In-Service industrial conditions 

Maintain repository of technical knowledge 

for NGWS (Navy's "corporate memory") 



Naval Gun Weapon Systems (NGWS) 
Pe$orm key DON Imperatives (cont.). . . 

Readiness 
Maintain required critical and unique 
facilities/capabilities not available 
elsew here 

I Provide T&E/Testing/Ranges 
- 

Provide scientific development and 
mobilization base to maintain an 
in-house ability defining the tech- 
nology, development and support of 
essential capabilities 
Provide consolidated "full spec- 
trum" life cycle management 
capabilities 



Surface Missile Systems Launchers 
d Provide life cycle support for Missile Launching and Missile Fire Control Equipment in the 

following areas: 
Project management 
Production and test engineering 
Industrial capabilities 

- Manufacture 
- ModificationIUpgrade 
- Overhaul and Repair 



Shipboard Physical Security (SPS) 
NAVSEASY SCOM Program Manager for: 

Shipboard Physical Security Program 

Shipboard Nuclear Weapons Security Program 

CNO Program Management of Secure Maga- 
zine Door Improvement Program 

~ T & E  of Physical Security Equipments 
for shipboard use 

Life Cycle manager for logistics support and 
upgrades of fielded Shipboard Physical 
Security Equipments 



Technical 

Shipboard Physical Security (SPS) 
Fleet InstallationIField Service for Physical 
Security Systems SHIPALTSIORDALTSI 
MACHALTS 

Monitor industry progress on Physical Security 
Equipment 

"Smart Buyer" for Physical Security Equipments 

"Teamed" with NSWC, Crane; NSWC, CSS, 

Panama City and; NISE East, Charleston to 
develop/install Shipboard Physical Security 
s y stems/equipments 

Operational Shipboard Mock-up of Physical Se- 
curity Equipments for Research and Development, 
Test and Evaluation, training and Fleet Support 

16 



Techn 

Specialized Mechanical Technology & 
ManufacturingIRepair Facility 

Integral support to all other Technical Capabilities 
at this Site 

Perform inherently government functions: 
"Smart buyer" 
Leading DoD and Navy testbed for technology 
development and transfer 
Transition from development to production 
Rapid response manufacture for surge/mobilization 
requirements 
First article test and acceptance 
Product/process validation, failure and material 
analysis 

Full life-cycle technical development and support 
of mechanical technologies 

Concurrent RDT&E, engineering, prototyping and 
production 

Only source for various Joint and Navy Mission 
critical items 



I The ONLY: 
I 

Specialized Mechanical Technology & 
ManufacturingIRepair Facility 

Standard Missile rocket motor casing manufacturer 

DON Parts Digitization System (PARDS) and Product Data Ex- 

change Specifications for Standard Data (PDES) generation & 
. - 

validation facility 

Viable gear manufacturer in DoD (114" to over 10' in diameter) 



Specialized Mechanical Technology & 
ManufacturingIRepair Facility 

The most state-of-the-art reverse engineering capability 

in DoD using PARDS with a Coordinate Measuring 

Machine for mechanical parts 

Environmentally compliant (state-of-the-art) 2 year old L 
Plating & Industrial Wastewater Treatment Facility 

MRP I1 Integrated Production Management System 

Schedule and track overhauls for products with over 13 

thousand parts 

One  of the Navy's largest users of CNC machines 

Virtual Company participant 



Management & Distribution of Naval Drawings 
DOD Designated Master Drawing and Data Repository 
for Ordnance, Weapons and Combat Systems: 

Imaging Systems Test Analysis 

Engineering Data Management 

Automatic and On-Demand Distribution of Engineering 

Drawings 

Storage and Archival 

UOD Designated Beta Test Site for 
1 JEDMICS 

Problem Resolution 

Site Preparation/System Installations 

I N a v y  Test SiteITechnical Agent for 
Computer-Assisted Data Acquisition 

DOD-wide Data Asset Research and 
Order Transfer 



Inter-Service Teaming 
Products (Watertight Doors, Gears, Castings, Technical Data Packages (TDP) and Services 

(Reverse Engineering, Electronic Data Interchange (EDI)) 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 

Tinker Air Force Base 

Kelly Air Force Base 

China Lake (NAWC) 

Keyport (NUWC) 

Assault Amphibious Vehicle (AAV) Minerake Pathfinder design, development, prototype, tech- 

nical support 

USMC 

Highly Mobile Multi-Purpose Vehicle (HMMV) manufacturing support and vehicle modifica- 

tions, quotes, drawings, TDP, rapid response helicopter parts 

Army 
21 



Inter-Service Teaming 
Rapid response for manufacturing, fabricating, machining 

Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 

Computer Aided Design Conferencing (On-line changes to drawings) 
* Defense Logistics Agency (Richmond) 

Ranges for testing major gun systems 
Fort Knox 

Liquid Propellant development for Advanced Gun Systems with the Army Program Manager 
* Picatinny Arsenal 



Pu bIic/PrivatelAcademia Partnerships 
Manufacturing Technology (MANTECH) Transfer Center 

Cooperative Research and Development Agreement (CRADA) with Innovative 

Productivity Incorporated (IPI), a consortium with local private industry and academia 
* Electronic Data Interchange Technology Development and Transfer Site 

Partnership with Hughes Aerospace Electronics Company for the Production Upgrade of Phalanx 

Close-In Weapon System (CIWS) 

New workshare concept 

Maintains publiclprivate industrial base 

LJniversity of Louisville 

* Reverse Engineering and rapid prototyping 

* Charter member, Selective Laser Sintering (SLS) machine Partnership 

Engineering student Cooperative Program with local Universities 



Land - 142 Acres 

Physical Resources (1 994) 

Buildings 
92 Adjacent buildings 
1.64 Million Square Feet 
NAVFAC Replacement Cost: 

$274 Million 

Industrial Plant Equipment 
Replacement Value: 

$497 Million 

Unique Equipment 
Replacement Value: 

$429 Million 

Total Replacement Cost 
$1.2 Billion 



Statistics (I 994) 
Annual Operating Budget - $196 Million 

Personnel 
Civilian - 1,988 
Military - 12 
Contractors - 78 

Payroll - $85 Million 

Tenant organizations 
Defense Finance Accounting Service 
Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Defense Printing Service 



Human Resources (1 994) 

Skilled Trades 50% 

1 19% 
Total Civilian Personnel: 1,988 

Technicians 16 % 

Balanced workforce enables ful l  spectrum Weapon Systems support. 



Demographics (1 994) 
Louisville Site Crane Division 

Jefferson Countv - - 

Southern IN Central 

I 

31 % Other 
KY Counties 

Jefferson Co. KY 
27 % Other 

6% 

NSWC, Crane Division provides Bi-State and Bi-Partisan representation and support. 



Transpc 

I ransportation Access 
Ideal central location provides rapid deployment capabilities o f  systems, equipment, r~~utevinl 
and technical personnel to Atlantic, Pacific and Gulf Coasts 

Air: 
Less than I mile from Louisville's 
Standiford Field Airport 
6th Largest air cargo airport in the world ~ 
and 4th largest in the U.S. 
UPS primary nationaVinternationa1 hub 
Full service airport for commercial, air 
cargo, military, general aviation, corpo- 
rate, private and postal aircraft 

Rail: 
Directly adjacent to CSX Regional Freight 
Yard which has a spur line into NSWC, 
Louisville with rail access through all 
major production buildings 

Served by five railroads (CSX, S O 0  Line, 
CONRAIL, Norfolk Southern and 
Paducah & Louisville) 
25 rail miles from Ft. Knox 



Transportation Access 

Interstates: 
3 major interstates within 5 miles of NSWC, 
Louisville 

1-64 East directly to Norfolk, VA 

1-64 West with multiple West Coast connections 

1-65 South directly to the Gulf Coast 

1-71 and 1-65 North to the Great Lakes Region 

River: 
L 

Primary route for major barge lines 
2 major River Ports on the Ohio River within 5 miles of NSWC, Louisville 

- One of the newest (state-of-the-art) major River Ports in the U.S. 



NOP 
Idaho 

Georgia NS W C, Louisville 
(Formerly NOP Louisville) 

The Navy's only remaining "full service" gun 
weapon systems engineeringlindustrial capability 

Michigan 



Lonclusion 

Requirements for Naval Gun Weapon Systems (NGWS) will endure. 
"Forward.. .From the Sea" heightens NGWS requirements 

NSWC, Louisville is the Navy's corporate memory for NGWS. 

NSWC, Louisville is the only remaining facility, public or private, 
providing full-spectrum engineeringlindustrial life cycle support for 
NGWS and other DoD systems. 

NSWC, Louisville has &l the Desirable Characteristics of the Future 
Base. 





Data Analysis Team 
Status Report to 

Joint Cross-Service Group 
for Depot Maintenance 

November 21,1994 



Today's Briefing 

Recommendations 
a Optimization runs . 

a Alternatives 



Recommendations 

a Data Analysis Team recommends the 
forwarding of two alternatives 
- Minimize sites #l 
- Minimize Excess Capacity #I 

a Variants 



JCSG-DM Guidance 

Unconstrained maximize military value 
e Minimize sites (Constrained to 10 closures) 

- Functional value 
- Military value 

a Minimize excess capacity 
- Functional value 
- Military value 



Tri Department Group Advice 

Previous Minsites and Minexcap runs 
already reflect the influence of functional 
values 
Constrain the Milval run to show the 
influence of military value to 
MinsitesIMinexcap 
- 10 site closure constraint 
- 28M/ 43M DLH capacity reduction 



Optimization Runs continued 

Site Military values were provided to the 
Tri-Department.BRAC Group on Nov 16 
Requested model runs in accordance with 
JCSG-DM guidance 
Received Nov 17 



Results 
a Four of the six "best" model runs have identical closure 

recommendations 
- Minsites (MVIl) . 

- Minsites (FV#l) 
- Minexcap (MV#1) 
- Milval , (#I) 

Minsites and Minexcap have the same number of 
recommended closures 

a Minimize Excess capacity (FV#l) provides the greatest 
reductions of excess capacity and production lines 

a Maximize Functional Value provides the least reduction 
in capacity and number of sites and waaants no further 
consideration 



Adjustments to Model Runs 

Rigorous detailed analysis by DAT 
a By Commodity by site review 

- Single sited where possible 
- Military judgment 
- Individual attention to notional depot workloads 

a CCAD and AMARC retained 



Comparison 



Summay of Potential Closures 



Recommendations 

Data Analysis Team recommends the 
forwarding of two alternatives 
- Minimize sites #I / e . ~  /FU 

- Minimize Excess Capacity #l 

o Variants 



Data Analysis Team Recommendations 

Minimize Sites #1 
- Identifies 8 potential closures 
- Reduces production lines by approximately 41 percent 

a Single sites (13) 
Command & Control Aircraft Satellite ContmVSpace Sensors 
Landing Gear Overhaul Blades and Vanes (Type 2) 
Strategic Missiles Towed Combat Vehicles 
Self propelled gmund vehicles Electronic Warfare 

Radar Small ArmdPersonal Weapons 
Other grnd genl purpose items Ground generators 

Tanks (Ground Combat Vehicles) 
C 



Data Analysis Team Recommendations 

e Maximize Excess Capacity #1 
- Identifies 8 potential closures 
- Reduces production lines by approximately 45 to 46 percent 

a Single sites(l3) 
Command & Control Aircraft Satellite ControYSpace Sensors 
Landing Gear Overhaul Blades and Vanes (Type 2) 

Strategic Missiles Towed Combat Vehicles 
Self propelled ground vehicles Electronic Warfare 
Radio Communications Small Arms/Personal Weapons 
Ground generators Tanks (Ground Combat Vehicles) 

MunitionslOrdnance . - 



Variants to be Forwarded 

a Military Departments to investigate further 
consolidations of 
- Hydtaulic~neumatics 
- Instruments 
- Aviation Ordnance 
- Tactical missile guidance and control depot 

maintenance in an enclave at Letterkenny Amy Depot 







MILCON Summary Report 

All Dollars mhol rm in Million. 

. 
SHOP SPACE 

HIGH BAY STORAGE 

SHPYD 

STORA 

300,000 

100,000 

0 

0 

58.2 

14.1 



NSWC LOUISVILLE CLOSURE EXCLUSIONS 

ACTlVrPY AREA 
NSWC LOUISVILLE Dlsp. ol Personnel 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 W m e  Unlque 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 Time Unique 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 W m e  Unlque 
NSWC LOUlSVlUE 1 nine Unlque 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 Time Unlque 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 Thne Unlque 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 Time Unkjue 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 Tbne Unlque 

SUBTOTAL 
NSWC LOUISVILLE Nd Mlbdocr Cusls 

ITEMS 
EXCLUDED 

0 Cbllian posHions lo NSWC Dahlgren 
DlsmanlleAnsped Supply Equipment 
Maintenance of BuildiigslSIruclures/G~s 
UlilitieslMalntenance 
Refuse, telephones, J&Ilorlal 
Envlronmenlel Cost of Closure 
Mk 4 W 5  functional englneerlng mockla for Potl Hueneme 
ClWS wehauVLLTM 
Orlentetbn of new ClWS personnel 

COST 
EXCLUDED REASON ' . Ouplkale of S. 6 T functions at Dahlgren 
50.364M Metno Item 1. 
S0.954M Allowance h COBRA covem 
S2.25M Allwance In COBRA coven 
S0.201M Allawance In COBRA coven 
$6.669M Allowance h COBRA covers 
$3.OM Ovsthauling not a dosure cod 
$48.6M Ovsrhaullng no( a closure cosl. 
$4.5M Memo: Item 7 
$66.5m 
$45.371 Memo: Item 8 

NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 T h @  Mavhg Equipment teatdwdrecalibretlon . $13.2M M m :  item 1 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 T ~ o  M m  Prod. Supp. ADP Tecrrdowrt/c~c~H $0.24M M m :  Item 1 

SUBTOTAL $1 3.4M 
NSWC LOUISVILLE BllkldF01w Structue 30 81bb covered by BRAC 91 BRAC 91 

Port Hueneme 
NSWC LOUISVILLE M l s h  Costs lroease casts due lo stabillred We. $29.12M hrcxwlstenl wirh NAVSEA certHied data. 

NNSY 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 lime U n W  Certlfkallon of producUan pmceases and p e m e l  S12.5M M ~ O :  Hem 3 

NNSY 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 lkno UnW Speclal Suppoct Fundlonr $45M Memo: 

NNSY 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 lkno Uniqucl TRS d e v a m  

NNSY 
kSwC LoUlSVlUE 1 Tkne Unlqw CMS w d e ;  OVM 

NNSY 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 1 w ~ ~ n ~ q m  CIWS wlflcatlon -ledprogram 

NNSY 
NSWC LOOlSVlLLE 1 Tin# htqw Retraln NNSY w o d d o ~ ~  

NNSY 
SUBTOTAL 

NSWC LOUISVILLE Mba Rmm Costa MbceLneoua Recurring Costs 
Dahlgren 

TOTAL 

S l 0 M  !3alarkd mpbyeea. Not additlam1 cosl 

6.75~ * Marno: hem 3 . 
S7.W Memo: Item 7 



ROI Summary ,.:. .. , " ' . . , t' . 
I,::.. 1 .  ' . . :J.. . . , *:. f 1' 4 '  .,*,.,.. 

- ROI Summary 

1 14.8 -36.1 3 Years -304.3 
NAWC INDLOUlS ALT A 

... . .. . . . . *  1 

-- - 
(E;UY 1" CRrtMd 

ROI Summary 

NAWC INDlLOUl ALT2AB . 
1 

& 

~ 1 1  Dollare ehown in Million6 1 E \ 3  *f 2 tr.4 8r  *' 
Notes: FA)C Ent.1 (4 )  

CbhkS 



Disposition of BilletslPositions 

Disposltion of BilletsIPositions 

Eliminate NAWC INDILOUIS ALT A - 

Disposition of BilletsIPositions .I 



LOUISVILLE CRANE CRANE A/B 
PERSONNEL 1,769 lo Louis 1,787 to Crane 1,162 to Crane 

15 to Great Lakes 15 to Great Lakes 365 to Pax 
872 Eliminated 954 Eliminated 80 to China lake 

EQUIPMENT 
- 

1 TIME UNIQUE COST 

MILCON 

. 
-. 

3,485 Tons to Louis 

$2,000,000 

245,692 SF Admin/RDT&E 
$1,000,000 SClF 

2,802 Tons to Crane 

$1,900,000 

207,185 SF Admin 
$1,625,000 - - SClF 

242 F/S 

2,67 1 Tons to Crane 
90 Tons to Pax 
107 Tons to China Lake 

$1,200,000 

Crane: 149,12 1 SF Adrnin 
Crane: $768,000 SClF . 



ROI Summary 

Notes: 



Disposition of BilletslPositions 



LOUISVILLE MOVE TO CRANE 

CURRENT 1.668M SQFT REDUCED TO O.5M SQFT 

LIGHT VEHICLES REDUCED FROM 30 TO 0 

HEAW VEHICLESISPECIAL EQUIP REDUCED FROM 183 TO 41 

1197 PIECES OF EQUIPMENT REDUCED TO 785 

5 ( OR 10 ) DEPOT LINES ELIMINATED - 18 LINES TAKEN TO CRANE 

SUPPORT PERSONEL REDUCED FROM 293 TO 175 - 118 &ATED 

SUPPORT PEOPLE JUSTIFIED BY EACH FUNCnON / 

ADAMANT THAT WORKLOAD IS FLAT - LXTrLE TECHNICAL SYNERGY 

1322 PEOPLE AT START- 1 195 MOVING- 1 190 TO CRANE 

S160M PLUS $lOOM PLUS $209.5 M REDUaONS HAVE OCmD 

MAJOR MOVES START IN FI 98 - COMPLETES IN FY 00 



DEPOT LINES TRANSlTIONED TO CRANE 

DECOY LAUNCHING SYSTEMS 

STANDARD MISSILE ROCKET MOTOR CASINGS 

VALVE BALL 

MK 23 TARGET ACQUISlTION SYSTEM 

MK 32 SURFACE VESSEL TORPEDO TUBES 

CABLEWUUGSS W A m G  
# 

ARMORU) BOX LAUNCHERS . / 
I 

MK 17 AND MK 19 TURBINE PUMP EJECTION SYSTEM 

LAUNCHER SUPPORT ( MK 13 AND MK 26 TART44R) 

CIWS 

MK 45 5" GUNS AND 2JflH COMPONENTS 

MK 75 76mm GUNS AND 2JflH COMPONENTS 

ROLLING AIRFRAME MISSILE GUIDED MISSILE LAUNCHER SYSTEM 

MK 92 FIRE CONTR~L SYSTEMS 

NATO SEASPARROW GUIDED MISSILE LAUNCHER SYSTEM 

TRI-SERVICE MK 19 MACHINE GUN 

U. S. ARMY 6Omm AND 81mm MORTARS 



DEPOT LINES ELIMINATED 

MK68 GUN FIRECONTROL SYSTEMS WI SUBSYSZMS 

MK 56 GUN FIRE CONTROL SYSTEMS W/ SUBSYSTEMS 

5' / 38 SINGLE AND TWIN MOUNTS 

3' 1 50 SINGLE AND TWIN MOUNTS 

MK22 5" 154 GUN M O U M  . 
\ 

MK 112 ASROC 

MK 11 TARTAR 

MK 10 TERRIER 

MK 37 GUN FIRE CONTROL SYSTEM 

MK 38 GUN FIRE CONTROL SYSTEM 



FUNCnONS NOT MOVEDlREPLICATED AT CRANE 

PLATLNG 

ELIMINATED DEPOT L I E S  EQUIPMENT 

CORROSION CONTROL 

SMALL MACHINE SHOP 

X-RAY FACILITIES 

ENVIRONMENTAL TEST FACILITIES 

METALLUGICAL TEST FACILmES 

ELECTRONIC MODULE TEST AND REPAIR FACILITIES 

FAILURYMATEW ANALYSIS 



SUPPORT PERSONNEL LOUISVaLE TO CRANE 

FUNCTION CURRENT RELOCAE TO CRANE 

COMMAND 2 1 0 

COMPTROLLER 11 7 

ADMLNISTRATION 62 20 

HRO 27 18 

SUPPLY MGT. 143 75 

COMPUTER SUPT 48 15 

INFO SYSTEMS 39 15 

SAFETY 5 3 

PHYS S E C U m  30 0 

PUB WORKS 36 20 

FIRE PROTECT. 4 0 

MEDICAL 7 2 - -- 
433 175 

i, 
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Cost Categories Not Allowed 

. 
General work performed by govt employees 
- 1) disassembly of equipmentltest stations including 

cataloging & inventory 
- 2) inventory of equipment & material 

- 3) depot certifications 
- 4) documentation reproduction & development 
- 5) transition/coordination/management teams 
- 6) cost of procurement 
- 7) on the job training costs 
- 8) productivity loss/disruption cost 
- 9) duplication of facilities 



BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM 
( M E M O W A  FOR THE BSEC) 

ANALYSIS / COMMENTS: 

I .  MEMO of 1 5 NOV 1994 - The BSEC discussed the configuration model for BRAC-95. 
"Depot maintenance level work currently conducted at the Technical Centers should be 
moved to the shipyards to achieve greater productivity efficiencies while reducing excess 
capacity. " 

The BSEC then decided to run COBRA scenario development data calls on the fouowing: 
"Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard and Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, .Close NSWC 
Louisville, as a result of the $nificant workload that would probably be removed to d e ~ o t  
maintenance activities at shi~vardg." 
Also, in this MEMO is CAPT. Moeller's report on analysis of the9echnical Centers. He 
"advised the BSEC that depot maintenance level work constituted 3% of total work at 
NUWC Keyport, 8.4% of total work at NSWC, Crane, and 45% of total work at NSWC, 
Louisde." "In view of the high percentage of depot maintenance level work done at 
NAWC Louisville, the BSEC confirmed their previous determination that closure of that 
activity should be included in the scenario development data calls." 

Comment: NSWC, LOUISVILLE WAS TARGETED FOR CLOSURE AS EARLY AS 15 
NOV 1994, BASED ON HIGH PERCENTAGE OF DEPOT WORKLOAD. MOVING 
DEPOT WORKLOAD (CIWS) TO CRANE DOES NOT ELIMINATE TEE WORKLOAD 
FROM THE TECHNICAL CENTER'S CAPACITY. SCENARIO DATA. CALLS 012 
AN) 0 13 WERE RELEASED AS A RESULT OF THIS MEETING. 

2. MEMO of 16 NOV 1994- Proposed Configuration Analysis model for the Technical Centers 
was presented. The BSAT proposal was accepted and is included as encl(5). The Technical 
Center Military Value Ranking is enclosure (9) of the MEMO and the Technical Center 
Military Value Matrix is enclosure (1 0). S t  

Comment: AT THIS POINT, NSWC, LOUISVILLE IS RANKED #17 OUT OF 64 
TOTAL ACTMTIES (NSWC CRANE IS #9, NAWC, INDIANAPOLIS IS #13, NAWC, 
LAKEHURST IS #I 5). THE TECHNICAL CENTER'S MlLITARY VALUE MATRIX 
PROVIDES THE SUMMARY OF ALL AC-S NUMBERS. 

3. MEMO OF 17 NOV 1994- The results of the Configuration Model Analysis and the 
Sensitivity Analyses for the Technical Centers were presented to the BSEC, including the 
BEST, 2nd BEST and 3rd BEST solutions to the analysis. (Refer to enc1,osure (6)). 

Comment: THE RESULTS PRESENTED LN THIS MEMO CLOSE N14WC, 
INDIANAPOLIS AND NSWC, CRANE, AND LEAVES NSWC, LOUISVILLE .=. 



THE RESULTS ARE NEARLY IDENTICAL TO THE FZNAL BRAC-95 REPORT. IT 
APPEARS THAT THE CONFIGURATION / SENSITIVITY ANALYSES D I .  
CHK'VGE FROM 17 NOV 1994 TO 1 MAR 1995, BUT THE CLOSURE DECISIONS 
DID CHANGE MR. hXMFAKOS NOTED "THAT THE AMOUNT OF EXCESS 
CAPACITY AND NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES CLOSED BY THE MODEL SOLUTION 
REFLECTED THE LACK OF SIGNIFICANT TECHNICAL CENTER CLOSURES 
COMMENSURATE WITH OTHER DEPARTMENTAL INDICATORS DURTNG BRAC- 
93 " HE ALSO NOTED THAT "THE ACTIVITIES HAVE G R O W  OVER THE 
YEARS, ARE COMPLEX, AND WILL NOT BE EASY TO CLOSE." THE BSEC 
CONCLUDED THAT CLOSING NAWC INDLANAPOLIS, NAWC LmHURST, AND 
NSWC CMNE WOULD BE THE BEST SOLUTION FOR CLOSURES. NSWC, 
LOUTSVILLE WAS ADDED TO THE LIST OF SCENARIOS DUE TO "THE 
POTENTIAL TO TAKE SHIPBOARD WORK OUT OF LOUISVILLE" AND "TO 
DETERMINE WHICH CLOSURE WOULD BE MOST COST EFEECTNE-." 

0 

4. MEMO of 28 NOV 1994- Depot Maintenance JCSG Alternative? were discussed. Two 
JCSG Alternatives were approved (DM-] and DM-2 including s h e  Shipyards, NSWC 
Crane, NUWC Keypon and NSWC Louisville due to depot maintenance workload. The 
T&E JCSG alternatives were also approved to look at NAWC Dn Warminster, NAWC 
Indianapolis, NSWC Indian Head, NSWC Dahlgren, and NSWC Crane for tnnsfer of work 
to other DON Activities. 

5 .  MEMO of 30 NOV 1994- BSEC was briefed on changes to the Technical Center Military 
Value Matrix and Ranking (enclosures (12) and (13)). 
Comment: WITH THIS REVISION NSWC LOUISVILLE IS STILL RANKED #17 OUT 
OF 64 TOTAL ACTIVITIES. (NSWC CRANE MOVED UP TO #7, NAWC 
IhDIANAPOLIS MOVED UP TO #I2 AND NAWC LAKEHURST MOVED UP TO #14.) 
(NSWC INDIAN HEAD AND NUWC DET NEW LONDON MOVED DOWN IN 
RANKING.) CHANGES RESULTED FROM DATA CLARIFICATIONS, 
CORRECTIONS, AND COMPLETION OF THE NAVAL AUDIT SERVICE REVIEW. 
NSWC LOUISVILLE WAS NEVER AUDITED. 

6. MEMO of 8 DEC 1994 - The COBRA Analysis of Louisville was briefed for scenario 
numbers 0 12 and 013. 'The scenario would have up-fiont costs of S126M with retum on 
investment taking 6 vears.' (Refer to enclosure (2)). "The BSAT excluded S240M of u p  
fiont costs." (Refer to enclosure (3)). The BSEC also established 28% as a 'reasonable 
number and directed that not more than 28% of the total forces moving can be support 
(overhead) hctions. * 

Comment: THE COBRA MODEL CLOSURE NUMBERS IN ENCLOSURE (2) ARE 
THE ONLY ONES FOUND FOR NSWC LOUISVILLE ALONE, ALL LATER AND 
FINAL NUMBERS HAVE NSWC LOUISVILLE COMBINED WITH NAWC 
INDIAIYAPOLIS. THE NUMBERS ARE LOWER THAN COBRA MODEL INPUTS 
"CERTIFIEDn BY NSWC LOUISVILLE. THE BSEC "EXCLUSIONS" IN ENCLOSURE 
(3) ARE NUMBERS THAT BSEC "ACCEPTED" AS REQUIRED", BUT ARE 



"EXCLUDED" FOR A R B W Y  REASONS, I.E. IF BRAC CLOSES LOUISVILLE, 
B 3 d  MANAGERS. 
THE BSEC ALSO CONCURRED WITH THE 18-MONTH TRANSITION TIME FOR 
CIWS BUT "EXCLUDED" THE ADVANCED OVERHAUL COSTS IN THE $240M. 

ENCLOSURE (4) SHOWS THE "COMBIN'ED" COSTS AND ROI FOR NSWC 
LOUISVILLE AND NAWC INDIANAPOLIS FOR SCENARIO 028. NSWC 
LOUISVILLE NUMBERS ARE $126M AND ROI OF 6 YEARS, NAWC 
INDIANAPOLIS IS SHOWN AS $127.2M AND 4 YEARS, BUT THE 3:OMBINED 
TOTAL IS $1 24 2M AND 3 YEARS. 

ENCLOSURE (5) SHOWS NSWC LOUISVILLE'S NUMBERS FOR 028 AS $11 8.1M 
AND A ROI OF 11 YEARS. "THE BSEC APPROVED THE ANALYSES AS 
PRESENTED BUT DIRECTED THE BSAT TO COMBINE THE CLOSIJRE OF NAWC 
INDIANAPOLIS, ALTERNATIVE "NAWC INDLOUI ALT~AB%TE~ THAT 
PORTION OF SCENARIO 0 1210 13 SENDING NSWC LOUISVILLE'S SHIPISEA 
SYSTEMS WORK TO THE SHIPYARDS." IT WAS ALSO IWELI THAT 
"EXCLUSIONS" FOR OTHER ACTIVITIES AVERAGED ONLY $27M. 

7. MEMO of 13 DEC 94 - The BSEC was briefed on the "combined" COBRA analysis for "the 
closure of NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Louisville with the movement of ShipISea 
Systems work from NSWC Louisville to the shipyards as directed by the BSEC on 8 DEC 
1994." 
Comment: THE RESULTS IN ENCLOSURE (3) SHOW A ONE-TIME COST OF 
$248 3M AND A R01 OF 3 YEARS FOR THE COMBINED AC-S. THE BSEC 
CHALLENGED TEE REQUIREMENT FOR 400,000 SQ. FT. AT NSY NORFOLK AND 
STATED THAT THE ANALYSIS EXCLUDED A $50M ONE-TIME UNIQUE COST 
FOR NSY NORFOLK (SPECIAL SUPPORT FUNCTIONS). THE BSEC REQUESTED 
EXPLANATION OF THE $50M. 

8. MEMO of 14 DEC 94- BSAT presented COBRA analysis for "combined" NAWC 
Indianapolis and NSWC Louisville closure scenarios with SHIP/SEA SYS7"EMS work going 
to NSY Norfolk. 
Comment: THIS VERSION STATES THAT "$50M SPECIAL SUPP0R.T FUNCTION 
COSTS HAVE BEEN PUT BACK INTO THE COBRA MODELn. RESlULTS WERE: 
$254 8M OF UP-FRONT COSTS AND A ROI OF 3 YEARS. THE BSA,T EXCLUDED 
$195.45M OF COSTS. THE BSEC APPROVED THE ANALYSIS. 

9. MEMO of 1 5 Dec 94 - The BSEC was briefed on three alternatives of NSWC Crane 
CLOSE scenario 034. NSWC Crane's one-time costs were $495.2M. $458 8M and 
$242.9M with ROIs of NEVER, l00+ vears and 7 vears, respectiveiy. "The BSEC decided 
not to hrther consider NSWC Crane for closure due to the high one-time (costs relative to 20 
year NPV. 



Comments. IF THE ACCURATE, CERTIFIED DATA FROM NSWC, LOZJISVLLE 
WAS USED, THE ONE-TIME COSTS WOULD BE %291M AW A ROI OF 101+ 
YEARS, WHICH IS LOWER THAN BRAC-9 1 OR BRAC-93 h'UMBERS. 

I0 MEMO of 19 Dec 94 - The BSEC was briefed on the COBRA wrap-up of Technical Center 
Activities The BSEC approved the COBRA analyses for NAESU, NATSF, NAWC 
Oreland, NUWC New London, NBDL New Orleans, NPRDC, NAVMASSO, NISE West 
San Diego, NAMRI, Warminster, NSWC White Oak, NWAD Corona, NSWC Annapolis, 
NISE East Norfolk, Indianapolis/LouisviIle, NHRC San Diego, and NAWC Lakehurst. 
"Those Activities will be analyzed for economic and environmental impact." 'The MEMO 
added that "The BSEC will not consider NSWC Indian head, NSWC Crane, NSWC Sullivan, 
AEGIS Wallops, and AEGIS Moorestown for closure any fiuther." 

Comment: THE ROI OF 7 YEARS AND "HIGH CLOSURE COSTS" WERE MAJOR 
FACTORS IN DELETING NSWC INDIAN HEAD AND NSWC c ~ N E  FROM THE 
CLOSURE LIST. THE ROI AND CLOSURE COST FOR NSYC LOUISMLLE IS N a  
GIVEN, INSTEAD THE "COMBINED" COST AND ROI FORINSWC LOUISVILLE 
AND NAWC INDIANAPOLIS IS USED. THE IRDMDUAL NSWC LOUISVILLE 
CLOSURE COST OF $126M AND ROI OF 6 YEARS, PREVIOUSLY REPORTED ON 8 
DEC 94,  WOULD HAVE ALSO EXCEEDED THE THRESHOLD NUMBERS TO KEEP 
NSWC LOUISVILLE OFF THE CLOSURE LIST. (NO ACTMTY WITH OVER 4 
YEARS ROI WAS INCLUDED ON THE FINAL CLOSURE LIST.) 

1 1. MEMO of 22 DEC 94 - The BSAT briefed the results of the COBRA Analysis for the 
"combined scenario" which removes shiplsea systems work fiom NSWC, Louisville to NSY 
Norfolk and closes NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC, Louisville. (Refer to Enclosure (3)). 
This anafysis addresses only the NSWC, Louimille portion, the NAWC Indianapolis portions 
remains as previously briefed. These options are analyzed: (1) the "NAWC INDLOUI ALT 
2AB" briefed on 14 Dec; (2) "ALT A" is identical to ALT 2AB except that NO NSWC,. 
Crane depot workload is sent to NSY Norfok, and (3) "ALT B" is identical to "ALT A" 
except that CIWS workload is transferred to NSWC, Crane vice NSY Norfok and plating 

, operations, in support of gun systems, that can't be accomplished at NSY Norfolk would be 
done at Watervliet Army Arsenal. (Thls was Scenario 012A on 16 Dec 94). The BSAT also 
makes the following (ERRONEOUS) assumptions: less New Construction at NSY Norfolk, 
delete $50M special support hnction costs; NSWC, Crane has existing "gun shop" space; 
eliminates the need for plating operation costs; "uses 15 workyears of plating work 
transferred but the real number is likely to be around 6"; locating CIWS system integration 
engineering to NSWC, Port Hueneme "should improve the package"; and "sending the CIWS 
work to NSWC, Crane lessens the regional economic impact". The BSEC approved "ALT 
B" at a one-time cost of $199. lM, steady state savings of $71M 20 Year net present value 
of $649 5M and an ROI of 2 vears. 

The BSEC was then briefed on the COBRA analysis for CLOSING NSWC, Louisville by the 
JCSG-DM scenario (scenario 092), which REALIGXS depot overhaul workload to NSY 



Norfolk. (SCENARIO 092 WAS A REALIGN NSWC, LOUISVILLE, NOT A CLOSE 
NSWC, LOUISVILLE; COSTS WERE LOWER). 

Comment THE BSATASEC DID NOT USE THE "CERTIFIED" DATA FROM NSWC, 
LOC'ISVILLE, NSY NORFOLK, NSWC, PORT HUENEME OR NSWC, 1)AHLGREN IN 
MAKING THEIR ASSC'MPTIONS TO REDUCE COSTS. NSY NORFOLX AND 
NSWC, CIWNE WILL REQUIRE SOME OF NSWC, LOUISVILLE'S SPECIAL 
SUPPORT FUNCITONS. GUN WEAPONS SYSTEMS AND CIWS DEPOT 
OVERHAUL FUNCTIONS ARE LTNIOUE AT NSWC, LOUISVILLE. 
FACLITIZATION WILL BE REQUIRED AT BOTH ACTIVITIES. THERE ARE NOT 
SUFFICIENT FUNDS IN THE BRAC-95 CLOSE LOUISVILLE S C E N M O  TO 
RELOCATE. RE-ESTABLISH THE GUN WEAPONS SYSTEMS DEPOT OR THE 
CIWS DEPOT AT THE GAINING ACTIVITIES. THE EQUIPMENT PROGRAM 
MANAGERS CANNOT BE EXPECTED TO FUND COSTS TO "RE-ESTABLISH" 
THESE CAPABILITIES AT OTHER ACTIVITlES AS A RESULT OF C1,OSING 
LOUISVILLE. THESE UNIQUE CAPABILITIES EXIST AT NSWC, I LOUISVILLE. 

? 

THE BSATBSEC BRIEFING ON JCSG-DM SCENARIO 092 WAS ERRONEOUS IN 
THAT THE SCENARIO REALIGNED NSWC, LOUISVILLE NOT CLOSING IT. 092 
MOVED DEPOT WORKLOAD TO NSY NORFOLK BUT LEFT ENGINEERING AND 
OTHER SUPPORT FUNCTIONS IN PLACE. THE COBRA ANALYSIS COSTS 
SHOWN IN ENCLOSURE (5) ARE, THEREFORE, LOWER THAN A CLOSE 
SCENARIO COST. 

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA FOR THE LOUISVILLE METROPOLITAN AREA 
IS GIVEN IN ENCLOSURES (12) AND (1 3) OF THE MEMO. 

12. MEMO of 29 Dec 94- The BSEC was briefed on the "COBRA Analysis Final Wrap-up" for 
DON Activities to be recommended for CLOSURE, including the Technical Centers analysis. 
The BSEC prepared its final CLOSURE Iisting for recommendation to the Secretary of the 
Navy. It included "NAWC Indianapolis and NSWC Louisville (scenario 028 as combined 

, with that portion of scenario 012 moving shiplsea systems work from NSWC Louisville to 
shipyards)." Enclosure (10) of the MEMO lists 18 Technical Center "sites" for closure, 
however, #I 5 is the combined "Indy & Louisville. " I 

The BSEC was also briefed on the final recommendations from JCSG-DM scenarios on 
Depot Maintenance. The results shown in enclosure (23) of the MEMO is that NSWC 
Louisville is shown for REALIGNMENT under scenario 092, however, it is noted that "A 
similar DON scenario that closed this activitv was more cost effective." 

Community Ir&astructure Impacts, enclosure (25), shows NSY Norfolk "gaining" 230 jobs 
from the "Indy/Louisville closure = $17.7M." It also shows NSY Norfolk gaining "$O.OM 
New Construction and $20.1M Rehab." fiom the IndylLouisville closure. Enclosure (25) 
also shows NSWC, Crane "gaining" 4 Militaq and 1,865 jobs from the "lndybuisville 



closure." NSWC, Crane also receives "MILCON: $9.3M New Construction; $1 3.9M 
Rehab" broken down as follows: 
From Corona: $0.5M New; $4.4M Rehab 
From Indy: $8.8M New; $6.9M Rehab 
From Louisville: $O.OM New; $2.7M Rehab 

Comment: THE FINAL COBRA ANALYSIS NUMBERS ARE STILL "COMBINED", 
WITH NO REAL "SITE SPECIFIC" AWYSIS ON CLOSING NSWC, LOUISVILLE. 
TMS MEMO DOES NOT SEPARATE OLT THE CWS DEPOT WORKLOAD BUT 
DOES MEPUTON INTERSERVICING WITH WATERVLIET ARESENAL. IN THE 
FINAL DON ANALYSES AND RECOMMENDATIONS NOLUME M MARCH 95. IT 
IS STATED THAT THE JCSG-DM SCENARIOS WERE A MAJOR IMPACT IN 
DECIDING TO ADD NSWC. LOL?SVILLE TO THE CLOSURE LIST. IN THIS 
BRIEFING PACKAGE THE JCSG-DM SAYS THAT THE "CLOS-URE QF NSWC, 
LOUISVlLLE WAS MORE COST EFFECTIVE UNDER A DIFFERENT SCENARIO".?? 

t 
IN ENCLOSURE (25) OF THE MEMO, 1,865 JOBS ARE "GAINED". QVER 500 OF 
THOSE JOBS ARE FROM NSWC, LOUISVILLE AND THE CTWS WORKLOAD 
BEING TRANSFERRED IS TRULY UNIOUE FROM CRANE'S WORKI,OAD. 
MlLCON FOR "SIMILAR" BDIANAPOLIS ELECTRONIC WORK TOTALS S15.7M; 
MILCON FOR CORONA'S WORK IS $4 9M, BUT ONLY $2 7M IS LISTED FOR 
NSWC. LOUISVILLE'S WORKLOAD. IT WOULD BE INTERESTING TO SEE THE 
ANALYSIS FOR THIS BREAKDOWN OF MlLCON SINCE IT DRTVES NSWC, 
LOUISVILLE'S "CLOSURE COST" DOWN. 

13. MEMO of 10 Jan 95'- The BSEC was briefed on the COBRA model analysis for the 
"combined" NAWC Indianapolis/NSWC, Louisville Closure since the movement to NAWC 
Patuxent River appeared to be excessive. "This analysis addressed only the Indianapolis 
portion of the combined scenario, leaving Louisville's portion as previously briefed." Results 
shown in enclosure (3) of the MEMO, for Indianapolis, are: one-time costs of S83.5M; 
steady state savings of $39.5M; a ROI of 2 years and a 20 year NPV of S378.8M. 

Comment: THESE MAY BE THE TRUE PORTIONS FOR INDIANAPOLIS, OF THE 
"COMBINED" NUMBERS REPORTED IN THE BRAC-95 DON ANALYSES AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS (VOLUME IV) REPORT OF MARCH 95. 

14. MEMO of 13 Jan 95 (0554) - The BSEC briefed SECNAV on the recommended DON 
closures for BRAC-95. Mr. Nernfakos gave the briefing and stated that "Each Activity is 
part of a sub-category of activities where excess capacity exists, and the payback is sufficient 
in the BSEC's opinion to warrant the Secretary's Consideration." Sixty-three activities were 
recommended for closure and total costs and savings are summarized in the enclosed slide 
copies. One of the criterion Mr. Nemfakos emphasized was "with only two 
recommendations taking as long as 4 years to pay off". 



Mr. Nemfakos explained "that Technical Centers were one area that DON was unable to 
effectively reduce in prior rounds". Mr. Pirie stated that "many scenarios were considered 
with longer ROI periods (over 4 years); however, given their one-time costs and the 
uncertainty of available fbnding, the BSEC chose not to recommend those". 

Also from this MEMO: "AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE BRIEF THE SECRETARY 
ASKED MR. NEMFAKOS TO REVIEW THE REASONS THE BSEC RECOMMENDED 
NSWC, LOUISVILLE FOR CLOSURE. MR. NEMFAKOS EXPLAINED THAT THE 
LOUISVILLE DETACHMENT SUPPORTED FLEET COMBAT SUBSYSTEMS (GUNS 
AND MISSILES). FROM A FINANCIAL POINT OF VIEW, CLOSURE OF 
LOUISVILLE WAS ATTRACTIVE. THIS RECOMMENDATION WOULD COMPLETE 
THE PROCESS STARTED IN 1991 TO TAKE DEPOT WORK OUT OF THE 
TECHNICAL CENTERS. SHIPBOARD WORK WOCiLD MOVE TO THE SHIPYARDS 
WHERE IT WOULD CONSUME EXCESS CAPACITY THERE WOULD BE 
CLOSE TO THE FLEET. IT ALSO ALLOWS FURTHER ECONOMIC LOADING OF 
NSWC, CRANE. THIS ACTION IS ALSO IN CONSONANCE WITH THE JCSG 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND HAS A JOINT ASPECT AS TI& PLATING WORK 
WOULD BE DONE AT WATERVLIET. FINALLY, THERE IS A GOOD CHANCE 
THAT SOME WORK MAY MIGRATE TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR. 

Comment: THE LAST PARAGRAPH SOUNDS LIKE A LONG-TERM PLAN 
(REALIGNMENT WITH CRANE IN BRAC-91 AND THE FMC CHALLENGE IN 
BRAC-93) TO TAKE DEPOT WORKLOAD OUT OF NSWC, LOUISVILLE AND 
CLOSE THE ACTIVITY. PUBLIC LAW 101 -5 10 AND THE BRAC-95 PROCESS 
REQUIRES THAT EACH ACTIVITY BE TREATED FAIRLY AND EQUALLY FOR 
"SITE SPECIFICITY" FOR "EACH ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES". 



/ subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 13 JANUARY 1995 

(made up of Alaska, Washington, Oregcn, California, and Hawaii) had 
the greatest job losses in BRAC-93 and under the BSEC's 1995 
recommendations. Mr. Nemfakos briefed the number of jobs lost and 
the percent change in local employment in the areas that would be 
most affected by the BSECfs recommended actions. The losses at 
Cherry Point, NC, and Lemoore, CAI involve the redirect of BRAC-93 
activities. Those activities have not yet moved to the BRAC-93 
receiving sites so there would be no net change in the current base 
population. There were no anticipated infrastructure problems at 
the top receiving sites. 

t 
22. At the conclusion of the brief the Secretary asked Mr. 
Nemfakos to review the reasons the BSEC recommended NSWC Louisville 
for closure. Mr. Nemfakos explained that the Louisville Detachment 
supported fleet combat subsystems (guns and missiles) . From a 
financial point of view, closure of Louisville was attractive. 
This recommendation would complete the process started in 1991 to 
take depot work out of the technical centers. shipboard work would 
move to the shipyards where it would consume excess capacity there 
and would be close to the fleet. It also allows further economic 
loading of NSWC Crane. This action is also in consonance with the 
JCSG recommendations and has a joint aspect as the plating work 
wocld be done at Watervliet. Finally, there is a good chance that 

,,some vrork may migrate to the private sector. 

c - 
23. Mr. Rostker expressed concern about moving NPRDC away from a . - 
fleet center. 

24. General Hearney stated that the language used for the actual 
recommendations was critical since no further rounds of closure are 
scheduled. There will be no further opportunities for redirects. 
To the extent possible operational flexibility to move units must 
be maintained. 

25. The Secretary expressed his appreciation for the hard work 
that had been done to produce the BSEC's recommendations. He 
concurred in the recommendations except as noted above for 
California locations. He expected to resolve the remaining issues 
within the next week. Mr.' Nemfakos recapped those recommendations 
impacted by the Secretary's decision regarding California 
locations. The recommendations regarding SPAWAR and NADEP North 
Island were not affected as they result in a net increase in 
employment. a x d e c i s i o n  was a~ 
the Q 
a m m e n d e d  f 

=%%- 
or closure. The recommendatlons regarding NwAD 

Corona, G S T D I V ,  and SUPSHIP San Francisco were disapproved. The 
recommendations regarding Lemoore are a net increase from the 
existing baseline and are approved. The Resene Centers impact 
only a modest number of military, not civilian, personnel and were 







One-Time Costs Summary 

CLOSE LOUISVILLE 012 1 73.011 2.611 8.211 27.211 15.011 126.011 0.011 126.01 
- 

AX1 Dollar8 ahown in ~illion8 
Notes: 
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LOUISVILLE PLAN 

BUILDING CHART 

I LOUISVILLE I 

~ p & i - l " " " p q " " ' l i " " " " ' ~ ] p ] ~ 1 ~  
RELOCATION 



GUN SYSTEMS ENGINEERING . 

REQUIREMENTS 
mmmmmmma 

OFFICE 125 PERSONS 18,750SF 



GUN SYSTEMS PLAN 

BUILDING FOR GUN SYSTEMS 

I GUN SYSTEMS I 
- - 

BUILDING 3031 
$300K M&R 7/96 

I BUILDING 2540 1 I ~ E ~ ~ A ~ ~  1 1 L3UILDlNG 2084 1 
$1.OM M&R 7196 $500K M&R 3/96 



PHYSICAL SECURITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

I I I M I I  
m CODE 304 MOCKUP 8,lOOSF 



PHYSICAL SECURITY PLAN 

PHYSICAL SECURITY BUILDINGS 

PHYSICAL 
SECURITY 

v b 

m 
7 

BUILDING 180 
$150K 1/96 

I 
b 



CIWS REQUIREMENTS 

m PRODUCTION 90,600SF 
OFFICE 23,400SF 
STORAGE 11 5,624SF 





CIWS SUMMARY 

BUILDING 

BUILDING 36 
BUILDING 4 1 
NEW FORKLIFT BLDG. 
BUILDING 3234 PIJATINC/PAINTING 
BUJLDING 40 STORAGE 
BUILDING 3224 PlNS 
BUILDING 324 1 MODULE REPAIR 

TOTAL COST 

COSTS COMPLETION 





NAWC PLAN 

BUIWINQ8 FOR NAWC 

I NAWC 1 
I 

I 
I 

1 1 
INDUSTRIAL ENQlNEERlNQ 1 

BUILDING 1221123 - MACHINING 
6550 5/96 

BUILDING 3234 - PAINTING 
so 1w95 

- - - 

BUILDING 38 - PRINTED WIRING WAR0 
$0 10185 

P-278 AND 6-3238 
ENVIRONMENTAL TEST 

1 1  -- EXISTING SPACES 1 
MODULE REPAIR 6-3241 

SONOBUOY 82037 
I 

ENGINEERING eJ-2044 
FAILURE ANMY818 8-2087 

AVAILABLE SPACLI q;l ' 

82964 COMPLEX 17.000SF 
MILCON 155.000SF 

BUILDING 31 73 
8.2608F 

RELOCATABLE 
FOR CQNTMCTOCII 

1 I CODE 06 1 
J 

I I 

CODE 09 
8-2516 6-5t4 
3.000SF 

CODE 11 

9,M)OSF 



INDUSTRIAL SUMMARY 
I I  

ABSORB MACHINING FUNCTIONS IN B-1221123 
ABSORB PAINTING AND PLATING FUNCTIONS IN 
B-3234 

w ABSORB ENVIRONMENTAL FUNCTIONS IN P-278 
m ABSORB PRINTED WIRING BOARD FUNCTIONS IN 

B-3 8 
ABSORB CALIBRATION FUNCTIONS IN 8-39 



ENGINEERING SUMMARY 

CONSTRUCT MILCON 
155,000 SF 
COST: $20,925,000 
COMPLETION: 9/97 

ABSORB PORTIONS OF NAWC'S ENGINEERING 
FUNCTIONS IN EXISTING OPERATIONS 

B USEBUILDINGS 3241,121, AND 37 



ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

REHAB BUILDING 2 
23,000 SF 
COST: $1,350,000 
COMPLETION: 1/97 

INCLUDES: 
* TRAINING 
* LIBRARY 
* EEO 
* PHOTO LAB 

ABSORB REMAINING G&A 
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CONG. HIKE WARD *-r, DO .I "Y" 

Mike Wad 
MbmmdCW'- 

t Y a D m e I . n u r h  

The Honorable John R. Dalton 
Secretary o f  the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon * 
Washington, D.c. 20350-1000 

0 :  Coagres~ional Inquiry rmgrrding 
Zavestigativo naport o f  the Naval 
audit Elesvice, Job O r d e r  95-0014, 
for Lnspactor Geamral (#AVSWt) 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

We understand that  the Naval A u d i t  Service has prepared an 
investigative report pursuant to Job Ordet 95-0044 from t h e  
Inspector G e Z X r a l  (NAVSEA) . W e  request. M immediate copy af this 
investigative report (whether in a draft or f i n a l  version) and o f  
a l l  supporting documentation, 

We also request all pertinent information concerning the 
Insp.~toZ- General (NAV5W)'s report on this investigation. If a 
final or draft version of M e  Inspector General (NAVSEA) report has 
been prepared. whether or net it has been signed by the  Inspector 
General, we request this document and a11 supporting papers. 

P I e a ~ e  provide all available dscuornts to us by Friday, Harch 
10, 1995. Thank you for your prompt response to this request. 

Sincerely, 

Wefielk Ford . 

K K  Lee Ham+lton A 

I 

Mike Ward 
\ 



NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
CRANE DIVISION, LOUISVILLE 

Computer Aided Manufacturing Support Branch 

Major Functions: 

Generate NC and CNC machine tool programs and supporting documentation. 

Initiate design requirements for fixtures and tooling required for NC and CNC 
equipment. 

Initiate procurement of special cutting tools, fixtures, and miscellaneous 
requirements for CNC equipment. 

Provide assistance in the setup and trial run of new part programs. 

Provide support in quoting and planning new work. 

Provide continuous maintenance and updates of shop floor documentation. 

Maintain backup files of machine tool programs and related documentation. 

Resources: 

Over 21,000 NC source programs and supporting documentation on file. 

Workload Management and Historical Database. 

Part Configuration Database. 

Special Cutting Tool Catalog Database. 

Additional Capabilities: 

Electronic distribution of NC programs to shop floor via LAN (DNC Network). 

Extract and download manufacturing data from MRP System. 

Internet Communication. 



Transfer and conversions of organic drawing and model files using Initial Graphics 
Exchange Specifications (IGES). 

Transfer and conversion of drawing files using Drawing Interchange File (DXF) 
format. 

Generation of Dimensional Measuring Interface Specifications (DMIS). 

Solids and Surface modeling. 

Provide management information graphs and charts generated from historical 
database. 

Hardware: 

Sun Micro Systems Server networked to four (4) client workstations. 

Sun Micro Systems 9 Track Tape Drive 

Two (2) Digital Equipment Corporation Workstations with External CDROM Disc 
Drive. 

Digital Equipment Corporation External Cartridge Tape Drive. 

Hewlett Packard Laser Jet I11 PlotterDrinter. 

Hewlett Packard Draftmaster Roll Plotter. 

Data Products High Speed Printer 

Facit High Speed Tape Punch/Reader 

Software: 

SUN Unix Operating System. 

Applicon Inc. Bravo Drafting, Design and Manufacturing Software. 

DEC Ultrix Operating System. 

DEC DOS SoftPC Software. 



General Information: 

Over 25 years of computer assist machine tool programming experience. 

Estimated value of 21,000 source programs on site is $8.5 million. 

In 1968 the Louisville site was the first customer to sign on with Manufacturing 
Data Systems Incorporated (MDSI), a new company providing computer time 
share service for programming NC machine tools. This company is now known as 
Applicon Inc., and is a world-wide organization supporting over 10,000 machine 
tools. 

Louisville site assisted MDSI in the development of a new machine tool 
programming language known as COMPACT I1 which became an industry 
standard and is still supported by Applicon Inc. 

Branch is supporting 37 different types of machines comprising a total of 60 
machines. 

Five (5) Programmers supporting sixty (60) machine tools. 

Average time to create a new program and supporting documentation is 
approximately eight (8) hours. 

Approximately 50 percent of Branch workload involves updating programs and 
documentation due to engineering changes and shop workload managment. 



NAVSURFWARCEN, LOUISVILLE COMPUTER AIDED MANUFACTURING SYSTEM CONFIGURATION 

SUN Server/llrorkstation 1__7 

Magnetic Tape  Drive a 

- 
SUN and D E C  Work Stations 

HP Laser J e t  
Pr int /Plot  

High Speed Printer r HP Bed P l o t t e r  r 

Shop  Floor  C__7 DNC Network a 



Computer Aided Manufacturing Support Branch 

SAMPLE PROGRAM 
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March 7 ,  1995 

The Honorable Charlea Bawlrher 
Comptrollru: General of the uhited 6tates 

\ General Accounting O f f  f ce 
441 G S-eet, WW, Roam 7125 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

bear I&. Bowsher: 

W e  have rrceived reports that the Naval Boa Systems command 
(NAVSEA) Inspector General has requested the  Naval A u d i t  Service t o  
investigate both the procesa and the accuracy of data submitted by, 
and for, the Naval Ordnance Station,  Louis~ille in response to BRAC 
95 scenario data calls, We are advised t h a t  fhfs NAVSEA Inspector 

- General invsstigation is assigned case Number 1493C. 4 

The investigation was apparently i n i t i a t e d  following a 
complaint to the Inspector General regarding the handling of 
scenario data c a l l  responses pertaining to the Naval Ordnance 
Station, Louisville. . 

W e  request that your agency review this investigation, as well 
as a11 scenario data c a l l  responses submitted with  regard to the 
Naval Ordnance Station, Louioville. We particularly request that 
you determine whether modifications to data responses, and the' 
direction o f  scenario data call responses by higher authorities, 
were handled in accordance with appropriate policy guidance t o  
assure the accuracy of certified data which was presented to the 
Secretary of the Navy and the Navy's Base Structures Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) . 

The Department of the Navy BRAC 9 5  Analyam and 
Recomendations, dated March, 1995, indicates that  the COBRA 
analysis produced a configuration mrodel "best: colutionn which did 
not include closure o f  the Naval Ordnance s ta t ion ,  Louisville. We 
are concerned by repotte that i n i t i a l  Naval Ordnance Stat ion ,  
Louisville scenario data call responses were altered, or i n  other 
cases directed by higher authorities, in ways which led to 
inaccurate data. This data m y  have substantially understated the  
cost to relocate work now pmrformed at the Naval Ordnancr Station. 

In addition, the  Xndividrral Category COBRA Results rrported in 
the March, 1995 ~ecoramendations are considerably lower (mere than 
7 0  percent) and inconaiotentwl$A previously reported tasult(i from 
BRAC 91 and BRAC 93 studies. 



Letter to The Eonorable Charles  Bowsher 
March 7 ,  1995 
Page 2 

The March, 1995 Recomaendations apparently conbin. Naval * 
Ordnance Station, ~ouisville comt calculations with those of NAWC, 
Indianapolis (sea the attached data aheat regarding "Tech Centers/ 
IdLkmratorie~"). mh2s &ppe.rs inconsistent with Department of M e  
Navy and BRhC policy t h a t  each facility be conmidared on a site- 
specific basis. W e  are concerned that this may have been done to 
rake it lore difficult to identify cost of closing Naval 
Ordnance Station, Louiryflle, 

Becaure US t h e  ..nctraints nn the Defense 8a.e closure and 
Realignment Copmission, vta request that you ,act expeditiously to 
review this investigation, and to review the ~canario  data call 
responses regarding the Louirville facility and the handling o f  
those rmsponees by Department of the Navy officials as the data 
went through the chain o i  cornand. Please report your findings to 
US by April 1, 1995 or as soon thereafter as feas ible .  

Thank you for your prampt attention to t h i s  urgent matter: 

Sincerely, 
A 

- + / / b  f , ' , -  ...*-3- 

hon Lewis 

Enclosure 



Document Separator 



CITY OF LOUISVILLE JEFFERSON COUNTY 
JERRY E. ABRAMSON DAVID 1,. ARMSTRONG 

MAYOR COUNTY JUDGE/EX.ECUTIVE 

April 12, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon and Honorable Members: 

On behalf of the citizens of Louisville and Jefferson County, Kentucky, 
including the dedicated men and women who make up the workforce at 
Naval Ordnance Station Louisville (NOSL), we respectfully offer the 
following proposal to privatize NOSL as a better alternative to closing this 
critical defense installation. 

With your agreement and support, privatization will: 

-- Save the U.S. Navy in excess of $300 million. 

-- Reduce the Navy's infrastructure. 

-- Preserve NOSLts world-class gun systems capabilities. 

-- Create a Naval Gun Center of Excellence. 

As you will hear in our presentation today, we are asking the 
Commission to join in this effort to create a model for public-private 
partnering in the defense arena and for privatizing critical defense-related 
industrial capacity in Louisville. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
April 12, 1995 
Page Two 

As the Navy's last full-spectrum gun facility, NOSL has the unique 
assets, state-of-the-art facilities, a highly-trained and dedicated workforce to 
attract defense contractors and make privatization a reality. 

We look forward to working with you, the Navy, the Congress and 
industry over the onths ahead on this innovative proposal. f r  

County Judge/ Executive 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

April 11, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are very grateful to you and the entire Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission for giving us the opportunity to present our 
proposal for preserving the jobs and the high-quality workmanship which 
currently exist at the Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville. While I cannot 
be with you today because of a long-standing commitment, I have discussed 
the situation thoroughly with our Lt. Governor, Paul Patton, and he is 
fully prepared to represent the state's position on my behalf. 

I am honored to have had the opportunity to discuss our proposal with you 
and Commissioner Kling during your recent visit to Louisville. We certainly 
appreciate the difficult nature of your task. Your willingness to keep an 
open mind and consider all alternatives is very meaningful to the people of 
Kentucky and a credit to the dedication and professionalism of the 
Commission. 

Let me assure you that our administration is in full support of the 
Louisville Plan. We stand ready to cooperate fully with the Navy and the 
local governments of the City of Louisville and Jefferson County 1:o make 
privatization a reality. 

What we are proposing offers a unique opportunity for everyone involved in 
the Naval Ordnance facility -- the U. S. Navy, the Department of Defense, 
the defense industry and, certainly, the Louisville community and its 
proven dedicated workforce. 

I want to join with our very capable Kentucky team led by Congressman 
Mike Ward and Lt. Governor Paul Patton in asking that the Commission 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER M/F/D 



Chairman Alan J.  Dixon 
Page Two 
April 22, 1995 

accept the Louisville Plan as a better alternative to closing the Naval 
Ordnance Station. With the Commission's support, the Louisville Naval 
Ordnance Station can become a model for privatizing defense industrial 
capacity in support of our Armed Forces. fir;J Lfml{ 
Brereton C . Jones 

/ srb 



The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Regional Hearing - April 12, 1995 
Rosemont, Illinois 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Commissioners: 

We appreciate this opportunity to share our views concerning 
the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville (NOSL). NOSL is the last 
facility of its type. It provides an integrated, full-service gun 
systems expertise essential tolthe readiness of our forces. 

chairman ~ i x o n  and commiss~oner Kling visited Louisville last 
week. They saw first-hand thebbnique combination of industrial, 
mechanical and engineering kno~rledge which exists at Lbuisville. 
The wealth of experience, knowledge and expertise represented by 
the employees at Naval Ordnance: has enabled NOSL to be inventive 
and effective in designing, manafacturing and overhauling Navy gun 
systems and related weaponry 0-. making NOSL the 8*gunsmith to the 
NavyN for over 50 years. 

The Louisville proposal ?$ advanced by the community with 
encouragement and support from key Navy officials -- will maintain 
and strengthen the essential gun systems capability at NOSL. We 
strongly support this initiative and request your help to make NOSL 
the Center of Excellence for Grfn Systems and Gun Technology, not 
only for the Navy but for the Department of Defense. 

I ? j '  

Thank you, again, for yo& consideration of the NOSL case 
pending before your ~ornrnission:~~ 

Sinqerely, 
;?,; 

I BL 

LEE H. HAMILTON 
*HINILV ON RECYCLED PAW6 

I .. 
C 



04P,P,R. Jj '9s" -39: 13PL C_O_M/EPP NSWG- CRRNE ASN ( I&E) 
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THE A9516TANT SECRETARY Q? THE NhW 
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APR 1 1 1995 

The Honorable Jerry E. Abramson 
Mayor, C i t y  of Louisville 
601 Vest Jefferson St. 
Louisville, ,KT 40202 

The Honorable David L. Armstrong 
Jeffereon County Jbdge/Executive 
527 West Jefferson St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 

Dear Mayor Abramaon and Judge Armstrong: 

Having been briefed on your proposed Naval Gun Center of 
Excellence concept, I believe it has great potential f o r  the 
nation. Many aspects of your proposal, when implemented, could 
enhance, through concepts attendant to centralization and public- 
private integration, our gun systems capabilities while lowering 
caste. 

I applaud your efforts and w i l l  continue to closely follow 
your concept'a evolution. 

Sincerely, 

CHERYL ~ A R ~ S  
Acting 



NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION LOUISVILLE 
BRAC REGIONAL HEARING PRESENTATION 

APRIL 12, 1995 
ROSEMONT CIVIC CENTER, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

TESTIMONY OF: 
U.S. REPRESENTATIVE MIKE WARD 

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR PAUL PATTON 
COUNTY JUDG~EXECUTIVE DAVID ARMSTRONG 

MAYOR JERRY ABRAMSON 
FORMER U.S. REPRESENTATIVE RON MAZZOLI 

MR. LARRY CRAIG 

Consressman Ward 

Good afternoon and thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. 

First, I want to make it clear to everyone that my preference is to keep Naval Ordnance 
Station Louisville open. It is a world-class facility, and in my view should not be on the 
closure list in the first place. 

If it is the decision of the Commission not to remove NOSL from the closure list, we are 
convinced the following proposal is a better plan to achieve the objectives of the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission in Louisville, without disrupting the most 
comprehensive gun repair, overhaul and maintenance facility in the nation. 

Our community proposal ... call it the Louisville Plan ... with your agreement and support, 
will achieve the following: 

o Save the Navy in excess of $300 million, while reducing the Navy's infrastructure in 
Louisville to virtually zero. 

o Maintain the world-class Naval gun work now being done at Louisville, without 
disrupting its state-of-the-art operations and synergy. 

o Create a Naval Gun Center of Excellence that will become a model for our Armed 
Services and the defense industry as we prepare for the security threats of the next 
century. 

The Louisville plan will bring in key defense contractors and retain only inherently 
governmental engineering work at Louisville. It will assure the affordability of retaining the 
defense infrastructure and state-of-the-art work now being done in Louisville on some of 



the Navy's'most critical weapons systems, while drastically reducing the Navy's costs and 
presence at the facility. 

Now, before 1 introduce you to our team, let me say that we welcome your comments, 
concerns and observations about our plan. Please, do not hesitate to ask any questions 
or make any comments at any point in our presentation. 

I am very pleased we have with us here today: 
H Kentucky's Lieutenant Governor, Paul Patton, representing our Governor, Brereton 

Jones. 
H Former United States Representative Romano Mazzoli, who represented our 

community in the Congress for a quarter century and is an expert an the Louisville 
Naval Ordinance Station and its potential. congressman Mazzoli is here today as 
well representing the business community of our region as Vice Chair of the Board 
of the Louisville Area Chamber of Commerce. 

H Jefferson County JudgeIExecutive David Armstrong, a former attorney general of 
our Commonwealth and an outstanding leader of our community; 

H Louisville Mayor Jerry Abramson, one of our country's most progressive urban 
leaders and last year's president of the US Conference of Mayors; 

H Mr. Larry Craig, President of Local Lodge 830 of the International Association of 
Machinists and Aerospace Workers, which represents some two-thirds of the 
workforce at Naval Ordnance Station. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us here today are convinced that our proposal offers both a vision for 
the needs of the Navy and the Department of Defense in the 21 st century, and a model for 
the preserving and enhancing the industrial might needed by the United States in its new 
and future role as the world's only superpower .... 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, let me introduce former Congressman Ron Mazzoli. 

Conqressman Mazzoli 

I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and this distinguished Commission for t.he opportunity 
to appear before your group on behalf of the Louisville Detachment of the Crane (Indiana) 
Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center. This is the facility, Mr. Chairman, all of us 
who live in Louisville call Naval Ordnance Station. 

And I do want to note again that I wear another hat today as well, represeriting the Board 
of Directors of our Chamber of Commerce, of which I am Vice Chair. I am very pleased to 
tell you that the Louisville Chamber of Commerce and the business community of our 
region not only stand behind our proposal. The Louisville Chamber has been in the 
forefront of our effort to protect the critical capabilities and dedicated public servants that 
have made Naval Ordnance such an exceptional part of the nation's defense backbone. 



My own association with Naval Ordnance dates back before BRAC '93 - -  when Naval 
Ordnance was on the table and taken off by the Commission -- even before BRAC '91 and 
BRAC '88. 

My association with Naval Ordnance spans more than a generation, beginning with my 
election to Congress in 1971. As a native Louisvillian, 1 had always known of Naval 
Ordnance, but I had not seen the facility up close until Clarence Strawn -.- my neighbor on 
Ardmore Drive then and my neighbor today in his 92nd year -- invited me to tour Naval 
Ordnance. I did so in 1971, and I did so almost annually until I retired from Congress in 
January, 1995. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, the story of my neighbor and friend, 
Clarence Strawn, is the story of Naval Ordnance Station, fidelity to Navy and nation; 
patriotic service to country; and, excellence in work product. 

As I said in 1993 to Chairman Jim Courter, Naval Ordnance is the Best of the Breed. It is 
also the Last of the Breed. It needs to be kept open and its 1844 men and women 
employees need to be kept on the job. It has been Gunsmith to The Navy for the past 50 
years. We want it to be Gunsmith to the Nation for the next 50 years. 

Our plan will be amply described by others today. But, essentially our plan -- which began 
to take form at a meeting held at Naval Ordnance two days after BRAC '93 voted not to 
close us -- has evolved since then. 

Our plan will rid the Navy of some of its excess overhead (its "stuff', as Vice Admiral 
George Sterner, Commander of the Naval Sea Systems Command, terms them); create a 
Center of Excellence for guns and gun weapon systems; result in public-private 
partnerships for defense procurement and maintenance; and lead to cross-service 
procurement and maintenance ("purpling") which the 1993 BRAC Commission urged the 
military branches to emphasize in developing our national defense capabilities for the next 
century. 

But, for another moment, let me return to Clarence Strawn. Clarence came to Louisville in 
October 1941 from the Naval Gun Factory in Washington, D.C. He came to build Naval 
Ordnance Station -- one of seven built across the country and the only one left in the Fleet 
today. 

He came to "light a candle," to bring knowledge and experience in gun manufacture and 
overhaul to Louisville. He came to help America win World War II. And, that's exactly 
what happened. 

Naval Ordnance was also there at the ready when help was needed during the Korean 
War, the Vietnam War, and, most recently, in the liberation of Kuwait in the Persian Gulf 
War. 



This is the point we all made in BRAC '93 at Louisville during the site visit, at Columbus 
during our Regional Hearing, and in Washington, D.C. when the Kentucky and Indiana 
Congressional Delegations testified before the Commission. This is the point we 
underscore again today. 

Whenever in the past half century America has had to mobilize for war, Naval Ordnance 
has been there with the personnel and the prowess to do the job the nation needed done. 

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, Naval Ordnance Station is the Navy's only remaining 
full-service gun and gun weapons system facility. 

As you well know, this installation has unique assets, some of which are not available 
anywhere else and some of which could not be moved a! any cost, such iaS the gun barrel 
vertical plating tanks. 

The station's unique heat-treating facilities also have pits in which the heating ovens are 
located which have to be rebuilt if the function were moved to another site. 

Naval Ordnance, quite simply, has full spectrum capability to carry weapons work from 
design and prototyping, transition to production, in-service technical support and, finally, 
overhaul and repair. 

The Station provides comprehensive engineering and industrial full spectrum support to: 

-- Gun and gun fire control systems. 

-- Surface missile system launchers. 

-- Ship self-defense systems and sub-systems. 

-- Shipboard physical security 

In addition, the Station provides general industrial support for refurbishing and/or 
manufacturing weapons system equipment and components. 

My request to this Commission is that it amend the recommendations pertaining to Naval 
Ordnance by directing the Navy to cooperate with the State of Kentucky, the City of 
Louisville and the County of Jefferson in implementing our plan for a government-industry 
partnership which will continue the tradition of excellence in gunsmithing which Clarence 
Strawn and the thousands of civilian and uniformed personnel have created over the years 
on those 142 acres of Southside Drive in Louisville, Kentucky. 

Conqressman Ward 



Before we broceed, let me add a few words regarding recent events at Naval Ordnance 
Station. As many of you may know, we have significant concerns about the conflicting 
numbers that have been used to -calculate the cost of closing Naval Ordnance Station. 

Frankly, we don't know precisely what it will cost to close that Naval Ordnance; to move 
the critical functions accomplished there to other installations; to re-equip, retrain, and 
move critical personnel and jobs. 

But all of us here today know that, without question, it will cost literally millions and millions 
of taxpayer dollars. 

Regardless of the precise cost, whether it is $103 milliorl, as the Navy has estimated, or 
some $600 million, as Naval Ordnance has itself calculated, our plan to privatize the work 
done at Louisville will unquestionably save several hundred million dollars that would 
otherwise be spent to break apart and reassemble elsewhere, at far lowel- efficiency and 
effectiveness, the work now done in Louisville.. . . 

Mr. Chairman, our proposal has three key objectives: 
o Number one, reduce the Navy's infrastructure; 
o Number two, protect the gun weapon system expertise now resident at Louisville; and, 
o Number three, protect the people at NOSL and the important contribution they make to 

our regional economy. 

Specifically, we ask that the Commission recommend that the Naval Ordnance Station 
industrial complex become the centralized Navy source for gun systems as the nation's 
Naval Gun Center of Excellence. We propose that we do as a collaborative effort, teaming 
our community with the Navy and some of America's most capable defense contractors. 

To achieve that objective, we believe the Commission must approve a recommendation 
that achieves at least the following: 

Transfers Naval Ordnance Station from Navy ownership to local government 
ownership. 

w Leaves in place the workload for both the Navy gun weapon system replacement 
program, and the Phalanx product line. 

w Retains the in-service engineering support as a Navy function at the Center. 

Our plan has several key components: 

1. The Navy would transfer ownership of the ~ a v a l  Ordnance Station industrial complex to 
our local governments for conversion to a mixed industrial park. 

2. The Commission would recommend that, first, the key NOSL work continue to be 
performed in Louisville by private defense contractors, and second, the Navy 
engineering presence remain at the new Louisville Center. 



3. A major defense contractor - most likely United Defense L.P. - leases part of facility 
to perform gun systems and gun fire control systems overhaul and remanufacture. 

4. A second major defense contractor - probably Hughes Missile Systems Company - 
leases part of the facility and perform Phalanx Close-In Weapons System (CIWS) 
manufacture, remanufacture, and overhaul. 

5. A defense contractor - again, United Defense L.P. is the likely candidate - leases 
part of the facility to perform the industrial support functions. 

6. Finally, the defense contractors offer first right of refusal for new jobs to displaced 
Naval Ordnance employees. ! 

Mr. Chairman, I might add that in your packets are letters of intent from both United 
Defense and Hughes Missile Systems spelling out their strong interest in participating in 
this plan. 

Obviously, we believe this proposal presents manifold advantages-a win-win-win, if you 
will. I've asked the leaders of our local governments, Jefferson County J~~dgeIExecutive 
David Armstrong and Louisville Mayor Jerry Abramson, to outline those advantages for 
you. First, Judge Armstrong. 

Judse Armstrong 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, our proposal will keep intact proven 
capabilities in naval gun systems that is unmatched anywhere in America. 
What the Navy now enjoys at Louisville is an installation with extremely unique facilities, 
equipment, and literally thousands of years of combined workforce expertise. 
That combination can not be duplicated at other DON (Department of the Navy) or DOD 
(Department of Defense) installations without incurring tremendous relocation and 
preparation costs, both at Louisville and at the receiving locations. 

With the continuing downward pressures on the defense budget, we understand the 
Navy's view that it can no longer afford to maintain Naval Ordnance Station as a wholly 
public, Navy-owned installation. 

But while it may be too expensive to maintain the status quo at Louisville, it is also grossly 
expensive to move the defense industrial capacity that resides there. 

Simply closing the installation and spreading its functions around the cour~try not only is 
clearly cost-prohibitive. It would cause a severe, irretrievable loss of capability for the 
United States in these armament systems. 



Our proposal, on the contrary, supports the Secretary of the Navy's BRAC 
recommendations, reducing the Navy's infrastructure by closing NOSL as a Navy 
installation. NOSL will be considered a "closure" for BRAC purposes under this proposal. 

The plan, by retaining most of the current Navy workload at Louisville, minimizes Navy 
relocation costs that would otherwise be necessary under the current recommendation to 
relocate NOSL activities, workload, and facilities. And it optimizes Navy gun system 
capacity utilization, with Louisville becoming the most comprehensive and capable gun 
facility in the world. 

It is very important to note that Louisville's gun system industrial capability exceeds that of 
existing manufacturers. As you may know, overhaul capability and processes are more 
complex and extensive than, and encompass those, of new manufacturing. In other words, 
it will be relatively simple to merge and integrate new manufacturing into Louisville's 
existing capabilities. 

It maintains, centralizes, and focuses all Navy gun system capability, improving the depth 
and breadth of that capability. DOD and Navy gun system requirements for the 
foreseeable future are significantly less than the combination of public and private 
industrial capacity. Besides the best industrial capability, Louisville also has more than 
sufficient capacity for all foreseeable naval gun system requirements. 

It creates a new, cost-effective way to perform Navy and other Department of Defense gun 
system repair, overhaul, and manufacturing, with what we and others who have reviewed 
the plan believe is very significant inter-servicing potential. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, our plan encourages public-private partnering in the defense sector, 
a key initiative of the Pentagon under President Clinton. It will produce an appropriate mix 
of public-private responsibilities in a partnership that could prove to be a model for other 
defense efforts as we strive to downsize while maintaining essential capability .... 

In short, this is a win-win. The Navy wins with an enhanced capability at lower cost. 
Defense contractors will gain a broader business base. And, as Mayor Abramson will 
describe, our community gains signficantly. 

Mayor Abramson 

Mr. Chairman, our community has for the past two years struggled to come up with a 
solution to the dilemma before us. Simply put, our challenge was to find a cost-effective 
framework in which Naval Ordnance Station's capabilities can continue to serve our nation, 
while at the same time reducing the Navy and Defense Department's industrial 
infrastructure and save the huge cost of relocating such a complex facility. 



Of course, this plan offers some very significant advantages to our community. First and 
foremost, it minimizes disruption to the current NOSL workforce, since they would have 
first right of refusal for newly-privatized jobs at the installation. 

And though we understand this proposal could cause some job losses, particularly in the 
short-term, our Naval Gun Center of Excellence proposal creates tremendous potential for 
eventually enlarging the scope of defense-related work conducted at the newly-created 
Naval Gun Center. Louisville's proven defense-skilled workforce, combined with our 
region's low-cost manufacturing environment and outstanding transportation infrastructure 
(NOSL is contiguous to an expanding Louisville International Airport and United Parcel 
Service's International Air Hub) should attract new defense-related manufacturing and 
remanufacturing to the Center. 

I ! '  

Both Hughes and United Defense produce weapons and systems for other branches of the 
armed forces. Their presence in Louisville increases the likelihood of the Center 
eventually serving all branches of the armed forces and becoming a significant source of 
defense systems for sale to friendly foreign countries. 

It creates a commercial defense anchor for the newly-privatized NOSL industrial park, 
while retaining significant infrastructure for attracting commercial non-defense industry and 
firms to the former NOSL site, which would in turn further reduce the overhead rates 
charged to the Navy, the defense contractors, and other tenants. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Louisville plan meets all of the key objectives of the 
Commission, in a cost-effective, innovative manner. The fine Kentuckians and Hoosiers of 
our community are excited about its potential and prospects. 

We are ready, Mr. Chairman, to move quickly to make this proposal a reality. 

Conqressman Ward 

Now Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to introduce the Lieutenant Governor of our 
Commonwealth, ,and former Secretary of the Kentucky Economic Development Cabinet, 
the Honorable Paul Patton. 

Lieutenant Governor Patton 

Mr. Chairman. Ladies and gentlemen of the Commission. 

I am very honored to represent the Commonwealth of Kentucky and Governor Brereton 
Jones who, as you know, toured the Naval Ordnance Station last week with Senator Dixon 
but couldn't be with us here today because of a previous commitment in Kentucky. 



I have delivered to you today his official letter of support for the Louisville Plan to privatize 
the Naval Ordnance Station. A copy of the Governor's letter along with my own comments 
are in the packet before you. - 

My message to you today is that the entire leadership of Kentucky enthusiastically 
supports the plan you have heard here today. 

It is totally logical and doable to privatize the operations in Louisville rather than see those 
state-of-the-art facilities and the quality work being done there abandoned, dismantled and 
dispersed to other areas. 

While I don't know the cost of closing the facility, either, as congressman Ward has said, I 
do know from my former work as head of the Kentucky ~conomic Development Cabinet 
that such closings are very, very expensive indeed. Beyond the expense, the U.S. Navy 
would lose a highly trained, highly efficient and highly motivated workforce if the Louisville 
operations were shut down or moved to other locations. 

Every one of those jobs in Louisville is important to us. And while maintaining the status 
quo may not be viable, as it apparently is not, privatizing the operation would maintain the 
work, preserve the expertise we have built in Louisville, save perhaps hundreds of millions 
of dollars in closing and relocation costs and create a model defense-rela.ted industrial 
park that would be second to none in the world. 

In closing, let me assure you that the Executive and Legislative leadership are committed 
to seeing that privatization of the Louisville Naval Ordnance facility is successful. We 
stand ready to work with you, the Navy, the Department of Defense and our good 
colleagues on this team today to make privatization work in Louisville. 

Conqressman Ward 

Thank you, Governor Patton. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to again introduce Mr. Larry 
Craig. 

Larry Craig 

Thank you, Congressman. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the Commission, I am here representing the men and women of 
Local Lodge 830 of the International Association, of Machinists and Aerospace Workers at 
the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville. 

I am proud to say that we are enthusiastic about the prospects of privatizing NOSL as an 
alternative to closing down the facility and transferring its operations elsewhere. 



We recognize that in today's world true job security lies in the ability of a work force to 
remain highly efficient and productive. The Machinists Union is a progressive union, and 
this plan assures that the Navy will not lose the skills and abilities of a pr-oven, professional 
work force in Louisville. 

Conclressman Ward 

Thank you, Larry. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we know that all of the difficult work you are doing, all of your 
hearings and site visits, and all of your patience-such as you have shown in hearing us 
here today-must ultimately produce decisions that meet with the approval of the 
President and the Congress. a 

I know that you have had a long day, and in closing, I would simply like to leave you with 
key thoughts about our effort to save the vital work and jobs at Naval Ordnance: 

First and foremost, our proposal satisfies the mandate of the Commission. 

It saves money and reduces infrastructure. 

It ensures continued world-class work on many of the Navy's most critical weapons 
systems. 

It eliminates the need to dismantle and disperse Naval Ordnance's proven, effective 
capabilities. 

rn Finally, It gives us the opportunity to prove to the Pentagon, the Congress, the 
President, and the nation that Louisville's Naval Gun Center of Excellence can be a 
model for others to follow. 

With this proposal, Louisville can help achieve -- and I'm using the Pentagon's own words 
-- "the readiness. and modernization we need within the budget we have." 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We welcome your questions. 



OBJECTIVES 
OF THE 
LOUISVILLE PLAN 
1. Reduce Navy Infrastructure 

2. Save the Navy over $300 million 

3. Maintain Louisvillels World Class 
Capabilities in Gun Systems 

4. Create a Naval Gun Center 
' of Excellence 

5. Maintain the Exceptional 
Workforce at Naval 
Ordinance Station 



THE 
LOUISVILLE 
PLAN 

Key Elements 
Transfer NOS1 property to local governments 

Privatize major gun work in place 

Enclave in-service weapons engineering 

Results 
Bottom line reduction to Navy 

Preserve critical gun maintenance and 
over haul capabilities 

Create a Gun Center of Excellence 
as a model for all branches 



NOP NOP 

, 

NOP 
ia 

LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 
(Formerly NOP Louisville) 

The Navy's only remaining 
"full senice" gun weapon systems 
engineeringlindustrial capability 

NOP NOP 
Forest Park,. Center Line, 



" mum FROM THE SEA" 
PREPARING THE 
NAVAL SERVICE FOR 
THE 21 ST CENTURY 

"... The shift in focus to littoral operations 

requires a corresponding shift of emphasis 

toward accelerating the adaption of existing 

forces to counter littoral threats. .. 11 

This will place "increased emphasis on 

generations of high intensity power projection, 

support of force ashore, and weapons necessary 

to fulfill the mission." 







PHYSICAL 
RESOURCES (1 995) 
Land - 142 Acres 

Buildings 
92 Adjacent Buildings , 
1.64 Million Square Feet 
Replacement Cost: $274 Million 

Industrial Plant Equipment 
Replacement Value: $497 Million 

Unique Equipment 
Replacement Value: $429 Million 

Total Replacement Cost - $1.2 Billion 



TRANSPORTATION 
ACCESS 
Interstate 

3 major interstates within 5 miles of Naval Ordnance 
Station Louisville 

1-64 East directly to Norfolk, VA 
1-64 West with multiple West Coast connections 
1-65 South directly to the Gulf Coast 
1-71 and 1-65 North to the Great Lakes region 

River 
Primary route for major barge lines 

Louisville - One of the newest 



Air 
Less than 1 mile from Louisville's International Airport 
6th largest air cargo airport in the world and 4th largest in the U.S. 
UPS primary national/international hub' 
Full senice airport for commercial, air cargo, military, general 
aviation, corporate, private and postal aircraft 

Rail 
Directly adjacent to CSX Regional Freight Yard which has a spur 
line into Naval Ordnance Station Louisville with rail access 
through all major produdion buildings 
Served by five railroads (CSX, SO0 Line, CONRAIL, Norfolk 
Southern and Paducah & Louisville) 
25 rail miles from Ft. Knox 



UNIQUE 
LOUISVILLE ASSETS 
State-of-the Art Plating Facility in DON ! 

Complete Environmental Compliance 

One of two remaining Major Caliber Gun Barrel Plating 
Facilities in the DOD 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

OFF~CE OF THE GOVERNOR 

April 11, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. nixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Vi~ginia 22209 

Dear Chirman Dixon : 

We are very grateful to you and the entire Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission f o r  giving us the opportunity to present our 
proposal for preservlag the jobs and the high-quality workmanship which 
currently exist at the Naval Ordnance Station in Louisville. While I cannot 
be with you today because of a long-standing commitment, I have discussed 
the situation thoroughly with our L t ,  Governor, Paul Patton, and he is 
fully prepared to represent the state's position on my behalf. 

I am honored to have had the opportunity to discuss our proposal with you 
and Commissioner Kling during your recent visit to Louisville. W e  certainly 
appreciate the difficult nature of your task. Your willingness t o  keep an 
open mind and consider all alternatives is very meaningful to the people of 
Kentucky and a credit to the dedication and professionalism of the 
Commission. 

Let me assure you that our adminkatration is in full support of the 
Louisville Plan, We stand ready to cooperate fully with the Navy and the 
local governments of the City of Louisville and Jefferson County to make 
privatization a reality. 

What we are proposing offers a unique opportunity for everyone involved in 
the Naval Ordnance facility -- the U. S. Navy, the Department of Defense, 
the defense industry and, certainly, the Louisville community and its 
proven dedicated workforce. 

I want to join with o u r  very capable Kentucky team led by Congressman 
Mike Ward and Lt. Governor Paul Patton in asking that the Commission 

A N  EQUAL O P P O R T U N I T Y  EMPLOYER MIFID 
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qpril 22,  1995 

accept the Louisville Plan as a better alternative to closing the Naval 
Ordnance Station. With the Commission's support, the Louisville Naval 
Ordnance Station can become a model far privatizing defense industrial 
capacity in support of our Armed Forces. 

fir3?[fLQlr Brereton C, Jones 

l srb 



4-10-95 : 2:09PM : CONG. LEE k4MILTON- 502 582 5897;# 2/ 3 

LEE H. HAMILTON 
I Sm DICIIIICI. IuuuaIA 

THE HONORABLE LEE EX. HAMILTON 

S t a ~ n t  before rhe 

J3ase Closure and Realignment Commission - --___ 

Chicago* Ulinois 

April 12. 1995 

- - -.- . - 2 . .- . - -- 
- Senator Dixon. Members of the Base Closure and Rcalignmenr Commission 

Thank you for providing me with this opportunity to commenr on the Defense Department's 
decision to include the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville (NOSL) on its 1995 baee closure list. 

Before I begin my fonnat testimony, I want to thank Senaror Dixon and Commissioner Kling 
for raking the time to visit on April 6. 1 understand ic was a very productive visit. I am pleased 
char you could meet with Captain Cummings and rhe employees and maPagers at h Ordnaace 
Station, and see first hand the outstding work done at the installation. 

1 oppose the Navy's dccision to close he Ordnatl~c: Station. My prefucnce would be ro 
~ m v a  rbe Naval Ordnance Station from tht elomre lisr In the a l ~ t i v c ,  I would urge the 
Commission ta consider endorsing the e s t a b l ~  of a Naval Gun Cenrcr of Exctllcncc ar 
Louisville. 

, I would initially like m cxprcss my support for keeping tbt Naval Ordnance Scation off the 
closure list. 

First, the Naval Ordnance Starion is the k t  Navy owned facility capable af n system 
dcrign, pmtotyping, manufacmriq and remmu-ing. Wen Lwjnille to be sloraf?thc Navy 
would lose that capability as well as the ability to reconstitute ii full industrial base capacity in time 
of tlmsrgcncy. 

Second. the Ordnance Station has had a superb record of service ro the Navy and the counrry. 
Its engkedng capabilib -- in design enginsring, in-service engineering and advamxd gun syszam 
maaageum~ -4 devdopmcnr -7  i s  a rremendous asset to the Navy. I r  can perform its work in a 
cost-effective manner, and has an outstanding workforce. 

Third, closing he Ordnance SI;U~Q~ would have an adverse impact on corrnnities in my 
congressid district in Indiaua. 320 of the 1.836 em loyees at the iusralla~on reside in Indiana, 
and putting them wr of work would cast the State. d o n s  of dollars in lost income. 

Fourth, Indiana should not have to sustain additional cutbacks in the base closure process. 
Indiana has taken tfie brunt of the basc closing process over tlle last seven years. Jeffcrsun Proving 
Ground, Indiana Army Amrnrlrlition Plaar. Ft. Benjamin Harrison. and Grissom Air Force have all 
been listed for closure or inactivation. Thousands of jobs will be lost. 
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I appreciate the outstanding wark that is done t h e .  I will conhue m do all 1 caq in support 
of rhe installation, its employees, and thc-greater Louisville conamunity. 

-. *-. 
Naval Grin Center of E- 

If rhe Commission decides to support the recormendation of the Defense Department, I urge 
thkt it then consider endorsing the creation of a &val Gun Center of kccileace at Louisviile. 

As my good friend and collcaguc, Congressman Mike Ward, has i a d i c W  in his testimony. 
the Ciry of Louisville and Jefferson County are exploring the possibility of establishing a Naval Gua 
Ctater of Excellence at NOSL. The proposal includca the followiug elements: 

- The Navy would close the Naval Ordnance Station, w i h  language in the BRAC repan to 
assure that the Navy will work to privatize in place the majority of the work performed at 
the Sudan. 

- The City of Louisville and/or Jefferson County would assume ownership of the faciliw. 

-- One contractor (United Defense) wnuld lease part of thc facility to perform rhe 5-inch gun 
work and other activities. 

-- Another contractor (Ilughcs) would I w c  part of the fsility to perform work on rhe 
Phalanx sysam. 

- The Navy would lease part of the facility to maintain an cnginmring prwence. 

- The contractors would hire NOSL employees displaced by the closure. 

This proposal would allow the Navy to centralize all Navy gun system capability at a single 
location; lower ovcrhead costs; and save tfie Navy the cosr of rblucating NOSL activiuw to orber 
installations around the counay. 

Most importantly, the proposal would keep jobs at Louisville. Ideally. I wculd like to see 
the faciliry stay a gavermcnt faciliry arul the workforce remain a governmexu workforce. But, if 
the Commission d 4 d t s  to close NOSl., I wan[ ro do all I can to keep good-paying jobs in the 
Louisville area. The " C e n ~ r  of Excellence" concept wodd offer such an opportunity. 

I ask that the commissi*b give every consideration to this propos'al 

I appreciate having this opportunity to testify. I commend ycru for your efforts. I would bt 
happy to answer any questions you may have, 
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3 A p r i l  1995 

The Honorable Jerry E. Abramson 
Mayor, City of Louisville 
City B a l l  
601 W. Jefferson St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 

The Honorable David L. Arnstrong 
County Judge/Executive, Jefferson County 
Jefferson County Courthouse 
527 W. Jefferson St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 

Dear Mayor Abramson and Judge Armstrong: 

As you are aware, there was a meeting 30 March 1995 in Washington 
D.C. between representatives of Louisville, the State of 
Kentucky, the U.S. Navy, United Defense, and Hughes Missile 
Systems Company, to discuss the community's proposal to create 
a naval gun center of excellence at the Naval Ordnance Station 
in Louisville. 

This naval gun center with a centralized manufacturi.ng, depot 
repair and fleet technical support facility, located at the 
site of the present Naval Surface Warfare Center :Louisville 
base, was proposed as having the potential of providing the 
U.S. Navy with a cost effective approach to their gun pkograms. 

We are extremely interested in the potential business 
opportunities at t h e  Naval Surface Warfare Center. Therefore, 
we have established a team, led by Tim Vayhinger of the Hughes 
Missile Systems Company and supported by Hughes Aircraft Company, 
t o  assimilate data f r o m  the Naval Ordnance Station, the city 
of Louisville, the :State of Kentucky, and the U.S. Navy to 
prepare a business plan for possible Hughes participation in 
the proposed naval gun center of excellence. This plan will 
provide the basis for discussions and ensuing business decisions 
regarding the viability of Hughes involvement in the proposed 
center or possible alternative approaches. 

Hughor Mlnflo Syrtoma Company 
P.O. Box 11337 

Tucrwr. A2 85734 



- - -  - 
Our team w i l l  be i n  Louisville this week continuing to gather 
data to support t h e  timely preparation of t h e  bus ines s  c a s e .  
The support from your o f f i c e s  is  greatly appreciated.  

W e  look forward to further d i s c u s s i o n s  regard ing  t h i s  k e y  
business opportunity i n  Louisvi l le ,  - - -  

gards , 

. David L. McP son 
President 
Hughes Missile S y s t e m s  Company 
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April 5, 1995 

The Honorable Jerry E. Abramson 
Mayor, City of Louisville 
City Hall 
601 W. Jefferson Street - - 

Lauisville, KY 40202 

The Honorable David L Armstrong 
County JudgdExecutive, Jefferson County 
Jefferson County Courthouse 
527 W. Jefferson Street 
louisvllle, KY 40202 

Dear Mayor Abramson and Judge Armstrong: 

This is in response to your letter of April 3, 1995, proposing your community 
establish a privatized Naval Gun Center of Excellence at the site of the current 
Naval Ordnance Station Loufsville (NOSL). 

U n l d  Dehnse, LP, is keenly interested in participating in this venture. We do, 
however. have some concerns about your proposed concept - particularly the 
plan to consolidate new build gun activity at the center. We cannot now support 
this portion of the plan because we do not have a business analysis that 
financially justifies to the Navy such a move- Note, the MK-45 gun is currenw 
manufactured in a Navy facility. 

Despite this concern, we believe that maintaining the current gun overhaul and 
repair watk at the center can provide excellent value for the Navy and jobs for 
your community. To accomplish this, it is imperative that the U.S. Navy support 
the concept of maintaining work in Louisville and commit to keep all current gun 
line overhau! and repair work now canducfed at the Navy facility at the new 
privatized center. 

As you know from our March 13 letter, Mike Seale has been leading our 
initiatives for the Louisville concept He will head a United Defense team to 
develop a business plan for possible United Defense participation in the 

United Defense LP Wadd Headquarters 
1525 Wilson Boulevard Suite 700 Arllngtor, Virginia 22209-241 7 Telephone 703 312 61 00 
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Louisville Center. Upon completion of that plan. w will be prepared to 
commence negotiations with your government and the Navy. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Thomas W. Rabaut 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
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A-76 and Competition Issues 

A-76 does not apply to performance change of Depot Level 
Workload to Private Contractor (I 0 U.S.C. 2469) 

Competition not required for work performed by private contractor 
before closure - if: 

1. PropertyIServices are available from only one source 
(1 0 U.S.C. 2304(1)} 

2. It is necessary to award to particular source to maintain a facility to 
achieve industrial mobilization (1 0 U.S.C. 2304(3)} 

I 



CITY OF LOUISVILLE JEFFERSON COUNTY 
JERRY E. ABRAMSON DAVID L. ARMSTRONG 

COUNTY JUDGEIEXC CUTIVE 
June 2, 1995 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20350 

Dear Secretary Dalton: 

Enclosed is our unsolicited proposal to the United States Navy to establish a 
Naval Gun Center of Excellence at the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, 
Naval Ordnance Station here in Louisville, Kentucky, if the Station is selected for closure 
by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Also enclosed are 
agreements between our governments and United Defense L.P. and Hughes Missile 
Systems Company to operate portions of the proposed Center. 

We are convinced that such a Naval Gun Center of Excellence will make a vital 
contribution to the Navy and the readiness of the U.S. fleet, and can serve as a model for 
the privatization of critical defense industrial infrastructure. We are committed to 
working cooperatively with the Navy and the private sector to ensure the success of the 
Center. 

We look forward to that collaboration. 

Sincerelyy "4- 
Da d L. Armstron 

Mayor County JudgeIExec tive 

Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Wendell H. Ford 
The Honorable Mitch McConnell 
The Honorable Lee Hamilton 
The Honorable Ron Lewis 
The Honorable Mike Ward 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 
The Honorable Robert Pirie 



1. The governments of the City of Louisville, Jefferson County, and the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, in collaboration with the Louisville Area Chamber of 
Commerce, and with the active support and assistance of the Kentucky Congressional 
Delegation, propose the establishment of a Naval Gun Center of Excellence on the site of 
the Naval Ordnance Station Louisville (NOSL). 

2. Faced with the potential closure of Naval Ordnance Station Louisville (NOSL) in 
the 1994- 1995 cycle of Department of Defense base closures, City, County, and State 
governments formed a team of advisers to assist in the development of strategies to avert 
or ameliorate the potential closure of NOSL and the dislocation of its 1,800-person 
workforce. The central focus of these strategies is to reduce overall costs to the Navy; 
retain as many skilled jobs as possible; and plan for a profitable long-term reuse of the 
NOSL facility to benefit the community and region. NOSL contains approximately 90 
separate buildings on 142 acres located within the city limits of Louisville, adjacent to the 
Louisville International Airport. As one of the few remaining sites zoned for commercial 
use in the city, the 1.63 million square feet of space currently at the base (1.42 million 
square feet contained in twelve major buildings, including fully-equipped heavy 
industrial and office space) includes a new state-of-the art plating operation anti a pre- 
treatment facility that meets all environmental standards. 

3. Navy budget cuts and reductions in United States Naval forces have made even 
specialized facilities such as the NOSL highly marginal and subject to consolidation. 
Because of budget reductions, NOSL has experienced a decline in workload, resulting in 
under-utilization of the installation. Continued workload decline is likely as the size of 
the U.S. fleet is further reduced. 

4. Local, state, federal, and private sector officials worked closely together to 
explore the feasibility of a downsizing plan by which NOSL would retain its core gun 
repair activity while making excess space available for other uses. Analyses focused on 
the development of reuse scenarios which could provide substantial cost savings for the 
Navy by improving the efficiency of operations. Manufacturing and repair processes 
were studied to identify ways to do the same work in less space, reducing operating costs 
while also resulting in more cost-effective performance of the critical gun repair mission. 
Excess facilities were then evaluated for potential conversions to private commercial 
uses, possibly through a publiclprivate partnership venture between the Navy and a 
private company or companies to perform some of the work in Louisville at NOSL, 
thereby retaining as many skilled jobs as possible. 



5. Analyses by the local community revealed the potential for the Navy to save 
money while still maintaining the key gun repair capability at NOSL, along with the 
skilled workers and specialized plant and equipment. The study revealed significant cost 
savings could be achieved through increased operating efficiencies, process 
improvements, and reduced infrastructure and overhead. Opportunities for further cost 
savings can result by taking advantage of state-of-the-art industrial processes, 
reengineering and outsourcing, which have been adopted by numerous private companies 
with positive results. 

6 .  Reengineering, the process of rethinking and radically redesigning business 
processes, and outsourcing, an agreement of one company to be the customer and another 
company to be the provider of goods and services, are widely-accepted techniques to 
improve production processes and allow industries to compete successfully in today's 
competitive world. The community's preliminary study determined that using those 
processes would likely produce significant savings for the Navy by making key gun 
repair processes at NOSL more efficient. 

7. The preliminary study found that NOSL's existing capabilities represent a strong 
base on which to build. In addition to its gun repair capability, NOSL has an engineering 
drawing repository that can serve as the basis for rapid expansion of capabilities, as well 
as the personnel and facilities for quick mobilization in the event of a national crisis. 

8. Numerous interviews were conducted with key community and business leaders; 
City, County, and State government officials; and Department of Defense personnel to 
evaluate potential opportunities for commercial uses of space at the facility, assuming 
that consolidation of existing Navy operations would free up space for other uses and 
users. A preliminary market assessment was conducted to identify potential private 
sector uses. Initial results revealed demand for functional manufacturing buildings in 
Louisville because such space is in short supply in the local market. Much of the space 
presently available cannot be adapted for modem industrial operations. There also is 
potential demand in Louisville/Jefferson County for high-ceiling, heavy crane-equipped 
facilities to serve new users seeking sites in the area. 

9. The preliminary study supports the development of a diversified base reuse plan 
with a market-based focus on industrial users who will provide a base of skilled jobs at 
the facility. For example, the proposed Naval Gun Center of Excellence will require a 
plating capability. Other diverse opportunities exist for utilizing NOSL's plating facility, 
by, for example, the Ford Motor Company's Louisville Truck Plant and Explorer 
Assembly Operation, and General Electric's Louisville Appliance Park. Additional 
alternative uses for excess buildings at NOSL include light industry, warehousing, and 
distribution. Companies whose manufacturing processes require pre-treatment are 
another strong possibility for reuse at NOSL. 

10. City, County, and State governments therefore propose to establish a Naval Gun 
Center of Excellence which would become the centralized Navy source for gun systems 
and would team the community with the Navy and defense contractors. This proposal 



has three key objectives: 1) reduce the Navy's infrastructure; 2) protect the gun weapon 
system expertise now resident at Louisville; and 3) provide new opportunities for the 
highly-skilled and unique NOSL workforce. 

We recommend that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
approve a recommendation that achieves the following: 

Transfers Naval Ordnance Station from Navy ownership to local government 
ownership. 
Leaves in place the missions encompassing both the Navy gun weapon system 
replacement program, and the Phalanx product line. 
Retains the in-service engineering support as a Navy function at  the Center. 

Specifically, the establishment of such a Center requires the following steps: 
Transfer of ownership of the Naval Ordnance Station industrial complex from 
the Navy to local government for conversion to a mixed industrial park.. 
The continuation of key NOSL missions and functions at the Center, performed 
by private defense contractors. 
Retention of the Navy in-service engineering presence at the Center. 
A major defense contractor leases part of facility to perform gun systems and 
gun fire control overhaul and remanufacture. 
A second major defense contractor leases part of the facility to perform Phalanx 
Close-In Weapons System (CIWS) manufacture, remanufacture, and overhaul. 
A defense contractor leases part of the facility to perform necessary industrial 
support functions. 
Contractors offer first right of refusal for new jobs to displaced NOSL 
employees. 



NOS-L PRIVATIZATION 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

This memorandum summarizes the basis on which work will be directed to 
the proposed Naval Gun Center of Excellence (the "Center"), following the 
determination by the BRAC Commission to close the Louisville Depot as a 
Government facility. The eventual plan, once the facility is turned over to the 
Local Redevelopment Authority ("Community"), is to have the work performed 
at the Center by contractors, including United Defense and Hughes, as lessees to 
the Community. In the interim, while the base closure process takes place, 
United Defense and Hughes would operate the facility under direct contract with 
the Navy. An enclave will be maintained for Government engineering personnel. 

OMB Circular A-76 ("A-76"), which requires cost comparisons for 
contracting out of certain work, is inapplicable to the proposal described above. 
By statute, A-76 does not apply to a performance change of depot level workload 
to a private contractor. 10 U.S. Code (j 2469. 

Under 10 U.S. Code (j 2469, a change in performance of depot level 
maintenance workload of a value greater than $3 million requires competition. 
That statute does not, however, specify the means by which that competition will 
be carried out. In order to determine the manner in which competition is to be 
conducted, and any exceptions to the requirement of competition, reference must 
be made to the Competition in Contracting Act ("CICA"). 10 U.S. Code 5 2304 
et. sea. The GAO has applied CICA to determine competition requirements for - 
depot work. New~or t  News Shi~building and Drydock Co., B-221888, 86-2 
CPD 7 23; aff'd on recon. B-22188.2, 86-2 CPD 7 428 (1986); Hoboken 
Shipyards Inc., B-224184.2, 87-1 CPD 7 70 (1987). 

While CICA does require competition in most circumstances, the statute 
provides three exceptions which would be applicable in these circumstances. 



A. Sole Source 

The head of an agency may use other than competitive procedures 
where the property or services needed are available from only one responsible 
source. 10 U.S. code  8 2304(c)(l). As an example, United Defense was 
recently selected for a sole source contract for modifications to the MK45 Gun 
Mount, based on the determination by the Navy that United Defense "is the only 
known source that possesses the requisite knowledge, technical expertise and 
production capability necessary to satisfy this requirement." (CBD 
Announcement April 24, 1995). The combination of the equipment and the 
personnel at the Center should provide a persuasive basis for sole source findings 
by the Navy. 

B. Industrial Mobilization 

Non-competitive procedures are allowed where "it is necessary to 
award the contract to a particular source . . . in order to maintain a facility . . . 
to achieve industrial mobilization." 10 U.S. Code 8 2304(c)(3). In NI Industries 
Inc., B-223990.2, 87-1 CPD 7 597 (1987), the GAO denied a bid protest against 
an award to a GOCO for the construction of facilities to manufacture ordnance. 
The agency directed the award in order to maintain the GOCO as a vital facility 
and maintain the critical skill at that facility. The GAO concluded that 
determinations of industrial mobilization involve complex judgments which must 
be left to the discretion of the agency. Therefore, the GAO will question these 
decisions only if there is convincing evidence that the agency abused its 
discretion. The concern of maximizing competition is secondary to the needs of 
industrial mobilization, even under CICA. 

C. Summary 

United Defense and Hughes, with the cooperation of the 
Community, will be submitting separate proposals to the Navy that will call for 
certain requirements being directed to the Center during the interim period before 
the facility is turned over to the Community. The exceptions to competition 
listed above provide ample authority for the Navy to accept this proposal. By the 
time the Center has been turned over to the Community, the expectat:ion is that it 
will be highly efficient and that the combination of the skills, equipment and 
overall management will result in the ability to compete aggressively for work. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: United Defense, LP 

FROM : R o g e r s ,  Joseph, OIDonnell Q Quinn 

DATE : May 31, 1995 

RE: Louisville ~acility - ~utharity and Precedent for 
Leasing ~acilities Subject to Base closure 

1. ISSUES 

You have asked us to research the following issues: 

1. Whether it is feasible  for UDLP t o  propose leasing 
portions of the Louisville Facility; and 

2 .  Whether there is any precedent for such a proposal. 

11* ANALysIs 

A. The Navy has Statutory Authority To Lease The 
Louisvil le  Facility pending ~ i n a l  Disposition Of The 
p r o ~ e r t y  Pursuant To A Base Closure Or Realianment 

- 
Prior to completion of the base closure or realignment 

process at  the m u i s v i l l e  f a c i l i t y ,  the Secretary of Defense (or 

secretary of the Navy) is specifically authorized to enter into 

lease agreements relating t o  real and personal property located 

there. 10 U , S , C ,  5 2667 (f) provides that ttpending the f inal  

dieposition of real and personal property located at a military 

installation to be closed or realigned under a base closure law," 

the Secretary of the Navy is authorized to lease such property to 

"any inaividual or entity under this subsection i f  the secretary 
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determines that such lease would facilitate S t a t e  or local 

economic efforts. l t l  

When entering into such lease agreements, the Secretary 

ia permitted to accept consideration in an amount that is less 

than the f a i r  market value of the lease interest if the Secretary 

determines that such a reduction is in the public intereat and 

the fair market value i s  either unobtainable or not compatible 

with such interest. 10 U.S.C. $ 2667(f)(2). 

Section 2667 does not appear to require c~mpatition in 

the outleasing of property under its provisions. Indeed, it 

specifically provides that the Secretary may accept less than 

fair market value ip the lease is in the public interest. Thus, 

it would appear that, as long as the City of Louisville/UDLP can 

demonstrate that its proposed leasing agreement would result  in 

some state or local economic benefit, the Secretary of Navy is 

authorized to lease the relevant property without competition. 

In addition, there is nothing in Section 2667 to 

indicate that the lease must encompass the entire property at the 

subject facility. Therefore, the Secretary probably has the 

authority to enter into a leasing agreement for only a portion of 

the facility or to enter into a leasing agreement which provides 

for options to incrementally add other property at the facility. 

Section 2667(f)(3) a l s o  provides that before entering into a 
lease under this provision, the Secretary must consult with 
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency in 
order t o  determine whether the environmental condition of 
the property proposed for leasing is such that the l ea se  of 
the property is advisable. The statute provides no other 
conditions for exercise of this authority and we have found 
no regulations implementing this authority. 
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B. w Has Statutorv Au-Y To Continue L e u  
tv A f s  Closure 

At some-point in the base closure process, the 

Secretary of Defense will be required to make formal glexcaes 

propertyw designations at the muisville facility. Defense 

Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Pub. L. 101-510, 

section 2905 ('*Base Closure A c t n ) .  n E ~ ~ e ~ ~  propertyn is 

statutorily defined as "any prapsrty under the control of any 

Federal Agency which is not required for its needs and the 

diecharge of its responsibilities, as determined by the head 

thereof." 40  U.S.C. f 472(e ) .  

Once the Louisville f a c i l i t y  has been closed, 

realigned, or otherwise finally disposed, lease  of its nexcessn 

property will be controlled by 10 U.S.C. L 2471. This Section, 

added by the DoD Authorization Act of 1995, Pub.L. 103-337, 

authorizes the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the Navy 

to lease "excess" equipment and facilities of  a depot-level 

activity if certain enumerated criteria are met--including a 

determination that such a lease will not have a "significant 

sdvec~e effect on the readiness of the armed forces, as 

determined by the Secretary concerned." 10 U . S . C .  S 2471(b). z 

2 .  If the property 8ought to be leased has not been formally 
designated as  excess^ by the Secretary of Defense (or the 
Secretary of the Navy), the DoD is authorized to leame it 
under the aondikions set forth in 10 U.S.C. f; 2667.  section 
2667 provides that the Secretary of a military department 
may lease real or personal property under the control of 
that 8epart;ment as long as it is not nfor the time need88 
for public 10 U.S.C. 8 2667(a).  The terms and 
conditions of the lease are subject to the discretion of the 
Secretary. 32 CFR S 736.5(b). 
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In addition, the lessee must agree to reimburse DoD far the costs 

of the lease, and the lessee must agree to indemnify the United 

States for damages or injury arising from the lease. . This 

statute is also silent on the issue of whether such a lease will 

be subject to competitive requirements .j 

Thus, it appears that once the interim leaeing 

authority under 10 U.S.C. 5 2667(f) expires with the completion 

of the base closure, the Navy can invoke its authority under 

10 u.8.C. S 2 4 7 1  to lease the wsxces&M equipment and facilities 

at ~ouisville to the City of Louisville/UDLP team. It should be 

noted, however, that Section 2471 authorizes the lease of excess 

nequfpment and facilitiesn only: it apparently does not include 

the leasing o f  real property. 4 

3 .  DOD implementing regulations for Geetian 2 4 7 1  have not been 
enacted yet but are forthcoming. -ns G u i w  

Debutv Under S e c r e w  of' Defense, 9f the (November 16, 
1994) .  

4 .  DoD authority to lease real property ie granted by the Base 
Closure A c t .  See, Section 2905 of the Base Closure Act  
which provides : 

T h e  Administrator of General Service8 shall delegate to the 
Secretary o f  Defense, w i t h  respect to excess and surplus 
-1 ~r-, facilities, and personal property located at 
a military installation closed or realigned under this part- - (A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess 
property under [The Federal Property A c t ,  40 U . S . C .  f 4 7 1 1  . . .  ." (emphasis supplied) 
The omiasian of real property from the separate proviaione 
of Section 2 4 7 1  may represent a determination that excess 
real property should remain subject to the various reporting 
and screening requirements set forth in the Federal Property 
Act ,  4 0  U-S-C* 5 471- 
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The timing of the exercise of thie authority shoulcl be 

discussed with the Navy; it may be that the Navy should invoke 

Sect ion 2471  at sbme p o i n t  prior to actual completion of the base 

closure process. 

It should be noted that the base closure etatutes 

clearly favor transfer of such real and personal property--by 

lease or otherwise--into the hands of local redevelopment 

authorities or communities. For example, local authorities are 

the moat likely candidates to demonstrate that their proposals 

w i l l  result in local economic benefit (thereby satisfying section 

In addition, Section 2905 of the Bast3 Closure A c t  

specifically provides that local authorities should be accorded 

preferential treatment in the disposal of property as followa: 

wBefore any action may be taken with respect to the 
disposal of any surplus real property or facilities 
located at a military installation to be closed or 
realigned under t h i s  part, the secretary of Defense 

- shall consult with the Governor of the State and the 
heads of the local governments concerned for the 
purpose of considering any plan for the use of such 
property by the local  community concerned," 

Pub. L, 101-510, s e c t i o n  2905. 

Section 2905(c)  (i) goes on to exempt the transfer of 

property to local authorities from certain administrative 

requirements: 

@'The transfer of personal property under subparagraph 
(A) shall not be subject to the provisions of sections 
202 and 203 of  the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services A c t  of 1949 (40  U . S . C .  483, 484)  if the 



Secretary determines that the tranefer of such property 
i s  necessaty for the effective implementation of a 
redevelopment plan with respect to the installation a t  
which such property is 10cated.~ 

DoD Directive 5410.12, e n t i t l e d  wEconomic Adjustment 

Assistance to Defense-Impacted C~mmunitieo,~ creates procedures 

for working with local authorities through the O f f i c e  of Economic 

~djustment (OEA) in order to develop reutilization plans for 

property on military installations subject: to base closure. For 

example, ( C )  ( 5 )  (d)  provides: 

"As soon as possible after the preliminary listing of 
property is available, OEA shall arrange for 
appropriate DoD and Federal Agency representatives to 
meet with camunity leaders t [c]oneider the 
feasibility and need for an ' m use-re"aiZi. or 
license that would enable the --- comun ty to use all or 
part of the installation for civilian purposes pending 
ultimate diepasit ion by GSA." 

DOD Directive, 5410.12 (December 22,  1987) .5 

As we understand the contemplated leasing agreement 

proposal, the City of muisville would be the proposed Hleaeeen 

of the Louisville facility, therefore, the above-noted statutory 

and regulatory preferences should not present a problem. Indeed, 

the participation of the City of Louisville should substantially 

increase the attractiveness of such a proposal to the Navy. 

5 .  Theae directives have not been updated since 1987. certain 
portions have clearly been euperseded by more recent legislation, 
particularly, Section 2667, which apparently authorizes military 
departments to bypasa certain administrative requirements 
relating to the disposal of Government property. A8 noted above, 
updated procedures are due to be published shortly. 
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D. Facilities S- - 
In our review of the 1991 and 1993 Reports by the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, w e  w e r e  unable 

to locate instances o f  outleasing which parallel the anticipated 

UDLP/City of Louisville lease proposal. Most of the examples of 

leaeing agreements arising out of base closures or realignmenta 

relate to A i r  Force facilities which were leased to local 

authorities for operation as civilian airports. 

For example, the  1993 Cummiasion recommended clomre or 

relocation of the Bergstrom Corrosion Control Faci l i ty  at 

e. Texas "unless a civilian airport 

authority assumes the responsibility for operating and 

maintaining the facility before [a certain data.In Other 

portions of the Bergstrom base were recommended to be kept open 

nat  least until the end of 1996". The Commission noted that the 

city of Austin had adopted resolutions demonstrating the city's 

commitment to rescue the base as its municipal airport. 

In another instance, the 1991  omission recommended 

closure of the Pickenbacker 4i.r N a t j ~ u  G w d  Base, Ohio. In 

1992, however, the airfield at Rickenbacker was transferred by 

long-term lease to the Rickenbacker Port Authority ("RPAU). The 

1993  omm mission noted this development nnd observed that. the 

property was to be conveyed in fee to the RPA once environmental 

restoration was complete. The Commission recoxmnended that 

certain Air Force groups lease portions of the Rickenbacker 

facility from the RPA. 
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One non-~ir Force example of outleasing can be found in 

the dilrrporition of the -ex to N a v w t i o n  

Treaswe Is  ere, the 1991 

Commirsian report had recommended closure an8 outleasing of the 

entire property with certain portions reserved for continued 

occupancy by existing tenants--including one contractor-operated 

test facility. In 1993, the Commission concluded that this 

limitation of disposal authority to outleasing v~unnecessarily 

restricts the Navy's ability to dispose of this property i n  a 

timely and lawful manner." The 1993 Comission merely 

recommended, however, that the Navy be permitted to dispoee of 

the property in any lawful manner--including outleasing. 

The ~ i r  Force examples aiocuesed above may reflect 

special consiaerations for potential airport facilities or may 

merely demonstrate the preference for leasing to local agencies. 

Nevertheless, the Comisaion's riacommendations regarding the 

Bergstrom base closure may be significant s ince  a portion of the 

base was suggested for  outlea~ing while other portions remained 

open under A i r  Forae use. 

111. CONCWSION 

Under the statutes discussed above, the Navy appears to 

have authority to  enter into the type of leasing agreement 

contenplated by UDLP, Prior t o  completion of the  closure or 

realignment of the Louisville facility, the Navy has authority 

under 10 U . S . C .  % 2667(f) to lease the real or personal property 

located a t  the Louisville facility if it determines that such a 
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lease would *facilitate state or local ecanonia efforts." A t  the 

point during the base closure proaess that the property is 

declared nexcese~n the Navy is authorized under 10 U . S . C .  fi 2741 

to continue leasing the excess equipment and facilities to the 

city of ~ n u i s v i l l e / ~ ~ ~ ~  team. 

Although, thus far, we have not located instances in 

which a military department has entered into a leasing agreement 

for the exact purpoae contemplated by UDW, there is certainly 

precedent for leasing former military installations to local 

civilian authoritiee. 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

THIS MOU is entered into this 1st day of June, 1995, between and among the CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, 601 West Jefferson Street, Louisville, Kentucky 40202, and JEFFERSON COUNTY, 527 
West Jefferson Street, Louisville, Kentucky, 40202, (hereinafter referred to as "The Community") and 
HUGHES MISSILE SYSTEMS COMPANY. (hereinafter referred to as "Hughes"), hereinafter known 
separately as the "Party" and collectively as the "Parties". 

RECITALS: 

Ist WHEREAS, the military installation operated by NSWC-Crane in Louisville, Kentucky  s station")^ 
provided ordnance repair, overhaul and remanufacturing for the U. S. Navy since the early 1940's; 

W WHEREAS, the Station may be closed pursuant to the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
(the "Act"); 

3rd WHEREAS, in the event the Station is closed, the Parties desire to continue serving the U. S. Navy's 
repair, overhaul and remanufacturing needs at the Station. 

WHEREAS, the Community intends to submit to the U. S. Navy an unsolicited proposal (the 
"Proposal"), to create a Naval Gun Center of Excellence at the Station where product line functions 
currently being performed at the Station will be privatized in place and an engineering enclave operated 
by the U. S. Navy will be established. 

3l1 WHEREAS, Hughes has special and unique capabilities in the area of ClWS and related programs 
and proposes to operate a portion of the Station as a recognized contractor of the U. S. Navy; 

WHEREAS, as a major component of the Proposal, the Community would lease to Hughes a portion 
of the Station to be part of the Naval Gun Center of Excellence. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual obligations and covenants 
contained herein, the sufficiency of which is mutually acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. The Community shall submit to the U. S. Navy the Proposal consistent with the above 
recitals. The Parties agree that it is in the best interest of the Nation, the Community, Hughes and the 
Navy to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, Louisville, Kentucky and to create a 
Naval Gun Center of Excellence at the Station by October 1997, or date of closure, whichever is sooner, 
or at such time as agreed upon by the Parties with the U. S. Navy, and to reassign the current product 
line functions to private entities under agreement with the U. S. Navy and the Community, except for the 
In-Service Engineering Agent which should remain in place in an enclave on the Station leased back to 
the Navy to support the Naval Gun Center of Excellence. 

2. The Community agrees, subject to approval by their respective legislative bodies, to establish 
a local redevelopment authority ("LRA") pursuant to Kentucky and Federal law for the purpose of 
managing and operating the Station and to enter into such agreements as necessary. 

3. The Parties agree that if the Proposal is accepted by the U. S. Navy, or if the United States 
Government agrees to a substitute arrangement acceptable to all Parties, the Parties and the United 
States Government will then enter into agreements carrying out the terms of this MOU after the LRA 
assumes operation of the Station. The parties shall negotiate in good faith to agree upon the terms of 
these agreements. 

4. Hughes agrees to support the Community during the proposal work applicable to the role it -+ 
proposes to play in the privatization process as set forth in Exhibit "A" hereof. 5 



5. The Community agrees that it shall have primary responsibility for making all necessary 
presentations to the U. S. Navy and the United States Government related to the Proposal, but Hughes 
agrees to provide such reasonable complementary support as the Community and Hughes shall agree. 
Hughes agrees that it will not make any presentation directly to the U. S. Navy related to the Proposal 
without discussing the presentation content with the Community. 

6. The Parties acknowledge that there shall be an interim period between when the Station is 
authorized to be closed and such time that final closure is complete, and the Parties agree that the 
Proposal will contain a plan for continuity of the repair, overhaul and remanufacturing work through the 
use of a GOCO operation from the time closure is authorized pursuant to the Act until the LRA assumes 
operation of the Station. Hughes will be the proposed GOCO operator of a portion of the facitily as 
described in Exhibit A. Once the LRA assumes operation of Station, Hughes will operate its portion of 
the Station as a Lessee to the LRA. 

7. Any and all liability to the Community or Hughes caused by or arising o~tt of this MOU, its 
implementation, amendment, or expansion, shall be borne by each party separately and individually and 
neither Party shall be liable or obligated to the other for any such liability. No Party shall be liable to 
another for indirect, incidental, or consequential damages. Costs and expenses of the proposal effort 
shall be separately agreed upon. 

8. The Community agrees that, except as may otherwise be required under Kentucky's Open 
Records Law, KRS 61.870 et seq., any information or records furnished it by Hughes which have been 
conspicuously identified as confidential or proprietary shall not be deemed to be public records and shall 
not be disclosed to any third party without the written consent of Hughes. 

9. Each Party hereto shall act as an independent contractor,.and this MOU shall not constitute, 
create, give effect to or otherwise recognize a joint venture, pooling arrangement, partnership, or formal 
business organization of any kind. 

10. This MOU and all rights and duties hereunder except those in paragraph 8 shall terminate 
upon the happening of the earliest of any of the following: 

(a) Written notice from the Government or BRAC Commission that the Station will not 
be closed; 

(b) Written notice that Hughes is not selected to operate its proposed portion of the 
Station. (The Community agrees to use all reasonable efforts in its best judgment to obtain the 
Government's consent of Hughes as an operator pursuant to thisMOU.) 

(c) Mutual agreement in writing of the Parties hereto; 

(d) The Parties and the U. S. Government have entered into the agreements identified in 
paragraph 3 above. 

(e) Inability of the Parties to resolve to their mutual satisfaction the "Privatization Issues" 
specified in Exhibit "A" to this MOU. 

11. This MOU contains the entire agreement of the Parties and supersedes any previous 
understanding, commitments or agreements, oral or written, with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

12. This MOU may be modified from time to time by the mutual written consent of the Parties. 

13. Nothing in this MOU shall grant to either the community or Hughes the right to make 
commitments of any kind for or on behalf of the other Party without prior written consent of the other q 
Party. 4 



14. Neither Party may assign or transfer its interest hereunder without the prior written consent 
of the other, except assignment or transfer is permissible from Hughes to a firm or corporation: (1) which 
succeeds to its entire business; or (2) which succeeds to the business of the division or group originally 
responsible for performance hereunder; or (3) into which it may be merged or with which it may be 
consolidated. 

15. This Agreement and the interpretation thereof shall be governed by the laws of the State of 
Kentucky. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed 
effective as of the day and year provided. 

HUGHES MISSILE AND SPACE COMPANY THE COMMUNITY 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE 

x ' d  P-- 
KENNETH C. DAHLBERG 
SR. VICE PRESIDENT AND V 

RRY E BRAMSON kL 
PRESIDENT, WEAPONS SYSTEMS SEGMENT 

DAVlDAR STR NG s 



EXHIBIT "A" TO THE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN JEFFERSON 
COUNTY AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, AND HUGHES MISSILE SYSTEMS 
COMPANY, DATED 1 JUNE 1995. 

HMSC PLAN FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GUN CENTER 
OF EXCELLENCE AT THE EXISTING LOUISVILLE SITE OF THE CRANE DIVISION 
OF THE NAVAL SURFACE WEAPON CENTER. 

1. HMSC HISTORY WITH PHALANX & RAM: HMSC has manufactured the Phalanx 
Close-In-Weapon-System since the inception of the production program in 1978, and has 
delivered in excess of 800 weapon systems to the US Navy during the ensuing years. 
Approximately 200 of these were sold by the US govemment to our allies under the 
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program. Prior to the beginning of production HMSC (then 
the Pomona Division of General Dynamics) spent the previous ten years, back to 1968, 
designing the weapon. In addition Hughes RAM (Rolling Airframe Missile) launcher design 
started at Pomona in 1976, and is now being manufactured at Tucson. 

2. ASSESSMENT OF FUTURE BUSINESS: Procurement of new Phalanx weapon 
systems by the US Navy will end with the last deliveries late in 1996. The future of the 
program lies now in four areas: (a) modernization of the vast USN Phalanx fleet by the 
installation of newly designed back-fit hardware, (b) continued annual overhauls of USN 
fleet systems, (c) sales of new system to foreign countries and (d) upgrades and 
overhauls of the 200 foreign systems. 

3. LOUISVILLE CURRENT ROLE: The site at Louisville, specifically building 102. 
currently performs all USN and FMS overhauls and upgrades, the latter using back-fit 
hardware manufactured by HMSC. In addition the site performs the majority of spare 
parts repairs for the USN (some are done by HMSC in Tucson). The Louisville site is the 
designated overhaul point for the RAM launcher, although fleet introduction is just in its 
infancy so actual overhauls have not yet begun. 

4. HMSC INTENT FOR THE LOUlSVlLLE SITE: HMSC proposes to continue, as a 
private contractor, to perform the USN and FMS work currently being done at the 
Louisville site in building 102. In addition HMSC plans to expand the work at Louisville 
through direct international commercial sales for system overhaul and upgrade. HMSC 
plans to create the majority of the necessary workforce by hiring persannel currently 
employed there by the federal govemment. The technical production support personnel 
are well qualified to support the depot product line. We do not intend to supplement them 
with support people from Tucson unless, because of attrition at the point of privatization, 
not enough of them accept our offer of employment. 

As regards the physical site, HMSC plans to make building 102 self-sufficient with 
respect to the remainder of the Louisville site. This involves capital items such as Material 
Resource Planning (MRP) computer modifications, heating and telephone swtichboard 
equipment additions and production painting facilities. Our intention is to ensure the 
continued viability of the Phalanx/RAM depot regardless of the status of the remainder of 
the site. 

5 .  MILITARY BUDGETS WILL GOVERN THE FUTURE: Our plan is to maintain the site 
as a self-sup orting offsite facility of HMSC, performing the depot work as described 
above. As t f: e business dimate (specifically, the defence budget) changes over the 
years we will reassess our position regarding this plan and take any action deemed 
necessary to continue as a low cost supplier of new and refurbished hardware to the 
Navy. 



6. POTENTIAL INTERFACE WITH UNITED DEFENCE: A portion of the overhaul work 
(approximately 15%) is currently done elsewhere on the base. We have had preliminary 
discussions with United Defense LP regarding the opportunity for them to continue this 
work on-site under subcontract to HMSC. However, the same services are available 
from commercial companies in the Louisville area in the event subcontracting with United 
Defense is not feasible. 

7. FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS: We anticipate reaching an 
agreement with the Local Redevelopment Authority for the lease of building 102 as is, 
complete with all the manufacturing machine tools, cranes, work stations, etc, sufficient to 
continue the depot work uninterrupted. In addition to these eneral purpose production 
facilities and equipment there are special (unique to phalanx! tools and test equipment. 
HMSC roposes that the latter be provided as Government Fumished Equipment directly P from P 0 (TAD). Since, as noted in paragraph 4 above, we plan to do international 
commercial work at the site we expect approval from PEO (TAD) for the use of this 
special equipment in the performance of these contracts. 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: We assume the federal government will undertake all 
obligations regarding the preparation of an environmental Baseline Condition report and 
any needed subsequent remedial action. 

9. EARLY IMPLEMENTATION HIGHLY DESIRABLE: We would like to complete the 
implementation of this plan as early as possible, and we have a goal of being in place as 
a private contractor at Louisville by late summer/early fall of 1996. However, we 
recognize that there are many steps needed to be accomplished prior to that time by the 
Navy (PEO(TAD) And NAVSEA) and the governments of Jefferson County and the City 
of Louisville. Therefore, HMSC would be willing to consider operating the facility as a 
GOCO in the interim period. We assume that the site would be left as is, complete with 
all facilities and general purpose and special tools and test equipment, and that HMSC 
would hire the labor force to staff the depot; once again, draw~ng from the existing labor 
force. 

10. PRIVATIZATION ISSUES: At this time we have an agreement in principal with the 
governments of Jefferson County and Louisville for the execution of this proposal. There 
are several issues remaining open at this time for which resolution will be needed before 
we can finally cement the agreement. While these items are key to setting the stage for a 
good business opportunity for HMSC, there do not appear to be any major impediments 
to their successful resolution. Several of them involve the Navy, and are generally 
directed toward enabling HMSC to provide continuing and uninterrupted depot service to 
PEO(TAD). The remainder of them involve the County and the City, as well as the IAM 
union currently in place at the site. As a matter of record they are included in this plan, and 
are listed below: 

Special Tools and Test Equipment Will Be Government Furnished 
Equipment GFE) To HMSC, With Authority For Use On Foreign 
Commercial 6 ales. 

HMSC Will Need Continued Access To Navy Ships Parts Control Center 
(NSPCC) For Spare Parts. 

Navy Will Take All Remedial Environmental Action To Meet Applicable 
Standards. 

Navy Will Hold HMSC Harmless ~g&nst  Lawsuits Resulting From Pre- 
Existing Environmental conditions. 

HMSC Anticipates Reimbursement, up to $5M, For Initial Investment Costs. 



HMSC Intends To Operate The Depot With A Workforce Hired From 
Existing Depot Personnel. 

HMSC Reserves The Right To Reconsider Its Commitment To Privatize If 
Less Than 80% Of The Blue Collar Workers Acce t Offers And Less Than 
8O0I0 Of The Production Support Workers Accept 8 ffers. 

We Anticipate A Lease Cost For Building 102 and its Surrounding 15 Acre 
Site Consistent With The Assumptions In Our Business Plan. 

The Existing IAM Bargaining Agreement Is Unique To A Govemment/Union 
Contract. This Agreement Will Be Rene otiated So As To Make It More 
Appropriate For A Commercial Company1 8 nion Contract. 

The Navy Will Ap rove The Continued Use Of The Existing Louisville 
Maten'al Tracking ystem In The Management Of GFM When We Are 
Under Contract. 

4' 
Expectation is that the Navy Will Issue Annual Depot Contracts vs "Small 
Lot" Orders. 

A Baseline Environmental Report Will Be Available to HMSC Prior To 
Privatization, And HMSC Will Participate In The Analysis. 

David E.Ongley 
Pr ram Manager B Ship efense Systems 



COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this C) day of J L > d  6 t 

1995, between and among the CITY OF LOUISVILLE, 601 West Jefferson 
Street, Louisville, Kentucky 40202, and JEFFERSON COUNTY, 527 West 
Jefferson Street, Louisville, Kentucky 40202 (hereinafter referred to 
collectively as Itthe Communitytt), and UNITED DEFENSE, L. P. 
(hereinafter referred to as "United DefenseM), 4800 East River Road, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55421-1498, 

RECITALS : 

1st WHEREAS, the military installation operated by NSWC-Crane in - 
Louisville, Kentucky ("Stationtt) has provided ordnance repair, 
overhaul and remanufacturing for the U.S. Navy since the early 1940's; 

2nd WHEREAS, the Station may be closed pursuant to the Base Closure - 
and ~ealignment Act of 1990 (the "Act") ; 

3rd WHEREAS, in the event the Station is closed, the parties desire to - 
continue serving the U.S. Navy's repair, overhaul and remanufacturing 
needs at the facility; 

4th WHEREAS, the community intends to submit to the U.S. Navy an - 
unsolicited proposal to create a Naval Gun Center of Excellence at the 
Station where product line functions currently being performed at the 
Station will be privatized in place and an engineering enclave 
operated by the U.S. Navy will be established ('wProposallt); 

5th WHEREAS, United Defense has special and unique capabilities in - 
certain areas of Naval ordnance repair, overhaul and remanufacturing 
and proposes to operate a portion of the station as a recoanized 
contractor of the U.S. Navy -to serve the Navy's continuing neGds at 
the facility; 

6th AND WHEREAS, as a major component of the Proposal, the Community - 
would lease to united Defense a portion of the Station to be part of 
the Naval Gun Center of Excellence. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual 
obligations and covenants contained herein, the sufficiency of which 
is mutually acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 

1. The Community shall submit to the U.S. Navy the Proposal 
consistent with the above recitals. The parties agree that it is in 
the best interest of the Nation, the community, united Defense and the 
Navy to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, 
~ouisville, Kentucky and to create a Naval Gun Center of Excellence at 
the station by October 1997 or at such time as agreed upon by the 
parties, and to reassign the current product line functions as noted 
on ~xhibit A to united Defense under agreement with the U.S. Navy and 
the ~ommunity, except for gun system engineering functions which 
should remain in place at an enclave in leased facilities to support 
the Naval Gun Center of Excellence. 

f 



2, The Community agrees, subject to approval by their respective' 
legislative bodies, to establish a local redevelopment authority 
("LRAN) pursuant to Kentucky and Federal law for the purpose of 
managing and operating the Station and to enter into such agreements 
as necessary. 

3. The parties agree that if the Proposal is accepted by the 
U.S. Navy, or if the United States Government agrees to a substitute 
arrangement acceptable to all parties, the parties and the United 
States Government will then enter into agreements carrying out the 
terms of this agreement after the LRA assumes operation of the Station 
to serve the Navyfs continuing needs at the facility. The parties 
shall negotiate in good faith to agree upon the terms of these 
agreements. 

4. United Defense shall support Community during the proposal 
effort. United Defense agrees to perform the scope of the proposal 
work applicable to the role it proposes to play in the privatization 
process as set forth in Exhibit "Aw hereof. 

5. The Community agrees that it shall have primary 
responsibility for making all necessary presentations to the U.S. Navy 
and the United States Government related to the Proposal., but United 
Defense agrees to provide such reasonable complementary support as the 
Community shall deem necessary and request. United Defense agrees 
that it shall not make any presentation directly to the U.S. Navy 
related to the Proposal unless the Community has approved the 
presentation in advance of making the presentation. 

6 .  The parties acknowledge that there shall be an interim period 
between when the Station is authorized to be closed and such time that 
final closure is complete and agree that the Proposal will contain a 
plan for continuity of the repair, overhaul and remanufacturing work 
to be performed at the facility by United Defense under a mutually 
agreeable arrangement with the U. S. Navy from the time closure is 
authorized pursuant to the Act until the LRA assumes operation of the 
Station. United Defense will submit a proposal to the U.S. Navy for 
the operation of a portion of the facility as described in Exhibit A 
consistent with the Proposal. Once the LRA assumes operation of the 
Station, United Defense will operate its portion of the Station as a 
Lessee to the LRA. 

7. Any and all liability to the Community or United Defense 
caused by or arising out of this Agreement, its implementation, 
amendment, or expansion, shall be borne by each party separately and 
individually and neither party shall be liable or obligated to the 
other for any such liability. No party shall be liable to another for 
indirect, incidental, or consequential damages. Costs and expenses of 
the proposal effort shall be separately agreed upon. 

8. The Community agrees that, except as may otherwise be 
required under Kentuckyf s Open Records Law, KRS 61.870 et seq., any 
information or records furnished it by United Defense which have been 
conspicuously identified as confidential or proprietary shall not be 
deemed to be public records and shall not be disclosed to any third 
party without the written consent of United Defense. + 

'. 
9. Each party hereto shall act as an independent contractor, and 

this Agreement shall not constitute, create, give effect to or 
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otherwise recognize a joint venture, pooling arrangement, partnership, 
or formal business organization of any kind. 

10.   his Agreement and all rights and duties hereunder except 
those in paragraph 8 shall terminate upon the happening of the 
earliest of any of the following: 

(a) Written notice from the Government or BRAC Commission 
that the Station will not be closed; 

(b) Written notice that United Defense is not selected to 
operate any portion of the station. (The Community agrees to use 
reasonable efforts to obtain the Government8s consent of United 
Defense as an operator pursuant to this Agreement.) 

(c) Mutual agreement in writing of the parties hereto; 

(d) The parties and the U.S. Government have entered into 
the agreements identified in paragraph 3 above. 

11. This Agreement contains the entire agreement of the parties 
and supersedes any previous understanding, commitments or agreements, 
oral or written, with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

12. This Agreement may be modified from time to time by the 
mutual written consent of the parties. 

13. Nothing in this Agreement shall grant to either the 
Community or United Defense the right to make commitments of any kind 
for or on behalf of the other party without prior written consent of 
the other party. 

14. Neither party may assign or transfer its interest hereunder 
without the prior written consent of the other, except assignment or 
transfer is permissible from united Defense to a firm or corporation: 
(1) which succeeds to its entire business; or (2) which succeeds to 
the business of the division or group originally responsible for 
performance hereunder; or (3) into which it may be merged or with 
which it may be consolidated. 

15. This Agreement and the interpretation thereof shall be 
governed by the laws of the State of Kentucky. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement 
to be executed effective as of the day and year provided. 

UNITED DEFENSE LOP. THE COMMUNITY 

ITY OF VILLE 
THOMAS Wo RABAUT 
PREBIDENT AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 



United Defense Proposed NOS-L Privatization Approach 

An Ekecutive Proposal to Louisville Community Representatives 

United Defense L9 (UDLP) proposes to implement an agreement with 
LouisvilldYefferson Cauaty providing for United Defense to operate the principal 
industrial functions of the soon-to-be-closed Lauisville Naval Ordnance Station 
under a contract with the Community, in accordance with the Community's Naval 
Gun Center of ExcelIenee ProposaL 'United Defense intends to operate both a 
Defense and Commercial business. The material conL~ined in this executive 
proposal summarizes UDLP's proposed approach. 

UDLP Business: The basic work U13D will conduct is comprised of both existing 
and new business. Existing business is the continua,tion of Defense product line business 
already conducted at the site. New business is the extension of the plant's capabiities to 
new product lines not now nor previously conducted at the site. For the most part the 
business will be the maintenance, repair, overhaul, modification, upgrade and new 
production of guns, gun mounts, gun fire control systems, and gun spare parts for both 
domestic and foreign use. Though not yet agreed to. UDLP would plan to operate a 
Commercial Plating business if an agreement can be reached with the Community. Other 
work planned is the repair and overhaul of Submarine Ball Valves, Surface Ship Torpedo 
Tubes, and Target Acquisition Systems. Surface Ship Torpedo Tubes and Standard 
Missile Rocket Motor cases would also be produced as new components. 

In addition to the existing lines of business, and in keeping with our objectives and the 
Community's intent to keep the k i t y  largely Defense-oriented, UDLP contemplates 
several new lines of business including a minor caliber gun and other amiaments. 

The table below shows the m n t  lines of business UDLP plans to continue. 

Existing Product Line Business 
Gun-&elated 

ML 45 Guns 
Mlc42Guns 
Mk 75 Guns 
Mk 19/38 Guns 
Mk 86 Gun Fi Conuol Systcfns 
Mk 92 Gun Fire Control Systems 
Mk 68 Fire Control System Upgrade 
5 inch Gun Barrels 
Miscellaneous Naval Gun Mounts 

Non-Gun Related 
Mk 32 Surface Ship Torpedo Tubes 

4 M k  56 Standard MMle Rocket Motor Cases 
Mk 23 Target Acqdsition System 
m i n e  Pump Ejection Systems 
Vatical L a d  System Cable Assemblies 

6 NATO Sea Sparrow Launcher 
BaIl Valves 



Level of Business: UDLP has reviewed the business forecast records of NOS-L. 
Based on that review, the chart below has been prepared, containing our projection of 
revenue fiom the existing businexs, divided into two major segments - gun-related 
business and non-gun related business. We expect that new business could contribute 
approximately an equal mount to fbture revenues. Potential new business is shown in the 
adjacent chart. 

Most Likely New Business 
60 I 

1 "  40 

Z 30 =Gun Related ' 30 z z 
- 2 0  - 2 0  

10 10- 

Property Plant and Equipment: UDLP hat~ prepared a facilty usage plan subject 
to agreement by the Community. Once negotiated and approved, a multi-year 
stremlhing plan will be implemented, 

Environmental Issues: UDLP does not wish to incur financial hardship resulting 
fiom actions for which it had no responsibility. UDLP wishes to bc held harmless for any 
liability which may exist from past practices or causes. 

Recommended Privatization ~pproach: The C o e l y  has stated that the 
NOS-L property title transfer fiorn the Navy to the City will occur sometime between 
October 1, 1995 and October 1,2001. The Community and UDLP agree that it may be 
advantageous fbr the UDLP to operate the ficility in some sort of interim arrangement 
with the Navy before the Navy has transferred the facility to the Community. 

We view the privatization as a two phase process: 

Phase 1 - Interim Facilities Agreement (Bridging Phase) 
Phase 2 - Find Facilities Agreement (Objective State) 

The attached chart contains a graphical representation of our proposed approach We 
wish to commence the interim phase as soon as possible. 





EXHIBIT "A" TO THE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN JEFFERSON 
COUNTY AND THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, AND HUGHES MISSILE SYSTEMS 
COMPANY, DATED 1 JUNE 1995. 

HMSC PLAN FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GUN CENTER 
OF EXCELLENCE AT THE EXISTING LOUISVILLE SITE OF THE CRANE DIVISION 
OF THE NAVAL SURFACE WEAPON CENTER. 

1. HMSC HISTORY WITH PHALANX & RAM: HMSC has manufactured the Phalanx 
Close-In-Weapon-System since the inception of the production program in 1978, and has 
delivered in excess of 800 weapon systems to the US Navy during the ensuing years. 
Approximately 200 of these were sold by the US govemment to our allies under the 
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program. Prior to the beginning of production HMSC (then 
the Pomona Division of General Dynamics) spent the previous ten years, back to 1968, 
designing the weapon. In addition Hughes RAM (Rolling Airframe Missile) launcher design 
started at Pomona in 1976, and is now being manufactured at Tucson. 

2. ASSESSMENT OF FUTURE BUSINESS: Procurement of new Phalanx weapon 
systems by the US Navy will .end with the last deliveries late in 1996. The future of the 
program lies now in four areas: (a) modernization of the vast USN Phalanx fleet by the 
installation of newly designed back-fit hardware, (b) continued annual overhauls of USN 
fleet systems, (c) sales of new system to foreign countries and (d) upgrades and 
overhauls of the 200 foreign systems. 

3. LOUISVILLE CURRENT ROLE: The site at Louisville, specifically building 102, 
currently performs all USN and FMS overhauls and upgrades, the latter using back-fit 
hardware manufactured by HMSC. In addition the site performs the majonty of spare 
parts repairs for the USN (some are done by HMSC in Tucson). The Louisville site is the 
designated overhaul point for the RAM launcher, although fleet introduction is just in its 
infancy so actual overhauls have not yet begun. 

4. HMSC INTENT FOR THE LOUISVILLE SITE: HMSC proposes to continue, as a 
private contractor, to perform the USN and FMS work currently being done at the 
Louisville site in building 102. In addition HMSC plans to expand the work at Louisville 
through direct international commercial sales for system overhaul and upgrade. HMSC 
plans to create the majority of the necessary workforce by hiring personnel currently 
employed there by the federal govemment. The technical production support personnel 
are well qualified to support the depot product line. We do not intend to supplement them 
with support people from Tucson unless, because of attrition at the point of privatization. 
not enough of them accept our offer of employment. 

As regards the physical site, HMSC plans to make building 102 self-sufficient with 
respect to the remainder of the Louisville site. This involves capital items such as Material 
Resource Planning (MRP) computer modifications, heating and telephone swtichboard 
equipment additions and production painting facilities. Our intention is to ensure the 
continued viability of the PhalanxIRAM depot regardless of the status of the remainder of 
the site. 

5. MILITARY BUDGETS WILL GOVERN THE FUTURE: Our plan is to maintain the site 
as a self-supporting offsite facility of HMSC, performing the depot work as described 
above. As the business dimate (specifically, the defence budget) changes over the 
years we will reassess our position regarding this plan and take any action deemed 
necessary to continue as a low cost supplier of new and refurbished hardware to the 
Navy. 



6. POTENTIAL INTERFACE WITH UNITED DEFENCE: A portion of the overhaul work 
(approximately 15%) is currently done elsewhere on the base. We have had preliminary 
discussions with United Defense LP regarding the opportunity for them to continue this 
work on-site under subcontract to HMSC. However, the same services are available 
from commercial companies in the Louisville area in the event subcontracting with United 
Defense is not feasible. 

7. FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS: We anticipate reaching an 
agreement with the Local Redevelopment Authority for the lease of building 102 as is, 
complete with all the manufacturing machine tools, cranes, work stations, etc, sufficient to 
cont~nue the depot work uninterrupted. In addition to these eneral purpose production 
facilities and equipment there are special (unique to ~halanxf tools and test equipment 
HMSC proposes that the latter be provided as Government Furnished Equipment directly 
from PEO (TAD). Since, as noted in paragraph 4 above, we plan to do international 
commercial work at the site we expect approval from PEO (TAD) for the use of this 
special equipment in the performance of these contracts. 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES: We assume the federal government will undertake all 
obligations regarding the preparation of an environmental Baseline Condition report and 
any needed subsequent remedial action. 

9. EARLY IMPLEMENTATION HIGHLY DESIRABLE: We would like to complete the 
implementation of this plan as early as possible, and we have a goal of being in place as 
a private contractor at Louisville by late summerlearly fall of 1996. However, we 
recognize that there are many steps needed to be accomplished prior to that time by the 
Navy (PEO(TAD) And NAVSEA) and the governments of Jefferson County and the City 
of Louisville. Therefore, HMSC would be willing to consider operating the facility as a 
GOCO in the interim period. We assume that the site would be left as is, complete with 
all facilities and general purpose and special tools and test equipment, and that HMSC 
would hire the labor force to staff the depot; once again, drawing from the existing labor 
force. 

10. PRIVATIZATION ISSUES: At this time we have an agreement in principal with the 
governments of Jefferson County and Louisville for the execution of this proposal. There 

. are several issues remaining open at this time for which resolution will be needed before 
we can finally cement the agreement. While these items are key to setting the stage for a 
good business opportunity for HMSC, there do not appear to be any major impediments 
to their successful resolution. Several of them involve the Navy, and are generally 
directed toward enabling HMSC to provide continuing and unintempted depot service to 
PEO(TAD). The remainder of them involve the County and the City, as well as the IAM 
union currently in place at the site. As a matter of record they are included in this plan, and 
are listed below: 

Special Tools and Test Equipment Will Be Government Furnished 
Equipment GFE) To HMSC, With Authority For Use On Foreign 
Commercial 8 ales. 

HMSC Will Need Continued Access To Navy Ships Parts Control Center 
(NSPCC) For Spare Parts. 

Navy Will Take All Remedial Environmental Action To Meet Applicable 
Standards. 

Navy Will Hold HMSC Harmless Against Lawsuits Resulting From Pre- 
Existing Environmental conditions. 

HMSC Anticipates Reimbursement, up to $5M, For Initial Investment Costs. 



HMSC Intends To Operate The Depot -with A Workforce Hired From 
Existing Depot Personnel. 

HMSC Reserves The Right To Reconsider Its Commitment To Privatize If 
Less Than 80% Of The Blue Collar Workers Acce t Offers And Less Than 
80% Of The Production Support Workers Accept 8 ffers. 

We Anticipate A Lease Cost For Building 102 and its Surrounding 15 Acre 
Site Consistent With The Assumptions In Our Business Plan. 

The Existing IAM Bargaining Agreement Is Unique To A Govemment/Union 
Contract. This Agreement Will Be Rene otiated So As To Make It More 
Appropriate For A Commercial Company1 3 nion Contract. 

The Navy Will Ap rove The Continued Use Of The Existing Louisville 
Material Tracking ystem In The Management Of GFM When We Are 
Under Contract. 

B 
Expectation is that the Navy Will Issue Annual Depot Contracts vs "Small 
Lot" Orders. 

A Baseline Environmental Report Will Be Available to HMSC Prior To 
Privatization, And HMSC Will Participate In The Analysis. 

Pr ram ~&t&g;r % Ship efense Systems 



POINT PAPER ON THE PLATING CAPABILITIES OF WATERVLIET 
ARMY ARSENAL 

Watervliet has determined that Heavy Weight Zinc Phosphate; Light Weight Zinc 
Phosphate; Tin Plating; Silver Plating; Hard Anodize and; Electroless Nickel current 
capabilities would have to be modified, or expanded, to accomplish all of Louisville's 
finctional capabilities. Watervliet estimates a total Capital Investment cost of 
$630,000.00 to be able to perform all of Louisville's plating functions. This does not 
include the cost of the fixtures and supporting tooling, which they will receive from 
NSWC, Louisville. The cost to purchase chemicals to "charge their systems" is also not 
included. Chemical costs will be spread over the available units of workload and should 
be similar to Louisville's costs. 

Of more importance is the impact that: (1) Louisville's additional workload might have on 
Watervliet's Environmental compliance; (2) the costs and time required to transport Gun 
Weapon Systems components from NSWC, Crane and NSY, Norfolk and back (Fleet 
Readiness issue). f 

1. It is understood that due to severe near-term environmental restrictions Watervliet 
Arsenal is attempting to divest itself of chrome plating functions which are available at 
NSWC, Louisville (the new plating facility and industrial waste water treatment plant 
at NSWC, Louisville is filly compliant with environmental regulations). 

2. The recurring cost of transporting Gun Weapons Systems components from NSWC, 
Crane and NSY Norfolk to Watervliet and back will impose considerable extra 
recurring cost (and scheduling risk) on the Weapons System's Program Managers. 
These recumng costs will be borne by the Program Managers in the future, at a time 
when finding is being reduced. The majority of the plating workload is in support of 
overhaul or repair processes requiring plating followed by machining or grinding, 
inspection to specifications and repeat as necessary. Therefore, a single repair process 
would require multiple shipments to and from either NSWC, Crane or NSY Norfolk. 
From the customer's viewpoint, quick turn around on repairs will be virtually 
impossible. The repairloverhaul is an iterative process relative to plating requirements. 
As a result, non-co-location of repair (machining) and plating processes would result 
in schedule inefficiencies and additional recurring cost to the customer in time and 
money (i.e. transportation). 



GUN BARRELS-A VITAL MILITARY REQUIREMENT 
SHOULD THE UNITED STATES HAVE BUT ONE SOURCE? 

One of the stated objectives of the BRAC 95 
process is to downsize while maintaining unique 
facilities, capabilities, corporate knowledge, and the 
ability to respond to rapid crises, 

In recommending the closing of Naval Ordnance 
Station Louisville, the DON is at odds with this 
stated objective. 

Since the time of Napolean, large gun barrels and 
cannons have remained an indispensable tool of war. 
They remain so in today's high tech battlefields on 
both land and sea. 

I 

Presently there are only two facilities that have 
the specialized lathes, broaching machines, and other 
equipments required to make large caliber gun barrel 
and cannon tubes for the entire Armed Forces of the 
United States. These facilities are Watervliet 
Arsenal for the Army, and Naval Ordnance Station c Louisville for the Navy. 

If Naval Ordnance Station Louisville were to be 
closed there .would only be one facility with this 
vital capability left to make all the major caliber 
gun barrels for the Anny. Navy. Air Force. and 
Marines. 

Admittedly, the capacilty of Watervliet Arsenal 
can be increased (at a cost  of time and money) to do 
this vital function for all the services. But in a 
time of increased terrorism within our own shores is 
it wiee to literally put *all our eggs in one basketn 
on such an important iseue as gun barrels? 

. . 

Presently, the Navy is exploring advanced gunnery 
concepts as part of the Naval Surface Fire Support 
Program. Longer barrels, promulgating longer ranges 
are a key component in this development. Does the 
Navy want to be completely dependent on the Army for 
gun barrel technology improvements and prototype 
barrels that this program will require? 



Closing the gun barrel manufacturing line at 
Naval Ordnance Station Louieville puts the Navy an8 
the Armed Services in this vulnerable position. 

In our rush to maintain high tech electronic 
capabilities, we need to maintain the equally 
important fundamental metalworking capabilites 
required to produce a complete weapon system. 

AN ON LINE SECOND SOURCE FOR GUN BARRELS IS VITAL 
TO THE DEFENSE OF THE UNITED STATES. 



Document Separator 





Naval Ordnance Station 
Louisville, KY 

- Co-Location 

I Fleet I \ 

Logistics ( S U P W r t n :  



Full Spectrum Capability 
Development 

Detailed Product Design 
- Electronic-Mechanical-Chemical 

Prototype Manufacture - 
Test & Analysis 

Transition to Production 
Technical Data Package 
Low Rate Initial Production 
Process/Product Validation 

Production/Acauisition Oversim 
Process Certification & Monitoring 
Product Certification 
Product Acceptance 

/ Product Maintenance 
OverhaulRepair Depot 
Develop/Support Organiza- 

.. tional and Intermediate 
Capability 



NSWC Louisville 

Idaho 

(Formerly NOP Louisville) 

The Navy's only remaining "full service" gun 
weapon systems engineeringlindustrial capability 

Michigan 

Naval 
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Naval Urdnance stat~on 
I Louisville, KY 

Keep- Louisville OPEN 

Naval Audit Service Report 

J. 0.950044 shows "SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION" 

Review of BSEC deliberations 

Shows "SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION" 

(Exclusion of $240M One Time Costs) 

Combining NAWC Indy and NSWC Louisville COBRA 

analysis is a "SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION" 



1 STANDARDS OF ETHICAL CONDUCf FOR THE M E W  BRANCH. 5 CFR 2835 

I SUBPART A: GENERAL PROVISIONS 

I Sec. 2635.101 Basic obligation of public w r v l o  

(a) Public service is a public trust. Each employee has a responsibility to the United States Government and its 
citizens to place byalty to the Constitution, laws and ethical principles above private gain. To ensure that every 
citizen can have complete confidence in the integrity of the Federal Government, each employee shall respect and 
adhere to the principles of ethical conduct set forth in this section, as well as the implementing standards contained 
in this part and in supplemental agency regulations. 

(b) General principles. The following general principles apply to every employee and may form the basis for !he 
standards contained in this part. Where a situation is not covered by the standards set forth in this part, 
employees shall apply the principles set forth in this section in determining whether their conduct is proper. 

I (1) Public service is a public trust, requiring employees to place byalty to the Gonstitution, the laws and 
ethical principles above private gain. 

f (2) Employees shall not hold financial interests that conflict with the conscientious performance of duty. 1 
(3) Employees shall not engage in financial transactions wing nonpuMic Government information or albw 

the improper use of such information to further any private interest. 

(4) An employee shall not, except as permitted by subpart B of this part, solicit or accept any gift or other 
item of monetary value from any person or entity seeking official action from,.doing business with, or conducting 
activities regulated by the employee's agency, or whose interests may be substamtially affected by the performance 
or nonperformance of the employee's duties. I 

(5) Employees shall put forth honest effort in the performance of their duties. 1 
I (6) Employees shall not knowingly make unauthorized commitments or promises of any kind purporting 

to bind the Government. 

L (7) Employees shall not use public office for private gain. 

I (8) Employees shall act impartially and not give preferential treatment to any private organization or 
individual. 

(9) ~ m ~ l o ~ e e ;  shall protect and conserve Federal property and shall not use it for other than authorized 
activities. 

I (10) Employees shall not engage in outside employment or activities, including seeking or negotiating for 
employment, that conflict with official Government duties and responsibilities. 

t (1 1) Employees shall disclose waste, fraud, abuse, and corruption to appropriate authorities. 
# 

I (12) Employees shall satisfy in good faith their obligations as citizens, induding all just financial obligations, , 

especially those - such as Federal, State, or bcal taxes - that are imposed by law. 

(13) Employees shall adhere to all laws and regulations that provide equal opportunity for all Americans 
regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, or handicap. 

(1 4) Employees shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are violating the law 
or the ethical standards set forth in this part. Whether particular circumstances create an appearance that the law 
or these standards have been violated shall be determined from the perspective of a reasonable person with 
knowledge of the relevant facts. 7 
(c) Related statutes. In addition to the standards of ethical conduct set forth in this part, there are conflict of 
interest statutes that prohim certain conduct. Criminal conflict of interest statutes of general applicability to all 
employees, 18 U.S.C. 201, 203, 205, 208. and 209, are summarized in the appropriate subparts of this part and 
must be taken into consideration in determining whether conduct is proper. Citations to other generally applicable 
statutes relating to employee conduct are set forth in subpart I and employees are further cautioned that there may 
be additional statutory and regulatory restrictions applicable to them generally or as employees of their specific 
agencies. Because an employee is considered to be on notice of the requirements of any statute, an employee 
should not rely upon any description or synopsis of a statutory restridion, but should refer to the statute itself and 
obtain the advice of an agency ethics official as needed. 



NAVAL ORDNANCE STATION 
LOUISVILLE, KY 

DoD 5500.7-R Joint Ethics Regulation (JER) August 1993 

SUBPART A: General Provisions 
Sec. 263 5.1 0 1 : Basic Obligation of Public Service 

(14)-" Employees shall endeavor to avoid any actions creating the appearance that they are violating 
the law or the ethical standards set forth in this part. Whether particular circumstances create an 
appearance that the law or these standards have been violated shall be determined from the 
perspective of a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts." 

The fact that an NSWC, Crane employee was detailed into the Major Claimant's BRAC 
coordination office (NSWC/NAVSEA) is a violation of this Regulation. 
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